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Introduction

Oleh Protsyk and Benedikt Harzl

Russia’s remarkable transformation over the course of the last two decades has been the focus of numerous academic volumes. The bulk of these studies deal with processes of building a new political and economic order in the aftermath of the Soviet Union’s dissolution. Russia’s post-communist transition proved to be a complicated process. Challenges of establishing a functioning democracy and market economy remain daunting and overshadow other important transformations that the country is experiencing.

Inter-ethnic relations constitute one such area of transformation that calls for a comprehensive and systematic evaluation. This call is magnified by real life events that point to the continuing and often troubling salience of ethnicity in Russian public life. These events are symptoms of tensions and problems in the area of inter-ethnic relations. The most recent of such events – the December 2010 ethnically charged clashes between several thousand young men and police in Manezh square in the heart of Moscow1 – is just one prominent episode in what many, including some contributors to this volume, believe is a pattern of growing inter-communal tensions across the Russian Federation.

The present volume is one attempt to address the call for a comprehensive scholarly overview of developments in the domains of ethnic policy and politics. It offers a genuinely interdisciplinary perspective on the evolution of the legal framework, institutional architecture, and policies intended to address the numerous challenges posed by Russia’s immense ethno-cultural heterogeneity. The nature of the topic required us to bring together an interdisciplinary group of leading Russia experts from different parts of the world. The outcome of this enterprise is a volume that provides a multifaceted perspective on how Russia evolved over the course of the two decades of tumultuous post-communist transition and where it stands today in terms of ethnic diversity management.

The book analyzes the legal, social, and political changes affecting majority– minority relations in the Russian Federation. Individual contributions offer elements of a comprehensive conceptual framework for analyzing the ways in which ethnic diversity both influences and is shaped by transformations of Russian politics and society. The contributions also provide rich empirical analysis of institutions and processes. Readers will find a great deal of new data in the volume. Theoretical insights generated on the basis of conceptual and empirical work conducted by volume contributors have the strong potential to improve our understanding of the dynamics of ethno-cultural transformation in the country.

After the breakdown of the Soviet Union, Russia remained a multiethnic state. It is less ethnically heterogeneous than the nineteenth century Russian empire or Soviet Union, yet ethnic minorities constitute more than 20 percent of the population of the Russian Federation and the minority share of the population is growing. More than thirty million people in today’s Russia belong to various ethnic minority groups. These people often speak distinct languages, practice different religions, maintain diverse traditions, and sometimes even operate in different socio-economic systems. The remarkable heterogeneity of Russia is reflected in the variety of issues and challenges that the country faces in terms of managing its diversity.

A discussion of ethnic diversity in the context of contemporary Russia cannot be reduced to a narrowly defined focus on the situation of numerous ethnic minority groups. The meaning of ethnicity as a social category and the place and role of ethnicity in public life are at the core of debates about nation-building in Russia.2 The question of what should be the role of ethnicity as compared with the role of political and social institutions and values in shaping the identity of the new Russia has many answers. The voice of those who seek to strengthen civic identity and substitute ethnos as the defining marker of nationhood with civic loyalties and allegiances is strong and articulate.3 It is, however, counteracted by a number of voices coming from both ethnic majority and minority quarters that oppose ideas and approaches that tend to relegate ethnic identities to the private realm. These fragmented voices start from different assumptions and often envision very different destination points – as in the case, for example, of the programmatic agenda of ethnic Russian nationalists and Tatar nationalists – yet they share a tendency to attribute to ethnicity a highly prominent space in public life.4 All these voices are a part of the on-going contestation of the contours of national identity in Russia.

Yet another position in these debates is to redefine Russian nationalism. The traditional doctrine has supported efforts to retain territories and people annexed or conquered by the Russian state, with authoritarian rule and assimilationist practices seen as appropriate means of doing so. Redefining Russian nationalism means refocusing efforts towards building on ethnic Russian territories a state that is responsive and accountable to its people, thus making this nationalism democratic and non-expansionist. It also means accepting the possibility of succession of some ethnic minority groups and the loss of territory. This potential loss is actually interpreted as a gain that increases the chances of constructing a modernized and democratic state.5

The proponents of this position are obviously skeptical about the prospects of attaining the nation-building outcome envisioned by some other leading Russian intellectuals: a strong and integrated civic nation on the entire territory of the Russian Federation. The former see this as unrealistic and point to a pattern of reemergence of politicized ethnic sentiments and strong minority nationalist movements both at the start and the end of the twentieth century (1917 and 1991). They acknowledge substantial changes in the twenty-first century’s intellectual and political context, characterized by the development of supranational structures (such as the EU) and the reduced appeal of ideas of territorial self-determination and sovereignty, but still believe that ethnic Russians should go through the process of national-democratic reawakening and construction of their own nation-state.6

In the case of today’s Russia, we do not have the luxury of having good information about the relative strength and popular appeal of the positions of integrationists, majority and minority nationalists, or proponents of a democratic nation-state for ethnic Russians. Russia has experienced considerable problems with building functioning democratic institutions and providing the political space for articulating competing policy agendas. These problems only worsened over the course of the country’s post-communist transition. The lack of free and open competition reduces the availability of information on important policy issues, restricts the range of options available for addressing the problems, and decreases the quality of societal feedback to government authorities on a large variety of topics, including the issue of inter-ethnic relations. Problems with democracy also constitute a major obstacle to the development of loyalties to state institutions and the values of civic engagement that are so central for the strengthening of civic identities. These problems make it difficult to address existing ethnic grievances and to direct them towards a constructive process of conflict resolution.

Even in the current political context, which is characterized by a more than decade-long absence of mass ethnic mobilization, ethnic diversity continues to be perceived as a major source of potential threats to the future of Russian state-hood. The risk of ethnically driven territorial disintegration, for example, has been recently named by one authoritative observer and insider to Kremlin politics as the principal internal security threat that the Russian leadership believes the country faces. The grievances of some territorially concentrated minority groups and rivalries between these groups are presented in this account as main sources of this risk.7

The lack of democracy and continuing securitization of some minority issues provides a difficult context for ethnic matters to be addressed constructively by the state, societal groups, and international organizations. The quality of dialogue and interactions among domestic and international actors is profoundly affected by this context. An initial openness to Western influences in the first years of the post-communist transition became gradually substituted with much more reserved attitudes to Western norms and standards in all spheres, including the sphere of ethnic diversity management and minority rights. As the country’s cooperation with international organizations such as the Council of Europe or the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe indicates, Russia continues to engage in dialogue about norms and standards of minority protection. This dialogue, however, is conducted with many reservations and, as several contributions to this volume suggest, the fruits of this dialogue are yet to materialize.

The Russian state’s and social actors’ approaches to dealing with challenges of accommodating ethnic diversity in this particular context are the focus of this volume. The volume’s focus on the last two decades does not imply a disregard for Soviet and imperial legacies of dealing with ethnic matters. In fact, references to the influence of the past and themes of continuity and change are present in many contributions to the volume. The focus is squarely on this period because it has so far received less attention in scholarly literature.8 The contrast is especially stark when one compares the size of the literature on inter-ethnic relations in post-communist Russia, for example, with the amount of Western scholarship devoted to exploring ethnic dynamics in the late Soviet period. The role that ethnic factors played in the breakdown of the Soviet Union sparked a great deal of interest in research on ethnicity. This research produced considerable advances in knowledge and understanding of how ethnic identities formed and evolved during the Soviet period.9 These advances are reflected in approaches and positions taken by the contributors to this volume.

In general, the book poses four broad types of questions. They can be summarized in the following manner:



	What are the key characteristics of the legal framework for addressing ethnic diversity matters and minority rights in Russia? What have been the major
 influences on the content and evolution of this framework? How has this adopted framework been implemented and what are the main features of the implementation process?

	How has the institutional architecture of federalism and minority governance shaped the relationships among territorially concentrated ethnic groups and between these ethnic groups and the federal center? What are the internal
 dynamics of the ethnic subjects of the federation and how does the federal center influence these dynamics?

	How have ethnic identities – both majority and minority group identities – evolved over the course of the last two decades? How have government policies shaped the process of ethnic self-identification and the course of construction and reconstruction of ethnic group identities?

	How does
 ethnicity enter the formal and informal domains of national politics of the Russian Federation? How do ethnic factors shape mass mobilization processes, electoral politics, and pattern of accountability and representation?




These questions and issues have shaped the structure of the book. The volume consists of four major parts. Challenges of conceptualizing and relating Russian legal developments in the areas of diversity management and ethnic minority rights are the focus of chapters in the first part. The second part reviews the provisions for and the actual functioning of ethnic federalism and minority governance. The chapters in the third part evaluate how government policies and social practices shape and reshape majority and minority identities and how these processes affect the attitudes and perceptions of the majority group, ethnic Russians. The final part of the volume includes chapters dealing with issues of ethnic mobilization, and political participation and representation. The concluding chapter brings together a number of key themes raised by the volume and poses a number of uneasy questions about the analytical and prescriptive implications of arguments put forward by the volume’s contributors.

The chapters in the first part of the book provide a comprehensive overview of the Russian legal framework for managing ethnic diversity and minority rights issues and examine the evolution of this framework in the context of the development of international norms and standards. Bill Bowring’s chapter provides a wide ranging and historically grounded introduction into how Russian legislation incorporates and interprets minority rights provisions and complies with international norms and standards in this area. The chapter highlights the lack of a systematic approach and inconsistencies in Russian legislation in the area of minority rights. The analysis of the legal framework is put in the context of theoretical debates that shape the main contours of minorities legislation in post-communist Russia. As the author argues, these debates are central to understanding the motives and the logic of the drafters of legal norms. The chapter also provides a stimulating, albeit not uncontroversial, account of the similarities and continuities in legal regulation of ethnic issues in the Tsarist empire and contemporary Russia, raising the politically charged and conceptually contested issue of contemporary Russia’s status as an empire.

Russia’s linguistic diversity and the challenges involved in regulating the status of languages in the country is the focus of Stefan Oeter’s chapter, which combines a legal analysis of norms and practices with insights from sociolinguistics in order to discuss the past and possible future of government attempts to formulate and implement linguistic policies. The author notes that there exist a number of pieces of legislation that are relevant to linguistic matters, but they are not streamlined, meaning that there is no overarching and systematic policy with a certain degree of consistency. The chapter draws attention to the extremely divergent size and situation of language groups in the country and to the fact that a “one size fits all” system of protection of minority languages would not work in the Russian case. The chapter goes into some detail in describing the challenges of drafting an elaborated set of rules and norms that would be capable of protecting and promoting the different languages in reality. It also discusses the problems of implementing statutory requirements and generally abiding by the principles of the rule of law in the Russian context and points to consequences such as, for example, the inability to predict the character of local and regional practices of language use on the basis of legislative standards that are currently in place. The chapter makes note of Russia’s potential difficulties in trying to ratify the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages but provides an elaborated set of arguments why doing so might be in the long-term interest of the Russian state.

The first part of the book concludes with Alexander Osipov’s analysis of norms and practices of what is in the Russian legal framework know as “national-cultural autonomy”. As the author notes, in the Russian context this term is used as a synonym for ethnicity-based non-territorial autonomy. The chapter provides an account of the evolution of the idea of national-cultural autonomy and conceptually dissects the meanings and uses of the term. National-cultural autonomies are a central piece of the Russian system of diversity management, yet the actual impact of these provisions is, in the author’s view, rather limited. The author is generally skeptical about the contribution that national-cultural autonomies make to addressing the tasks of overcoming ethnically based discrimination and creating an effective system for pursuing and defending rights related to ethnicity. He also agrees with some earlier interpretations of government motives in creating a regime of national-cultural autonomies and lists among these motives an intention to replace or weaken ethnicity-based federalism, drive ethnicity out of politics, and subject all non-governmental ethno-cultural activities to a clear set of rules of government supervision. Given the considerable amount of interest in the idea of ethnicity-based non-territorial autonomy internationally, Russian achievements and failures in this area should be of special interest to those involved in academic and policy debates about the role and place of non-territorial arrangements in a system of diversity management.

Russia’s federal structures and federal relations are the focus of the second part of the book. In theory, federalism could be conceptualized as a system of territorial autonomy provisions. In practice, under Russian federalism the degree of autonomy enjoyed by the subjects of federation has varied over time and is currently very limited. The literature on Russian federalism is vast. Contributions in our volume approach this general topic from the perspective of relations between the federal center and ethnically defined subjects of federation. Hans Oversloot’s chapter reviews the major stages in the evolution of Russian federalism in the post-communist period. The chapter highlights dramatic changes in how federalism functioned during the 1990s and 2000s and explains mechanisms behind what in the Russian context became known as “restoration of the vertical of power”. The chapter pays special attention to the process of merging of federal subjects and to the ethnic ramifications of this process. It points to the fact that the process of implementation of mergers has so far affected only a very small minority and indigenous groups that reside north and east of Moscow. The author also devotes a considerable amount of attention to the planning of mergers in the southern part of the country and to the potential risk in terms of ethnically driven protests and turmoil that such plans could unleash. When pursued to their logical extreme, the federal centre’s attempts to reduce the complexity and the asymmetry of the Russian Federation can, in the view of the author, produce the opposite results and make it more difficult – rather than easier – to administer and rule the country.

The federal centre’s relationship with ethnic republics and the nature of political regimes in these republics are discussed in Nikolay Petrov’s chapter. The chapter offers an up-to-date, detailed and systematic comparison of the democratic performance of ethnic republics. It traces changes in this performance, highlights especially the dismal record of some ethnic regions, and discusses some of the factors explaining variation in the democratic record over time and across regions. The author also examines the evolution of the federal centre’s approaches to dealing with regional elites, paying special attention to patterns of appointment of regional leaders and key representatives of federal agencies in regions. The chapter depicts a complex dynamic of regional elite formation where archaization of certain categories of elite is coupled with dekorenization of some categories of top regional bureaucracy. This dynamic, in the author’s view, can have a negative effect on center–region relations over the long term, causing an increase in tensions between indigenous and federal parts of the elite and contributing to a sense of alienation from regional government on the part of the population of ethnic republics. In pursing both lines of inquiry – regions’ democratic performance and elite turnover – the author relies on original data-sets, which should be of great interest to anyone engaged in studying Russian regionalism.

The last chapter in this part zooms in on the Northern Caucasus, a part of the country with some of most complex problems in the area of inter-ethnic relations. Anna Matveeva’s account of this region’s development points to the remarkable persistence of many ethnically inspired grievances twenty years after these grievances initially surfaced during the period of democratization in the last years of the Soviet Union. The chapter outlines structural and historical causes of these grievances and analyzes in some detail attempts by the federal centre and regional authorities to address them. The author also gives considerable attention to problems that ethnic republics in the Northern Caucasus experienced after the Soviet breakdown, such as the inability to guarantee basic physical security for the population or to stem the flood of out-migration of ethnic Russians and some other minority groups. The chapter analytically dissects unresolved problems of governance and identifies four interrelated issues – Islamism, youth problems, political participation and elite formation – that pose special challenges in terms of efforts to improve governance. The author characterizes the current federal centre’s strategy as a combination of efforts to deliver both security and development and provides some evaluation of recent successes and failures of this strategy. While acknowledging future uncertainties in the development of this region, the author provides a well-substantiated justification for her conviction that the future of the North Caucuses lies within the Russian Federation.

The third part of the book focuses on the evolution of majority and minority identities in Russia over the course of the last two decades. Emil Pain’s chapter provides a comprehensive overview of how majority and minority identities have been activated by political developments and how majority and minorities influenced each other through different stages of the country’s post-communist evolution. The dynamics of the relationship between ethnic groups is described in terms of movement of the ethno-political pendulum, with actions of one group causing counter-actions and attitudinal changes in the other. The author uses extensive survey and social experimental data to document ethnic perceptions and phobias in Russian society. The author also analytically dissects key ideological constructs and doctrines designed to cater to and to mobilize the ethnic Russian majority. The chapter discusses the Russian authorities’ manipulative relations with groups organized around these ideologies. It outlines challenges and dilemmas that the Russian political elite faces in terms of harnessing the unleashed energy of ethnic Russian nationalism. Based on his observations of different types of inter-ethnic relations in Russian regions, the author offers a classification of several informal models of ethnic relations management developed by the national and regional authorities.

The other chapter in this part of the book provides a detailed investigation of changes in the content of minority identities. Sergey Sokolovskiy examines identity changes through the prism of two post-Soviet censuses conducted in Russia. The chapter describes the population categorization process and its outcomes in relation to both minority groups and small indigenous people. It analyzes how political, legal and administrative decision-making mediates between the academic categorizations and population identity strategies. The chapter explores identity politics surrounding census taking and analyzes the choice of strategies employed by minority groups. The author demonstrates how strategies of differentiation, rejection of officially imposed categorization, creation of new categories, or revitalization of old played out in different temporal and geographic contexts. What emerges from this analysis is a rich and dynamic picture of ethnic identity changes in contemporary Russia. The author catalogues and classifies these changes for individual groups and different territories of the country.

Political participation and representation of ethnic groups is the focus of the last part of the book. It starts with Dmitri Gorenburg’s discussion of the causes and dynamics of ethnic mobilization in the late Soviet and post-Soviet Russia. His chapter offers a concise overview of the main theories and approaches that were put forward in Western scholarship to explain ethnic mobilization in Russia. The author discusses institutional and process-oriented accounts of mobilization, elaborates a mass-based explanation of mobilization, and provides a theoretically informed explanation of temporal and regional variations in mobilization outcomes. The same analytical tools are also applied to investigate the logic of demobilization and transformation processes that were set in motion in the second half of the 1990s. Considerable gains in the financing and promotion of the cultural development of minority ethnic groups constitutes, according to the author, one of the reasons for demobilization of many moderate nationalist movements in ethnic republics in the late 1990s. Consolidation and centralization of authority into the hands of the central government in the 2000s denied the republics’ elites some of the important resources to protect these achievements and to prevent the rollback of gains in the cultural sphere.

The next chapter examines the effects of ethnic federalism and electoral rules on the political incorporation of minorities and general democratization in Russia. Robert Moser structures his analysis by looking at three distinct but interrelated relationships: the effects that electoral rules (proportional representation and single member district elections) have had on the election of minorities; the effects that districts in which non-Russian minorities comprised a majority of the population (so-called majority-minority districts) have had on ethnic voting (the tendency of members of ethnic minorities within the electorate to cast votes for co-ethnic candidates); and the association between regions with concentrated minority populations and electoral competitiveness. He finds that rules that provide minorities with opportunities for representation and electoral mobilization have had countervailing effects on democratization in the country. On the one hand, Russia achieved a relatively high degree of minority representation in the 1990s and single member district elections, particularly majority-minority districts, have promoted the political inclusion of minorities. On the other hand, these same districts have been associated with less competitive elections and evidence of electoral fraud.

The final chapter of this section provides an analysis of descriptive and substantive representation of ethnic minorities in the Russian parliament. Paul Chaisty compares the Russian experience with minority representation to the Soviet experience. The representation of ethnic minorities in Soviet legislatures was negatively correlated with power and influence. Relying on a detailed and systematic analysis of parliamentary data, the author demonstrates that this pattern has been repeated by so-called federal minorities in post-Soviet parliaments. Federal minorities tend to be underrepresented in the parliament’s main agenda-setting organs. This is particularly striking when compared with the representation of non-federal mino rities and ethnic Russian MPs who represent ethnic republics. The substantive representation of minority interests in the Russian legislature also tends to be limited. The chapter’s findings suggest that this is a result of the constrained nature of electoral competition in post-Soviet Russia. Based on an analysis of minorities’ legislation introduced since the mid 1990s, the author reaches the tentative conclusion that the influence of national minorities in the legislative work of the State Duma, the lower house of the Russian parliament, was greatest in the 1990s when elections were at their most competitive.

In the concluding chapter of the book Valerie Bunce looks at the Russian experience of post-communist transformation through the prism of some general theoretical questions raised in the literature on democratic transition. The chapter shows how the volume’s contributions add to our understanding of two important dynamics explored in this literature. One of these dynamics is the relationship between democratization and state-building in transitional setting. The other is the relationship between institutional design and minority politics in authoritarian and democratic contexts. The author argues that all the chapters in the volume deal with either one or both sets of these issues and provide important insights into the effects of institutions, regime and state transitions on the identities and behaviors of minority communities. Bunce’s chapter also offers a synthesis of explanations proposed in the literature to account for key outcomes of Russia’s multiple transition and highlights the non-linear character of transformations experienced by the Russian polity.

As this outline of the volume’s content suggests, Russia faces many challenges in managing its ethnic diversity. The country is in continuing search of strategies and models that can help with addressing these challenges. Legal, social and political developments reviewed in the volume do not fit neatly into a single scheme of interpretation. Institutions and policies that are currently in place make it difficult to identify a “grand design” in Russia’s approach to dealing with ethno-cultural issues. These issues are at the core of both national identity formation and ethnic accommodation processes. In terms of national identity, efforts to define Russian polity and society primarily in civic terms do not appear, to date, to be very successful. Ethnic identities of both majority and minority groups, as several volume contributors demonstrate, remain a primary basis for self-identification and for collective actions for a great many Russian citizens. In terms of ethnic accommodation, contemporary Russia does not easily fit in either the integrationist or power-sharing models of managing ethnic differences. While there is a strong integrationist bias in current governmental policies in areas such as education, some key elements of the country’s institutional framework, such as ethnic federalism or national cultural autonomy, correspond to key prescriptions of power-sharing theory.10

The volume’s contributions provide a guide through the complexities of Russia’s approach to dealing with ethno-cultural diversity. These contributions shed light both on the formal and informal aspects of rule making in this particular area of social relations. They capture and dissect major trends in the development of group identities and in the evolution of societal attitudes and perceptions of ethnic matters. And they enhance our general understanding of Russia’s achievements and failures as the country continues to develop and transform.
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Domestic and international legal framework




1
Russian legislation in the area of minority rights

Bill Bowring



Introduction


Russia is different. This is most of all the case with respect to minority rights and legislation for them. Even in its present form, with 83 subjects of the Federation, 21 of them ethnic republics, Russia is a very sizeable remnant, indeed perhaps the last, of the multi-ethnic empires. Of the vast Ottoman Empire, with its unique millet system accommodating Christian and Jewish autonomy, and many languages, only fiercely mono-ethnic Turkey remains. Of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, which included Hungarians, Czechs, Slovaks, Slovenians, Croatians, Bosnians and Montenegrins, and which in its last years gave birth to the theory of “national-cultural autonomy,” only Austria remains. But Russia, even after the collapse of the USSR, includes much of the territory and diversity of the Tsarist Empire.

The European instruments and systems for the protection of minority rights, developed in the final decade of the twentieth century, are primarily designed for the traditional, historical minorities of Western European states, and also for the many minorities with kin-states, finding themselves in the wrong place, as it were, in the aftermath of the two world wars. Only the United Kingdom, which has no “national minorities” but four historical nations (England, Wales, Scotland, Ireland) can in any way be compared with Russia.

These instruments are to be found in the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)’s Copenhagen Document (1990), the mandate of the OSCE’s High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM, 1992), with his Hague, Oslo and Lund Recommendations, the Council of Europe’s (CoE) European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (Languages Charter, 1992), and the CoE’s Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM). Russia, a founder member of the CSCE/OSCE and a member of the CoE since 1996, struggles to comply with its obligations under the FCNM, and feels understandable apprehension at ratification of the Languages Charter.

This chapter shows how Russia’s post-Soviet legislation in the field of minority rights bears the indelible traces of her Imperial and Soviet history, and is also the product of intense ideological and theoretical debates since 1991.

I start with a brief account of the organizing principles of the Russian Empire, and how these survived the Soviet period in barely altered form. Next, I touch on the most significant theoretical debate, which has determined the main contours of minorities legislation in post-Communist Russia. Third, I set out the international legal instruments with which Russia must comply in its legislation. Fourth, in the context already explored, I give an overview of Russian legislation. My conclusion reflects my understanding of the lack of system and the inconsistency in Russian legislation in the area of minority rights.





The Russian Empire


In 1721 Peter the Great proclaimed the founding of the Russian Empire (using the Latinate word rather than the Russian, imperiya rather than tsarstvo), although this was the culmination of a process that started in 1480 when Ivan III conquered Novgorod and threw off the “Tatar Yoke”; and continued in 1552 when Ivan IV conquered the Khanate of Kazan.1 It should be noted with interest that the term “the British Empire” was first used in about 1762.2

The Russian Empire was organized for the most part on administrative rather than “ethno-national” principles, although the late Oleg Kutafin showed, in a thorough study of Russian autonomy,3 that there was a long history of varying degrees of autonomy within the Empire, continuing into Soviet Russia. It may be argued that with the Soviet Union the Russian Empire reached its greatest extent. Two examples of substantial autonomy were in territories that are now independent states and members of the European Union.

The Grand Duchy of Finland, which was a parliamentary, constitutional monarchy within the autocratic Russian Empire, was the extreme example. Finland was until the nineteenth century an integral part of the Kingdom of Sweden, and still has a substantial and officially recognized Swedish minority. During the Finnish War between Sweden and Russia, the four Estates of occupied Finland assembled at the Diet of Porvoo on March 29, 1809 to pledge allegiance to Alexander I of Russia. In return he guaranteed that the laws and liberties of the Finns as well as their Protestant religion would be left unchanged. Following Swedish defeat in the war and the signing of the Treaty of Fredrikshamn on September 17, 1809, Finland became a truly autonomous Grand Duchy.

Furthermore, the present day independent Latvia and Estonia were Swedish possessions until the Great Northern War. With the capitulation of Estonia and Livonia in 1710 these became part of the Russian Empire. The Livonian nobility and the city of Riga capitulated on July 15, 1710 and the Estonian nobility and the city of Reval (Tallinn) on October 10, 1710. Russia left the local institutions in place and confirmed the traditional privileges of the German nobles and burghers, especially with respect to the Protestant faith. This was the normal operational procedure of the multi-national Russian Empire. The condition was that the local nobility would serve the Tsar loyally, and Baltic Germans rose to the highest positions in the Empire.

Indeed, the Russian Empire grew from the eighteenth to the twentieth centuries to have a remarkably complex structure. Peter the Great created eight guberniyas (provinces) in 1708, in the wake of his victories against Sweden in the Great Northern War, and Catherine I increased their number to 14. In 1775, Catherine the Great, with Prince Potemkin’s immense conquests, established 44 provinces and two regions with provincial status. By 1914, the Empire consisted of no less than 81 provinces and 20 regions.4

Despite the fact that in reality the USSR functioned as a state with strongly centralized power, under the control of the Communist Party with its principle of “democratic centralism,” the formal, constitutional position was different – and contrasted sharply with the Tsarist Empire. The USSR presented itself as a confederation, a union of sovereign republics with the right of secession; and the Russian Socialist Federation of Soviet Republics (RSFSR) as a unitary state with strong elements of territorial autonomy.5

Of course, the ethnic populations that did not receive their “own” territory, especially the indigenous peoples of the North, lost out in this competition. The goal of leaders of the “titular” nationality in many of the particular territories was to preserve as much as possible of its ethnic character and territorial integrity. Dowley observed as follows6:



[e]lites in the ethnic autonomous republics and national level republics were appointed to represent the ethnic group interests in the larger state, and thus, their natural political base of support was supposed to be the ethnic group. Other political appointments in these regions were made on the basis of ethnicity, a Soviet form of affirmative action for the formally, institutionally, recognised ethnic groups referred to in the early years of the Soviet Union as korenizatsiya or nativisation.




The Chairmen of the Supreme Soviets of Tatarstan and Bashkortostan, both of which aspired to the status of “union republics,” were always members of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR, along with those of the Union Republics – the only two “autonomous republics” so represented.7 By the end of the 1970s, more than half of the professional cadre in half of the Union Republics and 11 of the 21 autonomous republics in the RSFSR were composed of the titular ethnic group. Social mobility of ethnic groups was higher than that of Russians.8

The first document of constitutional significance of the late Soviet period was the Declaration on State Sovereignty of the RSFSR of June 12, 1990, adopted by the Congress of People’s Deputies of the RSFSR.9 The basic idea of the Declaration was the establishment of Russia as a sovereign democratic rule of law state on the basis of people’s power, separation of powers, and federalism. It also called for greater rights for the autonomous republics, autonomous oblasts and autonomous okrugs, as well as administrative krais and oblasts. But at this stage Russia was only formally speaking a federation. According to Umnova, there was the parallel development of two contradictory developments: ensuring the statehood of Russia on the one hand, and its disintegration on the other.10

The process of “sovereignization” of the subjects of the RSFSR was also exemplified in laws that followed the declaration: the Laws of the USSR “On the foundations of economic relations of the USSR, and union and autonomous republics” of April 10, 1990, and “On delimitation of competences between the USSR and subjects of the federation” of April 26, 1990.11 These laws raised the autonomous republics in the RSFSR to a significant extent to the level of subjects of the USSR, equal to the union republics in their interconnections with the USSR. The legacy of these laws is to be found in the continuing highly complex relations between the Federation and its diverse subjects.12





Theoretical disputes


I wrote some years ago about the highly contested theoretical debates in Russia, which mirror Western disputes between “primordialists” and “social constructivists.”13 These debates can help to throw light on the origins of the Russian territorial autonomies, and the more recent (non-territorial) National Cultural Autonomies, created by Federal law in 1996.14

Professor Valeriy Tishkov, who was Minister of Nationalities in the 1990s, and now heads the Institute of Ethnomogy and Anthropology of the Russian Academy of Science, argued in 1997 that the Soviet regime was involved in an extraordinary policy of nation-building. He wrote15:



The nation-building process in Imperial Russia was abruptly halted by the Bolshevik regime, and the whole vocabulary was changed in favour of Austro-Marxist ethnonational categories. Now the “socialist nations” were proclaimed and constructed in the Soviet Union on the basis of existing or invented cultural differences. Soviet ideology and political practice, while pursuing declaratory internationalism, also enforced mutually exclusive ethnic loyalties on the principle of blood, and through the territorialisation of ethnicity on the principle of “socialist” (read; ethnic) federalism. The very process of civic nation-building lost its sense, replaced by the clumsy slogan of “making the Soviet people” from many nations, instead of making one nation from many peoples.




I cannot agree with Tishkov’s interpretation of Russian history. But, more interestingly, Tishkov’s views are very close to the analysis of the “social constructivist” Rogers Brubaker.16 In his stimulating account Brubaker wrote17:



the Soviet Union was neither conceived in theory nor organised in practice as a nation-state. Yet while it did not define the state or citizenry as a whole in national terms, it did define component parts of the state and the citizenry in national terms. Herein lies the distinctiveness of the Soviet nationality regime – in its unprecedented displacement of nationhood and nationality, as organising principles of the social and political order, from the state-wide to the sub-state level. No other state has gone so far in sponsoring, codifying, institutionalising, even (in some cases) inventing nationhood and nationality on the sub-state level, while at the same time doing nothing to institutionalise them on the level of the state as a whole.




This account in my view pays insufficient attention to Tsarist nationalities policy and practice, in particular the wide variety of forms of autonomy that laid the basis for Soviet policy. Nevertheless, Tishkov, writing in 1997, found particular support and significance in Brubaker’s theoretical position, especially his claim that the Soviet Union went so far as to “invent” nations.18 Another view is that of Terry Martin, for whom “The Soviet Union was the world’s first Affirmative Action Empire,” a view with which I agree, save for Martin’s insufficient attention to the Tsarist precursors of Soviet national policy.19

Tishkov was delighted to find that this view exactly coincided with his own controversial conclusion, published in 1996, that “nation” does not constitute a scientific category, and ought to be expelled from the discourse of science and politics. His slogan was “Forget the nation!”20 Tishkov was a leading proponent of non-territorial autonomy, that is, National Cultural Autonomy as defined in the Law of 1996, as an alternative to the territorial autonomy characteristic of the Empire and of the Soviet Union.

It is noteworthy that, by 2001, Tishkov, who remains the leading Russian government expert on minorities issues, appeared to be much more sympathetic to the Soviet nationalities policy. He wrote:



Here [in the Soviet world] there took place the institutionalisation of ethnic groups, and the codification of state building was based on it, and here the situation is completely different [from the West] and was already reflected in the institutions of federalism in the Soviet time. And this attitude is actually an inheritance which we received and the ethno-territorial form of Soviet federalism has played a great positive role. Ethnic federalism or ethno-territorial autonomy – this is recognized on the world level as the most suitable form of self-determination. Therefore, the republics, I consider – this is the form of ethno-territorial self-determination, ethno-territorial autonomy within Russia.21




Perhaps this reflected the growing disillusionment with the National Cultural Autonomy experiment in Russia, explored in detail by Aleksandr Osipov.

Osipov, who to a certain extent shares Brubaker’s theoretical outlook, is much more skeptical about group or collective rights, especially the right to self-determination, which was the corner-stone of Bolshevik nationalities policy.22 He notes that “practically all Russian laws relating to ethnic questions, beginning with the Law ‘On rehabilitation of repressed peoples’ of 1991, are based on the concept of group rights.” This is also true of the Russian Constitution of 1993. However, he considers that it is Russia’s great misfortune that the discourse of group rights is to a significant extent based on disagreement or misunderstanding.23

But I am inclined to place more emphasis than him, first on the historical irony of the adoption by post-Soviet Russia of a policy which was anathema to the Bolsheviks, especially Lenin, who vigorously promoted and put into practice after 1917 a policy of “self-determination of nations,” which is at the root of the existence in contemporary Russia of 21 ethnic republics; and second on the fact that the Law of 1996 was the result of stormy debate as to Russia’s future, and was perceived as a genuine “third way” between the extremes of national territorial autonomy, and purely administrative territorial organization.24

Most recently, Tishkov, in tune with the Kremlin’s outlook, has published, on the right-wing Russkiy Zhurnal site, an article entitled “The 21st century recognizes the right of the majority: the complications of multiculturalism.”25 Paul Goble comments that this is a “view likely to please Russian nationalists even as it frightens national minorities” in Russia.26 This is also in line with the fact that recent policies of the government of the Russian Federation have promoted greater centralization – see on this Hans Oversloot’s chapter in this collection.27





Russia’s international law commitments


In this section I first discuss Russia’s approach to international law, and then turn to the various binding commitments Russia has undertaken to international standard-setting instruments.

Russia has a “monist” approach to international law, meaning that treaties ratified by it become part of its domestic law without the need (as in Britain) for further legislation. Article 15(4) of the 1993 Constitution of the Russian Federation provides:



Universally recognized principles and norms of international law as well as international agreements of the Russian Federation shall be an integral part of its legal system. If an international agreement of the Russian Federation establishes rules, which differ from those stipulated by law, then the rules of the international agreement shall be applied.28




On October 10, 2003 the Plenum of the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation following consultation with the Constitutional Court and with Russia’s Judge at the European Court of Human Rights, Anatoliy Kovler, adopted a detailed Resolution, “On the application by judges of general jurisdiction of universally recognized principles and norms of international law and of international treaties of the Russian Federation.”29

In the case where Russia has signed but not ratified an international treaty, the UN’s 1969 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties30 provides in article 18:



A State is obliged to refrain from acts which would defeat the object and purpose of a treaty when:






	(a)
	it has signed the treaty or has exchanged instruments constituting the treaty subject to ratification, acceptance or approval, until it shall have made its intention clear not to become a party to the treaty








The Russian Federation has signed and ratified a number of international conventions, and participates in organisations and mechanisms that relate wholly or in part to the protection of minorities.





The United Nations


The USSR had already signed and ratified all the United Nations human rights treaties relevant to a greater or lesser extent to minorities, and Russia is bound by them as successor to the USSR:



	Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide of December 9, 1948; signed by the USSR on December 16, 1949, ratified by the USSR on May 3, 1954.31

	International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination of December 21, 1965; signed by the USSR on March 7, 1966, ratified by the USSR on February 4, 1969.32

	International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) of December 16, 1966; signed by the USSR on March 18, 1968, ratified by the USSR on October 16, 1973.33

	International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) of December 16, 1966; signed by the USSR on 18 March 1968, ratified by the USSR on 16 October 1973.34

	Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights of December 16, 1966; the USSR acceded on October 1, 1991.35

	Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime on Apartheid of November 30, 1973; signed by the USSR on February 12, 1974, ratified by the USSR on November 26, 1975.36

	Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW) of December 18, 1979; signed by the USSR on July 17, 1980, ratified by the USSR on January 23, 1981.37

	Convention on the Rights of the Child of November 20, 1989; signed by the USSR on January 26, 1990, ratified by the USSR on August 16, 1990.38




Although it may appear that the USSR had no intention of even partial implementation of the obligations it had accepted, it punctiliously submitted the periodical reports required of it,39 and distinguished Soviet international lawyers served on the Treaty bodies.40

And there were surprising developments only months before the collapse of the USSR in December 1991. In the Ratification of the Optional Protocol Case (April 4, 1991), in a move which put the USSR ahead of the UK and the US, the Committee for Constitutional Supervision, part of Gorbachev’s perestroika, requested the Supreme Soviet to secure ratification by the USSR of the First Optional Protocol to the UN International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR).41 The USSR had ratified the ICCPR – in 1973 – but not the Protocol, which enables individual complaint to the UN’s Human Rights Committee by a person complaining of a violation. There was a commendably prompt and positive response. On July 5, 1991 the Supreme Soviet adopted two Resolutions acceding to the Optional Protocol and recognizing the jurisdiction of the HRC.42

In any event, it is clear that Russian legislation is heavily influenced by, and is measured against, the international obligations to which it has subjected itself.

Russia has continued the Soviet tradition of regular reporting to the UN treaty bodies. It submitted its Fourth Periodical Report to the UN Human Rights Committee, the Treaty Body for the ICCPR, on February 22, 1995; its Fifth Report on December 9, 2002; and its most recent, Sixth, Report on February 5, 2008. In each Report it gave details of its compliance with Article 27 of the ICCPR, which provides:



In those States in which ethnic, religious or linguistic minorities exist, persons belonging to such minorities shall not be denied the right, in community with the other members of their group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practise their own religion, or to use their own language.




The Russian reports and the Concluding Observations of the Human Rights Committee provide a very important counterpoint to the process of reporting under the FCNM.





OSCE


The OSCE is of course a purely political organization, but its Copenhagen Document of 1990, although a “soft law” instrument without binding effect, contains the most comprehensive list of principles of minority protection, and provides an important foundation for all subsequent European treaty-making and practice. But Professor Tishkov and others concede:



Virtually no attention is given in the Russian Federation, however, to the recommendations made by the OSCE experts in connection with the work of the minority rights commissioner, in particular the Hague recommendations regarding the education rights of national minorities (1996), the Oslo recommendations regarding the linguistic rights of national minorities (1998) and the Lund recommendations on the effective participation of national minorities in public life (1999).43




These recommendations provide an invaluable analysis and presentation of the “state of the art,” drawing from hard law and soft law. It may be that the reticence of Russian experts is connected with the well-known positivism of Russian scholarship.





Council of Europe


Russia joined the Council of Europe in 1996. This was highly controversial at the time, since Russia was engaged in bloody internal armed conflict in the First Chechen War (1994–1997). Germany played a key role in persuading the other CoE member states that it would be better to have Russia inside the Council. Even more surprisingly, Russian nationalists and communists in the State Duma voted overwhelmingly for accession and then ratification in 1998 of the European Convention on Human Rights, despite the many binding commitments entered into by Russia, allowing for an unprecedented degree of interference in its internal affairs, something which would have been inadmissible for the USSR.44 There have now been many judgments against Russia at the Strasbourg Court, but Russia has always paid the compensation (“just satisfaction”) ordered by the Court, even if its cooperation has often been problematic.45

It is no surprise, then, that Russia has an impressive engagement with the CoE’s relevant treaties.



	European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms of November 4, 1950 and Protocols thereto; signed by Russia on February 28, 1996, ratified by Russia on May 5, 1998.46 This has an increasing minority rights case law.47

	European Charter of Local Self-Government of October 15, 1985,48 signed by Russia on February 28, 1996, ratified by Russia on May 5, 1998; Russia has now made several serious attempts to implement the Charter.49

	Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM) of February 1, 1995, signed by Russia on February 28, 1996 on joining the Council of Europe, ratified by Russia on June 18, 1998.

	Revised Social Charter of May 3, 1996, signed by Russia on September 14, 2000, ratified by Russia on October 16, 2009

	European Charter for Regional Languages or Minority Languages of November 5, 1992, signed by Russia on May 10, 2001.50




Russia has now provided three periodical reports for the FCNM, on March 8, 2000, April 26, 2005, and April 9, 2010. The first two cycles have been completed with Resolutions of the Committee of Ministers on July 10, 2003 and May 2, 2007 respectively. The Advisory Committee is now working on its Opinion on the third cycle report. These reports provide a rich analysis and commentary on Russia’s increasingly sophisticated, but also at times argumentative, engagement with this international mechanism. Russia’s experience also contributes to the growing wealth of analysis of the Advisory Committee.51

As in other Reports since 1996, considerable emphasis is placed in Russia’s 2010 Report to the FCNM52 on the Federal Law “On National-Cultural Autonomy” (No. 74-ФЗ of June 17, 1996, as amended on June 29, 2004), which defines the latter as,



a form of national and cultural self determination constituting a public association of citizens of the Russian Federation, identifying themselves with certain ethnic communities, based on their voluntarily chosen identity for the purpose of independently solving the issues of their identity preservation and their linguistic, educational and national cultural development.





According to the Report, “It is based on the following principles: freedom of expression, self-organization and self-government, diversity of forms of internal organization, combination of public initiative and state support, respect for the principles of cultural pluralism.”





Russian legislation


Article 15(1) of the 1993 Constitution of the Russian Federation53 states:



The Constitution of the Russian Federation shall have the supreme juridical force, direct action and shall be used on the whole territory of the Russian Federation. Laws and other legal acts adopted in the Russian Federation shall not contradict the Constitution of the Russian Federation.




It is therefore essential to start with the relevant provisions of the Constitution, which must in all cases prevail as against all the Constitutions and Charters of the 83 subjects of the Federation; and as against all the legislative and normative documents falling within the competence of those subjects. It should be noted not only that Russia is divided into eight federal “Okrugs” each with an apparatus devoted to bringing about consistency, but that in each subject there is a special department of the Office of the General Prosecutor constantly monitoring compliance of regional law with federal norms. There is not space for me in this chapter to explore the law of the subjects of the Federation.

This constitutional provision was concretised in the “Blueprint for State National Policy” (1996), which remains, despite the passage of 15 years, the official policy of the Russian Federation. But this document has no statutory status and, in the view of Professor Tishkov and others, can in many respects be regarded as outmoded, so there is a need to come up with new guidelines and legislative standards for preserving and developing the ethnic and linguistic diversity of the RF population.54

The Constitutional cornerstone is Article 19(2), which provides:



The State shall guarantee the equality of rights and freedoms of man and citizen, regardless of sex, race, nationality, language, origin, property and official status, place of residence, religion, convictions, membership of public associations, and also of other circumstances. All forms of limitations of human rights on social, racial, national, linguistic or religious grounds shall be banned.



Article 9 provides:



	Land and other natural resources shall be utilized and protected in the Russian Federation as the basis of life and activity of the people living in corresponding territories.

	Land and other natural resources may be in private, state, municipal and other forms of ownership.




This can – just about – be interpreted as having regard to the position of indigenous peoples in Russia.

Article 26 provides:



	Everyone shall have the right to determine and indicate his nationality. No one may be forced to determine and indicate his or her nationality.

	Everyone shall have the right to use his or her native language, to a free choice of the language of communication, upbringing, education and creative work.




The second part of this article is plainly of vital importance to minorities and their members, but is expressed with excessive vagueness.

Article 29(2) provides:



The propaganda or agitation instigating social, racial, national or religious hatred and strife shall not be allowed. The propaganda of social, racial, national, religious or linguistic supremacy shall be banned.




This is beyond the scope of the present article, but Russia suffers greatly from xenophobia and racist violence, although there are signs of a tougher response from the law enforcement bodies.

Article 43 on the right to education contains no reference to minorities of any description.

It has to be read with Article 68 on language, which provides:



	The Russian language shall be a state language on the whole territory of the Russian Federation.

	The Republics shall have the right to establish their own state languages. In the bodies of state authority and local self-government, state institutions of the Republics they shall be used together with the state language of the Russian Federation.

	The Russian Federation shall guarantee to all of its peoples the right to preserve their native language and to create conditions for its study and development.




However, it will be noted that only the 21 ethnic Republics, out of 83 subjects of the Federation, have a right to a state language or languages. I return below to the particular problems of Tatarstan.

Article 69 provides



The Russian Federation shall guarantee the rights of the indigenous small peoples according to the universally recognized principles and norms of international law and international treaties and agreements of the Russian Federation.




By Article 71, the exclusive jurisdiction of the Federation includes






	(c)
	regulation and protection of the rights and freedoms of man and citizen; citizenship in the Russian Federation, regulation and protection of the rights of national minorities;






By Article 72, the joint jurisdiction of the Federation and its subjects includes:



	protection of traditional living habitat and of traditional way of life of small ethnic communities;




In the latest Russian Report to the FCNM, Articles 69, 71 and 72 are summarized as follows:



The Constitution of the Russian Federation guarantees the protection of rights of national minorities, including “indigenous minorities” and “ethnic minorities” (Art. 69, 71, 72). The Constitution of the Russian Federation considers the regulation and protection of rights of national minorities in the whole framework of the regulation and protection of rights of humans and citizens, ensuring law and order on the state territory and the civil issues, while the rights of “indigenous minorities” and “ethnic minorities” are additionally supplemented by the right to the land and other natural resources viewed as “the basis of the life and activity of the peoples inhabiting the corresponding territory” (Art. 9), as well as the right for the protection of their traditional living environment and lifestyle.




Which may be thought somewhat to overstate the case. It is in fact readily apparent that the drafters of the 1993 Constitution had no consistent or systematic approach to the protection of minority and indigenous rights in the Constitution.

Russia’s Second Report to the FCNM indicated the most relevant legislation in the view of the government authors of the Report.

First is the Soviet era Federal Law “On the Languages of the Peoples of the Russian Federation” (No. 1807–1 of October 25, 1991, as amended on July 24, 1998, and December 11, 2002), which regulates the system of normative acts that govern the use of the languages of the peoples of the Russian Federation in its territory. This was a law of the RSFSR (Russian Socialist Federation of Soviet Republics), enacted shortly before the demise of the USSR.

The 2002 amendment stipulates that “in order to unify the graphical base of the alphabets of state languages of the Russian Federation and the republics, the said law (Article 3,6) was amended to the effect that in the Russian Federation “alphabets of the state language of the Russian Federation and state languages of the republics should have a Cyrillic graphical base.”

This has already caused considerable controversy in Tatarstan,55 which in September 2001 enacted legislation for a move to Latin rather than Cyrillic orthography, which in turn led to the 2002 amendment, and to a November 2004 ruling by the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation. The Court held that use of one alphabet or another was a federal issue, and that the republic of Tatar-stan had no right to decide to use a different alphabet for its language. For a region or locality within Russia officially to use an alphabet other than Cyrillic would require an amendment to federal legislation.56 The Chairman of the Court, Valery Zorkin, was reported by RIA Novosti news agency as having said: “The establishment of a single written alphabetic basis for all languages of the Russian Federation is … in the interest of safeguarding the unity of the state.” Mintimer Shaimiev, then President of Tatarstan, was quoted as responding, “I would say that yesterday’s decision by the Constitutional Court does not deprive Russian Federation subjects of the right to consider this issue – it can be resolved through the adoption of a federal law.”57

Article 9(2) of this Law assures the possibility to receive basic general education in the native language, as well as the choice of the language of instruction, within the limits offered by the education system.

Article 5(1) of the Federal Law “On Education” of June 10, 199258 (as amended up to December 17, 2009)59 guarantees equal rights to education for all citizens, without discrimination, for example as to nationality (which in Russian has the meaning “ethnicity”). Article 6(1) provides that general questions of language policy are governed by the RSFSR Law on Languages of 1991, mentioned above. Article 6(2) provides specifically for the right to receive basic general education in the mother tongue, as well as the choice of the language of instruction within the limits of the possibilities of the education system. The right of citizens of the Russian Federation to receive education in their mother tongue is guaranteed by the establishment of the necessary number of corresponding educational establishments, classes, groups, and the conditions for their functioning.

By virtue of Article 9(3), “basic (fundamental – основным общеобразовательным)” general education includes secondary education. There are, however, no detailed norms that provide a numerical threshold for the introduction of instruction in or of minority languages. In all state accredited educational establishments, except for pre-school establishments, learning the Russian language as the state language of the Russian Federation is regulated by state educational standards. Learning the official languages in the ethnic republics is regulated by the laws of the respective republics (Articles 5 and 6). Developments to 2008 have been outlined by the present author in the European Yearbook of Minority Issues.60

The Advisory Committee for the FCNM, in its Opinion of May 2, 2007,61 stated as follows:






	247.
	The Advisory Committee regrets that detailed norms for implementing the right to receive instruction in or of minority languages, provided for in Article 9 of the Law on the Languages of the Peoples of the Russian Federation and Article 6 of the Federal Law on Education, have still not been developed. For instance, there are no rules establishing numerical thresholds for the introduction of this kind of instruction and existing schools “with an ethnocultural component” do not have a legal basis in federal law.






It is noted that the Law on Languages and the Law on Education use the term “in the mother tongue” (на родном языке), which is often translated as “in their native language”. The Language Charter refers to languages “used” or “spoken”. The FCNM refers to “minority languages” and states are obliged “to recognise that every person belonging to a national minority has the right to learn his or her minority language” (Article 14). I believe that it would be very difficult to give any meaning to the phrase “minority language,” other than “language actually spoken or used,” where that language is not the state language, and is in fact spoken or used by less than 50 per cent of the population.

More recent legislation, notably an amending law, No. 309, of December 1, 2007,62 is intended, when in force, to remove the system of the three components (the federal level, the regional level and the individual school) of the state educational standard, and will give the federal centre greater control over curriculum and educational standards. The regions will participate in the process of establishing the educational standard, but decisions over the content of the curriculum will remain with the Federal Ministry of Education, including approval of the textbooks and teaching materials. However, there appears to be no system or process established for participation of the regions in curriculum development. These provisions came into effect on September 1, 2009, with the introduction of a new curriculum. It is yet unclear how the new system will work.63

The dismantling of the system of the specific national-regional component was strongly opposed by the leaders of the ethnic republics, who were said to have submitted a bill to the State Duma to bring back the regional component. According to information received when I visited Bashkortostan in 2009 with the HCNM, the presidents of Tatarstan and Bashkortostan were ready to submit a complaint to the Russian Constitutional Court in case the State Duma would not take an action. Furthermore, the Minister of Education of Bashkortostan has said64 that his colleagues are working on their own concept of the ethno-national education which they will implement notwithstanding or “in spite of” policies of Russification and federal efforts to control and centralize the education system and dismantle national and ethno-cultural aspects of education.

In June 2009 President Rakhimov of Baskortostan spoke out “categorically” against those actions of the center that he believed were not in the interests of his republic, including in the first instance the elimination of the national and regional component of educational programs.65 On June 5, 2009 it was reported that the Russian Minister of Education Andrei Fursenko had, in a reply to an appeal by the Speaker of the Tatarstan Parliament, Farid Mukhametshin, May 2009, noted that teaching of languages of nations of the RF or foreign languages can take place if there is an appropriate decision of the council of the institution. Earlier, the Ministry had issued an instruction to higher education institutions to adopt new charters so that that education of mother tongues should be optional only. Following representations by Tatarstan parliamentarians, and the Council of Rectors of Tatarstan HE institutions, this part of the instruction letter was cancelled.

However, Tishkov and others take the view66 that



With the entry into force of Federal Law No. 309, regional authorities and public figures in some republics of the Russian Federation feared that the teaching of non-Russian languages would be discontinued. Now, however, there is a gradual realisation that under the new legislation, the teaching of native languages is not about to be abolished and can in fact be accomplished within the framework of the core educational programme. The republican official languages can be studied under a mandatory (basic) curriculum implemented in the RF Republics. The mandatory part of the basic educational curriculum envisages the learning of the official language of the Russian Federation – the Russian. It is further provided that the transition to the new federal state educational standards is to apply from 2010 and then only from the 1st year of primary school. Older pupils, therefore, will complete their schooling under the old system.67




The Federal Law “On the Fundamentals of the Legislation of the Russian Federation on Culture” (No. 3612-I of October 9, 1992, as amended on June 23, 1999, December 27, 2000, December 30, 2001, December 24, 2002, December 23, 2003, August 22, 2004) stipulates the right of peoples and other ethnic communities “to preservation and development of their cultural and ethnic identity, protection, reconstruction and maintenance of native cultural and historical environment” (Article 20).





Indigenous peoples


Tishkov and others state:



Russian legislation protects, first and foremost, those ethnic groups which lead a traditional lifestyle based on traditional subsistence economy (reindeer herding, hunting, marine mammal hunting and fishing) way of life and have been officially recognised as “indigenous small peoples”.68



The 2008 Russian Report to the FCNM also made the following assertion:



Russian State policy attaches particular importance to introducing and developing ethnically targeted legislation providing legal protection in accordance with the principles of international and Russian law, for the most vulnerable ethnic cultural communities. Since the adoption of the Constitution of the Russian Federation, Russian legislation has officially termed such ethnically vulnerable groups “ethnic minorities” (article 71 (c) and article 72, paragraph 1 (b), of the Constitution), “small indigenous peoples” (article 69 of the Constitution or, as in the federal Small Indigenous Peoples of the Russian Federation (Guarantees of Rights) Act No. 82 of 30 April 1999, “small peoples”) and “small ethnic communities” (article 72, paragraph 1 (l), of the Constitution). The Communities of Small Indigenous Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Russian Far East (General Principles of Organization) Act No. 104 of 20 July 2000 specifically introduces the new term “small indigenous peoples of the North, Siberia and the Russian Far East”. The term was also given significantly greater weight by the special legal status of such peoples.

The Constitution of the Russian Federation draws a clear distinction between these sets of peoples: whereas it links the regulation and protection of the rights of “ethnic minorities” with the regulation and protection of human and civil rights and freedoms, the rule of law, law and order and the question of nationality as a whole, it links the rights of “small indigenous peoples” and “small ethnic communities” with rights to land and other natural resources, which are seen as the bedrock of the life and activities of peoples living in a given territory, and with the protection of their traditional habitat and way of life. Russian legislation guarantees small indigenous peoples a wide range of rights over the use of their lands, control of their productive use in their traditional habitat and maintenance of their traditional activities and way of life.




In accordance with the Federal Law “On Guarantees of the Rights of Indigenous Small Peoples of the Russian Federation” (No. 82-ФЗ of April 30, 1999, as amended on August 22, 2004) peoples living in the territories of their ancestors’ original settlement and preserving their traditional way of life, economy and trades, numbering less than 50,000 people in the Russian Federation and identifying themselves as autonomous ethnic communities belong to indigenous small peoples. Under the Federal Law indigenous small peoples are guaranteed a wide range of rights in the sphere of land use and control over the use of land for industrial purposes within traditionally inhabited areas as well as in the maintenance of traditional activities and way of life, etc.

The Federal Law “On Basic Principles of Community Organization of Indigenous Small Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East of the Russian Federation” (No. 104-ФЗ of July 20, 2000, as amended on March 21, 2002 and August 22, 2004) was the first to establish on the federal level the legal status of indigenous small peoples’ communities as a form of self-organization of individuals belonging to small peoples and united on the basis of blood/kin relations (family, ancestry) and (or) neighboring territories, created for the purpose of protecting their traditional living habitat, preserve and develop traditional way of life, economy, trades and culture.

The Law regulates legal relations concerning the organization, activities, reorganization and elimination of all communities and their associations (unions) of indigenous small peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East of the Russian Federation.

The Federal Law “On the Territories of Traditional Environmental Management of Indigenous Small Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East of the Russian Federation” (No. 49-ФЗ of May 7, 2001) is designed to protect the traditional living habitat and traditional way of life of indigenous small peoples, to preserve and promote their cultural identity and to ensure biological diversity in the territories of traditional environmental management.

The Law states that “in addition to the federal legislation, the legal regulation of relations in the field of education, preservation and use of territories of traditional environmental management can be based on the customs of the indigenous small peoples provided these customs do not contradict the legislation of the Russian Federation”.

Of special interest to Russia’s indigenous peoples is the Land Code of the Russian Federation (No. 136-ФЗ of October 25, 2001, as amended on June 30, 2003, June 29 and October 3, 2004) which “provides for the possibility to establish a special legal regime regulating the use of agricultural, human settlements and industrial lands as well as lands allocated for the purposes of power industry, transportation, communications, radio broadcasting, television, information technologies, space-related activities, defense, security and other specially designated lands, lands of specially protected territories and sites, lands of forest and water resources and land reserves” located “in areas of traditional residence and economic activities of indigenous small peoples of the Russian Federation and ethnic communities provided for in federal laws, laws and other normative legal acts of the constituent entities of the Russian Federation and normative legal acts of local self-government bodies” (Article 7,3).

The Forestry Code of the Russian Federation (No. 22-ФЗ of January 29, 1997, as amended on December 30, 2001, July 25, December 24, 2002, December 10, 23, 2003 and August 22, 2004) empowers the Federation’s subjects with regard to the forest reserves use, preservation, protection and forest reproduction “to delimitate the borders of forest reserves areas subject to the special regime of forestry management and forest use in the territories traditionally inhabited by indigenous small peoples and ethnic communities” (Article 47) and (in compliance with the legislation of the Russian Federation) to establish the regime of forest reserves plots use in the territories traditionally inhabited by indigenous small peoples and ethnic communities to ensure traditional way of life of these peoples and ethnic communities (Article 124).

The Water Code of the Russian Federation (No. 167-ФЗ of November 16, 1995, as amended on December 30, 2001, December 24, 2002, June 30, December 23, 2003 and August 22, 2004) provides that the protection of “traditional living habitat and way of life of small ethnic communities while using water bodies” is the joint responsibility of the Federation and its subjects in the field of water bodies’ use and protection (Articles 65, 66).

The Federal Law “On the Animal World” (No. 52-ФЗ of April 24, 1995 amended on November 11, 2003) provides indigenous small peoples and ethnic communities “whose cultural identity and lifestyle imply the traditional methods of preservation and usage of objects of animal world” with the right to “priority usage of the animal world in the territories of their traditional settlement and economic activities” without its transfer.

There are many other legislative provisions that seek to enhance the position of indigenous peoples in Russia.

What might appear to be a flawless scheme of protection must be treated with scepticism. In their Concluding Observations of November 24, 2009,69 the Human Rights Committee made the following comment:



While welcoming decree No. 132 of 4 February 2009 on the sustainable development of indigenous peoples in the North, Siberia and the Far East, and the corresponding action plan for 2009–2011, the Committee expresses concern about the alleged adverse impact upon indigenous peoples of: (a) the 2004 amendment to article 4 of the Federal Law on Guarantees of the Rights of Numerically Small Indigenous Peoples; (b) the process of consolidation of the constituent territories of the Russian Federation through absorption of national autonomous areas; and (c) the exploitation of lands, fishing grounds and natural resources traditionally belonging to indigenous peoples through granting of licenses to private companies for development projects such as the construction of pipelines and hydroelectric dams.

(art. 27)




It is likely that the Human Rights Committee will pay increasing attention to these problems.

In their 2007 Opinion, the FCNM Advisory Committee also expressed deep concern as to the considerable variation across Russia’s regions as to existing support for numerically small indigenous peoples, and emphasised the need for consolidation of federal norms, by establishing the necessary mechanisms for implementing the rights contained in the existing laws. Moreover, some new laws, rather than consolidating guarantees, appeared to be having the opposite effect.





Conclusion


Russia takes minority rights seriously, and has a record of intense engagement with international instruments, mechanisms and treaty bodies. First-rate scholars analyse and explore the many issues concerned. There is an impressive degree of self-organization by ethnic, linguistic and religious minorities and their members, reflected by the paradoxical growth in the numbers of National-Cultural Autonomies, noted by Osipov.

Yet Russia has no legislation dealing systematically with the problems of minorities other than indigenous peoples. It is only with some considerable difficulty that order may be read into the jumble of the constitutional provisions, as I have shown above. There is a shocking absence of mechanisms for implementation and enforcement of government standards. The law on language is a Soviet remnant, while that on education is full of ambiguity. This lack of precision is only to a limited extent mitigated by the fact that Russian administrators, for example those in Moscow, can show themselves capable of considerable flexibility and responsiveness, especially on issues of education in and of the mother tongue.

This chapter has argued that such constitutional and legislative complexities are directly related to the history of the Russian – Tsarist and Soviet – response to the “national question,” especially through territorial autonomy even where the “titular” people, after which the territory is named, do not even have a relative majority of the population. This is also the reason why the apparent alternative, that is non-territorial “autonomy” through the NCAs, is presented by the authorities in their reports to international treaty bodies as their major and original contribution to resolving issues of minority rights in Russia.
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International norms and legal status of minority languages in Russia

Stefan Oeter



Introduction


Russia constitutes the case with the most extreme complexity as far as minority languages in Europe are concerned. Such complexity must be borne in mind when dealing with the international legal status of minority languages in the Russian Federation. The chapter will thus as a first step try to provide a brief overview of the complex linguistic situation in the Russian Federation, but also of the differentiated legal set-up that applies to the far more than one hundred minority languages in Russia. In a second step, the chapter will shed light on the international legal obligations that Russia has entered into under international law, with a particular emphasis on the Council of Europe’s Framework Convention on the Protection of National Minorities. The relationship with (and interplay between) the international standards applicable and the complex internal legislative set-up will also be considered. In order to do justice to the challenges of protecting and promoting minority languages, one should also look to the administrative practice that is claimed to implement the legislative standards, although this is very difficult without reliable empirical research. Administrative practices, however, probably constitute the most important determinant for the real degree of protection and promotion of regional and minority languages. There may be a large amount of well-meaning legislation but as long as it is not implemented in the daily practice of the state’s bureaucratic apparatus, it does not seriously change the asymmetries of language use and recurring patterns of language shift.

In a further part, the chapter will attempt to look deeply into some of the main problems of ratification of the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, the main instrument of the Council of Europe for the protection and promotion of minority languages. Although Russia has signed the Charter and gave a political pledge to ratify it in decent time, such ratification has been postponed now for more than ten years. There are good grounds to be careful with ratification – the Charter is a complex instrument in itself, and if combined with the extreme complexity of the Russian situation, a badly prepared ratification could do a lot of harm. But most problems could be solved with the necessary good will, as the chapter argues. The obstacles towards ratification, however, shed an interesting light on the problematic situation of minority protection (and language policy towards minority languages) in Russia, which steers an undecided course between assimilationist ‘nation-building’ and huge concessions to ‘titular nations’ and ethnic groups mobilizing on issues of ethnicity.





Complexities of the Russian language situation


There exist some 130–160 minority languages on the territory of the Russian Federation,1 if one believes the conventional estimates (the number might be even higher, depending on the distinction of what constitutes a separate language2). The historical and socio-linguistic background of these languages is rather diverse. A number of them are languages of historic migrant communities that had been settling in closed communities first in European Russia, and later also in Siberia during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Most of these historic settler communities scattered around Russian territory during the twentieth century, as a result of civil war, deportations, etc. (for example, German, Polish, Greek). Other minority languages are languages of internal migrants from other parts of the former Russian and Soviet empire (Lithuanian, Latvian, Ukrainian, Georgian, Armenian, etc.).3 A number of the languages with the highest numbers of speakers belong to ethnic groups that were incorporated into the Russian empire from the sixteenth century onwards (like Tatar, Chechnian, Kalmyk, Bashkyrs, Buryats). Most of the minority languages in Russia, however, around sixty-five, are indigenous languages of tiny indigenous peoples in the North and the East, mostly Siberia.4 The socio-linguistic situation of such languages does not make it easy to grant them extended protection – an issue that will come up later in the chapter. If all that is possible was done to enable the survival of at least a number of these small indigenous languages, Russia would already achieve an outstanding record of protection. It is doubtful, however, whether such comprehensive menus of protection will be seen in future. Currently, they do not exist5 – and it seems unlikely that there will be great progess in this regard.

But this is not the entire picture. Some fifty minority languages are spoken by language communities that comprise more than 50,000 people – the size of a full-scale minority language community in European terms. Minority languages like Romansh in Switzerland, Sorbian in Germany, Sami in Norway, Sweden and Finland are spoken by far fewer people – and nevertheless the states concerned have developed an ambitious institutional arrangement in order to protect and promote these languages. Most of the bigger minority language groups on the territory of the Russian Federation speak either languages of ‘titular nations’ of constituent subjects of the Russian Federation or use languages that are at least co-official at the regional level (at least de jure).6 When a language is coofficial at the Republican or regional level, the language is usually taught at school, has a certain offer of programmes on regional radio and television, and may be used before courts and the administration.7

The practice of ‘co-official’ use, however, differs a great deal.8 In some cases, languages of titular nations are full-scale official languages on the territory of the relevant constituent subject of the Federation.9 In other cases, the formal legal and institutional set-ups guaranteeing certain smaller ‘titular’ languages a secured place in public life do not function adequately, existing merely on paper (like in the case of Khakassia).10 In these cases, mostly situations where the ‘titular nation’ makes up only a small percentage of the population of the relevant territory, the regional legislation accords a (limited) official role to the language of the ‘titular nation’, but Russian remains the dominant language in administration and social life, with strong patterns of language shift leading to a dramatic decline in the use of the indigenous regional or minority languages.11 The ‘titular’ language is in reality rarely used, limited to emblematic forms of use, and the speakers adapt to such patterns by language-shifting to Russian in daily life.12 As a result, even in cases of formally ‘co-official’ languages the situation differs a great deal: in some republics the language(s) of the titular nation (or nations) constitute the socially dominant majority language(s) – we find this mostly in the Northern Caucasus, in regions like Chechnya, Ingushetia, North Ossetia, Kabardino-Balkaria.13 Daghestan constitutes a very special case, where Russian is used more and more as the language of inter-ethnic communication, but Russian mother-tongue speakers are scarce, with more than thirty autochtonous languages used in daily life (and partly also in the public sphere).14 Also in some other Republics in Russia the language of the ‘titular nation’ is still spoken by a high number of people and coexists effectively with Russian in social life and in local and regional administrations (for example, in Tatarstan, Tuva).15 In other republics, however, the language of the ‘titular nation’ may in socio-linguistic terms already be a marginalized minority language that does not exist any more in ordinary daily life outside specific contexts, as seems to be the case for example in Karelia. Finno-Ugric languages in general seem to be in a particularly deplorable situation throughout Russia, since even in Republics with formally high numbers of members of the ‘titular nation’, like Chuvashia or Mordovia, their languages seem to have lost ground dramatically, with Russian taking over most domains.16

The discrepancies in socio-linguistic situation, in daily language use and in real ‘co-official’ use in the administration and the judiciary make it difficult to formulate an all-encompassing language policy for minority languages in Russia. Due to the extremely divergent size and situation of language groups, ‘one size fits all’ definitively does not work in the Russian case. Not only do the socio-linguistic situation and the legislative and institutional set-up differ a great deal, but there are also extreme differences in the patterns and degrees of ethnic mobilization as well as a group’s self-consciousness, with some ethnic groups reducing their ethnic heritage to forms of mere ‘folklore’, whereas others have gone through a long process of ethnic mobilization which has made the issue of ethnic identity – and its symbolic expressions in education, media, official use – a primary issue of local and regional politics.17 Accordingly, language policy (and language legislation) needs to differentiate between a number of different categories of cases in order to find suitable solutions to the challenges of language maintenance.





Internal legislation


A closer look at the complexities characterizing the Russian case should warn us against over-simplification. There is not one Russia, there are several Russias in terms of minority language protection. The country is enormous in size, and administrations at the Republican or regional levels often do the opposite of what Moscow authorities are aiming at – and follow completely different avenues anyway if one compares the approaches and practices of various regional administrations regarding ‘their’ regional or minority languages.18 Legally, from the point of view of an all-emcompassing, uniform standard of language protection, however, such divergences in administrative practice do not seem to make much difference, and only play a role when the degree of fulfilment of certain standards has to be judged.

The Russian Federation has adopted seemingly generous legislation in favour of minority languages that seems to open up a lot of possibilities for the language groups to pursue their path in favour of the languages.19 There are two pillars to this policy (and legislation) in favour of minority languages and the groups linked to these languages – an all-Russian legislation opening up some options for minorities (and minority language speakers) in general, and a second track of ethnic ‘federalization’ that shifts a number of legislative and administrative competences in fields like education, culture, and media to regional entities that are linked to a certain ethnic group, the so-called ‘titular nation’. Russian minority legislation as such does not distinguish between the protection of minorities and of minority languages20 – and is characterized by a strong focus on the protection of minorities as ethnic groups, leaving out issues of language, with the exception of education legislation.21 If a certain protection is granted beyond the domain of education, this is mostly due to regional legislation by the constituent subjects of the federation on the protection and promotion of ‘their’ language(s). Since Article 72 of the Russian Constitution places ‘protection of the rights of national minorities’ within the joint jurisdiction of the federal authorities and the constituent subjects, and Articles 72 and 73 also place most of the thematic issues that are pertinent in that regard within the sole or joint jurisdiction of the subjects, there is ample room for such regional legislation.22

The starting-point of any language legislation in Russia is the guarantee of Art. 26 of the Russian Consitution, which provides that every citizen enjoys the right ‘to use his/her mother tongue, to choose any language as a language of communication, training, education and arts’. This constitutional provision on minority rights and language use is further operationalised by the Federal Law ‘on the Languages of the Peoples of the Russian Federation’ of 25 October 1991.23 The core piece of Russian legislation on the protection of minorities as ethnic groups is the Federal Law ‘on National-Cultural Autonomy’ of 17 June 1996.24 It grants minority communities the right to found their own associations and organizations, organizations needed to overcome the collective action problems of such marginalized groups – and it allows the possibility for the state to allocate some money to these organizations in order to enable them to develop their own strategies in favour of minority cultures and languages.25 The conditions set up in the law, however, are relatively restrictive and put minority communities under a more restrained legislative regime than that provided for civil society in general26 – and civil society and its organizations are definitely not the darling of Russian politics, but are harrassed by legislative and administrative interventions that do not leave much space for societal self-organization. The fact that organizations of ‘national-cultural autonomy’ are put under an even more restrictive legal regime than usual civil society organizations says a lot about the distrust of the authorities towards such organizations.27 Interestingly enough, most organizations seem to perceive no great problems under this regime, which probably is due to the fact that most of the relevant organizations pursue objectives of a rather ‘folkloristic’ kind of heritage preservation that is relatively unpolitical and abstains from ethnic mobilization.28 The regime as such, however, is designed to hinder any serious attempt to found minority organizations with a strongly political mandate, fighting actively for the interests of their minority group, and pursuing aims in education, culture and other fields that depart seriously from the official line.29

These basic pieces of legislation are supplemented by a plethora of statutes and sub-statutory rules in the various fields of protection and promotion of minority languages, like education, culture, and the media. Education legislation matters in particular.30 The legislation provides for the teaching of minority languages under very flexible requirements, although usually at a limited scale as far as the number of hours attributed to such teaching is concerned. Article 9 of the Federal Law on Languages and Article 6 of the Federal Law on Education guarantee the right to receive education in mother tongues, as well as to choose a language of instruction among those offered by the educational system.31 In most cases, minority language education is provided for only in the form of additional ‘mother tongue education’, which means that pupils get some hours of language teaching in the language of their ethnic group.32 The amount of teaching hours dedicated to minority languages in such a model seems to be clearly insufficient if one judges it under the requirements of a decided policy of language maintenance, but seems to fulfil the (modest) expectations of most speakers. Education given in the regional or minority language as a means of instruction is usually reserved for the languages of ‘titular nations’ on the territory of their own constituent subject.33 Regional legislation of the constituent subjects often provides for so-called ‘national schools’ where teaching in these languages as a medium of instruction takes place, although clearly a certain amount of teaching in Russian is always necessary in order to enable students to master the state language afterwards. ‘National schools’ often make use of the so-called ‘component model’ according to which Russian schools are allowed to use a certain amount of teaching time to further a specific profile – which in the case of ‘national schools’ usually means that they use the 10–15 per cent component for teaching the language of the local nation, including some courses on the culture and history of the nation.34 This ‘component model’, however, was abolished in 2009, in order to impose united, federal standards – which leaves the practice of most ‘national schools’ without a clear legal basis.35 In some Republics, such ‘national schools’ exist also for national groups that do not form the ‘titular nation’, as is for example the case in Tatarstan where there are ‘national schools’ teaching in Chuvash, Udmurt, Mari and Mordvinian.36 ‘National schools’ for minorities other than the ‘titular nation’ also exist in Bashkortostan, Chuvashia and some other regions.37 In most cases, however, languages of non-dominant minorities, i.e. languages of minorities that are not ‘titular nations’ on a given territory, are not taken care of in the educational system, or are at best taught as ‘mother tongues’ in some additional course of language instruction.38 All in all, thirty-eight regional or minority languages are reported to be used as a means of instruction in ‘national schools’, whereas eighty-five languages are taught as ‘mother tongues’ in language classes.39

Regional legislation in the case of titular nation languages secures also a certain minimum amount of electronic media programmes in minority languages (mostly radio)40 and provides in most cases for some degree of official use in administration and courts. Such official use, however, tends to be more or less emblematic in most cases and does not lead to the widespread practice of using the minority languages in court proceedings and administrative procedures.41 But one should add that this constitutes a phenomenon that is very widespread throughout Europe in general.42





Applicable international standards, with a particular reference to the FCNM


All in all, the existing standard set up by federal and regional legislation seems sufficient to implement the applicable international standards, although there will exist some lacunae and deficiencies. What are these standards? The first international legal document of the time after 1945 dealing with the protection of minorities, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) with its Art. 27, is very unspecific in its wording and has not imposed many obligations on states.43 The standards of the 1990 OSCE Copenhagen Document are much more specific, but are not formally binding in legal terms since the OSCE documents are mere political understandings, and not international agreements in a formal sense.44 These standards, which were consented to in political terms immediately after the fall of the ‘iron curtain’, were transformed into legally binding obligations by the operations of treaty-making in the framework of the Council of Europe.45 There are two Council of Europe treaties relevant in this regard, the Framework Convention on the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM) of 1995 and the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (ECRML) of 1992.46 Both treaties entered into force in 1998. Since Russia has not yet ratified the Language Charter, the standards with which the chapter will deal in the following part are the standards set up under the Framework Convention.

If one looks into the evaluation reports on Russia submitted by the Advisory Committee for the Framework Convention,47 the treaty body set up under the Framework Convention, it becomes obvious that the legislative set-up of the Russian Federation more or less conforms to the standards provided for under the FCNM, but that there are quite a number of deficiencies in practical implementation of these statutory standards. These deficiencies in practical implementation – a phenomenon well known to practitioners of minority (language) protection also from a number of other states in Europe – leave some problems unresolved that the state should deal with under the FCNM.

If one tries to sum up the main findings of the monitoring reports, one comes to the following conclusions:



	There exist far reaching guarantees in the field of education, at least as far as general education in national languages of minorities is concerned, although this is limited mostly to ‘mother tongue’ education with a very limited number of teaching hours.

	In the field of the judiciary, there exists (at least for the languages of ‘titular nations’ with co-official status) the possibility of proceedings in the coofficial language.

	The same in principle applies in the area of administrative use, with an extension of the possibility to communicate with administrative organs in minority languages, which is not exclusively limited to languages of ‘titular nations’ with co-official status but applies often also to other recognised minority languages.

	In the sector of the electronic mass media, the system guarantees a certain amount of information in most of the relevant minority languages, which clearly goes beyond the common pattern usually found in European nation-states.




In an overall assessment, the situation thus seems to be rather positive, although there exist a number of critical points in detail, which have been raised by the Advisory Committee in its two evaluation reports from 2002 and 2006 (the third report is under preparation). If one goes to the details of the Advisory Committee’s findings, the picture becomes much more nuanced, with a number of problems persisting that are far from being resolved.

The Advisory Committee concluded in its findings of the first and second opinion that the legislative framework of the Russian Federation generally reflects the corresponding principles of the Framework Convention. Equality guarantees exist in a number of laws regulating employment and access to public services and the right to preserve and develop minority languages and cultures, inter alia in the media, in education and in relations with public authorities. These are protected in federal norms. Nevertheless, in most cases the relevant norms lack mechanisms that guarantee their implementation, leaving too much discretion in the hands of the executive authorities. Since the adoption of the first monitoring cycle, there have been few legislative initiatives at the federal level aimed specifically at strengthening the position of national minorities, but certain subjects of the federation have taken steps to consolidate federal norms pertaining to minority protection in their respective laws and regulations.48 At the same time, the Advisory Committee noted several disconcerting trends as regards legislation pertaining to minority protection. These included amendments resulting in a decline in the level of financial and other forms of support for the cultural activities and economic and social development of persons belonging to national minorities; initiatives aimed at strengthening the role of the Russian language in a number of private and public settings which may present undue obstacles to the use of minority languages; and changes in the rules governing elections and political parties, which are likely to negatively affect the possibilities for persons belonging to national minorities to participate in public life.49

As regards implementation, the Advisory Committee noted that the Russian Federation’s legislative framework pertaining to minority protection is, in a number of areas, characterised by an unclear division of competences between the federation and its subjects. Aspects of this legislative framework have, moreover, also been subject to rapid and frequent changes. Neither of these considerations facilitate the task of federal and regional government officials in charge of implementing the legislation, especially in view of the size and demographic complexity of many of the territories concerned. The amount of state support for the preservation and development of minority cultures is inadequate in many subjects of the federation.50 Regional budgets are responsible for an increasing proportion of state funding allocated to education, cultural activities and various social services, including for persons belonging to national minorities.

The amount of funding available for preserving and developing the cultural activities of persons belonging to national minorities still varies considerably from region to region and between minorities, with Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, Komi Republic, Tyumen and Saratov among the more active regions in this respect. The Advisory Committee also pointed to the problem that the support received by different minorities within a given subject of the federation varies considerably.51 The results of the transfer of responsibility to the territorial entities of the Russian Federation raise particular problems for persons belonging to certain minorities, above all for dispersed minorities like the Roma, but also for those that lack territorial formations or find themselves in vulnerable positions within their respective territories.52 Concerning the last category, the Advisory Committee observed that there is disconcerting information about difficulties faced by persons belonging to ‘titular nations’ who nevertheless constitute vulnerable groups within their territorial formations. The information received concerns in particular the situation of certain Finno-Ugric groups, including the Mordva, Komi, Mari and Udmurt peoples, within their respective republics, but also the situation of ethnic Khakass in the Republic of Khakassia, all of whom have reportedly experienced reductions in the amount of state support assigned to their respective languages and cultures within their territorial formations.53

The possibility of setting up national-cultural autonomies, the Advisory Committee observed as a positive remark, opens additional opportunities for persons belonging to national minorities to participate in decisions concerning the allocation of resources.54 The number of such autonomies has continued to increase, with numbers reaching over 500. In some regions close cooperation has developed with regional administrations in the development and implementation of educational programmes for minorities.55 However, continuing shortcomings as regards the functioning of national-cultural autonomies, combined with recent legislative amendments that have reduced their resources and competences, raise concerns about the effectiveness of these bodies.56 National-cultural autonomies organise a variety of activities for their communities, e.g. Sunday Schools, but they are rarely provided with the specific support measures foreseen in the law for this purpose, that is, special funding from the state budget and free space in state-run media. Indeed, in their relationship with state bodies, national-cultural autonomies are basically indistinguishable from regular public associations.57 The Advisory Committee noted also with concern that existing federal legislation in Russia regulating public associations and non-profit organisations in general contains provisions, the implementation of which threatens to create undue restrictions on the legitimate activities of persons belonging to national minorities.58 The Advisory Committee was also concerned about provisions in other legislation which may unduly restrict the right to freedom of association of persons belonging to national minorities, including the Federal Law on Political Parties, which continues to prohibit political parties advocating the rights of a particular national minority.59

Many of the numerically small indigenous peoples of the North are, as was emphasized by the Advisory Committee, often in a particularly difficult position. Their cultures and languages are especially susceptible to assimilation – both to the culture of the majority population as well as to cultures of the larger minorities residing in the same region – to the extent that some of these cultures and languages are on the verge of disappearing. This is partially due to the fact that many features of their traditional culture, such as reindeer herding, fishing and hunting, are closely linked to the use of their territories and that many of these territories are simultaneously subject to competing interests and exploitation by gas, oil and other industries, which in practice frequently prevail and contribute also to the large-scale environmental problems threatening many of the territories concerned. Despite the urgent need to take decisive measures, the social and economic situation of these peoples has become still more precarious, however, following legislative amendments at the federal level which removed several positive measures as regards access for indigenous peoples to land and other natural resources.60 Since July 2001, a Federal Special Programme “Economic and Social Development of Indigenous Small Peoples of the North up to 2011” has been in place. Besides the development of indigenous cultures and education, the aims of this programme include measures to assist the traditional economic activities of small indigenous peoples and measures to promote their health. These measures, combined with development programmes adopted at the level of the constituent entities of the Russian Federation, have produced some positive results. The Special Programme, however has been criticized by representatives of the programme’s beneficiaries as insufficient, given the number of regions involved and the serious nature of the problems at stake.61 Existing support for numerically small indigenous peoples also varies considerably from region to region, a situation which has particularly negative consequences for indigenous peoples whose settlements span the borders of different regions. In order to ensure greater consistency of protection across regions, existing federal norms pertaining to the rights of numerically small indigenous peoples need to be consolidated, in particular, by establishing the necessary mechanisms for implementing the rights foreseen in the laws. Rather than consolidating the guarantees envisaged in federal norms, certain legislative developments at the federal level appear to be having the opposite effect. Thus, Law No. 122-FZ of 22 August 2004, which brought about changes in a number of spheres, removed the provisions guaranteeing certain social allowances to numerically small indigenous peoples, including free medical assistance and special pensions, previously contained in the 1999 Federal Law on Guaranteeing the Rights of Numerically Small Indigenous Peoples.62 All in all, it seems that the economic and social difficulties faced by numerically small indigenous peoples have even increased since the first monitoring cycle.63 Also the situation of Roma remains difficult in fields such as employment, housing and education.64

The Advisory Committee also stressed that the Russian Federation has still not adopted comprehensive anti-discrimination legislation offering effective remedies for victims of discrimination in important societal settings, such as housing and education.65 In spite of credible reports of discrimination in various parts of the Russian Federation, anti-discrimination provisions that exist are seldom used; at the same time, the Advisory Committee noted that there has been an alarming increase in the number of racially motivated violent assaults in the Russian Federation since the first monitoring cycle, yet many law-enforcement officials and prosecuting authorities still often appear reluctant to acknowledge racial or nationalist motivation in crimes committed against persons belonging to national minorities.66 The situation of persons belonging to national minorities in the Northern Caucasus was perceived as particularly disturbing, with incidents of violence and intolerance reported in a number of regions. Selective impunity reported in the investigation of human rights violations in Chechnya and other parts of the Northern Caucasus continues to hinder efforts to build a society based on the rule of law and negatively affects the protection of national minorities.67 The Advisory Committee had already observed in its first opinion of 2002 that an increasingly vigorous investigation and prosecution of human rights violations that were committed during the conflict in Chechnya is essential also for developments outside Chechnya, in order to ensure that no real or perceived atmosphere of impunity prevails over abuse and discrimination of the persons belonging to the minorities concerned – a remark that was reiterated in the second opinion of 2006.68

As far as education is concerned, the Advisory Committee stated that detailed norms for implementing the right to receive instruction in or of minority languages, provided for in federal legislation and in the laws of a number of subjects of the federation, have still not been developed.69 Federal norms providing for the right to receive instruction in or of minority languages still lack implementation mechanisms, including numerical thresholds for the introduction of minority language instruction, resulting in legal uncertainty and varying practices on the ground.70 The Advisory Committee emphasized that this ‘laissez faire’ approach does not provide sufficient guarantees for persons belonging to national minorities to enjoy the right to mother tongue education provided for in federal laws. The situation is particularly difficult for persons belonging to dispersed minorities and minorities without a ‘kin-state’ or territorial formation within the federation willing and able to promote their language in other regions.71 The Advisory Committee expressed also concern about difficulties encountered by children living in remote and economically impoverished settlements, whose parents cannot afford to transport them to school. Accordingly, in spite of efforts to improve the situation, there remain shortcomings in the access to education of persons belonging to certain minorities.72

A number of subjects of the federation have made efforts to expand the availability of minority language instruction in public education. According to information received from the government, these efforts have met with particular success in certain regions of the North, Siberia and the Far East of the country, including Krasnoyarsk and Tomsk, where a network of preschool educational institutions teaching in the languages of numerically small indigenous peoples is being set up. Although the children of indigenous peoples in most cases still transfer to Russian-language educational institutions after pre-school, there are 664 secondary schools, catering to 76,000 children, where twenty-three native languages of indigenous peoples are being taught. Elsewhere the picture is mixed, but the Advisory Committee notes that virtually all subjects of the federation now have at least some schools ‘with ethnocultural components’, while certain subjects, including Tatarstan, Bashkortostan and Sakha (Yakutia), have set up schools where teaching takes place entirely in the state languages.73 In most regions, however, the language at issue is made available only at the lowest grades of the primary education and then at higher grades the pupils concerned receive their instruction only in the Russian language. With a view to the scope of Article 14, which covers, inter alia, secondary education, the Advisory Committee called for the extension of the availability of the instruction in and of minority languages to higher grades.74 The Advisory Committee further noted that the volume of education in minority language in those grades and localities where it is available is often inadequate, limited to a few hours per week.75

Minority language textbooks in general remain scarce, especially as far as the languages of minorities that do not have territorial formations are concerned, and many of the textbooks which exist are reportedly of inadequate quality, particularly as regards Roma and Armenian languages.76 In 2005, following the transfer of responsibility for most education-related expenses to the subjects of the federation, the difficulties encountered by certain regions in supplying textbooks for teaching minority languages have increased. The same problem affects the supply of minority language teachers. Although courses for minority language teaching exist in a number of pedagogical universities, these are mainly concentrated in the federation’s republics and generally focus on the state languages.77 In general, teachers need more training to work in multi-ethnic classes and to teach Russian as a foreign language. The preparatory classes that some regions have established for students from disadvantaged backgrounds are often of worse quality than ordinary classes and in some cases have resulted in the segregation of children belonging to certain national minorities.78

Regarding official use of regional or minority languages, the Advisory Committee welcomed the fact that a number of subjects of the federation have established official status in their Constitutions, laws and regulations for languages of national minorities not constituting one of the state languages in those territories.79 The Advisory Committee also noted with satisfaction the safeguard contained in Article 1 paragraph 7 of the 2005 Law on the State Language of the Russian Federation, establishing that ‘the mandatory use of the state language of the Russian Federation should not be interpreted as a denial or denigration of the right to use the state languages of the republics of the Russian Federation and the languages of the peoples of the Russian Federation’.80 At the same time, according to information received, the languages of persons belonging to minorities that are not state languages are hardly ever used in the official sphere, even in the subjects of the federation that have guaranteed their official status in areas of compact settlement of persons belonging to the language groups in question.81 The Advisory Committee in addition pointed to problems with the choice of alphabet in writing regional and minority languages, which was restricted by Russian legislation to the Cyrillic alphabet.82 There are also problems with the use of topographical signs and the registration of personal names and surnames.83

Concerning the situation in electronic and printed media, the Advisory Committee noted with concern that there has been an overall reduction in the amount of financial support allocated to minority language media.84 It had observed positively in the first opinion that a lively minority language print media scene exists in a number of subjects of the federation.85 In the second opinion, however, it found that the amount of funding allocated to minority language media from federal and regional budgets had generally declined.86 Also, the reorganisation in 2004 of the main national broadcasting company, VGTRK, reportedly had a negative impact on minority language TV and radio broadcasting in a number of subjects of the federation.87 In addition, a new law on the State Language of the Russian Federation appears to have extended mandatory use of the Russian language to a number of settings, including private ones. If strictly implemented, this new law could present undue obstacles to the use of minority languages.88 Furthermore, persons belonging to national minorities who reside outside their territorial formations or who do not have a specific formation within the Russian Federation face particular difficulties in ensuring access to electronic media in their own language. Particular difficulties have also been reported as regards access to media by persons belonging to certain ‘titular nations’, including a number of Finno-Ugric groups, who nevertheless find themselves in vulnerable positions within their territorial formations.89

The participation of persons belonging to national minorities in public life, so the Advisory Committee remarked, has encountered a number of setbacks, including the abrogation of federal provisions allowing quotas for the participation of indigenous peoples in regional legislatures. The legislatures of Khanty-Mansiysk autonomous okrug and Yamalo-Nenets autonomous okrug, for example, which had established such quotas prior to 2004, have been denied by the State Duma the possibility of reintroducing them and will consequently have to find other ways of ensuring the representation of their indigenous population. The Advisory Committee considered that this represents a step backwards in the Russian Federation’s implementation of Article 15 of the Framework Convention.90 Changes introduced to federal legislation on elections and referenda are likely to create further barriers for persons belonging to national minorities to participate in decision-making.91 At the same time, the Advisory Committee noted with satisfaction that a growing number of subjects of the federation have established advisory councils for national minorities, although it appears that these rarely have opportunities to influence decision-making.92 At the federal level, various consultative bodies set up to deal with problems faced by persons belonging to national minorities were dissolved in the wake of a major reorganization of the federal government in 2004. The establishment of the Consultative Council for Inter-ethnic Relations under the Ministry for Regional Development is still pending.93





The problems of ratifying the ECRML


If one looks to the rather mixed implementation record of Russia concerning the Framework Convention, it becomes understandable that Russia tries to be careful with ratification of the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (ECRML). A too generous ratification would open up a Pandora’s box of unfulfilled international undertakings. If Russian authorities want to avoid accusations of not fulfilling their international legal obligations, they must very carefully select the menu of undertakings accepted under a Part III of the Charter. This requires a precise evaluation of which undertakings are really to be seen as fulfilled in light of the legislation and administrative practice prevailing in each specific region hosting linguistic minorities. Ratification should not remain limited pedantically to what is already fulfilled in practice – but the question of where improvements are needed requires careful consideration. Ratification of the Language Charter thus will force Russia, due to the à la carte approach of the treaty, to make delicate choices in the construction of the various menus of protection.94 The problems become obvious when we try to simulate in detail a potential ratification of the ECRML by Russia. It seems astonishing at first sight that a country like the Russian Federation, with a long tradition and an elaborate legislative set-up on the protection of minorities, should have difficulties in ratifying a treaty on the protection and promotion of minority languages. But the devil is hidden in the detail – and the Charter is very much about details, details of the educational system, of official use in courts and in the administration, of media supply of programmes in minority languages, of the promotion of cultural activities linked to the minority languages. The detailedness of the individual undertakings provided for in Part III of the Language Charter is a positive side effect of the à la carte approach which characterizes the Charter. Because states have the possibility to tailor protection menus according to the specific needs and situations of each language, the formulation of the individual undertakings can become very specific and technical. To a certain degree this makes monitoring easier, because it is often obvious from the wording what states are expected to deliver under specific undertakings.95 However, it makes the enterprise of drafting a sensible instrument of ratification a very complex operation, in particular in a country like Russia with its extreme linguistic complexity.

What are the problems? Under the Language Charter, a state does not accept some rather general, open-worded standards of protecting minority languages, but has to select a series of very specific, technical undertakings in the fields of



	education;

	judicial proceedings;

	administrative use of minority languages;

	electronic and printed media;

	promotion of culture;

	economic life and public services.




In the Russian case, it is obvious that it does not make sense to ratify a uniform Part III menu for all regional and minority languages present on Russian territory. In the case of bigger countries with a differentiated linguistic landscape, this never really makes sense, although a number of countries in Eastern and South Eastern Europe have done so, despite explicit counsel that this would not do justice to the stronger languages present in a given country. A uniform Part III menu means that all languages become subject to the same standards – but these standards then must constitute some kind of a ‘lowest common denominator’. ‘Small’ minority languages that find themselves in a weak situation, with few institutional arrangements to protect them, speakers used to the situation of ‘diglossy’ and an ongoing pattern of language shift, cannot be subjected to very high levels of undertaking – and if this happens nevertheless, it usually proves impossible to fill the menu of protection in real life. Even if a state would seriously attempt to do so, this might cause more harm than good.96 But if the standard of protection for the weaker languages with small numbers of speakers should be relatively low, a uniform menu of protection leaves ‘strong’ languages with huge numbers of speakers without adequate protection, since for such ‘strong’ languages a rather high level of undertakings would be feasible. The problem briefly described here has caused in the case of Ukraine a protracted political quarrel after ratification, when the first set of recommendations was to be adopted by the Council of Ministers, because Russia and Hungary raised exactly that point – the languages hitherto protected at a rather high level had found only low protection under the uniform menu drafted by the Ukrainian authorities.97 Such a low level of protection did not do justice to languages such as Russian and Hungarian – Russian had been for decades the socially dominant language which is still spoken by most inhabitants of Ukraine as a daily means of communication, and had more or less a co-official status in Ukraine in former times, whereas Hungarian had very strong protection (and an elaborate educational set-up) in the south-western region around Uzhgorod. The deliberately low level of protection chosen for these languages under the ‘uniform menu’ approach left the communities of Russian and Hungarian speakers without help against lowering their level of protection by subsequent language legislation – their traditional standard of protection in internal legislation was much higher than the level guaranteed under the Charter, leaving large leeway to lower protection without coming into conflict with the Charter.

In the case of Russia, such a uniform menu would be manifestly absurd. The differences in legal status and practical socio-linguistic situations are so enormous that a uniform solution would press all languages into a procrustes bed that would not fit any language. The small, indigenous languages of the North and the East are so marginalized and endangered that ratification under Part III would require an enormously ambitious enterprise to improve the situation in education, the media and administrative use as well as cultural activities conducted in the language.98 A systematic provision of teaching these languages in school would have to be built up, a certain minimum amount of (co-official) use in courts and administration would be needed, some provision of radio and TV programmes in these languages – and all that without trained teachers, administrators and journalists mastering the language. In other cases, however, mostly of bigger ‘titular nations’, a menu of protection at a relatively high level would be justified.

This means that, in order to select the adequate menu of undertakings for each language that qualifies for Part III protection, one must look deeply into the specificities of regional legislation in the relevant constituent subjects of the federation and must have a clear idea of the degree of practical implementation of all the statutory standards in the practice of local and regional authorities, judicial courts, educational institutions, media companies, etc.99 But this density of information on regional legislation and practice is extremely ambitious in an enormously big country like Russia with strong tendencies to ignore central standards and policies in regions far away from Moscow.100 It is not by accident that a traditional preoverb says: ‘The Tsar is far away’.

So at first sight, any attempt at drawing up a sensible menu of ratification poses enormous informational problems. One must have a clear idea not only of regional legislation, but also of regional bureaucratic practices. This is already creating significant problems in other countries – in the German case, for example, it is obvious that central authorities did not really know what was the practical situation far away in the relevant province when they were drafting the menu of ratification.101 In federal states, of which Russia is one, at least nominally, central authorities are to a certain degree cut off from knowledge as far as the bureaucratic practices of the constituent subjects of the federation are concerned. The knowledge is accumulated in the ministries of the subjects, the data are in the files of these entities, and not in the realm of the central authorities. Accordingly, getting a clear idea of the issues of bureaucratic practice needs a cumbersome enterprise of inter-bureaucratic cooperation, since the central authorities need to request the regional authorities to deliver them the relevant information.

Most complex in this regard are the issues of practical implementation of statutory requirements. To have a clear idea of the state of implementation of statutory rules is already a challenging problem in consolidated Western democracies. I could tell many stories on that problem from my own experience with monitoring the implementation of the Charter in more than twenty European countries. In Russia this issue raises additional problems. Russia clearly is a transformation state with an imperfect rule of law.102 The role of legislation in Russia is very different from the role of legislation in Western democracies like Switzerland, Sweden or Germany. As an unfortunate legacy of Soviet times, there persists a very instrumental attitude of authorities towards legal standards – they are nice as a tool to rhetorically justify the desired results, but they are not really seen as obliging authorities to take a different course than that feasible due to a series of various other reasons; a reasoning that seems to bring administrative action in line with the law may always be found.103 Underlying is a deep cynicism of lawyers about the role of law. The result: you cannot take legal standards at face value, because authorities at all levels do what they think feasible, and do not really feel restrained by the law. Federal authorities (also in Russia) know this phenomenon well, which also means that they cannot rely on legislative standards, at least not insofar as they could predict local and regional practice from knowing the legal standards.

The consequences of this situation create a severe problem for the authorities in Moscow. In order to select the right undertakings, they would have to undertake a huge enterprise of drawing up a kind of repertory of the state of practical implementation of language legislation in the various regions concerned. It is obvious that the situation of even ‘national’ languages of ‘titular nations’ will be different in, on the one hand, regions like Chechnya or Tatarstan and, on the other hand, regions like Karelia, Khakassia or the Autonomous Okrugs of the Khanti and Mansi or of the Yamalo Nenets.

Drawing up a detailed repertory for each language concerned, however, proves impossible for practical reasons. It would require enormous resources and would bind the workforce of an army of experts that does not exist on such a scale anyway. An easier way of proceding thus must be found. Some logic speaks in favour of constructing three or better four menus at different levels of protection, mirroring some representative cases.104 The differences mainly will be found in:



	Art. 8 (1) (b) and (c) – distinguishing between education in the minority language as a medium of instruction or only of the minority language as a second or third language;

	Art. 9 (1) (a) and (b) – finding the right level of guaranteed use of minority languages before courts (allowed in communications adressed to the courts, right to get an answer in the minority language, or court proceedings led in the minority language);

	Art. 10 (1) (a) – finding the adequate level of administrative use of minority languages in state, regional and local authorities, be it only in communications addressed to the administrative authorities, the right to get an answer in the minority language, or the use of the language as an administrative language inside the bureaucracy;

	Art. 11 (1) (a) – the level of minority language use in the mass media, ranging from some radio and TV programmes in the minority language to entire minority language channels.




After the construction of such standard menus, the authorities will have to attribute each of the thirty to fifty Part III languages to one of these standard menus. The adequate levels of protection will differ a lot, and if the Russian autorities try to make an adequate choice, they should consult the organisations of the various language groups concerned, because these organizations usually have the best knowledge of the socio-linguistic needs as well as of the practical state of protection and promotion.

In order to attribute a language to the correct level of protection, one should take into consideration a number a different aspects. Most important are:



	the existing level of protection de jure as well as in local and regional practice;

	the socio-linguistic situation of the language and the resulting needs of protection;

	the resources available for language issues;

	the political objectives of the country’s minority and language policy.




With the last aspect, a kind of Pandora’s box might be opened. Russia seems not to have an elaborate and systematic policy on ethnic and language issues.105 There exist dozens of bits and pieces of such a language policy, but they are not streamlined in the sense that an overarching and systematic policy with a certain degree of consistency has been developed by the authorities. Each sectorial bureaucracy pursues its own language policy – and the different policies of the different ministries and agencies may not necessarily fit well with each other. Traditional state bureaucracies resist the idea of an overarching and systematic language policy. Who should decide about it, what about the decisional autonomies of ministries in allocating resources and drafting legislation, and who should monitor and further develop such a policy from a central standpoint? Nevertheless, an attempt at constructing such an overarching language policy would be very useful – for the purpose of ratifying the Charter, but even without such an ambition, simply in order to rationalize the divergent policies in language issues.106 Without a systematic language policy, it is difficult to make an informed choice in drawing up the menu of ratification.

At the end a cautionary remark is needed. Most of Russia’s regional and minority languages will not be covered by Part III of the Charter, but will fall under the minimum standards of Part II. Under the perspective of the fragile socio-linguistic situation of most languages, particularly the indigenous languages in the North and the East, a Part III menu would be over-ambitious, at least from a bureaucratic perspective. From a socio-linguistic perspective, one might try to make exactly the opposite point – these languages would need an elaborate set-up of measures of protection and promotion if they are to survive, just because they are in such a fragile state. But nobody can require a state to take burdens upon itself that this state is not willing to accept – and the willingness to accept certain burdens of ambitious programmes of protection must necessarily be the product of internal political processes, and of internal decision-making. It is entirely legitimate for a state to ratify on the basis of the preexisting mechanisms of protection and promotion, in order to avoid excessively ambitious demands for resorce allocation and standards of protection imposed upon society.

With most of the smaller languages covered only under Part II of the Charter, the enterprise of drawing up a sensible instrument of ratification becomes much easier to a certain degree – under Part II no choices must be made and the formulation of Part II in terms of policy objectives and programmatic principles leaves a lot of leeway for argumentation to state authorities where some measures of protection are already in place.107





Conclusion


As any reader will have realized while reading this chapter, there is a lot to do before the Russian authorities can draft a sensible menu of ratification for the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages. A closer look at the findings of the Advisory Committee’s monitoring of the implementation of the Framework Convention demonstrates that Russia has a relatively generous legislative set-up as far as minority languages are concerned. This legislation, however, already shows a lot of deficiencies in detail if judged in the light of international standards of minority protection. If one dives deeper into the intricacies of the administrative practice of Russian authorities towards minorities (and speakers of minority languages), the picture becomes even darker. There is a lot to do before Russia will live up to the international legal obligations it has subscribed to when ratifying the Framework Convention.

Bearing this finding in mind, it becomes less surprising that Russia hesitates to ratify the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages. A too generous ratification would open a Pandora’s box of international undertakings that Russia would not be able to fulfil, at least in the medium term. If Russian authorities want to avoid such a situation, they must very carefully select the menu of undertakings accepted under Part III of the Charter. This requires a precise evaluation of which undertakings are really to be taken as fulfilled in light of the legislation and administrative practice prevailing in the various regions constituting the ‘territory in which the regional or minority language is used’. A lot of research, but also of practical preparation work, bureaucratic information-gathering, simulations at regional levels, etc. has to be done in order to prepare such an avenue of making applicable the Charter’s standards. The challenge described throughout the chapter constitutes the background of an ongoing joint project of the Council of Europe together with the EU and the Russian Ministry of Regional Development. A number of simulations have been undertaken in the framework of the project, rounds of consultations have been held with the relevant ministries, agencies, public institutions, also some research projects have been undertaken. The progress of the talks to date is not very encouraging. Formal consultations with civil society organizations are a delicate point anyway in Russia, bureaucracies do not seem to like the idea that civil society should have a say in decision-making, even in an informal way. Also, bring the relevant regional authorities on board seems not to be such an easy thing – psychologically, but also in practical terms. Finally, the relevant ministry still does not seem fully convinced that such ratification makes sense for Russia at all.

Why should Russia make all these efforts and at the end subject itself to the critical examination of an outsider, even if this outsider is an expert body created by the Council of Europe, an organization where Russia has a strong position and constitutes one of the major players? Psychologically, this step seems not to be an easy one, perhaps also because there is a strong intuition in Russia that signing (and the pledge later to ratify) the Charter has been imposed upon the state in a moment of weakness when it wanted to enter the Council of Europe. But Russia is too important a state to find itself forced to ratify a treaty it does not accept as a legal standard.

In terms of substance, however, I think there are good arguments to convince Russia that the ECRML makes sense even for such an exceptional state spanning from Europe to Eastern Asia. Only some of the main arguments will be summarized here that – derived from experience in monitoring the implementation of the Charter – may be made in favour of the Charter. Already the process of drawing up a menu is an important step in itself. This step forces the state to inventarize the state of the art of its minority language policies and to make up its mind how to conceive these policies in future. The combined effect of such stocktaking and of the ensuing definition of future policies provides the chance to rationalize the policy towards minority languages, to improve such policies and to give them more consistency. If well done, the consultations with the organisations of the minority language speakers also will help in improving the conceptual framework as well as practical policies of minority language protection – and might bring a dialogue on track that in future will assist in moderating conflict and improving policies. Also, the involvement of the Council of Europe, in particular of the Committee of Experts as the specialised expert body entrusted with the task of evaluating the state of implementation, helps to initiate and consolidate the dialogue between state organs at the federal and regional levels and the groups concerned. With a purely hierarchical model of state organization in mind, this might look superfluous. Practice shows, however, that this kind of dialogue is urgently needed if sensible policies are to be the result – and there is no country where there is no room for improvement, as the opinions of the Advisory Committee in the course of the monitoring of the implementation of the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities also demonstrate with respect to Russia.
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National-cultural autonomy in Russia

A matter of legal regulation or the symbolic construction of an ethnic mosaic?

Alexander Osipov



Introduction


National-cultural autonomy and related notions are widely used in Russian legislation and official statements, as well as in public discussions. Both federal and regional legislation use the term, and the idea has been implemented in practice. Russian officials regularly mention non-territorial or ‘national-cultural’ autonomy1 as an important achievement and a key instrument of domestic ethno-cultural policy. These circumstances prompt a thorough examination of how the ideas labelled non-territorial autonomy apply in practice and how the respective institutions function.

In a wider international context, there has been an increase in scholarly interest in the set of ideas conceived of as ethnicity-based non-territorial autonomy over the past decade. This is evidenced by a growing number of academic publications2 and official comments by international organizations3 about the opportunities these ideas can create for conflict prevention and minority protection. The case of Russia seems to provide a good context for raising many questions about the ways the notion can be applied and the limits of such application. Alongside this, examination of the meanings of non-territorial autonomy in Russia, as well as forms and consequences of its utilization, bring new insight to the understanding of Russia’s diversity policies and politics.

One can apply two different, but not contradictory, approaches to non-territorial autonomy in Russia. The first one is a straightforward positivist way of describing and assessing autonomy merely as a set of legislative provisions and the practices of their implementation. The other approach rests on a broader view of non-territorial autonomy as a term possibly denoting a number of discursive, conceptual, and practical ways to describe, organize and manage diversity in a given society. Taking on this strategy, one should take into account, first, that ideas marked as ‘non-territorial’ or likewise, autonomy, may bear a multitude of meanings, sometimes shifting, hidden or contradictory; second, that these ideas are not isolated and concern such issues as individual ethnic affiliation, ethnic group, culture, territory and social equality. The research task shall be thus to map the notion of national-cultural autonomy, to trace what kind of meanings it brings to public debates and policies, and to assess the outcomes.

This chapter seeks to answer five mutually related questions:



	1 What kinds of legal norms and regulations center on the notion of national-cultural autonomy and related terminologies?

	2 How are these norms and regulations implemented in governmental policies?

	3 How is national-cultural autonomy interpreted in public debates?

	4 How is this notion instrumentalised in politics?

	5 What are the linkages of this notion and what place does it occupy in between other notions and ideas that shape diversity policies and politics in Russia?







Terminology and methodological assumptions


As mentioned above, the term ‘national-cultural autonomy’ (natsional’no-kulturnaya avtonomiya in Russian) is widely employed and well recognized in Russia as a synonym of ethnicity-based non-territorial autonomy. ‘National-cultural autonomy’ as used in this chapter is the Russia-related substitute to the general overarching notion of non-territorial autonomy in its multiplicity of meanings and applications. To avoid confusions, the abbreviation NCA, which derives from ‘national-cultural autonomy’, will mean only the type of organization established on the basis of the relevant Russian law.

It is also important to distinguish between categories of practice used by social actors in real life and categories of analysis used by the researcher to describe an observed reality. Non-territorial autonomy, although used in academia, lacks a uniform interpretation definition in any of the social sciences. Terminologies pertaining to the ideas of non-territorial autonomy basically serve as categories of practice. Also here I employ the term ‘national-cultural autonomy’ as a ‘folk’ category, meaning a notion that politicians, lawmakers, and ethnic activists use in their rhetoric and practical work.

There are two main approaches to the understanding of non-territorial autonomy; they are both used for descriptive and normative purposes. They do not contradict each other and partly overlap. One is the general principle according to which an ethnic group enjoys (or must enjoy) a certain degree of freedom in handling its internal affairs – as a rule presumably pertaining to broadly understood ‘culture’. The second approach rests on interpreting ‘autonomy’ as a special type of ethnicity-based organization that combines self-administration with managing certain public resources and competences.

Scholars dealing with issues of non-territorial autonomy in this area usually do not distinguish between practical and analytical categories and also share these two visions.

There is an assumption that might be conceived of in Rogers Brubaker’s terms as ‘groupism’ – i.e., ‘the tendency to take discrete, sharply differentiated, internally homogeneous, and externally bounded groups as basic constituents of social life, chief protagonists of social conflicts, and fundamental units of social analysis.4 ‘“Group” functions as a seemingly unproblematic, taken-for-granted concept, apparently in no need of particular scrutiny or explication.’5 This approach, which means the uncritical and often unreflective reification of notions such as ‘group’, ‘community’, and ‘culture’, leads the discussion into a methodologically narrow corridor. Studies of issues concerning non-territorial autonomy as an idea and as certain practical arrangements, are as a rule based on groupist assumptions, that limit analytical perspectives.

If a group were a self-evident social actor possessing will and interests, and an internally cohesive social unit, then treating it as an independent, self-governing entity would look like a feasible and even inevitable solution. ‘Autonomy is a device to allow ethnic or other groups claiming a distinct identity to exercise direct control over affairs of special concern to them.’6 If non-territorial autonomy is merely a tag for the idea of ethnic group’s agency, then its descriptive and analytic value would be questionable. In practical terms, as a general label for all kinds of social activities on behalf of an ethnic group, then ‘autonomy’ becomes a tautology, another nickname for minority protection or basic human right crucial for the preservation or manifestation of ethnic identities. In the meantime, this groupist perspective approach would mean that a variety of social forms or rhetorical strategies might be overlooked.

My proposition here is as follows: the notion of national-cultural autonomy applies to the social production and organization of ethnicity and serves as an operator in conceptual organization of social reality. ‘Systems of social classification not only classify; in institutionalized form, they also establish grounds for authority and legitimacy through the categories they set down, and they make their categories seem both natural and socially real.’7 Autonomy may thus serve as a mode of ‘framing’ (following Erving Goffman’s term),8 or attributing certain meanings to cognitive acts, representations and practices.





Ideological basis and legislative framework for national-cultural autonomy in Russia


The very idea of national-cultural autonomy goes back to the liberal and socialist thinkers of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, who put forward plans for the non-territorial organization of ethnic groups. The leading Austro-Marxist ideologists, Karl Renner and Otto Bauer, proposed the organization of ethnic groups as corporate entities with mandatory membership independent of individual residence, and the granting to these corporations of certain legislative and executive powers with respect to education and culture. These measures were expected to put an end to ethnic conflicts over territory and access to state power.9 The proposal triggered a Europe-wide discussion among scholars and political activists on the left.10

National-cultural autonomy was a topical issue in the early twentieth century discussions on the left of Russia’s political spectrum. A radical wing of Russian social democrats (better known as the Bolsheviks), and Lenin personally, vehemently criticized the concept of national-cultural autonomy as an approach undermining the international unity of the working class.11 As a result, official Soviet propaganda condemned and rejected the idea of national-cultural autonomy.12 The overall liberalization of the late 1980s known as perestroika lifted the ban on debating the issue, and non-territorial arrangements for ethnic groups again became the subject of extensive discussions.13

The terms pertaining to national-cultural autonomy were finally introduced into Russia’s legislation during and after the Soviet Union’s dissolution. The first step was mentioning the ‘self-determination [of peoples] in national-cultural forms’ in the Declaration of Sovereignty of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic of 12 June 1990.14 In 1992, the notion of national-cultural autonomy (to be precise, at first as ‘cultural-national autonomy’) appeared in the Russian Federation Fundamentals of Legislation on Culture.15 In 1996, the Federal Law ‘On National-Cultural Autonomy’16 (hereinafter, ‘the NCA Law’) was adopted as the basic act determining policies concerning national-cultural autonomy. The 1996 Concept of Nationalities Policy of the Russian Federation (a not legally binding conceptual outline endorsed by a presidential decree)17 emphasized that the development of national-cultural autonomy in multiple forms of non-governmental organizations was one of the key components of official ethnic policies. The term was also used in different meanings in several federal and regional laws and other normative acts.18

In Russian law, ‘national-cultural autonomy’ has acquired two basic interpretations. The first sets up a general principle by which individuals use various institutional formats to collectively pursue their rights and interests related to their ethnic origin, language, and culture. The second indicates a specific form of ethnicity-based organization. The first interpretation can be found in the 1996 Concept of State Nationalities Policies in the Russian Federation, as well as in certain regional acts and regulations. The second appears in the NCA Law, which refers to national-cultural autonomy as a general principle ‘of citizens’ self-determination in their chosen national-cultural forms’ and as a specific organizational structure, actually a special kind of non-governmental organization (hereinafter – NGO).19

‘National-cultural autonomy’ is also referred to in some other federal laws, with different and unclear meanings. The Federal Law on State Policies Concerning Small Indigenous Peoples20 explicitly indicates (Art.10) that such peoples can create NCAs alongside other types of social and cultural organizations. The Federal Law on Compatriots Abroad21 declares that the Russian state supports the creation of compatriots’ NCAs as well as other associations (Arts. 5 and 17), and thus the meaning of the term remains unclear, since very few pieces of foreign legislation contain the term ‘national-cultural autonomy’ or a similar notion.

In addition, the Fundamentals of Legislation on Culture and its regional clones also describe ‘cultural-national autonomy’ as a right of a dispersed ethnic group, as well as permission to create NGOs promoting minority cultures and languages.

Seven regional laws have been adopted that directly concern national-cultural autonomy.22 Two of them (the 1996/2005 law of the Komi Republic and the 2003 law of the Republic of Tatarstan) are merely replicas of the federal NCA Law. The laws of the Republic of Mordovia (2004), the Tiumen Oblast’ (2004), the Taimyr (Dolgano-Nenetsk) Autonomous Okrug23 (2005), and the Yamalo-Nenetsk Autonomous Okrug (2006) concern governmental support to NCAs. All four are declarative and do not establish clear and transparent mechanisms for funding. Moreover, the Tiumen law addresses NCAs on an equal footing with other NGOs, and the Mordovian law keeps open the question of whether other types of NGOs can be funded. The 1998 law of the Republic of Bashkortostan concerns ethnicity-based NGOs in the region and refers to national-cultural autonomy as a ‘form of national-cultural self-determination’.

To sum up, Russian law utilizes the notion of ‘national-cultural’ and ‘cultural-national’ autonomy in a variety of ways, while the meaning of these terms in many cases remains obscure. The core of the Russian legal regulations and public debates concerning ‘national-cultural autonomy’ is the NCA Law and the related acts and regulations. Below I will analyse ‘autonomy’ within the frame set up by the NCA Law.





Content of the legislation on NCA


The 1996 NCA Law defines ‘national-cultural autonomy’ as:



The form of national-cultural self-determination by public organizations of citizens of the Russian Federation who belong to certain ethnic communities who find themselves in a position of national minority on the corresponding territory with the aim of the independent resolution of issues related to the preservation of their identity, developments of language, education and national culture.24




The key thing is that national-cultural autonomy means here at the same time a type of NGO and a general principle of group cohesion and agency.

Prior to November 2003, the law did not indicate to which ethnic groups the NCA law applies with regard to both meanings of ‘autonomy’. Today, autonomies can only be formed on behalf of groups ‘with the status of a national minority in a given territory’, but the law fails to define either ‘minority’ or the characteristics of this ‘status’ (for more on this, see the next sub-chapter).

The NCA law comprises two types of provisions. One addresses the preservation and promotion of languages and cultures and of the respective citizens’ rights. These provisions, however, merely and literally duplicate those of the Russian Constitution and federal laws concerning general educational, linguistic, and cultural issues. The second type sets up the rules for the establishment and functioning of the NCA as a type of non-governmental organization.

The Constitution declares the right to association, and the current Russian legislation establishes the legal basis for the creation of non-governmental (nepravitel’stvennye – i.e., non-state and non-municipal) organizations.25 The area is basically regulated by the Civil Code,26 two main federal laws – namely, the law on ‘social’, or ‘public’ associations (1995)27 and the law on non-profit organizations (1996)28 – as well as a number of special laws.

Entities established at the initiative of citizens on the basis of their shared interests (hereinafter – ‘public associations’) can choose either to register with the authorities and thus obtain the capacity of a legal entity, or operate without such registration. They can choose from a number of organizational and legal forms; NGOs can be based on individual or collective fixed membership, or unfixed participation, or envisage no membership at all (like funds and institutions). Their geographical scope of operation may vary: there can be local, regional, inter-regional, and national (all-Russian) NGOs.

The category of non-profit organizations is broader than ‘public associations’; all public organizations that are legal entities are determined as non-profit organizations. The law envisages the establishment of NGOs that are private, but not ‘social’. These include autonomous non-profit organizations, non-profit partnerships, private foundations and private institutions.29

Non-profit organizations are entitled to own property, to make contracts, and to establish other legal entities, including mass media and educational institutions. Non-profit organizations of various forms can benefit directly and indirectly from material support and funding from the state (i.e., tax benefits and subsidies or free rent).

NCAs in accordance with the law are a type of ‘public associations’. NGOs’ goals and activities may be related to ethnicity, in particular to the preservation and promotion of culture and languages; the law does not explicitly prohibit ethnicity-based membership or advocacy of ethnicity-based interests, except for political parties. Specific features of NCAs are not their ethnic basic, but specific substantive and procedural bureaucratic requirements the law imposes on them; to simplify the explanation, below I will distinguish between NCAs and other or ‘ordinary’ NGOs.

An ordinary non-profit organization, while enjoying all the rights that NCAs are granted (including rights in the spheres of culture, mass media, and education), has an advantage vis-à-vis NCAs – national-cultural autonomies (a) possess fewer rights than ordinary public associations; (b) cannot choose their organizational forms; and (c) face numerous procedural restrictions with respect to their establishment and operation.

NCAs must have a definite territorial sphere of activity – they can be local, regional, or federal. The law defines an NCA as a public association of ‘citizens of the Russian Federation’ (Art.1, emphasis added).

The law does not restrict the number of NCAs established on behalf of a certain ethnic group within a certain territory. Over the years, however, the territorial departments of justice have, as a rule, denied the registration of parallel NCAs, and this practice has been endorsed by the Constitutional Court (see below).

The NCA Law contains exhaustive lists of permissible activities (Art.1) exclusively in the spheres of language, culture, and education. The rights granted to NCAs (Art.4) are expressly limited to the spheres of ‘preserving identities, promoting the language, education, and national [ethnic] culture’. This specification of permissible activities is absent in the general laws on non-profit organizations and public associations. Therefore, any attempt by an NCA to broaden the scope of its activities prescribed by law to include even such related spheres as human rights advocacy, research, or promotion of tolerance could, in principle, cause the authorities to either deny formal registration or to close down the NCA.

Before the amendments to the law of November 2003, the procedure for setting up an NCA was as follows. ‘National [i.e. ethnic] public associations’ (two or more, as one can deduce from the provision) could set up a local NCA consisting of ‘citizens identifying themselves with a certain ethnic community’. Local NCAs could set up a regional NCA, while regional NCAs could set up a federal organization. Since November 2003, a local NCA may be established by a meeting or conference of individuals who reside in a given locality and belong to a certain ethnic group.

Under any scheme of incorporation, the founders of an NCA must notify the public of the forthcoming founding conference by advertising in the mass media or by other means for at least three months (since November 2003, at least one month for a local NCA) before the scheduled conference date. Other non-profit organizations face no such requirement.

The provisions of the NCA Law that describe relations between NCAs and the government are worded ambiguously. Verbs are used in the present tense – e.g., authorities support, assist, consider submitted proposals, take them into account, make resources available, etc. In the existing legal culture, such wording is interpreted to mean that authorities may choose to support and listen to NCAs but have no obligation to do so.30

There is no specific obligation for the government to provide funding for NCAs, and the NCA Law fails to identify specific mechanisms and criteria for funding allocation as well as specific government bodies empowered to make funding decisions. In fact, the legislation on public associations and non-profit organizations in theory offers ordinary non-profit organizations more forms and grounds on which to request state support. In fact, some NCAs are financed from public sources on an ad hoc and irregular basis.

The NCA Law gives NCAs only two obvious advantages over other NGOs: state-owned mass media can provide free space for NCA advertisements and publications, and advisory councils on NCA affairs can be set up by executive authorities. However, these provisions were never interpreted as binding.

The general provisions of the Constitution, civil law, and laws on non-profit organizations allow NCAs, like other legal entities, to defend their rights and legitimate interests by all possible means that are not prohibited by law, including judicial proceedings. However, the inaction of government authorities (such as refusal to adopt programs of national-cultural development or to finance NCA activities) cannot be challenged in courts.




Legislative dynamics

The NCA law was amended several times, but the changes concerned symbolic rather than substantive issues. In a formal sense, one may mention three major periods in policies with regard to NCA: application of the initial version of the NCA Law from 1996 to 2003; lowering of NCA status and imposition of new restrictions from November 2003 until December 2006; from 2007 until now – partial lifting of the restrictions and the recovery of the initial status. In a substantive sense, there have been no major changes in official policies; the legislative amendments and judicial decisions either followed the established administrative practice or the practice evolved notwithstanding the law.

The amendments of November 200331 stipulated an NCA could be set up only on behalf of a group in the position of an ethnic minority within the given territory. Prior to this, governmental official demonstrated concern about NCAs representing ethnic majorities or ‘titular’ ethnic groups and commented that such situations (although rare) are unacceptable anomalies. The most remarkable case was the government’s fight in 1999–2003 against a federal NCA of ethnic Russians. The federal ministries of justice and of nationalities affairs did their best to bar the newly established organization from getting registration, arguing that a federal Russian NCA would compromise the basic idea of the law.32

Moreover, since 2003, the law, in a formal sense, has not allowed multi-ethnic, coalition-based NCAs.

The 2003 amendments prescribe only one institutional format for NCAs (now explicitly acknowledged as ‘public organizations’), based on individual membership. Therefore, less burdensome and more flexible forms not requiring fixed membership (like public movements, associations of organizations, or local initiative groups) have been excluded.

In March 2004, the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation ruled that no more than one local or regional autonomy per ethnic community could be set up in a municipality or a region, respectively, thus authorizing the already established restrictive practices.33 The court’s reasoning was as follows: an NCA is a form of ethnic groups’ self-determination; it is the only legitimate representative body of an individual ethnic group within a certain administrative unit; an NCA is entitled to state funding; for all these reasons of expediency, the NCA Law shall be interpreted as allowing only one NCA of one ethnic group per administrative unit.

In 2004, a new amendment to the NCA Law diminished the status of the federal consultative body on NCA affairs, and envisaged a consultative organ under a federal executive body in charge of cultural policies instead of directly under the federal Government.34 The Federal Advisory Council on NCA Affairs was not convened for more than three years over this period and was restored in 2007 as a board under the Federal Ministry of Regional Development.

The 2004 amendments repealed the condition of funding exclusively for specific events; along with this, NCAs were allowed to request funding only from regional, but not federal or municipal, official bodies.

In 2006, the Law on General Principles of Local Self-government35 acknowledged the right of local authorities to support NCAs, as well as activities aimed at ethno-cultural development, at their discretion. In February 2009, lawmakers confirmed the right of all three levels of government to fund all kinds of NCAs, but did not clarify the rules for such funding; thus, the law, in terms of level of government funding provisions, has returned to the point where it was prior to the 2004 amendments. However, the practices of funding (almost negligible) have not changed.

Surprisingly enough, very little was done to put the 2003 restrictions into practice. Most of the existing multi-ethnic NCAs, and NCAs established on behalf of regional or local ‘titular’ ethnicities or majorities (including Russians), were allowed to remain active or were officially registered anew. Until 2009, nothing happened to the regional Karachai NCA in the Karachai-Circassian Republic, while the regional NCA of the Adygs (who include Circassians) was registered in 2006. In 2008, the local Jewish NCA was officially registered in the Jewish Autonomous Oblast; in the meantime the local Buriat NCA in the Republic of Buriatia was denied registration. After 2003, two new multi-ethnic Dagestani NCAs were established in the cities of Kaluga and Tver’, and the Turkic NCA (for Azeris and Tatars) was re-established in the Yamalo-Nenetsk Autonomous Okrug. Despite the new restrictive provision of the NCA Law, several autonomies of local ethnic majorities have emerged: the local Nogai NCA in the Nogai district (Dagestan), the local NCAs of Laks in the Lakski and Kulinski districts (Dagestan), the local Buriat NCA in the Baiandaevskii district of Irkutsk Oblast. NCAs of ethnic Russians still survive in predominantly Russian Kurgan and Kaliningrad Oblasts, as well as in the city of Ekaterinburg.





Application of the NCA law


The concept of ‘autonomy’ turns out to be attractive to ethnic activists. Despite legislative restrictions and bureaucratic burdens, the number of NCAs has grown over the years. By early 1999, 227 NCAs had been registered, of which 160 were local, 60 regional, and seven federal.36 The respective figures for the beginning of 2005 were 315, 173, and 16 (in total, 504).37 On 1 April 2010, there were 759 organizations, of which 532 were local, 210 regional, and 17 federal.38

NCAs represent 59 ethnicities – in particular, federal NCAs were established on behalf of Assyrians, Azeris, Belarusians, Chuvash, Germans, Jews, Karachais, Kazakhs, Koreans, Kurds, Lezghins, Lithuanians, Poles, Roma, Serbs, Tatars, and Ukrainians. The Armenian federal NCA, established in 2001, was de-registered for formal reasons in 2009, and the Ukrainian federal NCA was disbanded by the Russian Supreme Court in November 2010. Regional and local NCAs have been set up in 74 of 83 constituent units of the Russian Federation. Several NCAs represent ethnic groups officially acknowledged as small indigenous peoples of Russia. A number of NCAs were established on behalf of ethnic Russians, even in the regions where Russians constitute the majority (Vladimir, Karachai-Chercassian Republic, North Ossetia, Ekaterinburg, Kaliningrad, Kurgan, and Moscow). There are also several joint, or multi-ethnic, NCAs (of Dagestanis, Adygs, Chechens, and Ingush; Tatars and Bashkirs) and NCAs that represent groups traditionally deemed to be sub-ethnic, or ethnographic categories like Cossacks, Bezhtins (a sub-group of Avars in Dagestan), the Pomors (Russians from the White Sea area) or Kryashens (Tatar speakers who are Orthodox Christians). Interestingly, there are several local NCAs in Tuimen Oblast which represent separately Tatars and Siberian Tatars (considered as a sub-group of Tatars) and both groups jointly.

NCAs coexist with other, more numerous ethnicity-based NGOs,39 and the models of coexistence vary. In most cases, NCAs of a certain ethnic group appear merely as NGOs on an equal footing with other organizations of that group, sometimes as rivals, sometimes as allies. For example, the All-Russian Azeri Congress operates in parallel with the Federal Azeri NCA, Azerros. In some cases, NCAs are created as spare wheels for already-established NGOs, just to occupy this niche. For instance, this was the reason for creating several local and regional NCAs of Ingrian Finns in St. Petersburg and the Leningrad Oblast by the old Union of Finns, Inkerin Liittoo. The Federal NCA of Armenians existed in 2009 as a branch of the Union of Armenians of Russia, and remained inactive and virtually invisible in public. The Federal NCA of Tatars and the World Congress of Tatars were created more or less by the same people under the auspices of Tatarstan’s government. Only in exceptional cases does an NCA become an umbrella organization unifying NGOs of a certain group. Examples are the German Regional NCA of Saratov Oblast’ (Middle Volga area) or the Federal Jewish NCA.

In practice, NCAs function in the same manner as other ethno-cultural NGOs. They are preoccupied primarily with folklore and the promotion of their respective cultural heritage, and many offer language courses or run Sunday schools. Few engage in long-term projects related to education, research, mass media, public advocacy, or inter-regional ties.40

Basically NCAs in their functioning face the same problems as other NGOs. In general, the authorities are more tolerant of ethnicity-based than human rights or ecological NGOs or organizations of religious minorities; as a rule, official bodies don’t use red tape burdens as a tool of pressure and punishment, although one can find several exceptions (see below in the case of the Ukrainian NCA).

Many uncertainties in the law lead to inconsistent and questionable application of its provisions. In some cases, the regional departments of justice turn a blind eye to obvious violation of the NCA Law if the regional executives needed registration of a certain NCA. For example, the regional Mordovian NCA of Ulianovsk Oblast was established as an ordinary NGOs and not as a local NCA as required, but registered without a problem.41 In other cases, an NCA can be denied registration for formal reasons over years, like the Tatar NCA of Tomsk Oblast which was unable to register as the regional department of justice did not accept the paper confirming the organization’s legal address.42

Complex and badly formulated provisions of the law mean that all NGOs can hardly comply with all formal provisions, and often find themselves in the position of violators. Imposition of sanctions is virtually an unlimited discretion of the justice departments and the public procuracy.

In February 2009 the Federal NCA of Russia’s Ukrainians was checked by the Ministry of Justice, and was officially warned for some incorrect paperwork and incomplete reporting to the official authorities. The organization did not appeal against these warnings in court and was suspended in October 2009. In November 2009 two leaders of the Ukrainian FNCA gave interviews to some mass-media organizations and participated in a couple of conferences. The Ministry of Justice considered that the FNCA had illegally restarted its activities (although its leaders claimed that they had been acting in personal capacities)43 and lodged a suit with the Supreme Court which closed the organization down in November 2010. On the surface, the NCA was persecuted for formal reasons only. In the meantime, this check and suspension of the FNCA took place in a period of tense relations between Russian and Ukraine, along with other kinds of pressure on Ukrainian organizations in Russia, including police searches in the state library of Ukrainian literature in Moscow. In January 2011, the Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov publicly acknowledged that the Ukrainian FNCA was disbanded for political reasons because its activities had been ‘undermining’ relations between Russia and Ukraine.44





Government’s strategies with regard to NCAs


Scholars in Russia and outside often assume that the Russian authorities planned to use national-cultural autonomy for pursuing several strategic goals, first of all, to replace or weaken ethnicity-based federalism,45 drive ethnicity out of politics46 and subject all non-governmental ethno-cultural activities to a clear and firm system of state management.47 The realities basically do correspond with these expectations.

No federal governmental official has suggested a strategy of lifting territorial institutionalization of ethnicity and dissembling ethnic federalism; on the contrary, some have clearly denied such a possibility. Vladimir Zorin, chair of the State Duma Nationalities Committee (1996–1999) and the state minister in charge of nationalities affairs (2001–2004), often said that NCA would never replace ethnic territorial federalism but that it could prevent further claims to create new ethnic territorial autonomies.48 In the 1990s, there were few other social movements (almost all in the North Caucasus) that demanded the creation of new ethnicity-based territorial units (like the Balkar organizations that demanded Balkar statehood independent of the Kabardin-Balkarian Republic). No official authority took steps to make them accept the idea of NCA.

An indicative circumstance is the fact that virtually no top officials of Russia’s republics have objected to the idea of national-cultural autonomy on the basis that it is a potential threat to ethnic statehood within the Russian federative system.49 On the contrary, Russia’s republics have turned out to be mostly supportive of NCAs for minorities on their territories and for their kin diasporas in other regions. Four of seven regional laws concerning NCAs were adopted in the republics and two in autonomous okrugs, which are also regarded as ‘ethnic’ territorial entities.

Since 2003, Russia’s regions have been undergoing a process of enlargement, and some former autonomous districts (perceived as ethnicity-based units of the federation) have been merged into larger regions. National-cultural autonomy has virtually never been offered as a substitute for the territorial autonomies incorporated into larger entities, and the issue was not raised in official propaganda in favor of the mergers. Establishment of four local NCAs of Buriats within the Ust-Orda Buriat Autonomous Okrug in 2007, before its merger into the Irkutsk Oblast, was an unofficial initiative, although endorsed by the local administration.

In the formal sense, the NCA law, in combination with the legislation on political parties and elections, was a message that ethnicity and politics shall be incompatible. In particular, the NCA Law and Russia’s electoral legislation state clearly that autonomies, like other ethnicity-based NGOs, are not political organizations and that they cannot participate in electoral campaigns or stand for office independently or in a bloc with other organizations.

Basically, there has been no need or attempt to channel the political activities of ethnic leaders and activists into non-political NCAs. Large-scale ethnic mobilization took place on behalf of ‘titular’ ethnicities in Russia’s republics,50 but, first, both the governments and ethnic leaders opposed the idea of applying NCA to ‘titular’ groups; second, the authorities handles these movements by other means. Spokespeople on behalf of ‘non-titular’ populations, as a rule have always been against engagement in politics. From the late 1980s onwards, ethnic minority leaders who established NCAs consider national-cultural autonomy as a demonstration of their desire to escape from politics.51

There are several exceptions to this general mutual isolation of ethnicity and politics, and these exceptions confirm the rule. In a couple of cases, establishing NCAs was a political gesture. Russian radical nationalists considered the creation of Russian NCAs in the late 1990s and early part of this century as a way to demonstrate that Russians were in the position of a subordinate minority in Russia.52 In addition, Tatar activists in Bashkortostan tried to establish NCAs specifically to have them denied registration and thus to draw public attention to their persecution (prior to 2004, the regional government opposed the very idea of national-cultural autonomy).

In one case NCAs have really replaced a political movement. Four regional Nogai NCAs were established in the mid-2000s in the Dagestan, Chechnya, Karachai-Circassian republic and the Stavropol Krai, where Nogais lived. The previously existing Nogai movements, which strived for territorial autonomy, actually collapsed because of internal rivalries, retirement or death of their leaders. The creation of NCAs was not a choice in favour of cultural activities as opposed to politics; it was an attempt to have at least this kind of organization after the movement’s failure.

Government officials, ethnic leaders and even the Constitutional Court of the Russian Federation have repeatedly endorsed the monopoly of NCAs on group representation.53 In practice, however, little has been done to make this a reality. The Federal Consultative Council on NCA Affairs, in 1997–2003 under the government, convened irregularly.54 Re-established in 2007 under the federal ministry of regional development, it has lost most of its significance, in part because it provides no direct contact between NCA leaders and federal ministers. The council is summoned twice a year;55 its activities are not transparent and no information is available in public. In any case, the council has failed to produce a single meaningful agreement or take any initiative of note. Seven regions established consultative bodies for NCAs,56 and of them, four have survived to date; besides, three regions (Karelia, Kaliningrad, and Tiumen) have advisory bodies on the issues of NCA and other ethnic organizations.57 Most regions have advisory boards on general ethnic affairs, and these bodies as a rule represent all major ethnic NGOs. In general, regional and local authorities interact and communicate with all ethnic minority organizations without any preference to NCAs.

Symbolically, NCAs have a privileged position in relation to ordinary NGOs, since they are mentioned separately from ordinary cultural associations. In practice, federal, regional, and local authorities tend to treat NCAs in the same way as they treat other ethnic NGOs. No government authorities have been pushing ethnic NGOs to create NCAs and to merge into regional or federal autonomies. Neither has there been any evidence of favouring NCAs over ordinary ethnic NGOs. Law-makers and governmental officials have stated repeatedly that they would prefer to deal with a single unified organization representing an individual ethnic group.58 On the contrary, even Vladimir Zorin during his term as the minister in charge of nationalities affairs, acknowledged publicly, that ‘ordinary’ ethnic NGOs should not be excluded from governmental policies and that the NCA law should be transformed into a law on NCA and ‘national-cultural societies’.59

Although there is no explicit provision in the NCA Law about the idea of centralized ethnic communities, the law does offer a pyramid-type configuration of a regional NCA created by local NCAs and a federal NCA incorporating regional autonomies. There have been no suggestions by government authorities that this sort of consolidation is mandatory.





Contextualization of national-cultural autonomy


To sum up, NCAs are highly valued but are of limited if not negligible utility, as ordinary NGOs can achieve all the goals and objectives that were intended for NCAs. While the authorities introduced (although in an obscure and inconsistent way) a set of principles in the NCA Law, they have not strived and/or have failed to implement them. Moreover, there are numerous disjunctures between the NCA Law and other federal and regional legislation containing the notion of national-cultural autonomy. It would not be correct to speak of violations of the NCA Law, since it contains no clear positive obligations on the part of the government. At the same time, it would be difficult to argue that national-cultural autonomy in Russia has failed as a political project, since no consistent efforts to bring the ideas behind the law into practice have been made.

What is puzzling is the high level of public demand for the arrangements labelled ‘national-cultural autonomy’ and the growing number of NCAs. At the same time, the contradictions in and around the law have drawn no public attention nor evoked protests on the part of the law’s potential beneficiaries. The stated requests by ethnic activists for public funding do not imply any kind of objection to the fundamentals of the ideology of national-cultural autonomy as the government formulates it.

These contradictions could be explained if national-cultural autonomy is examined not as a set of legal regulations but rather a narration reflecting certain official views and broader societal perceptions of what the country’s ethnic heterogeneity is or ought to be. One should note that national-cultural autonomy relates to key notions crucial for the conceptual organization of ethnic divisions, first and foremost community, territory, culture, and equality.




Culturalization of the social



The very idiom of national-cultural autonomy bears an emphasis on culture, and autonomy thus should be viewed as part of broad discourses and practices where this term is employed. All kinds of official and non-official actors routinely resort to the notion of culture in addressing a variety of social and political issues concerning ethnicity and ethnic relations. First and foremost, the cultural theme in official rhetoric serves as a tool to pull ethnicity-related issues from the domain of politics. Encoding social issues – in particular, the problems of participation, equality, and non-discrimination – in cultural terms allows for the avoidance of risky, burdensome, and potentially destabilizing agendas. In practical terms, so-called ‘nationalities policy’, particularly at the regional and local levels, basically materializes itself in encouragement of cultural events like folk festivals, concerts, amateur performances and so forth. These kinds of activities are routinely combined with seminars or conferences attended by minority NGOs and academics and aimed at the promotion of ‘inter-cultural dialog’. In sum, all this provides for a non-conflict protocol of communication between ethnic activists and official authorities since all potentially difficult issues are kept aside. Promotion of cultural activities and contacts between NGOs is appropriate for all parties involved since it can be carried out at low cost and envisages no measurement of efficiency and results achieved.

In a broader framework, addressing social issues through the notion of culture also provides for a suitable cognitive framework and explains exclusion and conflicts in terms of cultural differences rather than institutional deficiencies and social deprivation.






Group rights and group development



Portraying Russia as a combination of ethnic groups existing as separate social units and acting as ‘collective individuals’ is common in national public discourses; ethnicity-related legislation also often resorts to such textual constructions. Official and unofficial narratives recognize that ethnic groups possess collective interests, rights and a sort of ‘sovereignty’60 while these three notions lack strict usage and clear and uniform understanding. The main rhetorically acknowledged group ‘right’ is the ‘right to development’. The notion of group development has become a pivotal term in addressing ethnic issues, and is widely presented in the legislation. The term ‘national [ethnic group] development’ appears in the Russian Constitution (Article 72 ‘f’); almost all regional ‘concepts’ (i.e., declarative outlines) and ‘programmes’ on ‘interethnic relations’, as well as the 1996 Federal Concept of Nationalities Policy, centre on this idea and claim to create suitable ‘conditions for nationalities’ development’.

The idiom of ethnic groups’ development reflected the modernist worldview of the Communists and has been inherited from the Soviet period. It was included in the USSR Constitutions of 1924 and 1977, in the 1961 Programme of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the resolution ‘On Nationalities Question’ of the XIX Communist Party Conference of 1988, as well as in numerous other party statements and resolutions and in academic texts. This formula was really meaningful because it denoted the Soviet social engineering and affirmative actions that led to state investment in the economy of ‘backward’ regions and in minorities’ human capital.61 In the aftermath of the Soviet Union’s collapse, the ‘development’ has become a simulacrum, nevertheless, accepted by all participants of the public discussion on ethnicity. The important thing here is that a rhetoric acknowledgement of ethnic groups as social entities developing economically, socially, and culturally requires also a rhetoric acknowledgement of appropriate organizational forms for the group and its development.

Another group right routinely mentioned is the ‘right to self-determination’. The principle of ‘equality and self-determination of peoples’ is a constitutional provision, and the notion of national-cultural autonomy referred to as a form of self-determination allows for rhetoric recognition that this principle is secured. Although the NCA Law calls this kind of autonomy just ‘a form of national-cultural self-determination’ without pointing out it subjects, governmental officials and academics describe national-cultural autonomy as ‘peoples’ self-determination’ or ‘internal self-determination’ alongside ethnic federalism and territorial autonomies.62






Ethnicity and territory



This is, probably, the most paradoxical thematic area where the notion of non-territorial autonomy manifests itself. One may expect that any discursive or institutional de-territorialization of ethnicity must eventually weaken or partly replace the fundamentals of ethnicity-based federalism in Russia. On the contrary, national-cultural autonomy symbolically reaffirms the importance and relevance of ethnically defined administrative territorial divisions.

National-cultural autonomy is routinely mentioned as being in binary opposition to ethnic territorial autonomy. Since the late 1980s some authors have regarded non-territorial autonomy as an alternative to ethnic-territorial federalism; most, on the contrary, still consider national-cultural autonomy as a useful addition to ethnic federalism.63

Ethnicity-based federalism is routinely viewed as a core of Russian statehood and the official system of diversity policies. In the meantime, Russian ethnic federalism lacks a clear legal and political ground.

In the formal sense there are no clear constitutional or legal provisions in Russia establishing any tangible legal linkage between specific ‘titular’ groups and the administrative units to which these groups belong. A clear correlation between the legal provisions and the respective domestic policies is lacking: there are no uniform political or social policies aimed at ‘titular’ ethnicities.64 At the same time, ethnicity-based statehood on ethnic grounds turns out to be a self-evident truism, or a cliché, that does not need rationalization. Ethnic federalism appears as a common sense assumption and a shared knowledge of the politicians, academics and the general public. From this perspective, a ‘national-territorial structure’ is not a legal or political institution, but rather a part of the dominant political discourse.

Debates around the issue of whether national-cultural autonomy was a substitute or supplement to the ethno-territorial system emphasize the significance of ethnic federalism and thus contribute to its maintenance and reinforcement.






Autonomy as recognition, participation, and equality



In the early 1990s, a number of scholars and officials explained that national-cultural autonomy would be a way to depart from the erroneous Soviet tradition of creating hierarchies of peoples; on the contrary, they said, cultural autonomy would mean the acknowledgement of all groups as equal participants in the country’s ‘nationalities policy’.65 A common position of many authors is that involvement of ethnic groups in dialogue with the state, and thus their symbolic recognition, may be expected to pacify public unrest and tensions and, therefore, to contribute to social cohesion and integration.

Alongside this, the very topic of national-cultural autonomy contributes to the emergence of substitutions to the public agenda of equality on ethnic grounds.

Issues of non-discrimination are not salient in Russian public discussions, either in terms of the treatment of individuals or structural conditions for social dynamics and mobility. Public attention is focused on extreme manifestations of ethnic enmity or on cultural policies and thus diverted from equality issues that are overshadowed by such rhetoric figures as ‘equal opportunities in cultural development’ or just ‘development’.

For example, the annual presidential address of 1994 to the Russian Federal Assembly contained the following logical chain, (1) there are people who are discriminated against on ethnic grounds – (2) this is because some ethnic groups usurp power and resources in certain regions – (3) this should be avoided by the promotion of ethnic pluralism – (4) it can be achieved by enhancing the development of ethnic groups – (5) the way to secure the latter is by encouraging cultural societies and national-cultural autonomies in particular.66 Svetlana Zhurova, a deputy chair of the Russian State Duma voiced a similar approach at a roundtable on interethnic relations held by the Duma Committee on Culture in March 2009.67 In between, the same rhetorical strategy was repeatedly employed in a variety of forms; in particular, the explanatory note to the NCA draft law (March 1996) stated that the institution of national-cultural autonomy was a tool to provide for equality on ethnic grounds.68

The idea of NCAs for ethnic majorities, or titular ethnicities, was vehemently and almost univocally criticized by public authorities, intellectuals and most ethnic activists. This attitude stemmed from the consideration that such an undertaking would be a violation of equality: majorities and titular groups maintain control over their own structures of government, and the creation of NCAs in addition would give them an unfair advantage in relation to minorities.69

The idioms of ‘autonomy’ and ‘development’ replace the issue of social equality in favour of seeking ‘fair’ relationships between ethnicities. The organization of social space along ethnic lines means symbolically assigning different and unequal positions to various ethnic communities.

Russian officials and ethnic activists perceive national-cultural autonomy as something related exclusively to ‘non-native’ or ‘non-titular’ populations. Clear signs of this, besides official and unofficial statements and comments, can be seen in the permission to establish NCAs exclusively on behalf of minorities in their respective territories and the repeated attempts to prevent the establishment of federal and some regional NCAs of ethnic Russians.







Conclusion


In summary, national-cultural autonomy in Russia is a matter of predominantly symbolic, but not instrumental, law and policy. In a strictly utilitarian sense, national-cultural autonomy adds nothing to the opportunities provided by the legislation on non-governmental organizations, but rather, creates additional bureaucratic burdens and impediments for those people who want to organize themselves for pursuing and defending their interests related to their ethnicity.

From a broader perspective, the notion of national-cultural autonomy creates a non-controversial ground of communication for different social and political actors, a legitimizing macro-narrative. In turn, this kind of social mythology (in Lyotard’s terms) provides for general ideological cohesion. Ideas and terminologies that incorporate national-cultural autonomy as an integral part allow for the portrayal of Russian society as a combination of ethnic groups as ‘collective individuals’ symbolically organized in a certain fair and legitimate way.

One should also take into account that the notion of autonomy and the related terminology is very flexible; people sharing some basic understanding may disagree on the details. Some people can employ the term ‘national-cultural autonomy’ to express negative attitudes towards ethnic federalism; others can use it to defend ethnic territorial statehood and as a convenient way to satisfy the aspirations of non-titular groups. In certain situations, national-cultural autonomy emphasizes the symbolic equality of ethnic groups; in others, it creates a taxonomy of ethnicities. Sometimes, the government relies on it to underline its achievements in supporting ethnic cultures; at other times, by pointing to the independent status of civil society organizations the government uses the concept to avoid taking responsibility in the ethnic sphere.

The notions of ‘cultural dialogue’ and ‘development of ethnic groups’ in conjunction with ‘cultural autonomy’70 effectively help to bar all controversial issues like discrimination from public agendas in Russia.

Focusing on abstract principles makes practical issues like the legal and political framework for NCA activities irrelevant. The high profile of ‘national-cultural autonomy’, despite its utilitarian inefficiency, can be explained by the term ‘cultural production’, introduced by Pierre Bourdieu, or the production of cultural and symbolic values and meanings.71

National-cultural autonomy seems to be an instrument for the exercise of power, but power should not be understood here as a system of coercion. Government officials, civic activists, academics, and the mass media play the same game and share the same language, perceptions, and hierarchy of priorities. One should rather talk about ‘governmentality’ (gouvernementalité) in Foucault’s terms, in the sense that power means general acknowledgement of certain ideas and rules as part of the natural and unavoidable order.72 Power functions as a wide range of control and disciplinary techniques embedded in society itself, and it remains invisible, being literally kept out of politics in the narrow sense. Thus, the Russian system of diversity governance looks stable and rests on a silent agreement between the government and the citizenry.
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The homogeneity of Russia, or the remains of an empire (federalism and regionalism)

Hans Oversloot



Introduction


The breakup of the Soviet Union into at least 15 successor states has left Russia, in size and numbers by far the largest successor state, a more homogeneous country, culturally, religiously, ethnically, than it was ever before. In the 1970s and 1980s worries had been rising about demographic trends in the Soviet Union. In the longer run the Russians, the Slavic peoples in general, were expected to be crowded out by the Union’s non-Slavic peoples. The Slavic peoples showed a relative and somewhat later also an absolute downturn in numbers, whereas many non-Slavic peoples, especially those adhering to the Muslim faith, were increasing in number, in Central Asia, in the North Caucasian region, and in the area to the north of the Caspian Sea. The Belo-Russians, Russians and Ukrainians taken together soon would find themselves outnumbered by ‘the others’. Birth rates among the Russians were low, death rates were high, because of, among others, serious tobacco and alcohol dependency, especially among men. Birth rates among Islamic peoples of the Caucasian region and in Central Asia were high. Not merely the ‘colour’, but also the ‘cultural orientation’ of ‘the Soviet People’ was at issue.

The 1991–1992 split-up of the Soviet Union has solved this problem for Russia in one go, one could argue. In the Russian Federation the Russians are now by far the largest ‘nationality’ (natsional’nost), as about 80 per cent of Russian citizens are ‘Russian’. Migration by Russians from the other successor states to the Soviet Union has increased the number of Russians in Russia, but not all that much, since Russians have emigrated from Russia to Europe, North-America, South-Africa and Australia as well; and death rates among Russian males have been even higher since 1992 than they had been in Soviet times. At the same time (it seems that) there has been less of a downward trend of the population sizes of some non-Russian peoples. In the Caucasian region and elsewhere, albeit there were terrible losses suffered by notably the Chechens in the first and second Chechen wars, demographic trends have been for the main part ‘up’.

As far as religion, ethnicity, and language is concerned, Russia is presently more homogeneous than the USA, more homogeneous than Canada and hardly more diverse or even less diverse than (what used to be) West European ‘nation-states’ such as France, and The Netherlands, let alone European states such as Belgium or Switzerland. The Soviet Union prided itself on its ‘multi-ethnicity’, and on its capacity to bring all these ethnic differences together, even to ‘fuse’ them (sliyanie). In The Netherlands 80 per cent of the population is ‘ethnic Dutch’. It is, in this respect, as far as percentages are concerned, no less ethnically diverse than present-day Russia is. France’s state principle of laicité does not allow for (state-) registration of race and ethnicity, but current estimates of over six million North Africans and 2.5 million black Africans (out of a total population of about 65 million) among many other recent foreign settlers make for the credible overall estimate that well over 20 per cent of France’s citizens presently are of recent foreign descent. Multi-ethnicity in France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Great Britain is in part the consequence of these countries’ past as (centres of) empires, as ‘motherlands’ of (former) colonies. Germany, however, without this consequence of a colonial past, also houses a sizable population of, among others, Turkish citizens (2.5 million), people of Polish descent (0.6 million), of Italian descent (0.7 million), as well as hundreds of thousands of recent Jewish and German émigrés from the former Soviet Union.1 All in all, almost 20 per cent of Germans too are of ‘foreign’ or of ‘mixed-foreign’ descent. Recent labour migration, the influx of asylum-seekers and economic migration under cover of asylum rules, plus illegal labour migration legalized via (a series of) ‘one-time’ general pardons, also in part explains the ethnic and religious and in part also the linguistic heterogeneity of these European countries. To which numbers of ‘foreign settlers’ can be added, perhaps, the recent influx (illegal at first, but legal later) of citizens of what are now EC member-states such as Poland, Romania, and Bulgaria. Some of these recent immigrants intend to stay for an extended period of time; most of them, it seems, have come for seasonal work, in many instances seasonal work for years on end. Most Western European countries (as well as the USA, of course) also have sizable numbers of short-stay, but also of long-stay illegal immigrants. Russia is no different in that the RF now too has its legal and illegal seasonal workers, especially in the building trade (mainly in Moscow, smaller numbers in other major cities) and in agriculture, often as sharecroppers, in the Far East and in other regions bordering China.

As far as the percentage of minorities as part of the total population is concerned, Russia is no longer exceptional as compared to quite a number of other European states. Percentages apart, however, some minority issues still do set Russia apart from most others European countries. The Russian Federation is the successor to a continental multinational empire, and to some extent Russia still is a multinational empire, in the form of a state. A large number of the non-Russian people in Russia are descendents of nations, of peoples, once conquered by armies of the Czar. As far as the native peoples of Siberia, the North (sever) and the Far East is concerned, the position of these peoples in some respects was (is) comparable to the position of many of the native peoples in what is now the USA and Canada. These peoples were not numerous when Russia claimed suzerainty over their lands, they were non-sedentary hunter-gatherers and herds-men for the most part, and militarily speaking they were no match even for the very few ‘colonisers’ who, on behalf of Moscow, staked the Russian claim. Many of these people found it hard to cope with the civilization they came into contact with, quite apart from the specifics of Russian or, for that matter, Soviet (political) rule; and their fate has been tragic, like the fate of native peoples in North America has been tragic.2

Most non-Russian peoples in the North Caucasian region and West and North of the Caspian Sea have another history, and (therefore) another relationship with Moscow. Many of these ‘southern’ peoples already were or had been part of, or had earlier been subdued by, nations and civilizations which were sedentary, which had written records, and which had a more or less formal political structure. These peoples as a rule had a longer history of contacts with ‘the outer cultural world’ – either Christian or Islamic – of coping with it, of being influenced (transformed) by it, before they were conquered and subdued by Czarist Russia, against which dominance some peoples repeatedly rebelled. They were forced to live peacefully, if not per se amicably, with each other by Moscow. Moscow guarded the outer borders and policed the region. In the process, when Moscow was enforcing or reinforcing its supremacy in the region, thousands, tens of thousands of people fled from their Russian overlords, were exiled or deported, especially during and in the aftermath of the Russian-Circassian war, which lasted, intermittently, for about a hundred years, until 1864. (The Russian peace, later the Pax Sovietica, came and continued to come at a price.)

It could be said that Russia populated Siberia, or at least founded and/or populated the major cities in this vast, almost empty space. In ‘the South’,3 the situation was different in that Russians settled – were settled – among the indigenous peoples, in some parts ousting and driving away previous occupants. At different stages Russians and other ‘ethnicities’, among which there were large numbers of Ukrainians, came in on behalf of Moscow and settled as farmers (or Cossacks), as soldiers, as administrators, as engineers, and as managers and workers in industry (including the oil industry). In major cities in the region West and North of the Caucasian mountains Russians in fact sometimes outnumbered non-Russian natives. However, in the 1980s, but especially in the 1990s, the demographics in this region have changed considerably. Ethnic Russians have withdrawn from the onetime Autonomous Republic of Dagestan (within the RSFSR), which later became the Republic of Dagestan, one of the “subjects” of the Russian Federation. In this ethnically most complex “constituent part” of the Russian Federation very few Russians – and Ukrainians for that matter – have remained. Presently Dagestan is among the ethnically most complex and at the same time one of the least Russian republics of the RF. In the 1950s and 1960s over 20 per cent of the population of Dagestan were Russian, and presently fewer than 5 per cent are. Several factors have contributed to the decline in relative and absolute numbers of Russians in Dagestan, one of which is that the birth rate of the (remaining) Russians is low, whereas the birth rate of most non-Slavic peoples is substantially higher.4 The Chechen-Ingush Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic, according to the 1970 census, had some 35 per cent Russians, still some 30 per cent Russians according to the 1979 census, down to some 23 per cent according to the 1989 census. In 2002 fewer than 3 per cent of the population on the combined territories of the Republic of Ingushetia and the Republic of Chechnya were Russians. The Chechen capital of Grozny, with some 200,000 inhabitants in 2002 and 400,000 ten years earlier (and 230,000 in 2008), had been a predominantly Russian city, ‘ethnically speaking’. Few Russians lived in the countryside in Chechnya; almost all lived in its capital. Quite a number of Chechen inhabitants of Grozny had relatives in the countryside and after the city had been bombed to ruins many of the Chechen survivors still had some place to go to in Chechnya. The bombing of Grozny by Russian troops in fact has been very much the bombing of a Russian city; Grozny at present is no longer Russian. Most Russians surviving the 1994–1996 Chechen War left the republic never to come back.





Remains of an empire


In the early 1990s the Russian Federation (RF) was very much an asymmetrical federation; some ‘federal subjects’ (provinces) were more closely connected to the centre than others. The federal, perhaps in part the con-federal, structure with which the Russian Federation (Russia) started out as a sovereign country in 1992 was to a large extent the effect of the way in which the USSR had dissolved, which in turn – at least in part – had been the result of the power struggle between B.N. Yeltsin, representing (the interest of) what was at the time still the RSFSR, and M.S. Gorbachev, who represented the USSR, both as president of the USSR and as CPSU leader. Yeltsin had garnered political support against Gorbachev and against the Union by inviting regional leaders in the RSFSR in August 1990 ‘to take as much sovereignty as you can cope with’.5 Some regional leaders amassed substantial powers, and quite a number of ‘provinces’ (here used as a generic term) raised their status within the territorial-administrative hierarchy. Chechnya was heading for sovereignty and separation, and so perhaps was Tatarstan. Ingushetia and Chechnya together formed the one Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic of Checheno-Ingushetia. In November 1991 President Dzokhar Dudayev declared Chechnya a sovereign republic. Dudayev proved willing to concede Ingushetia the right to decide on its own future; and from the Russian perspective Chechnya and Ingushetia formally split in June 1992 when the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation passed the Bill ‘On the formation of the Republic of Ingushetia within the RSFSR’.6

Many of what previously had been Autonomous Oblasts in the RSFSR upgraded their territorial-administrative status in the late 1980s and early 1990s. In the December 1993 Constitution of the RF 21 republics were listed. All these republics were home to a non-Slavic majority, or to a sizable non-Slavic minority, to which they referred in their claim to republican status. Many other territorial-administrative ‘units’ (the so-called ‘subjects of the federation’, of which there were in total 89 at the time, including these 21 republics) too owed their existence to (their claim to) providing a home to, and/or being the ‘home-territory’ of, one of the many other non-Slavic peoples of Russia. (In Soviet times these ‘lower-level’ ‘homelands’ had been nested within, so to speak, ‘higher level’ territorial-administrative units: autonomous Oblasts, sometimes as part of an encompassing krai, autonomous okrugs, as part of an encompassing oblast, and Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republics, all as part of an encompassing Union-Republic, provided some (quite limited) form of autonomy in reference to its titular people, most importantly in the cultural sphere.)

The December 1993 RF Constitution made all these 89 subjects of the Russian Federation ‘different but equal’. Republics had a higher status, which was expressed, among others, by having a constitution (konstitutsia) instead of a charter (ustav), in having a president as governor (more precisely, in having a president instead of a governor), in having members of the executive branch of power with the title of minister. Constituent republics of the RF in their own constitutions referred to themselves as sovereign entities. Sovereign, but not independent? Some ‘subjects’ indeed seemed to be referring to their ‘sovereignty’ as an attribute of (future) independence. Chechnya had given full support to Yeltsin as Yeltsin was trying to rid himself and Russia of Gorbachev, Communism, and the Union. Chechnya behaved as if it were sovereign and independent. Tatarstan, the home republic of the most sizable national (ethnic) minority in the RF, the Tatars, finally went for maximal autonomy within the new federal framework. Tatarstan paid minimal contributions to the federal coffers; it did not allow ‘its’ recruits to be sent off to do their military service beyond the borders of the Republic of Tatarstan; it did not allow ‘non-native’ suppliers to sell gas in Tatarstan, privileging ‘its own’ Tatneft. For the Republic of Kalmykia not causing trouble Moscow also paid a price. Moscow wielded little authority in Kalmykia. President Kirsan Ilyumzhinov appeared to be allowed to do much as he pleased, as long as he – like his colleagues – paid his dues and did what he had to do at critical junctures: to deliver the vote for the Party of Power and for the candidate for president of the RF favoured by the Kremlin. Tatarstan, Kalmykia and Dagestan, by the way, were among the most loyal of subjects in delivering the vote ‘as expected’ in, among others, the RF presidential elections of 1996, 2000, 2004 and 2008. The Republic of Dagestan, moreover, was quite dependent upon the Kremlin financially. Well over 80 per cent of its republican budget was actually covered by transfer payments, i.e. by the RF’s centre. Chechnya, after it had been subdued, received most money from Moscow. Moscow could only rule Chechnya indirectly. Ramzan Kadyrov repays Moscow’s help (and its non-interference in ‘Chechen matters’) also by delivering the vote from Chechnya in all federal elections as the Kremlin desires. Thus, in a number of republics for quite some time, and again in Chechnya presently too, Moscow, the central authority, still has little direct say in the politics (and economics) of the republic. These republics, their leaders, were – are – subordinate to Moscow; their subordination comes at a considerable price. Moscow had to allow these republican leaders to rule their republics much as they see fit; and Moscow has little choice but to foot the bill. Minority issues in this do play a major role, quite different roles in fact, but in some instances with comparable effect. In Chechnya Moscow had to concede ‘unseparated powers’ to Ramzan Kadyrov in order to subdue Chechen separatism. In Dagestan Moscow had to stand back, and still has to ‘stand back and pay’ in order not to disturb the republic’s delicate inter-ethnic relationships any further.

During the early 1990s over half of all the ‘subjects’ of the Russian Federation had become connected to the federal centre in a ‘special’ way. Special in that each of these ‘constituent parts’ of the RF had negotiated is own conditions for ‘membership’ of the RF, and had fixed the ‘terms’ of its membership in a special ‘internal treaty’ for a period of, as a rule, five years, after which period a new (revised, prolonged) treaty was supposed to come into force. Not so special in that these ‘internal treaties’ were indeed common, and seemed to be the way in which this very asymmetric federation was constituted, or rather was holding together. The leadership in some republics (indeed, most republics) had heeded president Yeltsin’s words, and had tried to find out how much sovereignty they could cope with – and could get away with. During most of the 1990s they could get away with quite a bit, as the RF’s centre was politically weak, also because it was financially weak, and it was financially weak also because it was dependent upon the better-off republics (regions) to ‘transfer’ payments to Moscow. To put it differently: Moscow was dependent upon the willingness of richer regions to collect taxes on behalf of Moscow, which Moscow in turn was forced to redistribute in part to less well-off regions.

After V.V. Putin had been appointed First Deputy Chief of the Presidential Administration, in May 1998 (and had come to replace Sergey Shakhray as head of the ‘Commission for the preparation of agreements on the delimitation of regions and the Federal Center’ pri presidente (for the president) in July 1998), not a single new dogovor (treaty) was concluded; all the 46 treaties that had been concluded were allowed to expire without the centre’s attempt to renegotiate new ones; the last one lapsed in July 2005. There was one exception: the treaty with Tatarstan was renegotiated. This new treaty with Tatarstan was ratified in February 2007.7 Whatever differentiation among RF subjects the December 1993 RF Constitution still allowed for, for V.V. Putin, more clearly so for Putin as RF President, subjects were perhaps different, but most surely equal in that they were considered to be equally subject to Moscow. They should not be conceded a position as if centre and subject were on the same level (by negotiating with them and concluding treaties). President Putin initiated a whole series of measure to put the subjects of the Russian Federation, and to put the leaders of the subjects of the Federation, in their proper places: to make them subservient first of all to the President of the RF, and to make them contribute to the Federation’s ‘overall’ goals (also as formulated by the President). But president Putin too had to allow for exceptions. The Constitution of the Republic of Tatarstan still refers to the republic’s ‘sovereignty’ (in art. 1 and art. 3) and the Republic of Tatarstan then subordinates to the RF quite hesitantly by defining itself (in art. 1) as:



a democratic constitutional State associated with the Russian Federation by the Constitution of the Russian Federation, the Constitution of the Republic of Tatarstan, and the Treaty between the Russian Federation and the Republic of Tatarstan ‘On Delimitation of Jurisdictional Subjects and Mutual Delegation of Powers between the State Bodies of the Russian Federation and the Republic of Tatarstan’, and a subject of the Russian Federation.




Chechnya is another and the most notable exception, about which more in due course.





Restoring the vertical of power


Putin made it his mission to strengthen the state and to restore the ‘vertical of power’ (vertikal vlasti). (RF President Yeltsin before him had also declared again and again that he intended to strengthen the vertical of power, but this declared intention had become formulaic and unconvincing.) Putin managed to reverse dependencies right from the start. He was not dependent upon governors’ willingness to give him a helping hand in assembling the majority of votes for his re-election. Putin’s popular appeal, on the contrary, made governors dependent upon the RF President’s willingness to let the electoral branch of his party of power support them in their attempts to get (re)elected themselves. Governor is used here as the generic term for the head of the executive branch of power in each subject. The later transformation of elected governorships into providentially appointed positions was made possible by this reversal of dependencies. This transformation fixed and preserved by federal law the subordinate position of the heads of the executive branches of the subjects of the RF to the RF President. From 1999 onwards Moscow was able to collect ever-growing sums of money as levies on exports of oil, natural gas, and non-ferrous metals, with world market prices ‘for ever’ (until 2008) on the rise. This made all the difference. Financial dependencies were changed; in fact one could say they were almost reversed. The RF centre had its own (bountiful) sources of income, and was no longer dependent upon the ‘willingness’ of richer regions to provide for her and indirectly provide for poorer regions.8 Add to this the financial effects of the modernization of the Russian welfare state. The modernization and monitarization of the remnants of the socialist welfare state entailed that the municipalities and the regions (subjects) were made responsible for the actual delivery and for actual financing of welfare state provisions.9 The RF centre failed to provide adequate funding, unburdened itself, and from then on held subjects and municipalities responsible for frequent failure to deliver. This was not all.

President Putin has taken a whole series of measures, most of which are in the form of or framed by federal laws, in order to reorder Russian Federation and thus to bring about this strengthening of the ‘power vertical’. The effect of these measures has been that professional politicians and ‘administrators’ have (re) focused above all and above others on the head of state, on the president of the Russian Federation, as the bearer of ‘sovereign power’, if not as the very source of it.10

Asserting his position as the head of the executive branch of the RF, V.V. Putin changed the composition of the Council of the Federation (Sovet Federatsii), Russia’s Senate. The first Senate to convene under the 1993 Constitution had been elected directly, two deputies per subject. From 1995 to 2003 the subjects’ governors had doubled as members of the Council of the Federation.11 The ‘head’ of the legislative branches of power of each federal subject (most often the spiker of the subject’s parliament, sovet, or duma) had occupied the other of the two seats reserved for each subject in the Council of the Federation (making for a total of 2 × 89 equals 178 seats) at that time. By Putin’s initiative this arrangement again changed in the aftermath of the Beslan massacre of September 2004. Governors and the subjects’ legislators were removed from the Council of the Federation (as these governors’ presence was required in their own subjects, or so the argument was). Governors were empowered to appoint a representative of the subject to the Federation Council instead. Likewise the subject’s parliament (or sovet) from then on was to appoint ‘its’ representative in the Senate.

The Federal Law changing the composition of the Council of the Federation, which ‘absolved’ governors from the ‘personal obligation’ to appear in Moscow (less than) once per month, was quite easily passed, with the governors’ own consent.12 In ‘exchange’ for the loss of their seats in the Council of the Federation, governors were appointed members of the newly constituted State Council (Gosudarstvenny sovet), also assembling in Moscow, the presidium of which was promised direct access to the President. This access was to be provided by the President at his bidding, not on a statutory, regular basis. In fact, the State Council could – and can – be dissolved quite easily, by presidential decree; or the President could cause it to atrophy if he would prefer. The main task immediately given to the State Council was to help make an inventory of all laws and regulations effective within their subjects which were not in conformity with the Constitution of the RF and with the RF’s Federal Laws (as well as RF presidential edicts with the force of Federal Laws), and then to devise ways and means to ensure that ‘provincial laws’ and local regulations were (re)made to fit the Federal scheme, and thus to reinstate, or rather to create for the first time, a true (administrative-territorial, legal and thus political) hierarchy. Above all stands the RF Constitution. Then there are Federal Constitutional Laws and Russian Federal Laws. And only then there are the Constitutions of the 21 republics and the Statutes of the other subjects, which in turn frame these subjects’ ‘provincial’ legislation. The presidential administration also saw to it that in the overall majority of cases any pretence to ‘sovereignty’ by the subjects was terminated, preferably also by having the very word ‘sovereignty’ removed from these subjects’ constitutions. However, it has already been noted that Tatarstan stuck to its position. It is interesting to note too, that in one case the reference to republican ‘sovereignty’ reappeared. In the new, Moscow sponsored Constitution of the (re) subjected Chechen Republic, which was declared adopted by the referendum of 27 March 2003, one reads (again) about ‘The sovereignty of the Chechen Republic […]’.

Evidently, the change of composition of the Federation Council had serious drawbacks from a democratic point of view, as one-half the seats in a (superior) legislative body were now taken by appointees of elected executive heads of the subjects. On 13 September 2004, ten days after the bloody ending of the Beslan hostage taking, which had started on 1 September, President Putin announced a series of measures to strengthen the vertikal vlasti even further. On 1 September, the first school day, over 1,300 people had been taken hostage by Chechen terrorists in a large school in the North Ossetian city of Beslan. Most hostages were children. The terrorists’ goal apparently was to force authorities to release Chechen prisoners. On 3 September, under circumstances which are still being disputed, in a liberation action possibly triggered by the explosion of a grenade which the terrorist had hung above the children, herded together in the school’s auditorium, over 350 people were killed, half of them children. (On 7 September, Chechen ‘war lord’ Shamil Basayev was to claim responsibility for the hostage taking.) Strengthening the power vertical was deemed necessary by the President in order to improve on the guarding and protection of Russia’s population against terrorist activities, i.e., in order to help prevent such terrorist actions, and if perchance prevention had failed, to be able to counteract it professionally. As governors were not elected by their constituency with an eye, first and foremost, to their ability (proven talent or aptitude) to act as professional subordinates to the RF President as head of the Russia’s executive branch of power, the heads of the subjects’ executive branches of power were in future to be appointed by the RF’s President.13

It is quite likely that a number of the more powerful executive heads of federal subjects ‘submitted’ to the procedure in exchange for an extended stay as (presidents and) governors by the RF President’s appointment. A number of governors (including presidents) at that time were serving their second and even third term, and as ‘conformity to’ the arrangements of the RF Constitution was also to entail a limitation of the number of consecutive terms in office (as elected officials) to merely two (just like the RF President), they were effectively on their way out, until President Putin opened up a new future for them as appointed heads – for which, one may suppose, they were duly grateful.

The constitutionality of changing governorships from an elected office into an appointed position was disputed and brought before the Constitutional Court (CC). The CC did not consider the new arrangement unconstitutional. It supported the presidential position, as it had done in a number of previous cases. The logic of the CC’s position suggests that it now should also accord the transformation of the elected office of mayor into an appointed office (if and when the RF President wishes it), as it could be argued that the executive chain of command requires professionalism of the head of the executive branch at the municipal level as well.

Considering that all governors are RF presidential appointees, the way in which the Council of the Federation is composed must change, one should think. It is one thing that half of the members of one of Russia’s legislative chambers are appointees of the heads of the executive branches of government of the Federation’s subjects; it is quite another to have half of the Federation Council members appointed by the RF President’s appointees. Even the CC, obliging as it may be, must find fault with such a composition in reference to the RF’s Constitution, as such a procedure is – among other things – in clear violation of the heralded principle of separation of powers. Not to change the way in which the Federation Council is elected, or rather selected, would leave little balance and less separation of powers in the system than the framer of the Constitution – which is already lopsided towards the executive branch – had envisioned, or at least had dared to propose to the sovereign people of Russia in the 12 December 1993, referendum.14

Governors had already been brought under closer scrutiny in 2001 by the introduction of the presidential representatives ‘new style’. The RF was divided into seven Federal Districts (North-West, Central, Southern, Volga, Ural, Siberian, and the Far Eastern Federal’nyi Okrug). In each of them a polnomochennyi predstavitel’ presidenta (in short polpred), a ‘plenipotentiary representative of the president’ was appointed, to function both as a liaison and an overseer on behalf of the President. Five of the first seven polpredy had a background in either the military or the security forces (KGB and FSB).15 Each district encompassed in average about a dozen neighboring subjects. The polpred supervises the implementation of Federal Laws and RF Presidential edicts in his district, and serves as a source of information about the social, economic and political situation in his district to the RF President (including, we may assume, information on the functioning of certain civil servants and other administrators in their district), and in reverse, at least in certain instances, the polpred also functions to advance some of the District’s interests at the higher level.

One could have been expected that having appointed governors would make the new office of polpred obsolete again. This was perhaps even more likely as the policy to fuse subjects continued. Since 2006 the number of subjects has been reduced from 89 to 83. In fact, the number of Federal Districts (Federal’nye Okruga) was added to, when in January 2010 the Southern Federal District was divided into two: the Southern Federal District and the North Caucasian Federal District. The North Caucasian Federal District, to which Aleksandr Khloponin was appointed polpred, encompasses the Republics of Chechnya, Dagestan, and Ingushetia, the Republic of Kabardino-Balkar, the Karachay-Cherkess Republic, the Republic of North Ossetia-Alania, and the Stavropol Krai. Evidently, and in this case for obvious reasons, the ‘old’ Southern Federal District had proven too much to handle for a single polpred. Aleksandr Khloponin had been the governor of Krasnoyarsk Krai (2002–2010) before he was appointed polpred in the North Caucasian District; and before that, from 1996–2001, he had been general manager and CEO of Norilsk Nickel. On the same day he was made the president’s representative in the North Caucasian Federal District he was also appointed vice-prime minister of the RF. The appointment of the economist and former business manager Khloponin as polpred may indicate the Kremlin’s growing concern for the economic development of the region, which, one can say, is ‘traditionally’ plagued by high rates of unemployment. His appointment as vice-premier may indicate the Kremlin’s (the Prime Minister’s) desire to keep a close watch on developments in this region. Dmitrii Kozak, presidential envoy to the Southern Federal District since April 2004 (after having served as vice-head of the presidential administration), was appointed Minister of Regional Development in September 2007 and appointed Vice-Premier in October 2008.

The introduction of the office of polpred has been one of the means by which the RF President has distanced himself from the ‘provincial’ rulers and by which he has tried to reinstate authority over them. However, it is unlikely that the RF President will be able to bypass local (provincial) authorities at will and be able to appoint whoever he pleases wherever he would like to in Russia. The RF President continues to be pressured to take provincial sentiments, likes and dislikes into account, and more specifically to remain aware of and take into serious consideration, linguistic, religious, and ethnic diversity in quite a number of subjects, diversities, coalitions and tensions which are more often than not mixed with specific economic (and, therefore, political) interest, as whole ‘branches of industry’ and economic (and administrative) sectors have been taken over by, or remain to be ‘more traditionally’ dominated by, specific ‘ethnic’ groups, clans and sub-clans. Mintimer Shaimiev was succeeded by Rustam Minnikhanov as president of Tatarstan. Shaimiev had been president since 1991. Minnikhanov took office as president in March 2010. Minnikhanov had been Tatarstan’s finance minister and had been prime minister of Tatarstan for well over 10 years, and a very close associate of Shaimiev. Ramzan Kadyrov was made president of the Republic of Chechnya in February 2007, immediately after he had reached the age of 30, which is the minimum age requirement mentioned in the Constitution of Chechnya. (Before being appointed president, Ramzan Kadyrov, as ‘president in waiting’, had served as the republic’s prime minister.) Chechnya’s President Akhmad Kadyrov, Ramzan Kadyrov’s father, had been assassinated in May 2004. Dynastic ties clearly add to the ‘eligibility’ of political leaders in some regions of the RF than in others. And clearly, too, Moscow’s central authorities do take (the specifics of) the local correlation of forces into account. Note that the president of neighboring Azerbaijan, Ilham Aliyev, is the son of Heydar Aliyev, former first secretary of the CP of Azerbaijan SSR (since 1969) and President of the independent State of Azerbaijan (June 1993–October 2003).16 Especially in the North Caucasus it may appear seductive and may appear almost imperative at times to revert to a policy of not merely supervision but of direct control by representatives or rather envoys of the RF center, i.e., of the RF President. However, without ‘local helpers’, without befriending committed activists and spokesmen and other authoritative figures from these diverse ‘groups’, no actual control, and in some places not even the semblance of peace seems to be possible. What we see in Dagestan, in Chechnya and elsewhere, is that ‘local’, ‘provincial’ ‘big men’ (as anthropologists would say) – made big often with the center’s help – provide important services to the center, install and maintain some kind of order (poryadok), the kind of order that the centre would not be able to provide itself, or would only be able to provide at (even) more substantial costs. Thereby these ‘big men’ also gain a hold on the center (and can keep on ‘milking’ the centre to provide for their more private needs as well). Disentanglement from the shadowy side of local politics proves very difficult. Moscow in these instances, in Dagestan, Chechnya, and elsewhere, is using local leaders and is being used by them at the same time.





Merging subjects


The number of subject of the Federation has been brought down by a series of what effectively have been mergers of two or more subjects in the Wolga, the Siberian, and the Far Eastern Federal Districts. What have been the reasons for these mergers?

So far mergers have been brought about of subjects of which at least one was (very) small and (thus) with an ‘ethnic’ denomination: self-rule of small federal subjects had been allowed for by the RF centre since the early 1990s in reference to these subjects’ non-Russian ‘titular’ populations.

Some of the subjects of the federation indeed were – still are – very small. The Evenk Autonomous Area had 17,697 inhabitants according to the 2002 census. In comparison, Moscow, the largest federal subject of all, in 2002 had 10,383,000 registered inhabitants. As far as surface area is concerned the Evenk Autonomous Area was huge: 767.600 km2 (the whole of France is a mere 551.500 km2). The Taymyr Autonomous Oblast with which the Evenk Autonomous Area was effectively merged into the Krasnoyarsk Krai (Territory) since 1 January 2007, had 39,786 inhabitants, and an even larger area: 862,100 km2. Krasnoyarsk Territory is three times the size of France, albeit with the total population of a small town.

The very small numbers of inhabitants of some of the federal subjects in all probability did – does – pose some problems in filling vacancies in the sphere of politics and administration – in the subject’s bureaucracy – by qualified ‘indigenous’ personnel. The very status of subject of the federation requires the territorial-administrative unit to administer and execute federal laws, (other) regulations, provisions and (other) decisions originating in the RF presidential administration, the Federal Assembly (Federal’noe sobranie), federal ministries, (other) divisions and organs of the (executive branch of) federal government, and qualified personnel is required too in order to fill, to serve and to administer the institutions of Territorial or Areal, in general: provincial, self-rule. We may indeed surmise that administrative, economic as well as (other) political reasons do – did – play a role in the policy of federal subject merger, and that these reasons may at times be hard to distinguish. So far, the arguments for merger have not been very elaborate. In almost all cases both the supposed economic and administrative rationale of the merger has been stressed.17

Which mergers have actually taken place?

On 1 December 2005, Perm Territory started out after the merger of Perm-Komyak Autonomous Area (Okrug) with Perm Region (Oblast).18

The new Krasnoyarsk Territory started out on 1 January 2007, after the merger of the Taymyr Autonomous Region and the Evenk Autonomous Area with the Krasnoyarsk Territory, reducing the number of federal subjects to 86.

Kamchatka Territory started out on 1 July 2007, after the merger of Kamchatka Region and Karyakia Autonomous Area,19 reducing the number of federal subjects further to 85.

Irkutsk Region (re)started on 1 January 2008, as a result of the merger of Irkutsk Region and the Ust-Ordynsky Buryat Autonomous Area.20

The merger of Chita Region and the Agin-Buryat Autonomous Area resulted in the creation of Zabaikalsky Territory as of 1 March 2008,21 reducing the total number of federal subjects to 83 at present.

Size in all of these cases evidently matters, but history also plays its part in that all of the (smaller) areas (okruga (singular: okrug)) have been made to unite with the (larger) regions or provinces (be it under the heading of oblast, krai, gubernia, or other) of which they once, and for a long time, had been an integral part. By these mergers territorial-administrative units have been reconstituted which had existed since 1822, i.e. since Mikhail Speransky’s reforms, until the communist takeover in 1917–1918, and/or which had existed from 1934 until the fall of the Soviet Union.22 If the restoration of the territorial-administrative situation of old indeed provides the enduring (administrative) logic behind the policy of federal subject merger, Khanti-Mansi Autonomous Area and Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous Area may be expected to merge with Tyumen Region some time in the future. (Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous Area was part of Tyumen Region from 1918–1923, and then, from 1923–1930, was part of Ural Territory.) Perhaps this merger has been delayed by the agreement reached by these autonomous areas and Tyumen Region in 2004, dealing with financial issues, which agreement was (originally) to last until 2008.23

Since the amendments to the ‘Federal law on the general principles of the organization of legislative (representative) and executive organs of state power of subjects of the Russian Federation’ of 2003 have come into force, the ‘daughter’ autonomous areas in fact already have lost substantial powers – including budgetary powers – to their respective ‘mother’ region.24 One could therefore be inclined to surmise that, since considerable powers have already been transferred from the ‘daughter’ okruga to the ‘mother’ provinces, the pressure to go forward with the policy of federal subject merger in order to help solve administrative and economic problems in ‘daughter’ areas and/or between ‘daughter’ areas and ‘mother’ province, is now off. But then again, the actual mergers of federal subjects have only been put into effect after 2003, and so an altogether different interpretation of the intention as well as the actual effect of the 2003 amendment seems more plausible. Apparently the 2003 amendment has paved the way for subsequent federal mergers by removing an important reason for the richer ‘daughter’ areas’ (political) elites to try and remain independent: these (political) elites had already lost their say in collecting and apportioning ‘their’ areas’ budgets. From 2003 onwards the okruga had less to defend, as their ‘mother province’ already had much more of a say in ‘their’ (financial) affairs than previously. Moreover, we may recall that the 2001 Federal Law on the way in which a new subject of the RF is founded stipulates that the governments of the subjects to be merged make arrangements for their future cooperation previous to their dissolution. Such arrangements as follow from the 2003 amendments can thus also be interpreted as preparations for actual merger. In some instances the resistance of provincial elites had to be overcome in order to bring actual merger about. In not a single case can the actual merger of subjects be attributed to the initiatives and ‘collective desires’ of the subjects’ elites concerned. Not even in the ‘Buryat-Mongolian case’ (about which case shortly). In some instances Moscow had to persuade, entice, enforce provincial leaders to cooperate, as clearly some but not all provincial leaders stood to gain from a merger.

A.V. Barinov, as governor of the Nenets Autonomous Area, was opposed to the proposed merger of the oil-rich Nenets Autonomous Area with the poorer Arkhangelsk Region.25 In September 2007 Barinov, quite popular in his okrug, and close to Lukoil, found himself in the dock of the Oktyabrsky district court of Arkhangelsk, accused of abuse of office, misspending large budget sums, and gang embezzlement, and was sentenced to three years in prison. After the elected governor Barinov was suspended in June 2006 and succeeded by V.N. Potapenko (appointed), a draft bilateral agreement was indeed signed by Valery Potapenko; but according to Yuri Romanov, member of Arkhangelsk Oblast parliament, the Administration of Arkhangelsk then requested the federal Finance Ministry to assess the draft, and thus postponed signing of the agreement.26 Apparently, too, even after the 2003 amendment an unforthcoming ‘daughter’ okrug can make it hard on the ‘mother’ province to get instant access to the daughter’s funds. The Nenets Autonomous Area has fewer than 50,000 inhabitants, of which some 11,000 are indigenous Nentsi. Arkhangelsk Region (Province) has some 1,337,000 inhabitants.

An eventual merger of Nenets Autonomous Area with Arkhangelsk Region also could be conceived as the reconstruction or reconstitution of an historical administrative-territorial unit, considering that Nenets Autonomous Area Area was an autonomous okrug (Area) within Magadan Oblast (Region) until 1991.

The merger of Chukotka Autonomous Area with Magadan Region has indeed been suggested.27 However, the unification of Chukotka (bordering the Bearing Sea and the Pacific Ocean, some 55.000 inhabitants) was not very appealing to Magadan (also huge, but also with very few people; some 100.000), as at the time both Chukotka and Magadan economically were in a terrible state. As far as qualified personnel and (other) people are concerned, Magadan had problems quite comparable to those of Chukotka. In fact, from December 2000 until July 2008, Roman Abramovich, one of Russia’s tycoons and very close to president Putin, served as Chukotka’s governor, paying ‘out of pocket’ for major infrastructural projects in Chukotka, while benefiting at the same time from the tax breaks his Chukotka-registered companies received from the – his – Administration, though all in all, perhaps, with a net deficit for Abramovich, who had requested to be relieved from his duties as governor before, but was only granted this relief on 3 July 2008. From 2000 until 2008 many economical and administrative problems of Chukotka Area were taken care of by people working for one of Abramovich’s private companies. Earlier the RF Accounts Chamber had commented on the admixture of public and private interests and the entanglement of public and private institutions in Chukotka Area, but its judgment had been remarkably lenient.28 The small population of Chukotka has profited from Roman Abramovich’s rule (in absentia, as Abramovich visited Chukotka infrequently and irregularly). Schools, roads, hospitals, disposable income – it is all much better now than it was in 2000. How Chukotka – supposedly, at least for the time being, as an independent Autonomous Area – will fare without a rich ruler-benefactor is hard to say.29 Disentanglement of private enterprise and public institutions may prove hard to accomplish, and the problem of the un availability of qualified public executives will probably return. If that indeed is the case, Chukotka is (again) a candidate for merger, if and when a good partner, or perhaps good partners, for such a merger can be found.

The wellbeing of aboriginal peoples in the North (sever), the Wolga Federal District, Siberia, and the Far East, seems not to have been helped all that much by having been attributed titular territorial-administrative units of the highest order, i.e. of having been attributed subjects of the Federation. These indigenous peoples’ autonomy, in fact, has not been and is not substantial. They have not been allotted exclusive rights to the fish and game in their historic lands nor have they anything comparable to the self-government rights allotted the Canadian Aboriginals. I will quote here from an article by Mikhail Todyshev on ‘Indigenous Peoples and Local Self-Government in Russia’:



The great divide that separates the authorities from people is particularly evident in the rural areas and the remote communities where the majority of the Aboriginal population lives. People are simply left out in the cold to fend for themselves. In a situation where they cannot use their historic lands, their hunting and fishing grounds, or their reindeer pastures, it would be safe to say that they are doomed to ‘consumption, alcoholism, and self-sedation.’30




Although in this respect the (titular) native peoples of the subjects that have recently been merged do not appear to have lost all that much, Todyshev nevertheless regrets this loss of autonomy. He also points to the side effects which the general policy to harmonize the legislation of each of the subjects of the RF with federal laws has had on the rudimental institutions of self-government of the indigenous peoples:



[U]nder the pretext of harmonizing regional legislation with federal laws, regional laws that previously recognized and established different forms of self-government for Indigenous peoples of the North, Siberia, and the Far East have been declared invalid.31




Mergers of subjects so far have only affected the ‘small peoples’ (malochislennye narody) north and east of Moscow. What about the south?





Mergers in the south?


Serious attempts have also been made to prepare for the merger of the Republic of Adygea with Krasnodar Territory. Adygea is in fact an enclave within the Krasnodar Territory. Adygea, with less than half a million inhabitants, is the poorer of the two federal subjects; Krasnodar Territory has 650,000 inhabitants and covers over 11 times as much area. Adygea’s population is, however, relatively sizable, and Cherkess (i.e Adygean) activists have opposed the very thought of (eventually) bringing Krasnodar and Adygea closer together. About a quarter of Adygea’s population is Cherkess. The very publication of the results of an opinion poll conducted in Krasnodar and Adygea in 2005 on the question how one would vote in case a referendum on the issue of merger were to be held, led to protests by the Cherkess Congress, a Cherkessian (Circassian) NGO.32 Hazret Medzhidovich Sovman, Adygea’s President, himself was strongly opposed to the idea of fusing Adygea and Krasnodar. Such a fusion was feared to result in the (further) marginalization of Cheskessian language and culture by an ‘infusion’ of large numbers of mainly Russians if such a new federal subject would come to pass. Although not known for his anti-Russian stance, he mobilized a sizeable number of Adygeans (Cherkess (Circassian) nationals) against any such plan for a merger. And that is where the story ended – definitely or indefinitely, there is no way of knowing. It was obvious that ‘Moscow’ was not interested in pushing for a fusion if that would threaten to set the nationalist mind aflame.33

Among the other ideas for merger that have been aired are the possible future (re)unification of the Chechen Republic, the Republic of Ingushetia, and the Republic of Dagestan.34 This idea, floated by Chechen functionaries in 2006, was not well received in Ingushetia, nor was it well received in Dagestan. Chechen separatists, i.e. activists in favour of Chechnya’s (Ichkeriya’s) separation and independence from the RSFSR/RF had, of course, before as well as after 2006 also favored the idea of some greater (independent) (Islamic) North Caucasian Union.

Mintimer Shaimiev, as President of the Republic of Tatarstan, at one time made it known that he would not be opposed to some adjoining (Tartar) territories being added to the Republic of Tatarstan.35 Presidential colleagues and others were opposed to the idea, even without say so (neighbouring Bashkortostan stood to loose in the most direct way), and nothing came of it.

Leonid Vasilevich Potapov, President of the Republic of Buryatia, once proposed to merge the Republic of Buryatia with Irkutsk Region, and with the Ust-Ordynsky Buryat Autonomous Area (located within Irkutsk Region), and with Chita Region and the Agin-Buryat Autonomous Area (within Chita Region) into one greater federal subject bringing together all Buryat-Mongol territories.36 As related earlier, this ended with the merger of Irkutsk Region with the Ust-Ordynsky Buryat Autonomous Area (since 1 January 2008) and the merger of the merger of Chita Region with the Agin-Buryat Autonomous Area (as of 1 March 2008), and so two (smaller) Buryat-Mongol federal subjects have been created instead of the one that Potapov envisaged.

It seems clear that at present Federal authorities are not willing to let ethnicity play a more important role in deciding upon the federal (re)ordering of Russia than is strictly necessary, i.e. necessary first of all to maintain the peace. The mergers, so far, have not been instigated by grass roots activity; some mergers at least seem to have been laid off because of pending protest and possible further turmoil by activists from the nationalities concerned. It seems also unlikely that Moscow intends to make some (non-Russian) nationalities (even) stronger by merging subjects (cf. the cases of greater Buryat-Mongolia and the ‘greater Chechnya’). And so, all in all, economic arguments, including those of administrative efficiency – administrative efficiency both as the intended result of the merger as well as cost-efficiency in the process of merging – seems to be the centre’s most important consideration in deciding upon (possible) mergers, with national peace as the most important side constraint. National peace here also includes not giving in to or risk contributing to the success of Islamic separatists who attempt to unify North Caucasian subjects not on a pure national, but on a religious basis, or rather attempt to unify them with a politico-religious aim in mind.





A more radical reconstitution conceivable?


In the recent past some politicians and political writers have suggested to reorder the Russian Federation in a much more radical way, perhaps not always with the intention of reducing the importance of ethnicity, or rather: of ethnic minorities, in the territorial-administrative set-up of the (future) Russian state, but indeed among others with that likely (side-) effect. Vladimir Zhirinovski, leader of the Liberal-Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR), has proposed to return to the guberniya of old – of old is to say pre-dating the 1917 October/November revolution – also as a means to restate the overall authority of Moscow as Russia’s political and administrative centre, and to do a way with sub-central territorial-administrative inequality, in order to create a (decentralized) unitary state.37 Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, thinking and writing about Russia’s (post-Soviet) future in Kak nam obustroit’ Rossiyu (How We Must Rebuild Russia) in 1990, suggested that Russia should best be divided into about 40 provinces, each with its own economic and cultural centers, also servicing the smaller towns and villages in its province as centers of higher education, not with an eye, first of all, to the ethnic diversity of Russia, but with an eye to the reconstitution of Russia and in order to support Russian culture in its diverse aspects.38 Forty, by the way, was the number of Russia’s provinces (guberniya) under the rule of Catherine the Great. In an analysis for Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Victor Yasmann refers to an idea of the Council for the Study of Productive Forces (SOPS) published in 2006 to reduce the number of Russian provinces to a total of merely 28.39 (SOPS, the Sovet po izucheniiu proizvodel’nikh sil, used to be the SOPS pri Gosplane SSR. In fact it predates the USSR, and later became the Council for the Study of Productive Forces under the Ministry of Economy and Forecasting of the RF, and shortly later again under the Ministry of Economic Development and Trade of the RF.) The Council’s idea is to merge among others the following subjects of the federation: the Republic of Tatarstan with Ulyanovsk Region to create Volgo-Kama Province; the Republic of Bashkortostan with Orenburg Region to create South-Ural Province; the Republic of Udmurtia with Perm Territory to create West-Ural Province; the Republic of Mary El and Chuvash Republic with Kirov Region to create Volgo-Vyatka Province; the Republic of Kalmykia with Astrakhan Region, Volgograd Regiont, and Rostov Region to create Volgo-Don Province; the Republics of Chechnya, Ingushetia, Daghestan, Kabardino-Balkaria, and North Ossetia with Stavropol Territory to create the North-Caucasus Province. The Republics of Adygea and Karachayevo-Cherkessia are to be merged with Krasnodar Territory. The plan further envisages the abolishment of autonomous ethnic regions in Siberia, the Urals, and in northern Russia. All reference to (non-Russian) ethnicity in the federal makeup of Russia will thereby be deleted at the level of subjects of the Russian Federation. If this idea is ever realized the major reason for having a federal structure in the first place is removed as well.

It is perhaps imaginable that mergers of Russian regions in the western part of the present Federation can be brought about by applying the present-day legal procedures required for the creation of such new subjects. One of the requirements is a majority vote in a referendum in each of the ‘old’ subjects that are candidates for merger: the consent of the governed of each present-day subject is required to ‘dissolve’ the subject (be it one with republican status, an oblast, a krai, the city of Moscow, or a federal subject by any other name). Taking a juridical point of view this procedure confirms that the Russian Federation is constituted by its subjects, and that these (constitutive) elements cannot simply be made or unmade by the country’s executive ‘centre’, nor even by ‘the (qualified) majority’ of the vote in the country’s ‘overall’ parliament. These legal proceedings can be changed and the requirement of a majority of the citizens to consent to the dissolution and merger of their territorial-administrative unit can be removed by (a change of) federal constitutional law. Article 65.2 of the RF Constitution states that ‘The admission to the Russian Federation and the creation in it of a new subject shall carried out according to the rules established by the federal constitutional law.’ Article 108.2 of the RF Constitution reads that,



A federal constitutional law shall be considered to be adopted, if it is approved by no less than three fourths of the total number of the members of the Council of the Federation and not less than two thirds of the total number of deputies of the State Duma. The adopted federal constitutional law shall be signed by the President of the Russian Federation in fourteen days and made public.40





Until then it is (the majority of) the citizens of the subject who decide on the continued existence of ‘their’ territorial-administrative unit, as a subject of the RF. With such legal proceedings in place it is quite imaginable that the majority of citizens in, for example, both Moscow province and the city of Moscow can be persuaded or seduced to dissolve each of their subjects in order to merger the two, if Moscow City sees its interests served by doing so and can entice Moscow oblast by (the prospect of) sharing some of the city’s wealth with the surrounding oblast. Local loyalties too without doubt do play a role in deciding on the issue in a referendum, as do other reasons besides ‘pure’ economical ones. But nationality, ethnicity, is not an issue here. Religion is not an issue. Neither nationality nor religion will play a role in any other project to merge Russian provinces in Russia’s western and central parts. However, a number of the mergers as proposed by SOPS inevitably will give rise to national and/or religious strife in the referendum-campaigns, when – or should I say if – the issue of dissolution and merger is put to the popular vote. The proposed mergers, these new subjects, are either ‘invented’ without any regard whatsoever for national (nationalist) feeling, or are purposefully assembled with an eye too to the reduction, if not suppression, of nationalist (and religious) factors in ‘the politics and administration’ of Russia. An entity such as the North Caucasus can only come about by imposition, and most probably only at an enormous price. Such a North Caucasus province would also preclude the coming about of an (Islamic) North Caucasian union, as the North Caucasian province would also include Stavropol Territory and the Republic of North Ossetia-Alania. As a consequence, such a venture to bring about a North Caucasian province such as the SOPS envisages is likely to provoke adverse sentiments from supporters of other combinations in these parts of the RF, as well as from supporters of the status quo.

The reduction of the number of subjects to 28 – or the reduction to anything close to that number by a merger of clustering of present-day subjects such as SOPS envisages – can only be brought about after the autonomy of the subjects of the federation has been severely reduced beforehand. Such a serous reduction of autonomy or self-rule must have consequences for the set-up of the organs of the people’s representation at what is, or what most probably actually then was, the federal level. I suppose that, if the number of subjects indeed is reduced to a mere 28 (or 35, or 40), nothing much federal of what may still be Russia will have remained.





Concluding remarks


Regional leaders are now appointed by the President of the RF. Members of the Federation Council are appointed by these very appointees. In at first seven and presently eight Federal Districts polpredy have been appointed to act as overseers of the implementation of federal policies and to keep and eye on regional affairs on behalf of the President of Russia. By a whole series of other measures the RF President – the RF centre – has restored, or rather installed, a ‘power vertical’. The overall programme to make the subjects of the federation indeed more equally subject recently found symbolic expression in RF President Dmitrii Medvedev’s support for Chechnya’s President Ramzan Kadyrov’s suggestion to eliminate the title of ‘president’ for regional leaders, reserving the title of president for the one true president of the Russian Federation. It was proposed to give provincial leaders another, uniform title.41

To reduce the complexity and the asymmetry of the Russian Federation a series of subject-mergers has been effected, bringing the total number down from 89 to the present 83. Further mergers have been recommended. The further reduction of the number of subjects to 40, or even much less, will undoubtedly raise national, which is to say ethnic, issues, which it would be wise not to raise. One would risk (re)kindling the nationalist flame.

A strong reduction of the number of subjects along the line of these administrative and perhaps economic ‘ideals’ can only mean that the Russian Federation will lose its federal character and that Russia will be transformed into a decentralized unitary state. However, it is also maintained that a forceful attempt at such a further reduction and unification would pose public order risks, which would make Russia not easier, but on the contrary much more difficult to administer and rule. It is therefore expected that the RF’s central authorities, the RF President and the RF Prime Minister, will not radically revise the RF’s territorial-administrative makeup in the near future.
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Governance and the types of political regimes in the ethnic regions of Russia

Nikolay Petrov

Two decades of Russia’s existence as an independent state presented very essential transformation of political regimes and governance in the ethnic regions. It was going first in the direction of divergence when ethnic regions at first recognized and announced their specificity and then pioneered in developing new political institutions and practices. Different ethnic movements appeared at that time partly orchestrated by political elites and most often controlled by them. If in ethnically Russian regions renewal of political elites took place while organizational forms remained almost the same, in the ethnic regions it went the opposite way.

Later, in the 2000s, convergence was going on both in terms of unification of institutions and practices and in terms of ‘regions enlarging’ with inclusion of smaller ethnic regions into bigger ‘mother regions’. The process of enlargement was started in 2003, and by the end of 2008 six minor ethnic regions, which used to have in the past the lowest status of autonomous districts, disappeared as separate subjects of the federation: Komi-Perm’ (December 2005), Taimyr and Evenki (January 2007), Koryak (July 2007), Ust-Orda Buryat (January 2008), and Aga-Buryat (March 2008). The number of ethnic regions thus has fallen to twenty-six.

The year 2010 is a very special one in which to study political regimes in the ethnic regions. The centre finally felt strong enough to dismantle a whole bunch of ethnic leaders who came to power in the early 1990s or even earlier, e.g., Tatarstani Mintimer Shajmiyev, Bashkortostani Murtaza Rakhimov, Chuvashian Nikolay Fedorov, Kalmykian Kirsan Ilyumzhinov; it’s about converting quantitative changes, which has been going on since 2000, into a new quality. Although it’s not about bringing radical overnight changes, especially if the succession model has been used like in Tatarstan, but it’s about essential transformation.

This chapter tries to provide an overview and to analyse a variety of regional political regimes and types of government in the ethnic regions of Russia between 1991–2011. It’s organized in the following way: at first, the general overview of political development in the ethnic regions and its results is given with a special focus on relations with the federal centre, then variation in democracy levels and its determinants are discussed, and finally recommendations are made on improving governance in the minority regions.



Overview of the democratic performance record of the ethnic regions of the Russian Federation since 1991


The analysis of the democratic performance record of Russian regions started in 1997 when Kelly McMann, a PhD student from Michigan University, approached me asking to name the two most democratic and two least democratic regions of Russia.1 I didn’t take this request very seriously, but nevertheless organized a kind of expert survey among experts on regions and got twenty-five questionnaires in response. The picture obtained was more about experts and their mentality and widespread myths, than about regions, although we got lists of the most democratic and least democratic regions. Although it wasn’t formulated in a direct way, the most widespread myths were as follows: (1) a democratic region is the one where the leader is a ‘democrat’; (2) a democratic region is the one that votes for ‘democrats’; (3) a democratic region is the one making liberal reforms; (4) a democratic region is the one that is well known as being ‘democratic’; (5) the bigger (critical mass) and more urban a region, the more democratic it is; (6) a non-democratic region is not the worst but the most scandalous one.2 Ethnic republics were not even included into that survey due to their specificity and lack of comparable information.

The problem of cross-regional studies that aren’t based on easily available official statistics is still here and besides the fact that there are now numerous sources on particular regions, integral comparative analysis is not that easy.3

Although there were ethnic regions, which led to decentralization and federalization of Russia in the early 1990s, their performance internally was very different from the role they played at the federal level. In the majority of cases, they used to be more conservative and even authoritarian than proper Russian regions, leading some experts to coin the term ‘federation of khanates’4 meaning that at least some of the ethnic regions, when being let on their own, have quickly switched to a more archaic clan based on forms of governance.

There are twenty-six ethnic regions including seven where the share of the titular ethnic group is 10 per cent or lower: Karelia, Nenets, Khakassia, two northern Tyumenian districts, Jewish AO, Chukotka. They are different, behaving in most cases as ordinary ethnic Russian regions, although in some cases they can perform as ethnic, providing ethnic mobilization (e.g. Khakassia in 1992, where there was a large-scale protest against the election of the Russian speaker of the Parliament).

Since 2000, unification has been going on along with strengthening of the centre. Its most recent stage is connected with the standardization of a number of deputies in republican parliaments by the law adopted in 2010, and with the campaign for refusal to use the very term ‘president’ with regard to the republics’ leaders. The latter, although it can be viewed as a formal change, symbolizes the final shift from delegative democracy at the regional level (with some of the ethnic regions proclaiming themselves as nation-states) through the two-tier delegative democracy to the delegative democracy at the all-Russian level.

The political situation in the ethnic regions, although within the standardized institutional framework, varies to a vast extent.

As Table 5.1 shows, at present, political systems in the ethnic regions are almost non-competitive with a very few centres of political influence. There are only seven regions where the level of political competition can be described as medium or high and only seven where there are two or more centres of political power. Out of these ten regions (there is understandable overlapping between two groups) only two regions have a share of the titular ethnic group of 10 per cent or lower – in other words, there is no visible connection between complexity of political organization from one side and ethnic composition from the other side.

The general trend can hardly be described for the whole set of ethnic regions. Some of them in the last years are moving toward a more complex political system, e.g. Kalmykia and Yakutia, some are moving toward more simplicity, e.g. Chechnya and Chuvashia, and some are pretty much stable, e.g. Kalmykia and Dagestan.

Expert evaluations presented have been done by a number of experts under the aegis of the Carnegie Moscow Center regional project led by Alexander Kynev and Nikolay Petrov. Grade 1, with regard to the number of centres of political influence, means an absolute dominance of a single centre – regional administration. Grade 1 ½ describes the situation, when there are some independent centres of influence besides the administration, although not comparable to a major player by influence and resources (just like 1 ½ party system compared to single party system). Two or more means existence of other significant centres of influence comparable by their resources – financial, organizational, and connections at the federal centre.

There is a visible decline in public politics and political competition in the regions from the late 1990s to early 2000s. However, typology compares a region to other ones, not to its past. An imitative party system means total dominance of non-public practices, when the regional administration is a single significant political body with even the United Russia (UR) having no signs of autonomy at all. At Chukotka, for example, the UR doesn’t influence the administration at all with other parties being absent except for LDPR, which was formally established to present an ‘alternative’ in elections.


Table 5.1 Political situation in ethnic regions of Russia, 2010
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A law competitive party system means total dominance of the United Russia, which is supported or often controlled by the administration. The difference from an imitative system is that leadership and party structure of the UR are relatively autonomous from an administration.

A weak party system means the presence of some public competition although party branches are weak and don’t have significant financial and organizational resources. Adygeya, where the strongest opposition force ‘Union of slavs of Adygeya’ originated, doesn’t even have party status and exists solely due to the individual activists energy, can serve as a good example.

Medium competition means that at least two real parties have significant resources. Additional features can mean the existence of strong autonomous groups of influence within the UR and strong public organizations.

Strong competition is when there are three or more real parties like in Buryatia where, besides the UR, there is a strong Communist party supported by some of the local businessmen, and the Just Russia party including some of the republican MPs with their political and financial resources.

Major conflicts shaping regional politics are of special interest. They are registered everywhere except in Mordovia and Chukotka, where in one case there is a lack of life, and in the other case, life is spared across vast territory. In the case of the Jewish oblast, it’s a little bit unclear whether conflicts there are not very visible due to absence at public space or long distance. The majority of ethnic regions have 2–3 conflicts. The champion by number of conflicts is Dagestan (5) with Komi, Ossetia, Tatarstan, and Yakutia coming next (there are four conflicts in each of them).

The conflict ‘authorities–opposition’ is the most widespread (12) including its variety ‘the leader–opposition’ (3). Conflicts ‘authorities–business’ are next by number (9). There are several types of inner elite conflicts including ‘new elites– old elites’ (7), between clans (3 – Chechnya, Tuva, Yakutia) and ‘region–its capital’ (6). Conflicts with municipal elites participation are close to the latter type, they are peculiar for Yakutia and the two Northern-Tyumenian districts. There are also conflicts along the vertical but going up with Bashkiria being the pure type (it’s fixed with Rakhimov’s replacement) and three more connected with plans for merger: in Adygeya, Altai, and Nenets. Proper ethnic conflicts are registered in three cases: of Dagestan, Kabarda-Balkaria, and Karachai-Cherkessia; there is also one in Komi between authorities and nationalists.





The patterns of relationship between the centre and ethnic regions


The relationship between the centre and ethnic regions can be described by pendulum oscillations or by roller coaster or the ‘Russian mountains’ model, with the trends during the first decade and the second decade being almost opposite.




1991–1999



In 1997, we analysed political development in ethnic regions in terms of both (A) sovereignization and (B) internal transformation of regional political regime. When evaluating the former, we took into account declarations of sovereignty, elections of a republican head, adoption of a republican constitution, and concluding power-sharing agreement with the centre. When evaluating the latter, we reviewed conducting first parliamentary elections, replacement of a leader, and the appointment of the Russian President’s representative.

The order in which republics were adopting different sovereignization changes was different. However, composition of a group of leaders and of outsiders didn’t vary a lot. It’s true with regard to Tatarstan (#5, #3, and twice the #1), Chechnya (#1 and #2–3), and North Ossetia (#1 and #4). In groups of outsiders, there are always Dagestan, Altai, Karachai-Cherkessia, and Mordovia. In the transformational group, there are Chechnya and Chuvashia who lead everywhere, and Bashkortostan and Tatarstan, who are lagging behind.

The comparison of ‘sovereignizational’ and ‘transformational’ orders shows that in about half of cases they do correspond with each other when republics in both cases are in leading groups, like Chechnya and Chuvashia, in the middle (Kalmykia, Tuva, North Ossetia) or among outsiders (Buryatia, Khakassia, Udmurtia, Karachai-Cherkessia, Adygeya). In a quarter of cases, sovereignization processes do lead over transformational – like in cases of Tatarstan and Bashkiria, Yakutia, Karelia, Komi. In a remaining quarter of regions – Kabarda-Balkaria, Mari El, Mordovia, Ingushetia, Altai, Dagestan – transformation appears to be much more intensive than sovereignization.


Table 5.2 Ethnic regions’ ranking by sovereignization (A) and internal transformation (B)
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2000–2010



Starting in 2000 when Vladimir Putin came to power, the pendulum, which went too far in the direction of the regions, has started to move in the opposite direction. Although in the case of ethnic republics the Kremlin’s moves were much more careful and balanced, the process of decreasing the republics’ presence at the federal level and increasing Moscow’s presence at the regional level was ongoing. Not only was it inspired by political will, but it was also provided by growing Moscow’s financial might, leading toward strengthening of the centralized state. The so-called federal reform (2000) with federal districts being established, chief federal inspectors to regions being introduced and switched to the appointed Council of Federation; restoration of the centre’s control over major generals in regions like the head of militia, prosecutor etc., refusal from bilateral power-sharing agreements with regions; ban on regional political parties, and finally the Beslan package of political reforms (2004) including the switch to factual appointment of regional leaders and to proportional electoral system with a few centralized political parties can be seen as major milestones in this way.

Mergers should be mentioned in particular. They were motivated partly ethnically, partly administratively. In some cases they caused serious tension, for example in the case of the two Buryat districts (to join Buryatia) and to a lesser extent Komi-Perm’ district (to join Komi Republic), and in some cases, like in the Altai Republic and Adygeya, the centre stepped back.

The picture drawn by Table 5.3 shows the totally renewed face of ethnic Russia with almost half of the republican heads being in the office less than two years surrounded by refreshed federal generals5 who are rotating now in ethnic regions almost the same way as in oblasts and krais.

The table shows that almost nobody is left in office out of the pre-Putin generation of republican leaders. Kalmykian Kirsan Ilyumjinov, who is #1 here, left office in October 2010. In the vast majority of regions, the duration of term in office in the case of both regional leaders and generals is less than five years – most of them took office during Putin’s second and Medvedev’s–Putin’s third term. Although an average term in office of republican heads (3.5 years) and generals (four years) is pretty much the same, in many cases there is weak correspondence between republican heads’ and governors’ terms in office. Tatar-stan, where Mintimer Shajmiyev resigned after more than twenty years in office, leaving his successor, is by far the champion by duration of generals’ service – more than ten years on average. In general, the longer a regional leader stays in office, the longer the generals leader will also stay. However, in many cases in order to make a leader’s resignation easier, the centre replaces his trusted federal generals first, as was done in 2010 in Bashkortostan, where Murtaza Rakhimov wasn’t eager to resign earlier than the end of his term.

Table 5.4 illustrates the radical replacement of old indigenous generals who had double loyalty to regional and to federal elites by the totally new generation of generals who are not connected to the region at all.


Table 5.3 Term in office of ethnic regions’ leaders and major federal ‘generals’, September 2010 (changes over time)
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Table 5.4 Major federal generals’ connection to regional elites, September 2010
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The table shows clear essential differentiation in leaders’ term in office and the connection to the region in different parts of the country. The Volga region, in spite of recent replacements, is the champion in both duration of term (more than five years in average) and enrootedness (almost five). It’s followed by Siberia (forty months, 3.5) and the South (38; 4). On the opposite pole, there are Urals (seven months, 2.5), North-West (10; 3), and Urals (seven months; 2.5). It’s clearly seen that the longer the term in office, the higher is the connection to regional elites, which means that ‘Varangianization’ of regional leaders is a pretty recent trend. In a corporate dimension, it is the FSB that is weaker connected to regional elites (1.3) with prosecutors (1.8) and main militiamen (1.9) following. Those with the biggest of all connection to the regional elite besides heads of investigative committees, which is a special case,6 are judges (4.1) who also are staying in their regions longer than anybody else (almost a decade in average).

Northern Caucasus (Table 5.5), which was separated in 2010 from the Southern federal district, presents a very special case. Due to the two wars in Chechnya in the mid-1990s and early 2000s and the ongoing terrorist activity in the whole region, leading experts to speak about low-intensity civil war, Moscow is appointing representatives to the region in a most careful way.

Table 5.5 clearly demonstrates its archaization of political elites along with dekorenization of federal generals as two major strategies chosen by Moscow for the Caucasus and to a lesser extent for other ethnic regions. Archaization of political elites is a forced move aimed at keeping political stability by all means. It’s in this region where there are two second-generation leaders – Ramzan Kadyrov in Chechnya and Magomedsalam Magomedov in Dagestan, whose fathers led these republics in the past. Dekorenization of federal generals is considered to counterbalance archaization, providing Moscow with greater control over the situation. The result in North Ossetia is that they have a police general who comes from Bashkiria, a prosecutor who comes from Urals, and the head of the investigative committee who comes from Volga. No matter how good they


Table 5.5 Northern Caucasus: connection of major federal generals to regional elites, September 2010
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are in a professional sense, the lack of knowledge of local norms and traditions, which are very specific at the Caucasus, can result in low efficiency. There is also the risk that these two opposite trends can cause growing tension between the indigenous and federal parts of the elite, as well as alienation between the population of the republics and the federal generals, who can be viewed as ‘occupants’.







Determinants of variation in democracy levels and patterns of governance across regions and over time


There are different ways to approach democracy levels. For many years, the independent political research institute and democracy watch dog Freedom House has produced its evaluations and ratings of the state of democracy across the world, including a more detailed grading for the post-Soviet and post-Communist countries in transition. Russia’s democracy score was oscillating between 2001–2003 around 5 on a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 representing the highest level of democratic progress and 7 the lowest, and since then it has steadily worsened up to the current 6.14 (2010).7 Starting in 2005, Freedom House introduced separate analysis and ratings for national democratic governance and local democratic governance to provide a more detailed and nuanced analysis. While the national democratic governance has fallen from 5.75 in 2005 to 6.50 in 2010, the local democratic governance is considered by Freedom House to be the same at 5.75.

Given its transitional nature, Russia requires detailed monitoring in real time and a wealth of insider information that is often difficult to access. Politics in the regions are typically neither public nor transparent. The hypertrophy of executive power, the weak extent of institutionalization, and the underdevelopment of civil society together with the observation of formal democratic procedures is creating a pseudo democracy. As the experience of Freedom House shows, the usual instruments of analysis cannot be applied in such a situation. Such instruments endow most regions with the same results and smooth over variations between them. The way to correct this is by supplementing general analysis with specific ones tailored to conditions in Russia.

The level of democracy is an integral expression of the overall political climate in the country and the state of the society. It cannot be directly observed and assigned a numeric code; it can only be assessed on the basis of a series of observations. Evaluation in any case has a relative character both in terms of space (in relation to other regions/countries) and in terms of time (its dynamics in a particular region or country).

Subjectivity is inevitable. One way to reduce the level of subjectivity is to bring in a number of experts to do the calculation in order to compensate for individual subjectivity. We took this path in 1997 and 1999 to assess the extent of democracy in fifty-seven regions and two federal cities (Moscow and St Petersburg).8 What complicates this approach is that experts do not have an equally well-informed understanding of all the relevant regions, particularly in the context of the stormy political life of post-Soviet Russia. At best, qualified experts will have personally visited a few regions recently and will be well informed about the situation in a number of other regions, but their opinions about most regions will be based on indirect and, at best, secondary sources.

A second approach can help avoid systemic mistakes conditioned by uneven knowledge about what is taking place in regions and public stereotypes. The alternative approach lies in elaborating scores for various levels of democracy and breaking them down into individual components. Such an approach is labor intensive and requires going through a voluminous quantity of raw data from each of the regions. At the same time, it is justified for two reasons. First, it ensures relative uniformity of the evaluation method in each region. Second, because the grade is assessed not once but every year, it highlights the dynamics of the transition. Both diminish the significance of the inevitable imperfectness in the methodology. The data compiled by the Carnegie Moscow Center’s programme of social-political monitoring of the regions from 1995 up to the present offers an opportunity to trace the level of democratization in the various regions in a comparative and diachronic way along the same lines as the Freedom House surveys of democracy in countries around the world.

In its general programme of freedom ratings, Freedom House usually assigns number grades for the state of democracy as reflected by both political and civil rights on a seven-point scale, with a ranking of 1 indicating maximum freedom and of 7 indicating the minimum, resulting in an evaluation with three grades – free, partly free, and not free. Since 2004, Russia has been rated as a non-free state. Freedom House has applied a much more detailed grading to post-Soviet and post-communist countries in transition under the aegis of a special programme, Nations in Transit. It includes twelve ratings that vary within the same range (1–7), although they are calculated with a greater degree of precision. These are: (i) the nature of the political process; (ii) the development of civil society; (iii) the extent of media freedom; (iv) the system of administration; (v) the legislative and judicial systems; (vi) the extent of corruption; (vii) the degree of privatization; (viii) the condition of macroeconomic policy; (ix) the condition of microeconomic policy; (x) the extent of democratization; (xi) the rule of law; and (xii) the degree of economic liberalization.9

At the Carnegie Moscow Centre, we have for many years carried out ratings of the level of democracy in the Russian regions. There are two of them in fact – an experts’ one based on numerous parameters,10 and an instrumental one based on various forms of electoral behavior.

Table 5.6 shows that if all of the eighty-three regions of Russia are taken into account, almost all of the bottom twenty are ethnic republics. There are only ten ethnic regions in the first half of the regional list. Almost all Caucasian regions are at the bottom of the ethnic regions’ list; they are the worst of worst with regard to democracy, which doesn’t come as a surprise keeping in mind the factual civil war that is ongoing. In many cases, political competition in this region is connected either with ethnic clans’ diversity or geographical diversity.

Both Tables 5.6 and 5.7 show that the situation with democracy in ethnic regions is remarkably stable, with some of them being leaders like Karelia,


Table 5.6 Ratings of democracy in ethnic regions based on expert evaluation, 1991–2009
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Table 5.7 Ratings of democracy in ethnic regions based on expert evaluation, 1991–2009 (changes over time)
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KhMAO, Chuvashia, and others outsiders like Chechnya, Ingushetia, Kabarda-Balkaria. Only about one-third of republics (nine out of twenty-six) have changed their position essentially – by three points or more. There are four success stories: Nenets district (+10) under frequently changing leaders, Sakha (Yakutia) with third leader in raw, Kalmykia (+7) under the same, although weakening leader Kirsan Ilyumzhinov,11 and Komi (+7) with ongoing competition of business-political clans. There are failure stories also: Khakassia (–7), Mari (–6), Udmurtia (–4), Karachay-Cherkessia (–3) and Kabardino-Balkaria (–3).

In general, it’s possible to say that the small aren’t beautiful (in cases of factual closedness of a region or autarky), and that North–South (industrial and urban–agricultural and rural) or Finno-Ugric–Muslim divides can be traced. Speaking about dynamics, one can notice a kind of levelling by medium trend with the worst becoming better and the best becoming worse. It’s, first of all, the result of ‘management from outside’ and ongoing unification leading toward improvement in those cases where institutions were bad.





What have we learned about determinants of democratization in ethnic regions and how governance in minority regions can be improved?


The brief answer to the question put as a subtitle would be – not so much.

What makes one region more democratic than others? Stability of many rankings put the question about determinants. It’s possible to formulate several hypotheses.

Size and structure – the bigger is the region, the more complicated a social and urban structure it has, the easier it is to wait for a more complicated political regime there and more democracy. If not ‘the bigger the better’ it should work in terms of providing critical mass.

Economy – the higher is the level of economic development, the more diver-sified structure of economy and more intensive competition, the better are conditions for political developing.

Ethnic composition. History and culture, traditions. Path dependence.

Political composition, institutions – dominance and especially monopoly of any power can’t lead to more democracy.

Personality – there are no doubts that the personality of leaders matters a lot, especially at the stage of ‘initial accumulation of political and economic capital’ like Russian regions passed through in 1990s.

The initial impetus such as founding elections with alternation.

It looks like all of them can be supported by some evidence and all of them do work to a certain degree with proportions between them varying at different stages of historic development.

Regarding lessons learned, here like in many other spheres of contemporary Russia’s history, the negative experience clearly outweighs the positive one. One should start by saying that ethnic regions in Russia in many cases do suffer from the same illnesses as their ethnically Russian neighbours. However, in their case consequences can be much more dangerous than if the ethnic factor was absent. This results from greater closedness and much more limited choice in the case of ethnic regions, clan considerations, and clan balances which are taken into account there.

When dealing with political processes in ethnic regions, political geographic engineering in the form of regions enlarging is of limited usage. Although six out of ten autonomous districts – ethnic units of lowest status, which proclaimed higher status in the early 1990s – have been returned back to their ‘mother regions’ in the course of the last years, this practice can hardly be continued. Not only does it create hidden tension but open protests as well, which can be motivated both ethnically like in Buryat districts, Adygeya, Altai Republic, and economically like in Nenets, Khanty-Mansi and Yamal-Nenets districts.

Democratization of ethnic regions and improving governance is a matter of correct proportions. First of all, the right balance should be found between inputs from outside and from inside, between political modernization and traditions, and between persons and institutions.

What is understandable is that autarky and complete individuality which usually takes shape of authoritarian rule and constructing of regional political machines (like in Kalmykia with Kirsan Ilyumzhinov’s Steppe Code, Bashkortostan and to a lesser extent Tatarstan) are bad, but total uniformity and ignorance of regional peculiarities including ethnic-cultural norms and traditions are bad also.

Totally personalistic regimes with regional leaders’ almost absolute power (like Ramzan Kadyrov’s Chechnya) are bad. Neglecting of personality like in the case of Murad Zyazikov in Ingushetia, who had replaced Ruslan Aushev, can also lead toward total disaster.

Over-centralization with regional tsars or khans is bad; however, a weak leader in an ethnic republic is worse than in ordinary oblast.

Regional parties, which totally dominate the political scene, are bad, but the lack of them is bad also.

Keeping and reproduction of archaic ethnic clan balances is a way to nowhere; however, total ignorance of the ethnic factor when making personnel decisions and appointments can lead to even bigger trouble.

There can be no universal recipes except perhaps for promoting development coming from inside under certain restrictions rather than imposing something from the outside. Concrete proposals on how to improve governance in ethnic regions may be formulated as follows:



	Promoting competitive elections (if possible), but in a very careful way in order to avoid competition along ethnic and clan lines. Dagestani ethnic quotas with electoral districts being distributed between ethnic groups to avoid fights between these groups in ethnically mixed areas can serve as a good example. The mechanism of regular replacement of those in power by means of elections is also very important.

	Economic development with strong business actors from the outside bringing modern norms of ethics and business relations is a way to promote social modernization, to decrease monopoly on power, and to avoid regional autarky. It should also serve the role of integrating separate regions into common space and weakening of citizens’ dependence from authorities at all levels.

	Development of local self-administration is important in order to promote civic activism and to create the multi-level system of checks and balances. Development of supra-regional connections in terms of social contacts, associations, etc., is important as well.

	Depoliticization of ethnicity and its conversion into cultural space is also needed. It should be done by allowing all ethnic cultures to develop regardless of administrative borders, and by promoting language courses, cultural foundations, associations, popular theaters, etc.

	Developing connections of ethnic units with geographical neighbors and ethnic relatives like what is going on with Finno-Ugric nations under the aegis of EU. Wider spread of good governance standards and practices could also play a positive role.

	Flexibility in implementing norms and combining modern norms with local traditions. There should be a solid legal framework, universal legal space with the same laws and legal norms working at all the territories of Russia, however.




‘Do not make harm’ should be the basic principle in relations with ethnic republics, meaning that in many cases it’s better not to intervene at all than to take a risk of destabilization.





Conclusion


The last two decades have been marked by the rise and fall of regionalism and especially of ethnic regionalism in Russia. Autonomy and a variety of political regimes and types of government in ethnic republics reached its maximum first at a time of the ‘sovereignties parade’ in the early 1990s when almost all of them proclaimed an increase of their status, and then in the late 1990s with elected presidents, bilateral power-sharing agreements with the federal centre, almost total control over all formally federal appointees in regions, etc. In the early 2000s, the pendulum in the centre–regions relations turned in the opposite direction. It has quickly passed the golden mean and is going further to over centralization and over unitarianization. Since that time, unification of political institutions in regions as well as liquidation of special statuses of ethnic units both de jure and de facto is going on.

What is taking place with regard to regional peculiarities can be described as levelling by medium: making the worst better but at the same time making the best not that good. This is about direct competitive elections of mayors and deputies, first of all. However, it doesn’t prevent old practices being retained, like ethnic quotas in Dagestan, Karachay-Cherkessia, and other republics, which survived through Soviet times and are in place now. Even now, in spite of over-centralization and over-unitarianization, ethnic republics differ in terms of rootedness of federal representatives and their ethnic rootedness, although not necessarily ethnic regional background, with Chechnya and Tatarstan occupying a very special position.

It was ethnic republics, and especially Tatarstan, that served as locomotives of federalization in Russia. It was ethnic republics that first implemented and then kept elected presidents, bicameral parliaments, constitutional courts, and other important institutions. Some of them have been dismantled since that time.

The regional elites in ethnic republics, although being far less autonomous and much less incapsulated than in the past, are still more rooted in their regions and much more built up into dense social networks with ethnic clans and kinship, making social tissue especially dense and strong.

At present, no more ethnic republics make any real difference in terms of governance schemes and political regimes except for a few rudiments. However, even having the same standard network as in any other region of Russia, they can behave in a different way due to additional connections, norms, and restrictions which either have ethnic-cultural origin, or are caused by having much stronger and deeper roots in the territory than ordinary regional political elites have. At the same time, parliaments in ethnic republics are usually more dependent on executives, cadres exchange with Moscow and other regions is more limited. Although practising a formally similar approach to all regions, the centre is much more careful in the case of ethnic republics. During Putin’s presidency, the Kremlin didn’t even replace republican presidents-heavyweights, and even replacements, which took place, were different – they were done through bargaining rather than by rough intervention.
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Introduction


Writing about the North Caucasus is a rather depressing subject, as it is largely known for the trouble and strife it generates. The North Caucasus federal district, as it is currently defined in the territorial-administrative division, consists of seven federal subjects: Dagestan, Chechen Republic, Ingushetia, North Ossetia – Alania, Karachaevo – Cherkessia, Kabardino-Balkaria and Stavropol Krai. The first six enjoy a status of autonomous republics and are populated by Caucasian ethnic groups, which form minorities in the Russian Federation. Stavropol Krai with its predominantly Russian population has more in common with the rest of Southern Russia, which the Krai looks up to. Ethnically distinct Adygeya is surrounded by Krasnodar krai and is presently administratively separated from the North Caucasus, as it belongs to a different federal subject of Southern Russia.

This chapter discusses the issues of contention concerning minorities, it deals with the security situation in the region and unresolved problems of governance, and it concludes with patterns and dilemmas of Moscow policies towards the region. It is concerned with the complexities posed by minority populations, who may be at greater risk as the republics acquire greater autonomy. These include ethnic Russians whose accelerating out-migration brings a new set of problems of its own.





Situation of minorities


The North Caucasus is populated by representatives of Caucasian, Turkic, Persian, and Slavic ethnic groups, and the Chechens, who constitute the largest group. Peoples of the North Caucasus who constitute minorities in the Federation form majorities in their autonomous republics, where a number of them enjoy the majority group’s status. Thus, there exist two distinct dimensions of minority issues: North Caucasus peoples as minorities in the Russian Federation and the relations between majorities and minorities inside the republics. The North Caucasus makes up a relatively small proportion of Russia’s population and there is a great disparity between the size of the republics (Table 6.1).


Table 6.1 
Numbers of permanent population of the North Caucasian republics, 20101




	Dagestan
	2,910,249



	Ingushetia
	412,529



	Kabardino-Balkaria
	859,939



	Karachaevo-Cherkessia
	477,859



	North Ossetia – Alania
	712,980



	Chechen Republic
	1,268,989







The issue of who should be considered minorities in the North Caucasus is not straightforward. Russians, for instance, are becoming a distinct minority group that experiences problems and resorts to emigration to destinations elsewhere in Russia. Those indigenous groups who are minorities in ‘their’ republics, but still constitute ‘titular nations’ in the dual-nationality republics, e.g. Balkars in Kabardino-Balkaria or Cherkess in Karachayevo-Cherkessia, disapprove of having a minority status applied to them. Their preference is to claim their equality with the other, rival group, despite their unequal numerical strength. Three types of minority groups can be identified in the region: Russians and other Slavs, South Caucasians (mostly, Georgians and Armenians in North Ossetia and Azerbaijanis in Dagestan) and North Caucasians who live outside their republic (Dagestani groups in Chechnya) or very small groups, like Abazins who constituted 36,919 (7.8 per cent) in Karachaevo-Cherkessia in 2010.

Classic minority grievances are not as relevant for the North Caucasus. There is no language discrimination, no state-sponsored propaganda of ‘Russia for Russians’ – on the contrary, the government is at pains to demonstrate its commitment to multiethnic society – and no exclusion from personnel appointments or from the law-enforcement sector. Access to media in one’s own language is not an issue. Moreover, the republics are heavily subsidized from the central budget. Still, problems remain. Unlike its Soviet predecessor, the centre’s interference into personnel policy in ethnic republics has been restricted to key executive appointments. The positions that give access to assets are a product of local power struggles where the dominant majorities win. As a multiethnic society, which used to be the Soviet norm, is giving way to consolidation of majorities in their homelands, there are fewer affirmative measures for minority groups in personnel policy. Treatment of minorities is largely concentrated in the hands of local leaderships rather than being a matter of centralized policy. The republican rulers’ treatment of minority groups is shaped by perceptions of threats that these groups pose rather than by general minority rights considerations.




Russian emigration



The ethnic composition of the North Caucasus in the last two decades has been changing. An outflow of Russians, Ukrainians, Armenians, and other non-indigenous minorities gained momentum, as they feel increasingly uncomfortable in the region.

From the onset, it appeared that ethnic Russians would emerge as a dominant minority in the autonomous republics. The reverse proved to be the case. The Russian population across the North Caucasus declined by 364,000 during 1989–2002. However, the real numbers are likely to be higher: experts estimate that the Russian population dropped by 420,000 or 31 per cent of the ethnic Russians, which brought their numbers from 1.36 million in 1989 down to 940,000 in 2002.2

Charles King notes that Russia has become less ‘national’ as a society. From 1989 to 2002 numbers of Lezgins rose by 60 per cent and Chechens by 50 per cent, while birth rates among ethnic Russians declined. ‘If current trends continue, Russia faces a future in which its population will be smaller, more multi-ethnic and considerably more Muslim.’ King concludes that ‘de-Russification’ of local societies reverses two centuries of Russian and Soviet demographic engineering.3

A steady tendency towards emigration, especially among the younger generation of the middle class, to historical homelands in Russia persists. The reasons are that many professions that they were trained in are not in demand anymore because the industries they used to work in had declined. They lose out in personnel appointments, as they are alien to the local patronage networks, through which lucrative jobs are distributed and assets are shared. Russian communities are aware that if they are interested in career advancement, emigration is their best bet, the same as in the South Caucasus and Central Asia. Even in Karachaevo-Cherkessia, which still has a sizeable Russian community, the unwritten agreement is that the president’s position should go to the Karachai (41 per cent) and the prime ministerial appointment to the Circassians (11.9 per cent), while Russians (31.6 per cent) are allocated relatively powerless positions of a vice-president and a parliamentary speaker.4

The leftover population forms a rather humble minority with limited access to elite jobs and opportunities. As ethnic Russians become less numerous, those remaining are more inclined to want to leave, assuming they can find a place to go, and an increasing proportion of them ‘speak openly about restrictions of their rights.’5 In the case of Chechnya, Russians are included in status positions through positive discrimination. Making up less than 1 per cent of the population, they still have three of the fifty-eight deputies in the republican parliament and one of the thirty senior cabinet positions.

The cultural environment changes with the exit of Russians. The federal government makes efforts to maintain multiethnic language facilities and largely preserves Soviet policies in the cultural sphere. State support is rendered to schools with indigenous languages of instruction and to cultural facilities, such as newspapers, journal, radio, TV broadcasts, etc. Academic institutions also receive state funding for the upkeep of local professional cadre. Moreover, North Caucasians – such as Dima Bilan – play an active role in Russian popular culture.

Russian certainly remains the lingua franca but as educated native speakers leave, linguistic milieu alters. The local norm gradually becomes eroded and standards necessary for career advancement and for entering good universities elsewhere in the Federation decline. Russian language appears in retreat – to the extent that some republics, like Dagestan, are creating special government programmes, such as the Russian language council, to preserve its development.

Thus, minority issues in the North Caucasus got turned upside down: Russians, being a majority on the federal level, find themselves a minority on the republican. As a result, Moscow’s loyalist constituency, which it could have relied upon, is rapidly reducing, as agents of its influence are shrinking. Loss of a loyalist constituency is likely to produce political ramifications in the future. Moreover, North Caucasians intermix less and less with Russians in their own republics and understand them and their life strategies less and less, increasing distances between groups. Moscow, in its turn, appears almost embarrassed to admit that Russians in the North Caucasus experience problems and may require special measures to be protected as a minority group.

Emigration of Russians and other European minorities makes the republics increasingly inward-looking. Chechnya and Ingushetia are set on a monoethnic path, and North Ossetia is much affected by outmigration of Russians who used to constitute nearly 30 per cent in 1989 and in 2010 were 20.8 per cent. Three others – Dagestan (populated by thirty-two ethnic groups), Karachaevo-Cherkessia (majority Karachay, followed by Russians, then Circassians, and smaller Caucasian groups) and Kabardino-Balkaria (majority Kabardin, also Balkar, Russians, other Caucasian groups) – preserve their multiethnic character.






Interethnic tensions persist



When the expression of ethnically inspired grievances was unleashed by perestroika in the late 1980s, long-suppressed issues of contention between different Caucasian nationalities came out. Remarkably little has been resolved since the time of the Soviet break up, and the same agendas re-appear. They centre on historical rivalries to do with land, relation to territory and erosion of identities, and on modern politics, such as access to government positions, distribution of federal subsidies, and business opportunities. Unlike the rest of the Federation, ethnicity emerged as a dominant political category, which defines individual’s social status, an acceptable level of claims, and access to administrative and economic resources.

Ethnic diversity of the North Caucasus is indeed impressive, preserved throughout history by its geography as groups lived in valleys separated by impassable mountains, which prevented much interaction. Chechens, the largest group, still contain internal divisions rooted in their mountain settings. The striking lack of assimilation in the North Caucasus is noteworthy. Neither the Imperial Russia nor the Soviet Union worked towards assimilation; on the contrary, the Soviet nationalities’ policies allowed larger groups to develop into ‘nations’.

Dagestan, the ‘Land of Mountains’, presents the most interesting case of a republic where no dominant majority exists and thirty-two groups, big and small, compete against each other (Table 6.2).


Table 6.2 
Dagestan: ethnic composition 2010 census, in percentage





	Avar
	29.4
	Azerbaijanis
	4.5



	Dargin
	17
	Tabassaran
	4.1



	Kumyk
	14.9
	Russians
	3.6



	Lezgin
	13.3
	Chechen
	3.2



	Lak
	5.6
	Others
	4.46







There are various lines of competition between groups. One is between lowlanders, such as Kumyk and Nogai, and highlanders, such as Avars, Laks, and Dargins, who were resettled from the mountains upon the lands that were historical habitats of these lowland groups. Resettlement was necessitated by the Soviet development projects and by the difficulty in sustaining the growing population in the mountains. The influx of highlanders led to conflicting land claims in the modern times when land in Russia became privatized. Another line of competition is among representatives of the four most numerous groups (Avar, Dargin, Kumyk, and Lezgin), between whom most of the senior positions in the republic are distributed. Representatives of other groups are actively discouraged from competing for key jobs, sometimes by violent means.

Lastly, there are problems of peoples divided by borders, which became more formidable after the Soviet break up. The Lezgins have half of their ethnic kin living in northern Azerbaijan, while the newly created international border made social and economic interaction more problematic. Dagestani Chechens may have a sense of belonging to the Chechen nation, but Dagestan’s leadership did what it could to discourage emergence of split loyalties after many among its Chechen population went to vote for Aslan Maskhadov in 1996 in the presidential elections in the neighbouring republic. There is a simmering dispute between Chechens and Laks over the Novolaksky district, from where the Chechens were deported in 1944 into Central Asia and Laks were moved into their place.7

Indigenous groups associate their future with their ethnic homeland and tend to stand up for their rights and access to positions. This creates a cycle of constant tension and competition between what Enver Kisriev calls ‘ethno-parties’. Coupled with religious revival and associated violence – Dagestan was historically one of the most devout places in the USSR, where the Islamic Renaissance Party was founded in the 1980s8 – it developed a reputation for volatility. Competition over ‘true’ interpretation of Islamic faith led to assassinations and acts of intimidation, transferring religious debate into warfare. Tensions between secularism of the Russian state and Islam and between different movements within Islam, which vary in the extent to which they are inclined to co-exist with the secular state, add an overarching layer, which often supersedes ethnic divisions.9 Some imams in the mountain districts refuse to acknowledge the authority of the Spiritual Board of Muslims of Dagestan (DUMD), there are rivalries between the sheikhs recognised by DUMD, between them and those who are not recognized, and opposition to the Dagestan’s mufti Ahmed-haji Abdullayev.10

To the west of Chechnya, the dispute between North Ossetia and Ingushetia over Prigorodnyi District remains stagnant. The armed conflict between the two republics took place in 1992 and led to displacement of the Ingush from North Ossetia, some of whom continue to live in despicable temporary accommodation, but refuse resettlement elsewhere in Ingushetia for fear of losing their claim to land and property in Prigorodnyi. Mutual animosity was aggravated by the Beslan school attack, for which some Ossetians held the Ingush responsible. This severed already minimal ties between the two neighbouring republics. The Ingush, in their turn, sense that unless they continue to pedal the issue, it might wither away and the status quo would be accepted as the permanent solution.

Societies watch carefully that the federal centre does not allocate an unfair advantage to the other group. For instance, it was perceived in Ingushetia that the federal law on Local Self-Government Bodies ‘deprived Ingush people of the right for historical justice’, as the adoption of the law de facto defined Prigorodnyi District as belonging to North Ossetia, although the conflict has not been resolved yet.11

Elsewhere in the North Caucasus, separation from the dual-nationality republics, inspired during the period of Soviet break-up, persists as a lingering sentiment. Only the Ingush succeeded in doing so, having broken away from Checheno-Ingushetia. This was a geographically easy move, since there was little dispute over which group lived on which territory, while both societies had bigger political stakes at the time. Karachaevo-Cherkessia and Kabardino-Balkaria stayed intact, but the issue is still raised every now and then. However, it is doubtful that at present it receives a great deal of popular calling. Svetlana Akkieva notes that after the referenda on the issue of territorial division took place in both republics,



the tenseness of the situation gradually lessened which allowed for the furthering of the idea of the impossibility of territorial division of the republics. Their official leaderships began to search for compromise methods of building multiethnic states, taking into account the representation of peoples in government bodies.12




Still, the persistent issue is that of Circassian unity, which is related to the aspiration to redraw borders. Adyg, Kabardins, and Circassians belong to the Circassian group, but are spread across three republics, and in 2010 got separated into two federal districts. They constitute majorities in Kabardino-Balkaria and minorities in Karachaevo-Cherkessia and Adygeya. Circassian public movements, such as Adyge Khasse, long advocated redrawing the map of the North Caucasus to create a pan-Circassian republic within the Russian Federation. Although geography produces insurmountable obstacles and the authorities of Kabardino-Balkaria never supported these claims, the idea has not lost its appeal.13

What all these diverse claims have in common is that many Caucasian communities regard issues from a perspective of group rather than individual rights. Ethnicity remains a dominant category in the North Caucasus and defines the level of acceptable claims. Such perspective links territory with identity, which matters when it comes to land competition or definition of administrative jurisdiction. For example, the 2010 Law no. 131 on Local Self-Government Bodies ignited passion once again in Kabardino-Balkaria. In July, Balkar public movements initiated a series of hunger strikes to transfer pasture-lands in the vicinity of Balkar highland settlements to their administrative jurisdiction. So far, these lands have been in shared use of all population of the republic, in which Kabardins prevail.14

Moscow has to play a role of an arbiter in intra-regional disputes, which it performs reluctantly. The policy so far was to prefer that the groups come to terms with each other themselves, rather than impose a solution from above, as was the case in Soviet times. North Caucasian groups, in their turn, dedicate time and resources to create lobbies in Moscow to find ways into the heart of the Russian political establishment in an effort to extract favorable solutions.







Twenty years of insecurity


The North Caucasus has been the most volatile region of the Russian Federation since the Soviet break-up. Instability unfolded in waves, as periods of relative tranquillity were followed by new bouts of hostilities, never allowing the federal centre to relax with a sense that a victory was won. The region remains the terrain of Moscow’s most acute security concerns, both in terms of internal instability and its potential to export violence into the rest of the Federation.

In the last decade security conditions improved, albeit from a very low base, but deteriorated again in 2011. The peaks of insecurity when the majority of terrorist acts took place happened in 2000–2005 and again in 2010–2011. During the first period, the region experienced major disasters, such as the tragedy of a school siege in Beslan in September 2004 where 350 people were killed, the blowing-up of two aeroplanes in mid-air in August 2004 leading to the death of all ninety people on board, and an armed raid on the police, administration, and public buildings in Nalchik in 2005. Since then the number of such incidents subsided and attacks aimed at killing random civilians did not take place for a long time.

The assassinations of Khattab in 2002 and Shamil Basayev in 2006 apparently made a difference as jihadi activities slowed down. Only seven civilians were killed in 2007 in two separate incidents, with two bomb explosions on two coaches. However, a new leader – Said Abu Saad Buryatsky (real name Alexander Tikhomirov, born in Buryatia) – appeared in 2008, who has re-animated the ‘Caucasus Emirate.’ The year 2008 brought more civilian deaths: a female suicide bomber blew herself up on a minibus in Vladikavkaz in November 2008, killing twelve passengers, and two people died in an explosion on the beach in the Sochi region. In 2009, instability picked up again: twenty-five civilians died in a major explosion in Nazran in Ingushetia.

The most worrying thing for Moscow remains its inability to prevent attacks in the capital and in Russia’s heartland. North Caucasus Islamist militants struck twice in the Moscow metro in 2004 and 2010, killing forty-one and forty-five respectively, and in 2009 a bomb derailed the Nevsky express train between Moscow and St Petersburg killing twenty-six. Another explosive device planted on the rail went off in St Petersburg in February 2010, this time with no civilian casualties. A devastating suicide attack at Moscow Domodedovo airport on 24 January 2011 killed thirty-seven people and injured over 120.

In the North Caucasus itself low-key warfare persists, becoming so routine that it barely attracts outside attention.15 In 2009, the FSB claimed that security forces had prevented eighty-one terrorist attacks in the region and arrested 782 ‘members of illegal armed groups’.16 Whatever the security services efforts might be, the situation continued unabated in 2010. The neighbouring Stavropol Krai also suffered. On 27 May a blast near a theatre in Stavropol killed six civilians, and in August an explosion outside a café in Pyatigorsk injured twenty.

Ingushetia and Dagestan emerged as the main hotbeds of instability and recruitment grounds for those willing to participate in violence. According to Russian official sources, in 2010 militants in Dagestan killed 82 law-enforcement officers and injured 131, while sixty militants were killed and sixty-six were detained. Eleven civilians were killed and fifty-seven injured in violence in the republic.17 The authorities also won some, such as the assassination of Said Buryatsky18 and other successful operations during March 2010.19 Another prominent commander, Arbi Yovmirzayev (aka Sheikh Mansur), was killed by a landmine. After the Pyatogorsk bombing, Russian operations intensified: Magomedali Vagabov, the man suspected of having organized the Moscow metro bombings, was killed in Gunib20 as was the ‘Emir of Grozny’ who claimed responsibility for the derailment of Nevsky express and for the Moscow metro bombings;21 as further evidence of informers or penetration, jihadists were killed in Ingushetia, Dagestan, and Nalchik (Kabardino-Balkaria).22

Still, the efforts to gain control through intensive security operations failed to break the stubborn insurgency. In the first three months of 2011, the federal forces killed eighty-seven and detained 182 militants including five suspects in the Domodedovo airport explosion, prevented thirty-one terrorist acts and disposed of eighty-nine improvised explosive devices.23 Parts of the region descended into volatility, prompting Alexei Malashenko to describe the current situation as a ‘civil war’: ‘no one can deny that now, although six months ago there was some debate. But it is a kind of a civil war where they fight among themselves and against the federal forces.’24 Relatively stable Kabardino-Balkaria plunged into a wave of violence, leading to its parliament appealling to Moscow in February 2011 for help to combat the insurgency. Nevertheless, Oleg Orlov, director of Memorial, argues that Ingushetia may be overcoming a spiral of violence due to a policy of dialogue with the public, efforts to return fighters to a peaceful life, and a series of successful security operations.25 The latest one on 28 March witnessed the killing of seventeen militants in Ingushetia in a combined air and ground troops raid. The Ingush president, Yunus-Bek Yevkurov, claimed to have persuaded fifty fighters to return to civilian life in the last year.

Security of transport infrastructure emerged as an issue. Bombings of trains in Dagestan have become an important security problem, with seven explosions occurring on trains in the last six months of 2009 alone and mounting attacks in 2010. The attacks appear to be part of a campaign to strike Russian railway infrastructure, which forced Moscow to introduce armoured trains in the North Caucasus.26

The situation in Chechnya, however, showed every sign of improvement, allowing civilian life, reconstruction, and development to go forward. In April 2009, Moscow announced an end to its decade-long anti-terrorism campaign against militants in Chechnya, but has since had to step up the operations in Dagestan. The way security in Chechnya was restored was to entrust Ramzan Kadyrov with presidential powers and remove most restraints on his authority. Young and ruthless, Kadyrov came to power surrounded by his comrades-in-arms, with whom he and his father fought against the federal forces during the first war. Employing methods of dubious legality, he nevertheless succeeded in accumulating significant power as compared to all his predecessors. Society also experiences a war fatigue after fighting two campaigns, welcomes restoration of civilian institutions, and is prepared to go along with the existing authority, however unjust, corrupt, and cruel at times it may be.27

Still, jihadism found a fertile terrain in the North Caucasus after the first Chechen war, where it spread and settled, now only loosely connected to the original cause. The romantic image of heroism and self-sacrifice, reinforced by Islamist global ideology, finance,28 and know how became appealing for young people.

The fact that Russia is a secular state with a recent and bloody history of abuse of Muslims gives credence to this ideology in the same way as Western wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. Islamists in the North Caucasus adhere to the same Salafi views and principles upheld by similar groups worldwide. Patrick Armstrong argues that



this is the very same war, animated by the same ideology, using the same methods and fought for the same purpose, which we see in the USA, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia and around the world. It’s just being fought in a different place. But, because that place is Russia, many in the Kommentariat cannot make the connection.29




Presently, there is no coherent discourse or political movement towards secular independence in the North Caucasus, implying weak links between security problems and minority grievances. Ideological elements prevail instead in the attacks in the North Caucasus and elsewhere. Radicalization, which had happened as a result of the wars in Chechnya, weakened its connection to the original cause, but created linkages between groups developed during the fighting. The present phenomenon is less ethnically based, but an all-Caucasian movement with stronger coordination between its parts and a sense of belonging to a global Islamist movement. Most of the Chechen fighters no longer fight for Chechen independence or the Republic of Ichkeria, but for a bigger cause that does not project clear territorial boundaries.

Islamist movements attract mostly young people. The experience of the last decade shows that youth problems, mitigated in the previous era by Soviet upbringing, army service, and social organization at the workplace, emerged as a potentially destabilizing syndrome. An increasing number of young people, on the one hand, influenced by the forces of globalization and, on the other hand, locked in their own closed milieu, creates strain in Caucasian societies.

Given the high birth rates among Caucasian groups, the proportion of young people is higher than in the rest of Russia, while the education and social care systems have undergone an erosion since the Soviet era. Propaganda of internationalist values, typical for the Soviet times, subsided at schools and workplaces, making the youth less tolerant towards other groups than their Sovietized fathers and grandfathers. As a result, intermixing of groups, still typical for the Federation as a whole, is less pronounced in the North Caucasus. Decline of agriculture and absence of artificial measures to keep the population where they lived worked to increase migration of young people from the countryside into the cities, which in its turn creates internal pressures.

Social dislocation of modern times produces new problems but also opens new opportunities. The North Caucasian societies experience a crisis of traditional authority in which respect for elders was paramount. Nowadays, young men more often listen to their leaders closer in age, who understand modern times better, and have more glamorous and heroic role models. Aspirations towards a glamorous lifestyle, seemingly accessible and promoted by mass media, make young men easily mobilizeable to rally behind youth leaders with ties to business and the underworld that have money and things to offer.




Governance and patronage



Moscow under Yeltsin initially approached the North Caucasus with a view that a breakaway tendency can trigger a domino effect and Russia might follow the USSR route. Putin’s leadership came to appreciate that political processes in the North Caucasus are unique to the region and do not extrapolate to the rest of the Federation.

The realization that separatism, which could lead to the dissolution of the Federation, was no longer on the agenda created a sense of relief. At the same time, the need to develop policies to address specific Caucasian realities became very real. The federal government struggles with it to this day. It responded to the regional challenges through a combination of security and development policies. Presently, it tries to come to grips with four interrelated issues: Islamism, youth problems, political participation, and elite formation.

In terms of governance, elites are the number one problem. Elites in the Caucasus demonstrated considerable fluidity and often it is unclear who can be considered as ‘elites’. First post-Soviet elites were rough-and-ready ‘power barons’. Individuals, as they amassed enormous wealth in the 1990s, such as Magomed Khachilayev in Dagestan, hardly did so on merit or owed their rise to good lineage, but achieved success because of their ruthlessness, use of opportunities, and ability to command loyalty among ethnic supporters. However, their survival record proved rather poor.

Those from that cohort who managed to stay alive during the Yeltsin period preferred to transfer to the relative safety of Moscow, where many Caucasian ‘power barons’, such as Gadji Makhachev, former leader of Imam Shamil Avar National Front from Dagestan, reside, enjoying a varying degree of respect. The informal authority of such figures within the republics subsided, although did not wane altogether.

With the removal of the most ostentatious figures, the patronage system became less volatile. It serves as a basis of governance, as follows. Links between a patron in the centre of network, who can access resources and opportunities, allowing him to distribute benefits to his clients on a recurring basis, demand that the clients demonstrate their loyalty when the patron calls for it. Such patronage networks are vertically organized and competition and bargaining occurs only at the top level, leaving little room for horizontal alliances. External threat, such as federal intervention in Chechnya, can foster horizontal solidarity, but an event of such magnitude seldom happens. Islamism became a new form of political participation and an alternative network outside of traditional patronage. It is no wonder that some find this liberating, as in Islamic ummah questions of hierarchy of ethnic groups, social status, and material wealth do not apply.

Political participation is a controversial topic, as the North Caucasus is a unique region of the Federation where political contestation gets underway. The question is whether we can speak of participation by the ordinary people, or if it is only feasible to achieve participation of local elites. Given the social fabric of the North Caucasus, it is not unusual for a constituency to rally behind their candidate in a formal or informal competition on the basis of a common group affiliation rather than merits of individual contenders. As a result, earlier attempts at elections seldom led to truly democratic outcomes, but emphasized cleavages between groups instead. Thus, patronage acts as an obstacle to participation: elites determine horizontally organized bargains between vertically organized networks.

Moscow tried to solve the problem of how the North Caucasus should be governed in different ways. The Yeltsin period witnessed a tendency to outsource as much power to the republican level as it could, as it was preoccupied with more pressing matters, and neglected internal developments. In the case of Chechnya, this proved to be a disaster. In the other republics the presidents emerged as local fiefs. Without moving their jobs, most presidents transferred from Soviet nomenklatura servants into all-powerful sultans. Their main task was to keep peace between rival groupings. This task took up considerable energy, as well as financial resources allocated by Moscow for development needs.

Outsourcing power may have been a necessary step, but it did not improve governance. Development of indigenous governing cadre remains one of Moscow’s weaknesses, which continues to affect its personnel policy in the region. The problem is that there are few ready-made trustworthy and suitable indigenous administrators who could govern competently and fairly. Sending Russian outsiders has an advantage of them being immune to local patronage networks, but this also makes them less effective and less politically acceptable. Moreover, governing through Moscow appointees renders nasty colonial under-tones and parallels with the Russian imperial past.

The Putin (and later Putin–Medvedev) period saw a more interventionist approach signalled by the removal of Ruslan Aushev, the first president of Ingushetia. The office of the republican presidency strengthened in the 2000s, in the case of Chechnya to an extreme height. Elections are no longer practised, and the leaders are nominated by the Russian president chosen out of the list of candidatures presented by the republican legislatures.

As the Soviet cadre was stepping down and power-holders of the Yeltsin period were not always a success, short-term measures had to be worked out by the Kremlin. The pattern that emerged was to appoint representatives of the dominant group with a long service record in federal structures elsewhere in the Federation, mostly from a security background. The rationale behind this was that such cadre would be better in executing central policies, it would ensure closer collaboration with central agencies, and it could be trusted with federal funds for reconstruction and development. Ingushetia’s Murat Zyazikov, an ex-FSB officer, was a characteristic example.

Elite bargaining and competition in the republics continue, but not as overtly as in the 1990s. In an absence of direct elections, two separate arenas for political competition exist in the North Caucasus. One is a public arena, in which politicians appeal to their constituencies and to the federal authorities, often employing various ‘political technologies’. Lobbying structures in Moscow are activated for the purpose of servicing the former. The other is a hidden arena, where elites compete over access to state resources influencing the head of the republic directly who is the supreme arbiter in conflict between local interest groups.30

The change of power is the time when insecurity is the greatest. Usually, the periods of anticipated leadership change or confirmation of the incumbent in office are associated with aggravation of instability, when power rivalries are at their height. For instance, relatively stable Kabardino-Balkaria plunged into violence in 2010 when the terms of office of the current president, Arsen Kanokov, expired on 28 September. Kanokov, a Kabardin, was the republican president since 2005, when Vladimir Kokov, who ruled it for fifteen years, resigned for health reasons.31

The question is then how is it possible to breed loyal and effective governing cadre in the given circumstances? The Soviet school of nomenklatura formation is gone, when the indigenous cadre was rotated through a system of all-Union appointments before being planted into senior jobs in their home regions. Such a school of elite breeding is unavailable, as it requires a long time horizon, a system of material and ideological incentives, and the commitment of the federal centre to a stable set of policies. The last representative of this type is Taimuraz Mamsurov in North Ossetia who rose to prominence through the old party ranks and succeeded Alexandr Dzasokhov in 2005, replaced after the Beslan tragedy. He was confirmed in office in 2010 for a second term.

Tiny Ingushetia proved a tough nut to crack. The republic witnessed two subsequent changes to improve its governability. Ruslan Aushev was believed to enjoy too cosy links with the leaders of the republic’s underworld for Moscow’s liking. His successor, Zyazikov, failed Moscow’s expectations by plunging the republic into worse corruption and intergroup rivalries; he used his position to promote business interests of his own clan, allegedly ‘sold’ protection to insurgents, and was reported to be behind the assassinations of his political opponents.32 In 2008, he was removed to give way to another security appointee, supposedly less corrupt Yunus-Bek Yevkurov, formerly deputy head of the Volga–Ural Military District headquarters.33 One of Yevkurov’s initiatives was to try to resolve the long-standing dispute with North Ossetia over Prigorodniy District. Yevkurov tried to live up to his pledge to fight corruption and lawlessness in the republic, and sacked his entire cabinet twice in three years in power. He nearly lost his life in an assassination attempt on him in 2009.

The other experiment was with the appointments of modernizing types. Arsen Kanokov of Kabardino-Balkaria who had developed his business in Moscow and accumulated independent wealth is one such figure. The Kremlin hoped that appointing modernizers would bring economic rejuvenation and better business practices, while individuals who amassed fortunes elsewhere would be less prone to corruption. Another example of modernizing appointment was that of Boris Yebzeyev in Karachaevo-Cherkessia in 2008 who was a lawyer by background with little experience of working in his republic prior to obtaining the executive job. He proved unable to retain power despite economic success – in 2010 industrial production rose by 14 per cent – as he did not manage to overcome the resistance of the local elites to an outsider and refused to bow to ethnic pressures. When he unveiled his new government in 2008, he made clear that his selection was based on purely meritocratic grounds. A Greek, Vladimir Kayshev, was appointed prime minister rather than a Circassian, but Yebzeyev was forced to dismiss him in April 2010 under an ultimatum. The thirty-five-year-old Rashid Temrezov was confirmed in power after Yebzeyev’s haste resignation in February 2011.

Thus, two types of centrally appointed leaders have emerged in the post-Yeltsin period: representatives of security power structures versus economic modernizers. However, a third type appears to be in the making. In Chechnya and Dagestan a rise of powerful dynasties appears to have become an established ruling practice, contributing to what Nikolay petrov calls ‘political archaisation’ of the region. Ramzan Kadyrov in Chechnya succeeded his father, becoming president in March 2007, and is the only politician who came from outside the Soviet/Russian elite breeding system, having spent most of his formative years in resistance in the woods. In September 2010, Kadyrov, apparently encouraged by the Kremlin, made peace with the Yamadayevs, one of the most powerful clans that opposed him, ending a blood feud.34 The Yamadayevs were accusing the Chechen president of killing their two brothers. Both families fought against the federal troops in the first war but turned against the jihadists in the second and fought for Moscow. After a fall out, two Yamadayevs (Sulim and Ruslan) and Kadyrov senior were killed, with each side blaming the other for the deaths.

Kadyrov’s accumulation of power in Chechnya is such that controlling him from the centre became increasingly problematic. Valery Dzutzev remarks that ‘the state of Kadyrov’s rule in Chechnya means that it can hardly be reformed. The only way of going ahead with changes in Chechnya is removing Kadyrov from his position.’35 In the meantime, the Kremlin did just the opposite: in February 2011 President Dmitri Medvedev asked Kadyrov to stay for a second term.

Dagestan offers the strangest case of dynastic succession. Magomedali Magomedov, a Dargin, was a political survivor who ruled the republic for nearly twenty years (1987–2006). The Kremlin replaced him with an Avar, Mukhu Aliyev, the republican parliamentary speaker and another Soviet cadre, but the choice proved unsatisfactory and Aliyev served only one term. The 2010 presidential nomination was associated with elections-style overt competition between elite groups, which composed appeals for or against five rival candidates and held rallies. The Kumyks even staged a sizeable demonstration in Makhachkala, protesting against what they saw as denigration of their standing during Aliev’s presidency.

Magomedsalam Magomedov, the son of the old republic’s leader, was chosen to replace Aliyev and succeed his father. Magomedov was not a front runner and his appointment was postponed until the last minute, implying a serious power struggle behind closed doors.36 Magomed Abdullayev, who had an association with Dmitri Medvedev in the past, was rumoured to be the presidential favourite, but did not make it in the end. He was quickly appointed by Magomedov as the head of government, a position that was number two in the republic, in an apparent bid to appease Moscow.







Moscow’s approach


The federal centre is concerned with three main issues in the region – security, development, and ways of managing the multi-ethnicity of the Federation. Security remains an overarching concern; what varies is the approach to how it is best achieved.

The security sector looms large in the North Caucasus. Continuous turmoil led to a proliferation of various federal and republic structures in the region, which treat each other as rival security providers. Federal agencies tend to oversee the activities of their local counterparts rather than maintain routine operations themselves, concentrating on anti-terrorism. The question the centre is faced with is to what extent the republican structures could be trusted with delivering security in their republics. There is extensive evidence that local operational structures, for example kadyrovtsy in Chechnya, are likely to create more problems than they resolve. Loyalty of rank-and-file members cannot be taken for granted, as connections through family and clan networks make it possible for the adversary to solicit collaboration. Moreover, two extra-regional events – recognition of South Ossetia by Russia in 2008 and Sochi Olympics in 2014 – frame the security situation in the North Caucasus, raising its stakes for Moscow.

Moscow’s constraint is that it remains apprehensive of the North Caucasus after spectacular disasters of the 1990s. It is unwilling to intervene decisively into internal political developments and reluctant to act against vested interests, thinking this to be too risky. The federal centre seeks to play the role of an arbiter between groups, but leaves the treatment of minorities in the hands of the republican presidents. The ‘better to deal with the devil we know’ attitude means that Moscow is prepared to close its eyes on the developments that it would not tolerate elsewhere. It is more convenient to pay the republican leaderships to keep local elites satisfied, so that they can control their populations. In this way, there is no real need to expand broad political participation, which is likely to become manipulated by the elites to their advantage.

In such circumstances, it is difficult for Moscow to pursue a consistent set of policies based on coherent principles. As a result, republican presidents more often than not have an upper hand in their arguments with the centre, even if the latter expresses public dissatisfaction, as in Dagestan. Dominance of short-term considerations in Moscow politics creates a reactive approach to the region.

The current trend in Moscow is a change from a ‘stability first’ maxim to a developmental perspective, in a belief that raising economic and social standards would bring about a more harmonious society. In the 1990s the state coffers were largely empty and the Kremlin’s ability to invest into developmental projects was limited. In the 2000s the federal centre acquired an opportunity to do so with an increase in energy revenues. Construction of roads, public buildings (including state-financed mosques), airports, bus terminals, hospitals, and rehabilitation of resorts to attract tourists is underway. Still, corruption, extortion, and pressure from local power-holders to allocate federal contracts to the ‘right people’ produce impediments to development. Making the North Caucasus a holiday destination proved a utopian project, as a shoulder-launched surface-to-air missile managed to down a helicopter-load of tourists, and three skiers were gunned down by militants who stopped their minibus.

To give credence to a modernizing development course, in January 2010, President Medvedev created a new North Caucasus federal district37 appointing Aleksandr Khloponin, a former banker and Norilsk Nickel board chairman, as a presidential envoy there.38 This appointment signalled that the Kremlin prioritized economic rejuvenation over security in its dealing with the region. Emphasis on development is based upon the premise that raising living standards would produce peace. In September 2010, Khloponin unveiled a fifteen-year strategy to create 400,000 new jobs and an annual economic growth of 7.7 per cent.

Establishment of a separate district was met in Stavropol krai without enthusiasm, as local society did not see the need to integrate with the autonomous republics any further thanwas already the case and prefers to look northwards instead. It was apprehensive that creation of administrative and educational facilities that go with the district’s new identity would lead to more trouble. From this perspective, Pyatigorsk, the capital, would be a target of terrorist attacks, as already happened in August 2010. An influx of Caucasians, drafted to work in public bodies and enrolled into universities, would aggravate krai’s interethnic problems. The creation of the North Caucasus Federal District has the inadvertent effect of exporting highland problems to Stavropol krai.

Politicians in Southern Russia, watching generous federal subsidies to the Caucasus compared to meagre budget allocations to their own regions, are not entirely comfortable with this. They arrive at a conclusion that Moscow’s policy is to buy stability. Deputy chair of Stavropol krai parliament Ilya Drozdov pointed out that,



today we witness that federal centre tries to put down fires in the Caucasian republics by pouring money in. This became a vicious circle: the more bombings happens in a place, the more money that place gets. Presently the amounts of federal subsidies which Chechnya and Stavropol Krai receive, are vastly different. Last year Chechnya got 125 billion roubles from the state budget and this year – 80 billion.39




Despite federal subsidies and tax breaks, economies of the republics remain weak with few functioning businesses beyond subsistence agriculture. Formal employment is lower than in the rest of the Federation, although many people are busy in informal economy, casual labour, and have relatives elsewhere in the country who send money home. Challenges are particularly acute in Dagestan, where the republican leadership sought to justify the continuous need for central subsidies by claiming that the precarious security situation prevents the economy to pick up. Moscow becomes less sympathetic to this argument, seeing the chicken-and-egg dilemma the other way round. In the words of premier Vladimir Putin: ‘maybe, it [the situation in Dagestan] is so complicated because the conditions for the development of small and medium enterprises were not created’.40 Thus, a vicious circle unfolds: security problems diminish socio-economic development while diminished socio-economic development increases security problems.

President Magomedsalam Magomedov appeared to get the signal. He was more honest with his countrymen in his first Address to People’s Assembly compared to his predecessors: ‘in terms of labour productivity, we lag behind the Russian average 2.3 times. We work worse and live worse. Only federal subsidies prevent us to feel the full measure of this.’41

Trenin, Malashenko, and Lieven suggest transformation of traditional societies by modernization, democratization, and the inclusion into global processes as a way forward. They outline challenges of multiculturalism and the need to harmonize Muslim cultural autonomy with the European development model that Russia aspires to. In relation to Chechnya, they note that ‘a key objective is to make the Chechen elite responsible for the republic in the eyes of their own people.’42

However, managing the diversity of the Russian Federation is a challenge, especially in the North Caucasus. The politics of identity is complicated, combining elements of Russian citizenry with Caucasian affiliation. From the onset, Moscow refused to put ethnicity and language into the cornerstone of the new state ideology, understanding the dangers of playing an ethnic card in a state with large minorities present. This meant that distinct identities of the North Caucasian groups continued to flourish and even got reinforced, leading to intra-regional tensions at times such as between Chechnya and Ingushetia.

The Russian public at large views North Caucasian minorities with apprehension. The ‘us and them’ paradigm projects itself into majority-minority relations outside the region. For example, a fight in a holiday camp between Chechen and local children in Tuapse in Krasnodar Krai in summer 2010 quickly acquired an inter-ethnic resonance.

Popular attitudes towards North Caucasian minorities among Russian society are mostly affected not by developments in the region, to where few have ever been, but by the increasing numbers settling down in large Russian cities. As compared to Muslim minorities in the West, North Caucasians are far more culturally integrated into mainstream Russian society in terms of lifestyle, fashion, popular entertainment, and social intermix. Yet, the Muslim way of life is also becoming more noticeable in public space, which is likely to lead to demands for more concessions to it.

Moscow was complacent to rising tensions between Russians and Caucasians in big cities, not regarding fights between youth groups in interethnic terms, before a large-scale fight in Maneage Square in December 2010 for which police was unprepared. However, it stopped further spread of violence quickly and decisively.





Conclusion: into an uncertain future


For Russia’s elites, a return to the Soviet paradigm when ethnically or religiously driven demands were suppressed, is not possible or desirable. The key dilemma for governance in the North Caucasus is that, on the one hand, the Russian state is sufficiently open and tolerant to allow expression of popular claims and grievances, and, to an extent, political competition between elites and not to suppress demands and impose solutions. On the other hand, society has not matured enough to be tolerant of diversity and to be able to overcome ethnic barriers or group loyalties. The landscape of the region combines formal political toleration with social intolerance. The emergence of Islamism only overshadows this dilemma, as it imposes an immediate security problem. It is not clear whether in the conditions of acute insecurity and unreliability of local elites that prevail in the region, any coherent policy towards minorities can be elaborated, let alone put into practice.

How to integrate the North Caucasus would present a challenge for Moscow for years and maybe decades to come. This would be complicated by changing the demographic balance, as birth rates of the North Caucasian groups are the highest in the Federation. Religious factor would also play an increasing role, as North Caucasian minorities living elsewhere in the Federation are becoming more explicitly Muslim and more determined to preserve the Muslim way of life outside of their home region.

In his 2007 exploration of terrorism James Hughes argues for the right of Chechnya to be given independence the same way as the South Caucasian states achieved theirs.43 The current author does not see the answer to the security and development problems of the North Caucasus in the republics gaining independence from the Russian Federation for the following reasons. First, whereas separatist movements of varying strengths existed in the early 1990s, by the end of the decade they have subsided and almost disappeared at present, supplanted by more vibrant Islamist ideology which does not pursue coherent territorial claims. In the absence of such movements it would not be possible to exclude the North Caucasus from the Federation for ‘bad behaviour’.

Second, ethnic groups often have more problems with each other with regards to territorial and identity claims, and look up to Moscow as an arbiter, expecting it to make rulings in their favour. Federal centre also acts to ensure that nobody fares too badly.

Third, federal subsidies and work opportunities for the growing labor force elsewhere in the Federation do not have easily available replacements. The likely scenario resulting from independence would be for poverty to deepen rather than having the republics flourish economically after being freed from ‘Moscow’s diktat’.

The federal government would not allow separation to happen either, even if some politicians privately admit that the Russian state would have been better off without the burden of a poorly integrated, troublesome North Caucasus. In the case of withdrawal, they see a potential for emergence of a new Afghanistan on the Russian borders. Following this logic, the Soviet withdrawal in 1989 from Afghanistan created a power vacuum into which destructive forces moved in and took root outside of international scrutiny until they started to threaten the external world. Left to its own devices, the North Caucasus can descend down the same route, with Russia being the main target of attack.

Thus, Moscow will remain the ruler in the North Caucasus for the foreseeable future and will have to find a strategy of integrating it better into the rest of the Federation. The biggest challenge is how differences between groups can be managed and which remedies are effective against proliferation of Islamism. The alternative would be to erect higher barriers between the North Caucasus and the rest of the Federation.




Notes


1 Федеральная служба государственной статистики (Federal State Statistics Service) (2011). ‘Информационные материалы об окончательных итогах Всероссийской переписи населения 2010 года [Information on the final results of the 2010 All-Russian Population Census]’ (in Russian). Всероссийская перепись населения 2010 года [2010 All-Russia Population Census]. Federal State Statistics Service.

2 ‘North Caucasus’ Ethnic Russian Population Shrinks as Indigenous Populations Grow Publication’, Eurasia Daily Monitor 6 (210), 13 November 2009; Caucasus Analysis, Valery Dzutsev referring to Valery Tishkov, www.valerytishkov.ru.

3 Charles King, The Ghost of Freedom: A History of the Caucasus, Oxford University Press, 2008, p. 249.

4 ‘Karachayevo-Cherkessia President Steps Down’, 26 February 2011, www.rferl.org/content/karachayevo_cherkessia_president_steps_down/2321813.html.

5 Vladimir Karpets cited by Paul Goble in ‘Mass Exodus of Russians from North Caucasus Threatens Russian Federation’s Existence’, 5 April 2010, http://georgiandaily.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=18051&Itemid=134.

6 Dagestan Territorial Branch of Federal State Statistics Service, http://dagstat.gks.ru/munstat/default.aspx.

7 Anna Matveeva, The North Caucasus: Russia’s Fragile Borderland, The Royal Institute of International Affairs, London, 1999, pp. 30–32.

8 For historical overview see Anna Zelkina, In Quest for God and Freedom: Sufi Responses to the Russian Advance in the North Caucasus, NYU Press, 2000.

9 For the overview and historical background see Enver Kisriev, Ислам и Власть в Дагестане, Moscow: OGI, 2004.

10 ‘Ramzan on a Roll’, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty North Caucasus Report, 18 March 2011. www.rferl.org/content/caucasus_report_ramzan_on_a_roll/2342891.html.

11 М. Тангиев, ‘Миротворческие инициативы нового президента Ингушетии’ Сеть этномониторинга EAWARN, 14 May 2009. http://eawarn.ru/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=246&Itemid=40.

12 Svetlana Akkieva, ‘The Caucasus: One or Many? A View from the Region.’ Nationalities Papers 36 (2), May 2008, pp. 253–273, p. 268.

13 Debate on the topic can be followed on Kavkazskii Uzel, see for instance, ‘Адыгэ Хасэ: идея единой Черкесии не является угрозой для целостности России’, 22 January 2010, www.kavkaz-uzel.ru/articles/164515/.

14 Хлопонин обсудил с жителями Кабардино-Балкарии земельную проблему, 23 July 2010, www.kavkaz-uzel.ru/articles/171990/.

15 For full coverage of jihadism, see Gordon Hahn’s ‘Islam, Islamism and Politics in Eurasia’, project of the Monterey Terrorism and Research and Education Program (MonTREP) at the Monterey Institute for International Studies (MIIS), Monterey, California: www.miis.edu/academics/faculty/ghahn/report.

16 http://en.rian.ru/russia/20091208/157152848.html.

17 ‘Violence Reported Across the North Caucasus’, North Caucasus Analysis 11 (4), 13 August 2010, The Jamestown Foundation.

18 For a profile of Buryatskii see Gordon M. Hahn, ‘Islam, Islamism, and Politics in Eurasia Report’, No. 5, 20 December 2009, www.cdi.org/russia/johnson/2009–231–23.cfm.

19 One of the original Arab jihadists who helped Khattab ignite the second war in Chechnya was killed; on the 22nd the ‘Emir of Grozny’ was killed in Makhachkala; another leader was killed in Kabardino-Balkaria on the 25th; on the 30th a raid in Ufa captured the local leader.

20 http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100821/160287942.html.

21 http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100821/160289321.html.

22 http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100828/160369994.html.

23 12 April 2011, http://rian.ru/defense_safety/20110412/363589116.html.

24 Malashenko, cited at RFE/RL, ‘Terrorist Wave Raises Doubts About Moscow’s North Caucasus Strategy’, 16 February 2011, www.rferl.org/content/doubts_about_moscow_north_caucasus_strategy/2311376.html.

25 Orlov, cited at RFE/RL, ‘Terrorist Wave Raises Doubts About Moscow’s North Caucasus Strategy’, 16 February 2011, www.rferl.org/content/doubts_about_moscow_north_caucasus_strategy/2311376.html.

26 Andrew McGregor, ‘Armoured Trains Return to the Russian North Caucasus’, Eurasia Daily Monitor 7 (36), 23 February 2010, Jamestown Foundation.

27 Anna Matveeva ‘Chechnya: Dynamics of War and Peace’, Problems of Post-Communism 54 (3), May/June 2007, pp. 3–15.

28 For instance, a cashbook detailing payments from local extortions, UAE, Turkey, Georgia and Azerbaijan was apprehended in January 2010 in Dagestan, – http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100102/157443460.html.

29 Patrick Armstrong, Russian Federation Weekly Sitrep, 7 January 2010, www.russia-otherpointsofview.com.

30 Brent Hierman makes the same point in relation to Kyrgyzstan; see ‘What Use was the Election to us? Clientalism and Political Trust Among Ethnic Uzbeks in Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan’, Nationalities Papers 38 (2), March 2010, pp. 245–263, p. 247.

31 Profile on Kanokov; see in Kavkazskii Uzel, 5 October 2005, www.kavkaz-uzel.ru/articles/84939/.

32 The most prominent murder was of Magomed Yevloyev, killed in December 2008, allegedly after a mid-air dispute with Zyazikov on the plane, http://en.rian.ru/russia/20091211/157200363.html.

33 http://en.rian.ru/russia/20081030/118049758.html.

34 www.worldbulletin.net/news_detail.php?id=62959.

35 Valery Dzutzev, ‘Moscow Grows Weary Over Kadyrov’s Excessive Independence’, North Caucasus Analysis 11 (4), 13 August 2010, Jamestown Foundation.

36 Valery Dzutsev, ‘Medvedev Picks Candidate With Long-Standing Political Ties as Dagestan’s President’, Eurasia Daily Monitor 7 (28), 10 February 2010.

37 The district comprises Stavropol krai, Dagestan, Chechen Republic, Ingushetia, North Ossetia-Alania, Karachayevo-Cherkessia, and Kabardino-Balkaria.

38 ‘Medvedev Appoints Ex-top Manager in Charge of Volatile Caucasus’, 19 January 2010, http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100119/157614943.html.

39 ‘Никакой Хлопонин ничего не решит, пока они руководят’, Журнал «Власть» № 4 (858) от 01.02.2010, www.kommersant.ru/doc.aspx?DocsID=1311545.

40 Valery Dzutsev ‘Russian Leadership Forced to Personally Monitor the Situation in the North Caucasus’, North Caucasus Analysis 11, 6 July 2010, The Jamestown Foundation.

41 Magomedsalam Magomedov, Послание Президента Республики Дагестан Народному Собранию РД, 29 June 2010, www.riadagestan.ru/interview/2010/06/29/296/.

42 Dmitrii Trenin, Alexei Malashenko with Anatol Lieven, ‘Russia’s Restless Frontier: the Chechnya Factor in Post-Soviet Russia’, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Washington D.C., 2004.

43 James Hughes, Chechnya: From Nationalism to Jihad, University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia, 2007.




Part III
Majority and minority identities




7
The ethno-political pendulum

The dynamics of the relationship between ethnic minorities and majorities in post-Soviet Russia

Emil Pain

The course of Russian history has often been compared to the movement of a pendulum. This metaphor is fitting as it reflects the drastic fluctuations and inversions that have always been a fundamental part of the country’s development. This is a nation where revolutions are superseded by counter-revolutions, followed by periods of stalemate, only to end in further revolution. As a result, cyclic imagery is a popular tool for describing almost any period of Russian history. The beginning of the twenty-first century brought with it a dramatic turnabout in Russian politics. Counter-reforms replaced the liberal reforms of the 1990s, which have led to the increased centralisation of government, monopolisation of the economy, restriction of people’s right to free speech, and other signs of an authoritarian form of government. In a work published in 2004, I began to explore one specific aspect of Russian history in terms of this pendulum model: namely the dynamics of the relationship between the country’s ethnic-Russian majority and other ethnic groups (for the purposes of this chapter, I will refer to them as the ethnic minority). In its simplest form the concept of the ethno-political pendulum can be explained as follows. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, ethnic minorities were the first to overcome their identity crisis by means of ethnic mobilisation. The ethnic majority retaliated, resulting in the growth of Russian nationalism; which in turn stirred up the ethnic minority population even further.1 The Russian government merely adapted to these fluctuations in mood, following the lead of whichever political group seemed more active at any given moment in time. This is my analysis of the evolution of Russia’s ethno-political situation.



Ethnic minorities become more active: the ethno-political pendulum is set in motion


The beginning of Russia’s post-Soviet history (the period from 1991–1994) was dominated by the activity of ethnic minority groups and movements, particularly those of the Chechens, Tatars and Yakuts and many others who had their own autonomous republics within Russian territory.

In the run up-to and immediately following the collapse of the Soviet Union the leaders of all autonomous Russian republics took advantage of the growth in national consciousness among their people and declared their sovereignty, demanding autonomy similar to that formerly granted to the Republics of the Soviet Union. The new declarations of sovereignty did have certain features that set them apart from those made by the former Union Republics. Unlike the sovereign status of the Union Republics, which, unquestionably, contributed to the collapse of the Soviet Union, the sovereignty of the Russian republics did not yield an equally dramatic result. Although these demands for autonomy did alarm many politicians and analysts, who started to refer to this process as “a parade of sovereignty” on the part of Russia’s republics, for the most part they never went beyond demanding enhanced political autonomy.2 The level of political demands in the 1990s of only a couple of national elites came close to demanding complete independence of their republic from the Federation. The original version of the Constitution of the Republic of Tatarstan identified the republic as “a sovereign state, subject to international law”.3 The republic passed the Law on Subsurface, which guaranteed the Republic of Tatarstan full ownership and control of its mineral resources. Meanwhile, the law “On the Military Duty and Military Service of the Citizens of the Republic of Tatarstan”, of 14 March 1991, meant that citizens of the republic only had to perform their compulsory military service within the borders of Tatarstan.4

Alarmed by an upsurge in armed national conflicts and hoping to avoid the mistakes made by Mikhail Gorbachev in the formulation of his unsuccessful nationalist policy, the Russian government started off by supporting the republics’ declarations of sovereignty and the creation within some of them of the institution of presidency. The creation of the Council of Republic Heads, which addressed questions of federal politics under the chairmanship of Boris Yeltsin, contributed to the enhancement of their real political independence and to the authority of the republics. This Council immediately elevated heads of the republics from the ranks of other leaders of Federation’s subjects (kraj and oblast). The other main concession that President Yeltsin’s administration made to the elites of the national republics were to begin treaty relations with some of the republics, which resulted in the Federative Treaty (1992), the Public Concord Treaty (1994) and, most importantly, the Treaty On Delimitation of Jurisdictional Entities and Mutual Delegation of Authority between the State Bodies of the Russian Federation and the State Bodies of the Republic of Tatarstan (1994–1995).

For some time, this policy of concession yielded positive results. Right up until mid-1992 Russia was one of the only multinational states in the post-Soviet world to succeed in avoiding the outbreak of violent ethnic conflicts on its territory. However, towards the end of 1992 several nationalist movements began to renew their activity in the republics, in spite of the Russian administration’s marked readiness to make concessions.

Of all the nationalist groups, it was the Chechen nationalists that were the most uncompromising in their stand against the Kremlin. Even in the beginning of 1991 the United Congress of the Chechen People carried out a successful coup in the Chechen-Ingush Republic, which led to the establishment of the Chechen Republic of Ichkeria. In October 1991, the Congress declared martial law, arbitrarily divided up the territory of Checheno-Ingushetia and held so-called “presidential elections”. As a result of these elections, Dzhokhar Dudayev, the leader of the Congress, became the new President of Ichkeria. The “President” announced as early as March 1992 that Chechnya would only agree to negotiate with the Russian government once it officially recognised the republic’s sovereignty.5 According to eyewitnesses this period saw a significant rise in nationalist rhetoric, with slogans such as “Chechnya for the Chechens!” becoming increasingly popular. From 1991 citizens of non-Chechen ethnicity, who at the time represented almost 40 per cent of the republic’s population (approximately 370,000 people out of a population of approximately one million) could expect to be summarily forced out of their homes. These expelled citizens obtained nothing in return for their lost homes and possessions; moreover, refusal or even delay in obeying such orders would often be punished by beatings, rape and even death.6

Between 1992 and 1993 there was a dramatic resurgence of nationalist movements in a number of other Russian autonomies. In Tatarstan this period saw the rise of such movements as the “All-Tatar Social Centre”, the Sovereignty (“Suverenitet”) Committee, the “Ittifaq” Party, the “Azatlyk” Youth Alliance, the “Democratic Islamic Party”, the Mardjani Movement and many more. Meanwhile, there was an emergence of active nationalist movements in Dagestan, such as the Avarian “Front of Imam Shamil”, the Lak “Kazikumukh”, the Dargin “Tsadesh”, Kumyk “Tenglik”, Lezgian “Sadval”.

At first these organisations proved immensely influential, wielding enough power to challenge the official administrations in their respective autonomies. However, by the mid-1990s their authority had already begun to wane.7 The reason for this decline in authority can be attributed to the fact that in most of the territories, the nationalist parties in question had succeeded in achieving many of their political goals. As time went on, many of the movements and their leaders burned out. Moreover, many of the more radical leaders proved themselves to be inept political managers, which led to widespread disillusionment in the movements. As political attention focused more and more on privatisation, new political institutions and bodies absorbed some of the ethnic radicals. However, in my opinion, the main reason for this decline was that the Communist nomenclature, which had been the de facto leaders of many of the “nationalist movements” in the majority of the republics, had got what it most wanted out of the arrangement, i.e. self-preservation, and no longer needed the support of nationalism. Mintimer Shaimiev, the head of the Tatar regional committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), Bashkiria’s Murtaza Rakimov, the head of the State Council of Dagestan, M. Magomedov, and the communist and Soviet leaders of several other republics were all named presidents of their respective republics and after this were increasingly more inclined to make compromises with Moscow. Having cemented their authority, the republics’ “newold” leaders now regarded the leaders of the radical nationalist movements that had helped bring them to power as their main competitors.

It was precisely these leaders that were the first to try out the technique of “softly crushing the opposition”; they also started the trend for faking election campaigns that has since become very popular with the federal authorities when it comes to parliamentary and presidential elections. The crushing of opposition movements began in earnest in the mid-1990s. Romay Yuldush, the leader of the Tatar “Azatlyk” Youth Movement, describes how this happened:



It got really tough in 1995, when all the opposition forces – be they liberal, social-democrat or communist – found themselves eased out of the State Council as a result of President Shaimiev’s electoral manipulations. The authority of the ruling elite became limitless. Authoritarianism, suppression of freedom of speech, political manipulations. The ruling party would always win 70–80% of the votes at elections.8





However, although many of the nationalist movements were effectively suppressed in the majority of republics and in spite of the fact that local political elites had grown stronger, there still was no evidence that nationalist activity was declining. It was just that the main activists had changed. At the end of the 1990s they became Russian nationalist organisations, which from 2000 onwards grew into a mass movement of fast-growing Russian nationalist groups.





The ethnic majority becomes more active: bringing together the ideas of imperialism and Russian nationalism


In 1991 in the whole country there were only a couple of dozen people who could be defined as members of Russian nationalist organisations, whereas in 2000 the youth skinhead movement alone had over 10,000 supporters; just three years later that number had tripled to 33,000.9 Moreover, these are merely the official statistics given by the Ministry of Internal Affairs; independent experts suggest that support for ultra-radical movements among the youth is even greater.10 One wonders: what are the reasons for this sudden rise in organised nationalism in Russia?

From the middle of the1990s an increase in ethnic consciousness became evident not only among ethnic minorities, but among all ethnic communities in Russia at large. For the first time in many years of observation, it became the ethnic majority that began to display a greater awareness of its ethnic identity. Between 1994 and 1999, in a study of a group of ethnic minorities (including the Tatars, the Bashkirians, the Ossetians and the Yakuts) the increase in the percentage of people who were acutely concerned with ethnicity was 10–15 per cent, whereas among Russian subjects it had doubled. At the same time there was a rise in more emotionally charged expressions of ethnic consciousness. Whereas in 1994 no more than 8 per cent of Russians, including those resident in the national republics, responded that “any means were acceptable for ensuring the well-being of their people”, in 1999 such a stance was shared by over a quarter of Russian respondents, both in the republics and in the Russian oblasts.11 By the end of the 1990s nearly 50 per cent of the Russian ethnic community supported (whether wholly or partly) the idea of “Russia for the Russians”. By 2002 the number rose above this level and since then has never dropped to below 53 per cent.12

Analysis of sociological monitoring data collected over the past 17 years (1990–2007) by the service, nowadays called Levada-Center (analysis of answers given by ethnic Russians to the question: “What is your attitude towards people belonging to other nationalities …?”), led to the following conclusions:

First, it became possible to select constructed phobias, completely influenced by mass media. Such phobias are revealed towards peoples with whom population of the Russian Federation had no direct contacts, and knew about them only from the existing descriptions. Phobias of that kind are very unstable and exposed to rapid increases and declines depending on the mass media information. Thus, for instance, during the Soviet rule the attitude towards Arabs in Russia was positive, whereas after the terrorist attacks in the USA in September 2001 it changed and became strongly negative. Later on when the number of references to “Arab terrorists” in the press has substantially decreased the attitudes to Arabs became neutral, even indifferent. The same is true about the rise and fall in anti-American attitudes.

Second, there exist relatively stable ethnic distances in relations with peoples, whose images depend on historically set stereotypes. Fluctuations in mass evaluations remain within the frameworks of stable intervals. It is reflected on a scale of ethnic prejudices existing among Russian population. For better understanding I divided it into three levels:

The first level – the highest degree of negativism – “minorities as enemies” To this category belong representatives of ethnic communities, that over 12 years arouse negative feelings in no less than 20 per cent of respondents.



	This extreme form of negativism was revealed over these years towards the Chechens and the Gypsies. These were the only groups arousing a negative attitude of more than 50 per cent of Russian respondents. Towards the Chechens such an attitude was fixed since 1995 and towards the Gypsies it was fixed since 2000.

	The next category within the first level – negative attitude towards the Azerbaijanis (the level of negative attitude has never been less than 30 per cent of respondents, and since 1998 it increased to 40 per cent).

	A still lower level of negative attitude but still within the first level was revealed towards the Armenians and the Georgians (the level of received negative assessments has never been lower than 27 per cent, but during the conflict with Georgia 45 per cent of respondents expressed their negative attitude towards this nation).

	The last category within the first level consists of peoples of Central Asia, who arouse negative feelings in 20–22 per cent of respondents. At the same time the volume of negative attitudes to representatives of this group increases in proportion to the growth of the group itself, which since 2000 is regarded as the main source of migrants to Russia.



The second level – “moderate negativism” – “minorities as “strangers”. Here we find:



	The Jews and the peoples from the Baltic republics who arouse negative feelings in 13 to 17 per cent of respondents (depending on the year);

	the Tatars and the Bashkirs – negative assessments varying from 12 to 15 per cent.



The third level – low degree of negativism – minorities viewed as “almost like ourselves”. Ethnic phobia did not exceed 10 per cent in relation to the ethnicaly related peoples, such as the Ukrainians and the Belorusians, though at the time of worsening of interstate relations with Ukraine, the number of negative assessments temporary increases. To the same group belong the Moldovans, the Poles, the Germans, and most of ethnic groups with territorial autonomies in the Urals, Siberia, and Far East of Russia. Negative attitudes towards representatives of such minorities are very feeble.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union the attitude of the Russians towards minorities changed. The USSR opposed any revelations of ethnicity and at the same time practised an imperial, protective attitude towards minorities: “They will profit from being with us” or “They cannot survive without us”, whereas today minorities are regarded as a threat to the ethnic majority.



	The highest degree of threats – separatism and terrorism – carriers: the Chechens and some other Muslim peoples in the North Caucasus.

	The next degree of threats – crime, deception, and unfair trade – carriers: the Gypsies, the Azerbaijanis, and to a certain extent some other Caucasian peoples.

	Still another degree of threats – spreading of an alien way of living – carriers: diasphora groups of Muslim minorities, originating from the Central Asia.

	All types of threats to a certain degree weaken the traditional (for both the Russian Empire and the USSR after the 1950s) type of negative attitude towards minorities as anti-Semitism.




Since the beginning of the twenty-first century, the role of populist political powers, attempting to profit politically from igniting ethnic phobias among the ethnic majority has strengthened. It is possible to highlight several political currents that exploited xenophobia and presented a combination of imperialism and nationalism ideas. I now plan to talk about just a few of these groups.13

The Red Patriots – the pro-communist wing of civic nationalism, which exploited the nostalgia felt by a large part of the Russian population for the “majesty” of the USSR. This was historically the first movement to emerge in post-Soviet Russia at the beginning of the 1990s (at the time opponents called members of the movement the “Brown-Reds”). The ideologists behind this movement believed in a “special civilisation” – an empire within the borders of the former Soviet Union, with a mission to conquer the Empire of the West (also known as the Euro-Atlantic or American empire). This mission was dependent on the national character of the Russian people, guided by the ideals of Communism. Many Red Patriot organisations began their activity with the declaration of similar ideas. These included the early “Memory” (“Pamyat”) organisation and, subsequently, numerous so-called “Fronts” for combating Western capitalism of the early 1990s (the United Workers’ Front, the Union of Officers, the National Salvation Front and many more).14 The same ideas were later adopted by the Russian Communist Party, whose leader, Gennady Zyuganov, incorporated them into his presidential campaign in 2008.15

The Black Hundreds: extreme-right organisations, Orthodox-nationalist organisations, which emphasised their historical connection to ideologically analogous organisations of Tsarist Russia.16 In 1905 an organisation called the “Black Hundred” was formed, which supported the political strengthening of the dominant role of the Russian Orthodox population within the Romanov Empire. The same ideas are upheld by the movement’s successors in modern Russia.

Orthodox fundamentalists: a movement that is not unlike the Black Hundred, but deals with the special role of Russia and the Russian people in strictly religious terms: Russia is the throne of the Holy Mother, the last stronghold of faith in a world headed towards apostasy, etc.

Neo-Eurasianism: yet another openly anti-West politico-ideological current, that came into existence in the mid-1990s. The movement is inseparably linked with the name of Alexander Dugin, who played a significant role in bringing together nationalist and imperialist ideas.17

In theory the principles of nationalism and imperialism are complete contradictions, because nationalism assumes the sovereignty of the people-nation; whereas an imperialist regime assumes the sovereignty of power (of the imperium). The growth of ethnic distrust, inherent in ethnic nationalism, fits ill with the imperialist pursuit of holding many nations under one rule. The nationalist slogan “Russia for Russians!” is the complete opposite of the traditional imperialist slogan “All people – subjects of one sovereign” (allowing for certain variations, in cases where the empire is not a monarchy). In modern Russian political life there is no end of vehement discussion between the imperialists (commonly known as the Derzhavniki) and Russian ethnic nationalists. The imperialists insist that Russian nationalism represents a threat to a revival of the Empire and, in fact, is leading to the disintegration of Russia. Ethnic nationalists respond that the Imperial regime was in the past responsible for sucking all the blood out of the Russian people and that false, supranational doctrines only get in the way of the creation of an ethno-nationalist state, in which the Russian nation would finally be recognised as the sole, major, law-making nation.

Around 2006–2007 these two powers reached a compromise, which was founded on the idea of a “special ethnic Russian civilisation,” as a supra-ethnic community, which would form, as it were, certain general mental characteristics for all nations falling into the Russian Empire and making up a single civilisation. Thus emerged the idea of a Russian (or Eurasian) civilisation, which in turn produced a political doctrine that I propose to call “civilisational nationalism”.

This doctrine is based on the following postulates:



	The fundamental, common feature of the Russian (Eurasian) civilisation is the acceptance not only of the need for the government to have a key role within the political system, but also of the special role of the figure of the leader of the nation, its chief or monarch.18

	The natural territorial-political form of such a civilisation is to be an empire19 (this is the concession to the imperialist idea).

	The Russian people, whose dominant status must be confirmed by law, will play the leading role in the empire20 (this is the concession made to Russian nationalism).




Such a doctrine, in the minds of its originators, for example the authors of “Russian Doctrine”, should ensure the preservation of a multinational state (in this way taking the place of federalism, which was allegedly not mentally conducive to a Russian civilisation), while simultaneously securing the leading role of the Russian people in the state.21 Meanwhile, the text of the doctrine leaves no room for doubt in its treatment of “special Russian civilisation” – not as a multinational, but Russian, ethnically Russian, civilisation. The doctrine’s authors imagine society as a “living social organism, the backbone of which is the state-building Russian people – Russians.” This leads us to wonder what role is given to other people. The doctrine calls them “aliens”, they are given the honourable status, in the authors’ minds, of “relatives”, younger relatives, naturally, who recognise the authority of the “patriarch and founder of the family”. In such a way, the authors of the doctrine borrowed the Soviet idea of nations as younger and older relatives, expanding on it by turning the Russian “elder brothers”, as they appeared under Stalin, into ancestors or patriarchs. On the other hand, the “Russian Doctrine” completely rejects the Soviet conception of internationalism, as “ignoring the hierarchy of Russia’s ethno-cultural riches”. The noted Russian researcher Galina Zvereva points out that the “Russian Doctrine” is full of oppositions such as “us – them”, “ours – theirs”, “Russia – the West”, “liberalism – conservatism”, “Russians – non-Russians”, and many more.22





Russian power and the programmes of civilisational nationalism


The Russian political elite is at a crossroads. On the one hand, Russian ethnic nationalism is an admittedly unacceptable strategy for the Russian state, as it provokes the growth of ethno-nationalism among ethnic minorities and is fraught with conflict. On the other hand, nationalism is appealing as an effective way of mobilising the masses, especially in the context of the current desire for autonomy of Russian society. In these conditions, civilisational nationalism has shown itself to be an acceptable, if not only means of consolidating society for the current government. In the absence of its own consistent concept of a “national idea”, the government in practice gradually asserts the conception of civilisational nationalism, born outside the Kremlin, as being dominant.

From 2000 onwards, the idea of the cultural and civic requirement of Russia’s “special path” has been circulated more actively by the state’s mass media. For example, in spring 2006 this was reflected in the 12-part television series made by Andrei Konchalovsky under the title Culture is Fate. The idea was subsequently given wide currency in official Russian politics. “Culture is Fate. God wills us to be Russian, ethnically Russian” – this is a quote from a lecture given by V. Surkov at the presidium of the Russian Academy of Sciences in June 2007.23 In his lecture, the First Deputy Chief of the Russian government points out that culture is what determines the lasting features of the political system. In Russia’s case this means centralised authority, in which the role of the individual is more important than laws.

The Kremlin’s canonisation of the idea a special centuries-old civilisation, which predetermines Russia’s “special path” of gradually elevates the idea to the rank of an official “sole true teaching”, intended to replace Marxism-Leninism. An army of official state and freelance propagandists is working on this golden vein, turning this theoretical concept into political technology. First and foremost, this idea is intended to legitimise a somewhat peculiar understanding of “sovereignty” (in which, much like in the old understanding of “autocracy”, external independence is confused with internal authoritarianism) and the overly personalised nature of the system of political authority.24

This ideology is also expected to solve the problems of political therapy. People are indoctrinated with the idea that it is pointless and even harmful to compare Russia to developed countries, because the West is not an example, it is a different civilisation. The embedding of the ideas of a “special civilisation” and a “special way” in the consciousness of the masses play the role of a cordon sanitaire, to prevent the penetration of “alien” currents of liberalism and democracy into Russia. This, it seems, is a decidedly negative trend since comparing ourselves to the West is perhaps one of the most consistent characteristics of Russian political thinking of the last few centuries, regardless of political orientation. Nevertheless, the dreams of political radicals, such as the political analyst Mikhail Yuryev, who talks about “ensuring isolationism by creating insurmountable civic distinctions”,25 should not be regarded as a utopia. If it is not possible to stop people from making comparisons to the West, then politicians are perfectly capable of putting up an ideological cordon, while these comparisons lead towards a negative evaluation and creating an image of the West as an eternal enemy of civilisation.

Here, things do get a little bit complicated: the Russian government shies away from ideological absolutism and does not make its own choice, allowing people to orientate themselves based on practices and symbols implemented by the state. It is also important to note that the Russian political establishment in its current form is not a single monolithic group, but rather a conglomerate of rather different government clans, each proposing de facto different versions of civilisational nationalism. For this reason alone, such a doctrine cannot be either comprehensive or concrete.

In this way the state’s attitude to the imperialist ideology that is an inherent part of civilisational nationalism seems particularly inconsistent. On the one hand, the imperialist principle of the “retention of territories” is canonised in Russian politics. Vladimir Putin said that “the large-scale retention of the state” is “one of Russia’s greatest achievements over the last century”.26 On the other hand, the current administration has never asserted the idea of imperial expansion, not counting the creation of satellite enclaves in Abkhazia and Southern Ossetia.

Another example of the inconsistency of this “elusive” official ideology is connected with the problem of the use of generalised definitions of Russian people in official political discourse. The terms “ethnic Russians” and “the Russian people”, which historically have ethnic connotations, are never used in such situations. At the same time, state officials also avoid using the strictly geographical term “people from Russia” (“rossiyane”), introduced into contemporary political discourse under Boris Yeltsin, whose speechwriters took up a word, found in Russian nineteenth century literature. What is more, the ethnic Russian connotations in the general definition of the people of Russia become inevitably apparent in the government’s attempts to appeal to patriotic history.

Not only are such connotations commonly found in history textbooks and the speeches of cultural activists, they are an equally common feature of political discourse. The only possible way round this obvious display of contradictions would seem to be to resort to a supra-ethnic conception of society, which is more commonly and simply known as “civilisation”.

In practice, in recent years, the government has performed some complicated manoeuvres in its treatment of nationalist tendencies in society. On the one hand, the government is actively cultivating traditional methods of mobilising society – mobilisation through the use of the heroic military past (the glorification of imperial victories) and through the use of fear (the image of the enemy). On the other hand, the government is also attempting to extinguish the possible upsurge of militarism that can be ignited as a result of such mobilisation methods, in order to avoid real foreign policy conflicts (as was the case at the time of the disagreement with the Ukraine over the Kerch Strait in October 2003). The 2008 Georgian War, which seriously ignited the militant mood of the masses, is an exception to this mechanism. However, even in this case the Russian government tried to avoid a serious domestic militant mobilisation.

The Russian government is more than a little worried by the growing influence of Russian nationalism. It finds itself increasingly unable to control the growth and the very behaviour of this movement, not even daring to say the words “Russian nationalism” aloud. Attempts made by the government to create a kind of controllable or tameable hybrid nationalism have failed. The government was forced to abandon its own project – the “Motherland” (“Rodina”) party, which was created by the Kremlin’s advisors in 2003 in order to take part in the elections of that year, only to be artificially split up by the very same advisors just two years later. In the hope of securing the support of the nationalist electorate, the party was forced to criticise the government from an extreme-nationalist stance. Much the same happened in 2008–2009 with the “Our Own” (“Nashi”) and “The Young Guard” (“Molodaya Gvardiya”) youth movements. Their activities reflected all the more distinctly a nationalist component that the state considered excessive.27 In keeping with the Russian nationalist mood, the Kremlin instituted a holiday, the “Day of National Unity” on 4 November and is now terrified of its own creation. Every year the Special Purpose Police Unit (OMON) has to be called in to keep the peace during the thousand-strong “Russian March” demonstration. This was the demonstration that provided the training ground for the people who took to Moscow’s Manezhnaya Square on 11 December 2010. On this day between 5,000 (according to official statistics) and 12,000 (according to independent studies) people filled the square, almost up to the walls of the Kremlin, chanting slogans such as “Russia for Russians – Moscow for Muscovites!” and “Moscow isn’t the Caucasus!” There were no coaches to bring them to the Square, there were no bribes, no one was lured in with promises of a rock-concert – this was an unprompted demonstration that spanned a total of 15 Russian cities. According to statistics, the level of approval or sympathy of the citizens of Russia for this demonstration of political activism reached 25–27 per cent and was matched by an approximately equal level of uncertainty.

There is nothing tame about modern nationalism today. It cannot be an ally of the government, as it derives its very strength from unrest. Looking through the prism of this mood, the current government is perceived as corrupt and anti-nationalist, which means that nationalist powers cannot rely on government support.

The government cannot control nationalism, but it can inadvertently strengthen it, depending on the nationalist mood of the masses. After the pogroms in Kondopoga (2006) the government began talking about the need to “guarantee priority to the native population”; after the war in Georgia (2008) it announced the introduction of quotas for foreign citizens. After the events at Manezhnaya Square on 27 December 2010 there was talk of limiting not only the entry of foreign citizens into Russia, but also increasing controls on internal migrants – that is to say, Russian citizens who wish to move from one region of their homeland to another. The more concessions are made, the more the volume of demand escalates. Today nationalists are not only demanding restrictions on “alien” national groups entering Moscow, but also the deportation of those already living there. This increase in xenophobia leads to a strengthening of this very discrimination against ethnic minorities, especially against those coming from the Northern Caucasus.

In 2001–2010 the Center for Ethno-political Studies, which I head, carried out experimental examination of the situation regarding discrimination of representatives of national minorities in the employment sphere. It was part of the general monitoring of the legal situation of national minorities in Russia.28

The examination was carried out by volunteers, mainly by students. Every pair of volunteers (a Russian and a representative of a national minority) tried to get employement. While eliminating all possible factors but the ethnic one, feasible candidates “provoked” employers to choose between a Russian and a representative of a national minority. Thus, for instance, one of our volunteers was refused employment on the pretext that he was a student and would be absent from work for the examination session, which was against the company’s policy. Then some time later a Russian volunteer applied to the same employer for work and specially stressed that he was a student and would be absent from work for the examination session. If despite this circumstance he was hired, the refusal previously received by a representative of a national minority was regarded as a case of discrimination. A group of volunteers made two or three attempts to get a job in almost 50 enterprises advertising vacancies and in 40.5 per cent of cases the employer’s refusal could be interpreted as a sign of discrimination against national minorities.

We have also analysed 8,200 advertisements in newspapers specialising in publishing free-of-charge information about household rentals. It was discovered that every tenth advert said: “only for Russians” or “only for a Russian family”. It should be mentioned that announcements in periodicals do not fully reveal their discriminatory character due to control by the authorities who realize that such advertisements would be regarded as discriminatory. In private advertisements placed on the Internet or illegally pasted on the walls of the houses intended for rent, restrictions on nationality occur three to four times more frequently than in legal periodicals.

The level of xenophobia in Russia is not declining and this indicates that the support of populist forces has shifted away from the hybrid imperialist-nationalist project towards real Russian nationalism. However, this shift is very likely to provoke a growth in the mobilization of ethnic minorities. It is possible that the response of the minorities will not be symmetrical and it may come about in completely different ways to those of the 1990s.





The nationalism of the ethnic minority becomes more active: religious mobilization


Whereas in the first decade of the twenty-first century Russian ethnic domain saw a distillation of social activity into ethnic activity, in the historically Muslim Russian republics the ethnic mobilization of the 1990s was succeeded by various forms of religious mobilization.

Since Ramzan Kadyrov became President of the Chechen Republic in 2007, the republic has been subject to a theocratic regime, which is only matched by the Taliban regimes of Sudan and Afghanistan. All female citizens of the republic, both those working in government organisations and studying in state universities and schools, are required to wear the veil, long skirts and other items of religious attire. Dozens of women have already been punished for violating these laws. In one instance, which took place on 13 September 2010 in Grozny, a group of women who were not wearing veils were shot at with paintball guns. The shooting was accompanied by chants of “Put on your veils! Dress properly, you sluts!” A video of this attack was posted on Youtube. Commenting on the incident on the channel “Grozny”, President Kadyrov declared: “When I find them (gunfighters), I will offer them my gratitude”. In November 2008 the bodies of seven murdered women were found in Grozny. The Chechen President was caught coming out of the mosque after an afternoon prayer and explained why these young women deserved to die. According to President Kadyrov, they were all immoral women and their male relatives were right to kill them for the sake of their family honour.29 Following yet another incident in September 2010, in which a young Chechen woman complained to the police about her father’s cruel treatment, the Chechen President declared, “A man should have the opportunity to kill his own daughter”.30 The Kadyrov Fund also provides the funding for a large-scale programme of “cleansing”, the exorcism of evil spirits, which resembles a beating of those afflicted by this “illness”. In his report to the President, Daoud Selmurzaev, the head of the recently opened Islamic Medical Centre where these procedures take place claimed to have been successful in ridding over 130,000 people of these evil spirits (this number accounts for about of a third of the republic’s population).

I have given here merely a rough sketch of Chechnya’s current political regime. However, even this sketch makes it abundantly clear that this regime does not correspond to the Russian Constitution’s definition of a secular republic. This regime is completely unacceptable for the non-Muslim, Russian population of the republic, which has decreased by a factor of ten since the 1990s. According to a survey carried out in 2002, there were only 40,600 Russian citizens (3.7 per cent of the republic’s population) in Chechnya. There are also signs that the Chechen people are no happier about Kadyrov’s policy, which has resulted in many people leaving the republic for other regions of Russia and so in this way it influences the whole of Russia. It is hard to get an accurate idea of the actual numbers of emigrants from Chechnya and other republics, as this is a case of internal migration of people who keep their republic registrations, while living primarily in the central regions of Russia, where they attract widespread xenophobia. It is worth underlining that Russian citizens who originate from the Northern Caucasus attract far more hateful ethnic stereotypes and abuse than those from any other part of the CIS. They are, after all, the most conflicted group of new-arrivals, as they strive to defiantly affirm their rights to keep living by their old customs and behaviour in their new environment.

In several other republics, societies are split by the battle between the traditional and untraditional Salafi currents of Islam. These proceedings, which first started in Russia at the end of the 1990s in the Northern Caucasus, are now appearing more widely and even in the Volga region of central Russia. Vallil Yakupov, the first deputy mufti of Tatarstan, points out that “the majority of the young people now associate themselves with a religious movement, that came from abroad and most closely resembles Wahhabism, but prefer to refer to themselves as Salafis.” He offers the following prognosis, “Having seen the evolution of this movement in other post-Soviet republics, where the level of Islamisation was higher than that of Tatarstan, we can see what can be expected from it”.31

What, then, is to come for the country as a whole? For now, only one thing – the growing radicalisation of conflicting groups of a divided society. Existing ethnic policy does not yet have the resources necessary to negotiate this social divide.





Cyclic change and the fundamental problems at the heart of Russian ethnic policy


In the first decade of the twenty-first century it became fashionable in the official press and amongst political scientists to refer to the presidencies of Vladimir Putin and Dmitry Medvedev as “an era of stability”, in contrast to the “restlessness of the 1990s” under the government of Boris Yeltsin – “an era of chaos and disintegration”. The beginning of the twenty-first century may at first glance also appear to have been a period of stabilisation in terms of inter-ethnic relations, after the turbulent and conflict-ridden 1990s. There really was a radical change in the ethno-political situation in comparison to the previous decade. However, inter-ethnic relations were not stabilised, there was simply a change in the type of instability, in the type of inter-ethnic contradictions. During the Yeltsin era, inter-ethnic relations can be said to have been “vertical” in nature, as manifested by confrontations between the republics and the federal government, whereas during the “era of stability” inter-ethnic relations took on a more “horizontal” character. That is to say, the conflict was now primarily between the ethnic Russian majority and ethnic minorities and was not only being fought out in the outer republics, as was the case in the 1990s, but practically across the whole of Russia.

In practice the government of most Russian regions and oblasts is to some degree shaped by the rise of xenophobia amongst its ethnic majority population. In this connection our observations lead us to four models of national (ethnic) policy which have taken shape in the different regions of Russia.32


	
1 Silencing the problem. Authorities try to ignore the rise of xenophobia among its ethnic-Russian citizens and believe that inter-ethnic tension is provoked by asking too many questions about the problems of national minorities. This is the predominant political model in Russia’s biggest cities, especially Moscow, St Petersburg, and also in the Tula, Ryazan Smolensk and other central oblasts.

In conditions where the regional government does not want to take account of the problems of the minorities, law-enforcement representatives, the police first and foremost, are inclined to displays of ideologically motivated force against minorities, even those that are clearly visible to the naked eye, as nothing more than unrelated acts of hooliganism or youthful “squabbles”. This practice of silencing ethnically motivated problems results in an escalation of Russian nationalism, with the silence of the regional governments being perceived as tacit support for or at least benevolent neutrality in the face of their extremist activities.

Whereas in the 1990s there were only small groups of skinheads (numbering some three to ten people), since 2000 they have been forming far larger organisations (up to 500 people). The first groups to emerge in Moscow were the “Skin Legion” and “Blood&Honor” (a Russian off-shoot of an international Nazi-Skinhead organisation), as well as the “Nationalist-Socialist Group 88”. Each of these groups had between 200 and 250 members. By 2004 Moscow counted no fewer than 6,000 young Nazis; St Petersburg had over 3,000, of whom 500 belonged to one single organisation – the “Russian Fist” (“Russkiy Kulak”); Nizhniy Novgorod counted 2,500 skinheads, of whom 300 belonged to the biggest group, “North” (“Sever”).33 The numbers of neo-Nazi organisations have grown even more since that time, more importantly, new branches of neo-Nazism have emerged, such as the “Movement Against Illegal Immigration” (DPNI), all of which are staking their claim to being most influential nationalist force.34



	2 Confrontation with individual national minorities. This is the approach taken by a number of western regions in Russia, which have a high Cossack population and equally high anti-Cossack feeling (such as the Krasnodar and Stavropol regions and to a lesser degree, the Rostov oblast). According to many analysts, the Russian regions of the North Caucasus are “one of the most nationalist and conservative regions of Russia”. One only has to think of the anti-Semitic speeches of the beloved former governor of the Kuban Nikolai Kondratenko and the Cossack pogroms.35 The situation is further exacerbated by the region’s geographical proximity to Chechnya. Statements published in the strictly controlled local press often follow the simple, and for that very reason all the more frightening, formula: “Chechens aren’t people; they’re enemies of Russia and should be destroyed”.36 The procuracy and legal institutions make their contribution to the increase of Russian nationalist extremism, bringing criminal proceedings against anyone who criticises the nationalist gospel and turns a blind eye to the activities of the actual preachers. The Stavropol region has the greatest number of this kind of radical nationalist organisations of all the Russian regions, such as the “Russian National Unity” (RNE). This was where, in 2002, criminal action was brought against not the activists of the RNE, but rather against a scholar, Viktor Avksentiev, a renowned expert in the field of ethnic conflict.

	3 Balancing between anti-minority public opinion and the need to secure political stability, which results in a kind of protection of the rights of national minorities (Voronezh, Volgograd and Kursk oblasts). This is the Southern Nechernozemiye district, adjoining the North Caucasus. Proximity to Chechnya and the steady stream of migrants from the Caucasus gives rise to strong xenophobic feeling in public opinion. Alongside that, large industrial centres such as Voronezh and Volgograd are dependent on an influx of ethnic minorities to make up their workforce. In rural areas, too, there are extensive areas that have historically been populated by ethnic minorities. Consequently, overt support of Russian nationalism could dramatically destabilise the political situation of this sub-region – this motivates the government towards a policy of balance.

	4 Counteracting extremism and constructive cooperation with ethnic minorities. (Perm region, Astrakhan, Samara, Saratov and Orenburg oblasts). The situation in the Astrakhan oblast is as follows:
   The administration of the oblast is based on the idea that the authorities should not make any distinction between different ethnicities and believes that citizens of all nationalities should have equal rights and be subject to the same responsibilities. Only if these conditions are adhered to can the population have confidence in its governing bodies of authority. Without this confidence, a multi-national region cannot possibly have a normal, balanced government.37
The Perm region introduced a more or less effective programme of ethno-cultural development. However, even in these progressive regions, the potential for ethnic policy is greatly limited by a number of factors, for example by the absence of a unified, conceptual basis for such a policy applicable across the whole country.







A whole decade (the 1990s) went under the shadow of the mobilisation of the so-called “titular nationalities” in the Russian republics, stirred up by the local elite to fight for the sovereignty of the republic. In a number of cases, this kind of mobilisation resulted in armed conflicts between groups of citizens and the federal government, as was the case in the Chechen republic. This changed in the first decade of the twenty-first century, as a different set of problems became the central focus, namely the rejection of migrants of other ethnicities by their host societies, primarily citizens of Russia’s largest cities.

This gave rise to confrontations between different population groups, like that which took place in Kondopoga (2006). What is more, the Russian ethno-political situation from 2000 onwards resembled more and more that of the global “North”. One would think that this similarity should have allowed Russia to make greater use of foreign conceptions and implementations of ethnic policy.

Towards the end of 2010 and th beginning of 2011, the leaders of three European nations, Angela Merkel (Germany), David Cameron (Great Britain) and Nicolas Sarkozy (France) spoke out against multicultural policy, as it is commonly understood by the masses, which as good as supports the division of societies, split into separate religious and ethnic communities; at the same time they supported the need for a higher level of integration of migrants into the host community, into the society.

Dmitry Medvedev made a somewhat oblique response to this declaration. At the February (2011) meeting of the State Council on the subject of international interaction, the president tried to rehabilitate the term “multiculturalism”, remarking that the new-fangled slogans of the European leaders on the subject of its failure were not applicable to Russia.38 It seems to me that the judgement of the Russian leader is the result of a misunderstanding, an “effet Jourdain”, unaware that he was also speaking in prose. The fact of the matter is that the Russian President had himself on more than one occasion criticised the very same elements of multiculturalism as were now being attacked by his European colleagues. This was particularly common when he spoke about the situation in the North Caucasus, which is strongly reflected in clan culture, ethnic separatism and religious radicalism. All these factors lead to the creation of almost insurmountable obstacles to governing of the region and forming an unprecedented wave of terrorism, not to mention the problems arising from the modernisation of this place. The Russian President, like the European leaders, reiterated the fact that the problem of combating social division is connected with the integration of citizens – he just gave it a different name. At the December (2010) meeting of the State Council, focusing on the resurgence of Russian nationalism, Medvedev said that this reflected the development of “all-Russian patriotism”. At the February meeting of the State Council in Ufa, he said that it represented a duty, that of the building of the “Russian nation”. However, in reality, the possibility of transplanting the European concept of social integration in Russia is very limited.

The object of the policy? In the West the xenophobia of the host society is aimed primarily at immigrants, i.e. foreign nationals who have come to the country in question from abroad. In Russia, however, the primary object of xenophobia is not so much immigrants, but rather internal migrants – citizens of the Russian Federation, primarily citizens of the Northern Caucasus republics. This alone goes to show that the Western policy of combating problems of migration by restricting the entry of citizens and changing citizenship or regulations with regard to residence rights, cannot be used to solve the problem of Russian inter-ethnic and religious tension.

The problem of the breakdown of political management in the area of migration and ethnic policy. In EU countries the direction of the development of legislation and political practices with regard to migration, defending human rights and supporting the rights of national minorities is an interconnected process, both institutionally (they are all part of the same administration unit) and ideologically (they all rely on the shared belief in the importance of human rights). Russia does not have either the single ideological basis necessary for the implementation of an integrationist policy; nor is there any proper interconnection between the administration and legislative practices. While there was a change in immigration policy from 2000 onward, ethnic (“national”) policy had not changed since it was formulated in the 1990s. The concept of ethnic policy has not been revised since 1996. The legislative activity of the State Duma in the sphere of ethnic (“national”) politics has been frozen between 2000–2010, while the ministry that was responsible, under a variety of different names, for carrying out such policy in the 1990s, was disbanded in 2004.

The fundamentals of a functioning state authority. In the West key innovations in the field of ethnic and migration policy are shaped by political parties and the institutions of civil society; they go through a stage of public discussion and are then passed and codified by the legislative authority, becoming a norm to be executed by the state. In Russia, however, there is a completely different approach to policy-making in all areas of life. In Russia principles and norms are shaped by the governing authority and then approved by parties, represented at the Federal Assembly. In the context of such a method of policy-making the involvement of an expert community or the wider public in its shaping and implementation is severely limited, while the possibility of passing counter-productive political decisions is, conversely, very great. What is more, the parties, alienated from actual participation in the shaping of the policy and unencumbered by responsibility for its realisation, are inclined towards populism. It is no accident that almost all the political parties represented in the Russian parliament exploit ethno-phobia and migrant-phobia. Russia is among the top five European countries in terms of the national level of mass migrant-phobia.39

In the European Union the main mechanism for the implementation of ethno-cultural and migrant policy is the cooperation of governing bodies and civil institution. This cooperation means that citizens’ participation in politics is constant, and not just limited to election periods. In Russia, civil institutions are significantly weaker. Moreover, according to recent research, Russia can be distinguished from the 28 other European countries by the low value of given to civil solidarity and mutual (“horizontal”) confidence.40 Consequently, the intensification of social integration in Russia seems highly unlikely in the near future.

Nevertheless, I believe that a shift in Russia from multicultural division to multicultural integration is strategically inevitable. Our country has made its first steps towards innovative modernisation; moreover this is not simply a slogan of some leader, but a real necessity for a country with a great history and a great culture. And just as breathing in presupposes breathing out, so economic innovation calls for political, legal, social and cultural modernisation.
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Russian government policies and minority identities

Sergey Sokolovskiy

Minority identities are shaped by numerous structural factors and contingent circumstances. The subject of this chapter is the processes, institutes and mechanisms that pertain to identity changes by minorities in the Russian Federation over the two post-Soviet decades. As with the study of all identity changes, this can be approached from several perspectives – academic, political, legal – as well as from the perspectives of various actors influencing the identification process: the state with its central and regional administrations, federal and regional political elites, minorities, symbolic elites (journalists, academia, artists, and writers). Each of these actors has their own stakes and motivations in the outcomes and constitute major stakeholders in identity politics.

Three types of actors are especially active and are of major importance for population categorization outcomes and their concomitant legitimization: (1) academia (the subject of categorization), which produces categories peculiar to its research projects, (2) society as a whole (the object of categorization), through which the mechanisms of membership, identification, differentiation, or rejection of officially imposed categorizations are deployed by means of self-defining identity strategies, but sometimes also by creation of new categories or revitalization of old ones; (3) the political establishment and administration which, through the processes of political, legal and administrative decision-making, mediate between the academic categorizations and population identity strategies and often instrumentalizes them as a political resource.

The chapter will examine academic and administrative categorization in the particular cases of the elaboration of Russian population census instruments in two post-Soviet censuses. Most of the observations and findings are based on the personal experience of the author as a member of a small team of scholars who designed ethnic and linguistic categorization instruments for the Russian population censuses of 2002 and 2010. Identity politics is another focus of the chapter, exemplified in a series of cases taken from different regions with complex ethnic compositions (Volga-Urals, Northern Caucasus, Russian North-West, European North, Siberia and the Far East regions). Finally, post-Soviet identity shifts in general are summarized in the last section of the chapter.



Academic and administrative categorization


Usually power and classification/categorization privileges are located in the hands of those who currently maintain authority in this field of relationships (central and regional political elites, leaders of minority movements, academics). Categorization and designation always precede the allocation of resources: the terminology “locates every society in a semantic field, in which comparison positions each of them in a hierarchy of value that language constructs at the same time as it broadcasts it”.1 The contemporary Russian classifications and categorizations, employed in the field of cultural and linguistic identification, have deep historical roots. The early eighteenth century classifications of Russia’s cultural and linguistic diversity predate, according to some scholars, similar ethnographic concerns in Europe by half a century.2 However, academic and administrative ideas on how to classify the existing cultural and linguistic multiplicity of the population were often incompatible: state bureaucracy demanded standardization and unification, whereas anthropologists sought diversity and registered specific cultural and linguistic traits. As a result, even today there is a tendency among Russian administrators to decrease, and of Russian scholars to increase, the number of ethnic and linguistic categories within the country’s population. In each particular case the outcomes of academic, political and administrative debates are highly situational and depends on domestic and international political contexts more than on any other contributing factor. Varying outcomes of the interactions between academic knowledge and political reason are often described as the policy of recognition (non-recognition) of specific cultural and linguistic communities. As for the identity politics of minority leaders, these leaders often behave as mainstream politicians, trying to maximize their gains and minimize their possible losses (some examples will follow).

The best illustration of the workings of all the agents of identity change on a state-scale level is the population census. Soviet and post-Soviet population census-taking can be viewed as large-scale exercises in academic and state population categorization, providing numerous instantiations of identity politics, and revealing state recognition strategies in cases of previously unacknowledged minority groups, whose leaders use the census as a political tool to become publicly visible and to advance their demands. Every census in the Soviet Union and post-Soviet Russia has been preceded by an officially requested academic categorization of cultural and linguistic diversity of the country’s population. Due to this fact, it seems worth the effort to assess census impacts on identity politics and minorities’ identity change.




Ethnic identities in Russian census-taking



The question on ethnic identity has been in census programmes since the first Soviet census of 1920. It became a part of the census programme because many practical matters, such as planning education in minority languages, could have been impaired without the information provided by the answers to such a question. It was preserved on the census forms in the first post-Soviet population census of 2002, and although there were legal obstacles for its inclusion into the Russian population census of 2010,3 it became a part of the new census programme.4 There was also a high degree of support for the inclusion of the questions on ethnic and linguistic affiliation from ethnic movement leaders and republican elites.

The number of variants of answers to the question of ethnic group belonging (grouped at the coding stage into a smaller number of “nationality categories”) varied greatly in all Soviet and post-Soviet censuses (see Table 8.1).

The most inclusive and liberal approach to the ethnic categorization of the country’s population (of all Soviet censuses) was generally attributed to the census of 1926. The census of 1920 took place during the civil war, and its list of nationalities included only 55 main groups.5 Later censuses used intentionally and centrally created groupings: different populations had been grouped together under Stalin’s order in 1939 to demonstrate the “progress” of small nationalities and their presumably voluntary merging into larger socialist nations. Whereas the list of nationalities in the census of 1926 included 192 main categories (and 637 ethnonyms),6 in 1939 the census materials listed only 62 “native groups” groups (plus 35 groups of the so-called “foreigners”, and 759 ethnonyms and their variants).7 The census of 1937, the results of which were not accepted by the party leadership and were not published, listed 112 census categories (and 1,111 ethnonyms and their variants).8

The first liberalization of census procedures that took place under Khrushchev brought an increase in the number of officially recognized ethnic categories (in comparison with the figures of 1939): 126 in the 1959 census.9 After that, an ideological doctrine according to which different ethnic groups should be slowly amalgamated into the new ethnic community of Soviet people, favoured the accentuation of ethnic assimilation and consolidation processes. The nationalities list of the 1970 census was reduced to 104 officially recognized categories; the census instruments of 1979 mentioned 125 categories. This did not mean that scholars were always ready to provide scientific arguments for such reductions,


Table 8.1 
Number of ethnic identity categories in Soviet and post-Soviet censuses





	
Census year

	
Number of categories (nationalities)




	








	1926
	190 (530 ethnonyms)



	1937
	168 (769 ethnonyms)



	1939
	  62 (99 in unpublished census data)



	1959
	109



	1970
	122



	1979
	123



	1989
	128



	1994
	176



	2002
	182 (879 ethnonyms)



	2010
	203 (1,840 ethnonyms)







but each case of a separate census category on the list required, in addition to scientific arguments, political approval. For example, in the preparation of the 1970 Soviet census the draft list of nationalities, prepared by two well-known ethno-demographers, Solomon Bruk and Viktor Kozlov, contained 141 nationalities and more than 800 ethnonyms,10 whereas the census publication data, as mentioned above, indicated only 104 “main nationalities”. The new political atmosphere under perestroika put an end to this tendency to demonstrate the pace of assimilation. The “reawakening” of ethnic sentiments and a new round of ethnic mobilization brought about an increase in the number of officially recognized nationalities (130 categories and 823 ethnonyms11). All these data were re-evaluated and to a substantial degree used in drafting of the new lists of nationalities and languages for the censuses of 2002 and 2010.

In order to understand the political, historical, technological and academic reasons for this fluctuation in the number of ethnic categories, one should have some idea of the census technology available at various levels of the decision-making process, as well as the politics of the census itself.







Census technologies and identity politics


The political pressures and heated discussions around the first post-Soviet census in Russia were motivated in part by an inadequate understanding of census procedures. Many journalists covering the census preparation campaign, politicians, and even scholars, who had a vested interest in the census categorization, had only a vague idea of how census-taking and coding of census results operate in practice. The territories where conflicting issues in ethnic identity politics usually surface during a census survey were largely the same in the census of 2010 as they were in 2002: Dagestan with its 16 ethnic groups officially considered as constituent subgroups of Avars and Darghins (for details see below); north-western Bashkortostan with the Ufa policy to register local Tatars as Bashkirs; the Republic of Altay with the issue of the Altay ethnic group’s fragmentation into a number of indigenous groups with the state legal status of “numerically small indigenous peoples”; and Tatarstan with the issue of “splintering the Tatar nation”. As the latter case demonstrates how misunderstood census technology is instrumentally used in ethnic mobilization, I will dwell on it in more detail.

The Tatarstan media campaign against the so-called “splinting of the Tatar nation” was a case in point. One of the leaders of the Tatar nationalist movement (TOTs – Tatar Public Centre) and, at the time, a deputy of the Russian State Duma, Fandas Safiullin, initiated in December 2001 a media campaign, arguing that the nationalities list of the planned census “divided the Tatars into six peoples”. The Tatar historian and anthropologist Damir Ishakov claimed that the list divided them into nine peoples. Newspaper correspondents, based on interviews with Safiullin, Iskhakov, and Rafael Khakimov, the advisor to the former Tatarstan president M. Shaimiev, alleged that the Tatars were “splintered” into 19 or even 45 groups.12 They declared that Tatars would not be allowed to call themselves just “Tatar” during the census, and would instead have to choose from many different ethnonyms, a procedure that would destroy the unity of “the Tatar nation”.13

The widespread view that in census coding “smaller-scope” identities were aggregated into larger categories is not quite correct. The prevalent practice, according to which several ethnonyms are grouped into one category, does not necessarily indicate that some ethnic groups are considered parts of larger entities (although, admittedly, there are cases when local groups with their own self-designations are added to large ethno-cultural and linguistic categories, which are officially recognised as autonomous “peoples” or “languages”), but that some of the ethnonyms were considered variants of self-designation of the same group’s self-designation. This problem is often met in attempts to standardize the writing of ethnonyms (as well as proper names of other types such as place names or toponyms, personal names or anthroponyms, etc.), derived from many languages (in the case of the Russian census of over 170 languages) into standard officially recognized graphemes (transliteration standards pertaining to each language are often not known to census enumerators, resulting in the mistaken transliteration of ethnic self-designations).

One of the most frequent cases in the draft list of nationalities was what might be called double ethnonyms, one being a group name in a local/regional language, the other its Russian “translation”, or, rather, transliteration of the local term with phonetic adaptation to Russian pronunciation norms (e.g. Apswa – Abkhazy; Avaral – Avartsy; Agular – Aguly; Adyge – Adygeitsy; etc.).14 There were more than 130 such ethnonym pairs (of a self-designation in a native language and its translation, or transliteration into Russian and other languages) in the alphabetic list of ethnonyms of the 2002 and 2010 census lists. A small number of alternative self-designations belongs to the category of the so-called historical ethnonyms, which are infrequently employed as self-designations either by senior people, or in some diasporic groups residing outside of the traditional area of settlement (e.g. Cheremis, Chud’, Gol’d, Karagas, Lamut, Lopar’, Ostiak, Tungus, Volokh, Votyak, etc.). Local variants of self-designations formed another substantial portion of the list (e.g. Ashkharwa – Shkarawa; Agular – Agul Shui; Mamhegi – Mahmegi; Alutaliu – Elutyliu, etc.). There are more than 100 such doublets. Russian transliterations and local phonetic variants of self-designations formed half out of approximately 880 ethnic groups names (ethnic self-designations) on the census lists in 2002 and 2010.

The Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology of the Russian Academy of Sciences (IEA RAS) census commission members in their interviews to mass media stressed that the census dictionaries were not based on any hierarchy, reminiscent of Stalin’s famous triad (“a nation, a people, a tribe”) or similar rank ordering of ethnonyms. They operated instead with census categories, reflecting currently employed self-designations and their variants used by respondents in answering the question on ethnic identity during previous censuses. The ethnic names (ethnic self-designations, ethnonyms) list was used only for coding at the stage following census-taking, not during it, to enable computers to sort out all the variation of answers given to the question, “What is your ethnic affiliation?” (“nationality” or, rather, “natsionalnost” in Russia is traditionally used to mean ethnicity or ethnic affiliation). Thus, in the standard sequence of actual census events, census taking is followed by coding, when ethnic designations lists are used, and then by counting the different answers and summing them up for the publication of the census results (see the census flow chart in Figure 8.1).

In spite of the explanatory campaign preceding the census of 2002 and the efforts to find a compromise between the existing academic and ethnic (or folk) classifications, the conflict between them was not entirely eliminated. For instance, academic classifications of languages did not contain the designations “Mari” or “Mordvinian”, as both Mari and Mordva speak different and mutually incomprehensible idioms,15 which are viewed by linguists as separate languages. However, people themselves when asked during the census (especially those who live outside the borders of the respective republics) tended to answer in response to the question of what language they used, just “Mari”, or “Mordvinian”.16 In addition, a number of people claimed that they were Bulgars17 and Chud’,18 using self-designations from ancient historical manuscripts.

Several especially telling cases of identity politics drew the attention of the public and various agents during the census of 2002. The sheer number of variants of the names given as a response to the “nationality question” posed anew the much disputed problem of ethnic categorization, especially with regard to the groups historically based on a particular confession or estate status (versus a set of cultural or linguistic traits). The most prominent case of the latter was that of the Cossacks.

In its response to a letter from one of the Cossack leaders,19 the IEA RAS academic council noted that,
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Figure 8.1 
Flow-chart of the census technology, the 2002 example.





the regional Cossack groups (“troops”) were formed from different ethnic components, and the share of Russians among them had not been always predominant. In eastern Cossack groups there were many Kazakhs, Kalmyks, Buriats etc. The Kuban’ Cossacks were nearer by their origin to Ukrainians than to Russians. Before 1917 the Cossacks formed one “estate socio-professional group”, which had developed “some specific cultural traits and an estate identity”. Different Cossack troops had their own cultural traditions, but they were never considered as a separate people or peoples. There is no ground to state that after the 1917 revolution the Cossacks turned into an ethnic community or an ethnic category. The contemporary Cossack movement is established “on romantic representations of the past’ and is inspired by ‘perspectives of the enrolment into state service”.20



In accordance with this understanding, the Russian state statistical committee (Rosstat) adopted a special procedure for counting Cossacks in the census 2002. They were counted not as a separate ethnic group, but as a sub-group among Russians, Ukrainians, Kalmyks and Buriats. A special box at the bottom of the census form was reserved to mark Cossacks during coding. The mark was meant for counting all Cossacks for the purposes of a special governmental support program, but not as a separate ethnic group as some of the Cossack leaders wished.

In contradiction to this procedure, the Nagaibak, a group with a similar Cossack ancestry and estate status (otherwise known as Tatar Cossacks), were registered as a separate ethnic group: Rosstat had taken as a given the list of indigenous peoples provided by a special government decree,21 in which Nagaibak were listed as one of the “indigenous small-numbered groups”.

The publication of census results, however, listed all Cossacks (except Nagaibak), irrespective of their native languages, as a subgroup of Russians. This decision turned out later to be an impediment to official registration of some Cossack regional organizations.22

The census of 2002 revealed numerous “splinter identities”, reflecting the interests of the leaders of the smaller groups (that is the groups that were previously counted among larger ethnic categories) to use the census for official recognition or attainment of a special status with a set of legal and administrative benefits. The emergence of such groups and proliferation of “new” ethnicities reflects one of the current trends of identity politics and identity change in Russia. As the number of such “new” groups is quite large, it is better to consider particular cases by geographical territories that are considered by human geographers, anthropologists and historians as historically formed cultural areas.




The Volga-Urals Area



There were several categories within the list of nationalities whose precise affiliation (separate census categories, subcategories, or just local and territorial names within the larger category of Tatars23) spurred heated discussions. The historical fate of these populations has been much contested and their inclusion into or exclusion from larger groupings does not follow a regular pattern or standard set of rules. These categories of Turkophones (Table 8.2), grouped with or separated from the larger umbrella category of Tatars, include the so-called Astrakhan Tatars, Siberian Tatars, Kriashen, Nagaibak, Teptiar, and Mishar.

The Kriashen case proved to be politically the most sensitive and the most difficult one. The State Council of Tatarstan issued a resolution demanding “to stop the splintering of the Tatar nation”. The President of Tatarstan, M. Shaimiev, wrote an appeal to President Putin expressing the same concern. The former Russian Minister of Nationalities, V. Zorin, was also in favour of classifying Kriashens as Tatars. Kriashen associations and their leaders sent numerous appeals to the Russian government, Parliament, Rosstat and presidential administration, expressing their wish to be registered separately as a distinct census category. The former head of the Russian Orthodox Church, Archbishop Alexiy, wrote President Putin a letter in support of the Kriashen claims. The issue stayed unresolved until the publication of the census results. Rosstat eventually decided to publish Kriashens as a subcategory of Tatars.






Northern Caucasus



In the Caucasus region another acute political problem was presented by the case of classification of the peoples of Dagestan. The Ando-Dido peoples, who had not been officially acknowledged as a separate ethnic group since 1926, claimed their own identity separate from the Avars. Based on these claims, current linguistic classifications and fieldwork data from the census commission suggested the need to publish separately the counts of the 16 peoples of mountainous Dagestan (Table 8.3), in addition to 14 other Dagestan peoples who were traditionally shown in the census results for this region.


Table 8.2 Reciassin cation in 2002 Russian census: peoples of the Volga-Urals region
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Table 8.3 Reclassification in 2002 Russian census: peoples of Dagestan
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When the draft nationalities list became available for public discussion in the regions, Daghestan authorities attempted to enforce their own version of the Daghestani nationalities list, in which 14 of the mentioned peoples were listed as Avars and another two as Darghins. The problem was rooted in the fact that local power is allocated according to a complex system of ethnic constituencies. The Daghestani parliament (Peoples Assembly) is constructed to represent the 14 largest (and officially acknowledged as “state-forming”) ethnic groups. The “Head of Republic” is elected from 14 members of the State Council (representing all major ethnic groups) for a single two-year term on a rotation principle. The proposed adding to that system of 16 new constituencies endangered the system of power allocation and was vehemently opposed by local authorities. Rosstat included the suggested 16 group in its list of nationalities, but the procedures of census-taking and publication of census results left space for manipulation, and though the numbers of each of these groups are known to ethnographers and linguists (for they speak their own languages different from Avar), the census underestimated these numbers to quite a substantial degree.






The Russian North-West



This region, though sizable, presented almost no problems for the construction of the nationalities list. Besides traditional representatives of the neighbouring Baltic states (Estonians, Letts, Livs, Lithuanians, and Setu), there were several Finnish-speaking minorities, indigenous to the region (Karelians, Veps, Finns, Vod’, Izhora, and Ingermanland Finns, also called Inkeri or Savakot). The north-ernmost part of the region (Kola peninsular) has some Saami and Komi communities, which were also included in the list. The only debate that arose during this short list discussion concerned the Inkeri. Previously they were often classified as a sub-category of Finns (without a separate count); now, after consultations with St Petersburg scholars, a decision was made to count them separately (although they were considered a subgroup of Finns as previously). Another change from the previous census concerned the Vod’, a small group in the Leningrad region, who previously spoke their own language of the Finnish family, but lost it due to high acculturation to Russians. Previously they were included as Russians, but in 2002 they were counted separately.24 Some leaders of the Pomors (a subgroup of Russians, residing predominantly in the Archangelsk region) claimed the status of indigenous peoples of the North, but the regional authorities did not grant this on the grounds that they are a group of Russian old-settlers (together with many other such groups scattered throughout the European North and Siberia). Still, they were counted separately as a sub-group of Russians, and their number in the 2002 census was 6,571.






The European North, Siberia and the Far East



Most changes that were made to the classifications of the nationalities residing predominantly in this vast region of the country, the Asiatic Russia, concerned the peoples of Altay, who were previously considered one people, though linguists often indicated that the two Altay groups of dialects, northern and southern, belong to different branches of the Turkic linguistic family.

A federal law “On the guarantees of the rights of indigenous numerically small peoples of the Russian Federation”, signed by Yeltsin in April 1999, provided a special list (the list itself was approved by the government a year later, in March 2000) (Table 8.4), enumerating 45 “numerically small” peoples, thus creating the legal ground to include every group mentioned in that law into the census coding lists as well. Prior to that law, the group included 26 peoples of the North. In February 1993 the list was supplemented by three peoples from south-western Siberia (Shor, Teleut, Kumanda). Then a series of negotiations between leaders of various groups and the government started, as many groups whose population numbers were below the threshold of 50,000 claimed the benefits associated with the status of “a numerically small people”. The Kumanda and part of Teleut people who were residing in the Altay region were previously counted as Altay. The example of the Kumanda and Teleut who attained the status of indigenous people was followed by other groups in Altay – the Chelkan, Telengit and Tubalar. Some other reindeer-herding or hunting groups (such as the Iz’vatas, a group of reindeer Komi, or old-settler Russian groups in Siberia) also claimed the status of small-numbered indigenous peoples,


Table 8.4 Newly introduced ethnic categories in the 2002 Russian census: peoples of Siberia
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but failed to be recognized as such by both local and federal authorities on the grounds that they are Komi and Russians, respectively, and thus could not be listed as “numerically small” or endangered.







Post-Soviet identity shifts


The An analysis of political and policy developments surrounding the administration of post-Soviet censuses and the results of the 2002 census demonstrate that the most typical case of identity shifts by various cultural and linguistic communities within the population of Russia is towards what one might call “splinter identities”, reflecting the move of smaller groups that have been previously acknowledged only as constituent parts of larger categories or “nations” towards greater political visibility and official recognition by the state. In the cases where identity change meant easier access to local resources or to state benefits (earlier retirement, alternative military service, easier university admission, state subsidies, etc.) large parts of Métis populations switched to indigenous identities, boosting the numbers of several indigenous peoples well above the usual demographic growth rates.




Recognition and identity



According to one estimate, in 1989 there were “more than 90 distinct ethnic groups with their historic homelands within the Soviet Union”.25 The essentialist treatment of ethnicity in this case could easily be corrected if we think about the political recognition of various ethnic groups in different historical periods instead of a group’s indigeneity in terms of historical homelands or ethnogenesis. State recognition can be documented by standard historical sources, whereas ethnogenetic reconstruction is always fraught with problematic interpretations of archaeological, paleographic, linguistic and other disparate sources. If we take the perspective of historical recognition as our guideline in sorting various minorities into “indigenous” (that is, recognized as constituent parts of the historically formed population of the country) and “non-indigenous” (“migrant”, “alien”), then we shall end up with a score of categories on the borderline between indigenous and non-indigenous groups due to historically changing state borders. For example, Kyrghyz, Tadjiks, Kazakhs, Armenians, Georgians, Estonians, Lithuanians and other smaller minorities from the countries of the former USSR would be positioned on this borderline, and contingently included or excluded from the category of Russia’s autochthonous minorities. This sort of categorization has a direct impact on minorities’ identity: whereas the recognized (or “core”) minorities could easily develop a civic Russian identity, the “borderline” and “non-indigenous” groups are often inclined to feel excluded and bond with their external “homelands”.






Official indigenous status and identity



Whereas some such groups, especially among the so-called small-numbered indigenous category, were supported by the local or federal authorities to obtain official status and the associated rights and benefits, many other groups, whose economy was comparatively more modernized (or who were considered “peoples” whose lifestyle had not been associated with the “traditional economy”, that is, extensive or subsistence based activities such as fishing, hunting, foraging or reindeer herding) were not able to obtain this status. There were several interesting borderline cases, where some groups, notwithstanding their modernized lifestyle, managed to obtain the status of “numerically small indigenous peoples” (Izhora, Vod’, Nagaibak, Abaza, Shapsug, Veps), whereas other groups, even those practising hunting or reindeer herding as their main subsistence activities, could not get the status due to opposition from the regional leadership (Komi-Izhem or Iz’vatas, numerous Russian old-settler groups, Pomor).






Old identities and new identity movements



There are a number of special cases that could be viewed as a sort of revivalist movement for the attainment of recognition that they had in the early Soviet period (Kriashens), or in tsarist Russia (Cossacks), or in the ‘year dot’ of the pre-Petrine Russia (Chud’, Bulgars). There were, for example, almost 900 Bulgars registered in the census of 2002 in the Volga region (mostly in Chuvash Republic and Tatarstan).

A set of old ethnic names such as Cheremis, Gol’d, Karagas, Lamut, Lopar’, Ostiak, Tungus, Votyak, etc. were mostly used by elderly and illiterate persons, who retained the categorization and ethnic names that were actively used in tsarist Russia.






Religious identity shifts



There were also numerous subtle identity shifts that could not have been captured by the population census survey. Due to the exclusion of questions on religious affiliation in the Russian Soviet and post-Soviet censuses, the identity shifts in this important identity aspect were not reflected in the census results, or were reflected only in an indirect and modified form. For example, the out-migration of Russians from the Northern Caucasus republics (which is more or less correctly reflected in the census data) created mono-ethnic and mono-confessional enclaves in many districts of the Caucasus republics. As a result, the remaining Russian population, especially girls of marriageable age, turned to Islam – an identity change never, or very rarely encountered before. Religious identities have experienced a revival and mobilization similar to the mobilization and revival of ethnic identities in the mid-1980s and early 1990s.
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Ethnic mobilization

Dmitry Gorenburg

The explosion of nationalism during the perestroika period made the Soviet Union/Russian Federation of the late 1980s and early 1990s a veritable laboratory for students of ethnic mobilization. The sheer number of different nationalist movements that arose in one country during the span of just a few years made the region an excellent location both for the testing of theories of ethnic mobilization first developed in other parts of the world and for the development of new theories based on the Soviet/Russian experience.

I begin this review by briefly discussing some of the most prominent existing explanations of ethnic mobilization in Russia and the Soviet Union.1 I then discuss the key preconditions that, in my view, led to the development of powerful nationalist movements throughout the Soviet Union in the late 1980s. The core of the chapter examines the process by which ethnic mobilization became a key political force during the perestroika and post-perestroika period. The final sections examine the demobilization of minority nationalist movements in the mid-1990s and the impact of the nationalist movements on politics in Russia, including government responses to the mobilization. I also analyze the shift from ethnicity to Islam as the focus of mobilization among members of minority ethnic groups in the North Caucasus. I conclude with some hypotheses on the interaction between possible government responses to popular nationalism and the likelihood that a strong ethnic mobilization may emerge.



Explanations of post-Soviet ethnic mobilization


Scholarship on ethnic mobilization in Russia has largely focused on the effects of Soviet ethnic institutions as the main driver for ethnic mobilization in the 1980s and 1990s. Brubaker elegantly describes the nature of Soviet ethno-federalism and argues that the structure of the Soviet state played a critical role in the breakup of the Soviet Union.2 Roeder points out that the extent of nationalist mobilization depended on a region’s position in the four-tier Soviet ethno-federal hierarchy. He argues that the Soviet government sought to control ethno-politics by giving control of ethnic regions to indigenous elites, punishing members of the elite who sought to use nationalism to gain popular support, and allowing the elite to have a monopoly over mobilizational resources within the ethnic community. By controlling these resources, ethnic elites could determine “when the ethnic group would be mobilized to action.”3 Both the number of resources and the extent of elite control over them decreased with each step down in the administrative hierarchy. Laitin adds elite incentives to the institutionalist model, showing that regional political elites activated nationalist movements not whenever they had the resources to do so, but only in those situations when doing so would help to increase their power vis-à-vis the central government.4 Treisman builds on this work by spelling out how regional elites used the institutional resources provided by ethnic institutions to help in their competition with the center for power.5

These initial studies greatly increased our understanding of the role played by state institutions and by governing elites in fostering ethnic nationalism. Subsequent studies have extended the institutionalist argument in two directions. Some scholars have focused on the critical role of state structure for determining the ability of ethno-nationalist movements to succeed in achieving independence for their ethnic groups or regions. Roeder in particular argues that the design of a state’s institutions is the key factor that determines both whether projects to create new independent states gather enough support to cause a political crisis for the state and whether the nation-state crisis leads to the creation of one or more new states.6 What he calls the segmental institutions thesis argues that states that divide their territory and population among separate jurisdictions and give those jurisdictions a distinct political status (termed segmented states) are more likely to experience nation-state crises than unitary states. A crisis is especially likely to occur when the segments of such a state are divided along lines that provide their subunits with distinct political identities or when the balance of power between the leaders of the segment state and the leaders of the central state swings in the direction of the regional leaders. There are two key mechanisms that translate the segment state institutional structure into greater likelihood for the emergence and success of secessionist nationalist movements. First of all, segment states act as a coordinating mechanism, allowing various nationalistically-minded activists to coalesce around a single nation-state project.7 Second, “segment-states lower the costs of secession by providing secessionists with a ready-made governing structure,” which allows them to unite supporters and act against the central state.8

Hale builds his argument about the causes of ethnic mobilization in Russia and the Soviet Union on a combination of structural, institutional and psychological factors. The theory is based on the core proposition that “ethnicity is driven by uncertainty reduction, whereas ethnic politics are driven by interests.”9 Based on this core proposition, Hale argues that “the driving force behind separatism is an ethnically charged collective action problem.”10 In the game theoretic model on which the argument is built, members of minority ethnic groups would, on balance, prefer to stay in the union, but are worried that the central government might exploit them. Without some kind of credible commitment from the center that it will cooperate with the minority region, regional actors will be better off seceding rather than cooperating whenever they believe the center is not strong enough to prevent the secession. Hale demonstrates this theoretical argument by examining the actions of political elites and their followers in Ukraine and Uzbekistan in the late 1980s and early 1990s. While ethnic distinctiveness was a necessary condition for separatism to develop in the Soviet Union, it was not sufficient. Despite a strong sense of ethnic distinctiveness in the region, Uzbekistan pursued a largely unionist agenda. This difference was the result of economic factors, which made Uzbek elites perceive that they and their region would be far worse off economically in an independent Uzbekistan than they would be if they stayed in the union. Ukrainian leaders had more hope of improving their economic situation by pursuing independence.

A second set of new studies has extended the institutional explanation beyond the political elites, while focusing specifically on the process through which ethnic mobilization occurs. In other words, these studies focus on the how, rather than the why, of ethnic mobilization. Beissinger argues that nationalist mobilization, while based in institutional factors, spread widely through the communist world because of the diffusion of nationalist ideas and methods of action, which he calls tidal forces, throughout the region.11 He shows how nationalist organizers were able to increase the power of their movements by creating narratives that linked various political events into a mobilizing force that used the example of similar activity in neighboring regions to promote nationalism in their home-land. As one reviewer described it, for Beissinger “revolutionary change grows and pushes itself forward by being its own cause and effect simultaneously – a phenomenon so powerful that it can travel across national borders.”12 Beissinger shows how structural and institutional constraints can be overcome through the power of the diffusion of ideas across regions and states.

Beissinger also discusses the critical significance of Russian nationalists’ refusal to support the preservation of the Soviet Union for that state’s disintegration. Russian mobilization led to the emergence of Boris Yeltsin and then, after Yeltsin’s popular election to the Russian presidency and Gorbachev’s loss of power in the aftermath of the August 1991 coup, to the dual power situation that culminated in the dissolution of the Soviet Union in December 1991. Russian leaders decided that their best route to power lay through an alliance with independence-seeking nationalists in other Soviet republics. By working with Baltic and then Ukrainian leaders to dissolve the Soviet Union, Boris Yeltsin reached his goal – the position of supreme authority in Moscow.

My own work has also focused on documenting the process through which elite-initiated nationalist mobilization spreads to large segments of the population, though I have focused more on internal factors within a region and ethnic group and less on diffusion.13 To this end, I show that the support of political elites is not a necessary component of a widely-supported nationalist movement. In several of Russia’s ethnic republics, cultural elites formed successful nationalist movements despite opposition from both local and central political elites. Later in this chapter, I describe the process through which cultural elites can mobilize their followers and show which factors can determine the extent of popular support for minority nationalism.

In focusing on elite bargaining, many of the first generation of studies of ethnic mobilization in Russia treated ethnicity as largely epiphenomenal and blurred the distinction between ethnic republics and administrative regions. Treisman, for example, argues that the demands and actions of the ethnic regions were similar to the tactics used by Russia’s non-ethnic regions to extract benefits from the center.14 I argue that the presence of mass separatist movements in the ethnic regions made the struggle for power between the ethnic regions and the center fundamentally different from the bargaining game between Moscow and Russia’s non-ethnic provinces.

Finally, while the existing studies have noted the connection between administrative status and resource allocation and the importance of these resources for the formation of nationalist movements, they have not explained the process through which differences in administrative status affect political mobilization. The following account of ethno-nationalist mobilization shows how institutional differences led to variation in resource availability, which in turn caused the wide regional differences in the ability of nationalist leaders to mobilize the population and achieve their goals.





Preconditions for post-Soviet ethnic mobililzation





The critical role of Soviet ethnic institutions



Soviet ethnic institutions, established in the 1920s and 1930s and largely unchanged since that time, were based on a dual conception of ethnicity as both personal and territorial. Soviet ideology and scholarship followed Stalin in defining an ethnic group in a primordialist manner, as a “historically evolved, stable community based on a common language, territory, economic life and psychological makeup manifested in a community of culture.”15 The personal conception of ethnicity was based on the idea that each individual belonged to a specific ethnic group and to that group alone.16

Once individual ethnic groups had been distinguished, the next step in the institutionalization process involved ensuring that each individual was assigned to a particular ethnic group. This process began in 1932 with the introduction of the internal passport as the main identity document for Soviet citizens. Initially, ethnic identity was recorded according to the self-identification of the individual to whom the passport was being issued. Once the passport was issued, however, individuals were prohibited from changing their passport ethnicity.17 By the end of the 1930s, most transactions between individuals and the state required the individual to publicly declare his or her ethnic identity – which was recorded in employment records, student files, and army documents in addition to the aforementioned internal passport.18 It is not surprising that the constant declaration of one’s ethnic identity had the effect of reinforcing the strength of that identity. By requiring that individuals be ‘marked’ with their ethnic identity in this manner, the Soviet state ensured that ethnicity became a highly relevant identity marker and tied the individual to his or her ethnic group.

The territorial conception of ethnicity was consolidated through two related institutions, the division of the country into a federation of ethnically-based administrative units and the establishment of a hierarchy among these units. The creation of ethnically-based administrative units had two important effects. First, by granting ethnic regions a certain degree of autonomy in the name of the right to self-determination, the Soviet state contributed to the development of a belief among these minorities that sovereignty was their right and that the purely formal sovereignty of the Soviet period should be replaced with actual sovereignty and even independence.19 Second, by endowing each ethnic region with its own governing institutions, the Soviet state created a “durable institutional frame” for the development of national political and cultural elites and the promotion of national cultures and languages.20 This institutional frame depended on a combination of both personal and territorial conceptions of ethnicity.

The second part of the territorial conception of ethnicity consisted of a division of the ethnically-based administrative units (and the ethnic groups associated with them) into a four-tier hierarchy. The level of both formal and actual autonomy possessed by a region increased with each level of the hierarchy. The differences in autonomy, local self-government, and cultural development affected the strength and unity of the national intelligentsia and the extent to which the members of the group as a whole were able to avoid Russification. The creation of ethno-federal regions in the Soviet Union helped to solidify ethnic identities among minority ethnic groups. A region’s administrative status determined the extent to which members of the native ethnic group controlled the government.

Differences in ethno-federal status determined the extent to which other ethnic institutions were developed in each region. These institutions included systems of native language education, academic institutes for the study of local culture, cultural institutions, and ethnic preferences in government employment. The spread and penetration of these institutions largely determined the ability of nationalist movements to foster ethnic mobilization in each region.

A native language education system required an ethnic intelligentsia to create curricula, write literature, and interpret the traditional culture of the ethnic group for a modern audience in a socialist state. To this end, each ethnic region established institutes and academies whose primary task was to study and produce the culture of that region’s titular ethnic group. The establishment of these academic institutes and universities led to the emergence of an intellectual elite whose members were often viewed as the leaders of the nation. This elite was also only tangentially connected to the Communist Party and the rest of the governing elite. Once in place, members of the cultural elite had strong incentives to ensure that ethnic cultural development was maintained and expanded, as this would ensure their job security and the maintenance of their status in the community. For these reasons, members of this elite were both well positioned to emerge as an alternative political elite during the liberalization of the 1980s and highly interested in getting involved in politics. This group formed the core of most ethnic movements during the perestroika period. In addition to encouraging the emergence of an intellectual elite, academic institutions in ethnic republics promoted ethnic mobilization by providing material resources, meeting places, and a source of potential recruits for movement activists. The ability to tap into preexisting social networks within the workplace simplified the task of recruiting core activists for emerging nationalist organizations. Finally, membership in government-supported academic institutes gave nationalist leaders a forum to express their ideas and an air of legitimacy as scholars that made their statements appear more authoritative. At a time when access to the media was still sharply restricted, scholars were able to use their academic credentials to receive permission to make public statements about the nationalities question in newspapers and on the radio.

Administrative status was thus a key factor in determining the extent to which other ethnic institutions were developed in a particular region. It affected the extent of native language education, the number of academic institutes dedicated to the study of the titular group’s culture, the number and size of cultural organizations, and the extent of titular control over local administration. Ethnic institutions were most developed in union republics and least developed in autonomous oblasti and districts, with autonomous republics occupying an intermediate position. These institutions played a crucial role in strengthening ethnic identities and creating dense social networks among the titular population, which in turn played a key role in determining the ability of nationalist movements to get organized and to win popular support among the population.






Ethnic institutions clash with assimilationist policies



Throughout the post-war period, the Soviet government pursued a dual course toward its minorities, enacting assimilationist policies at the same time as it maintained and even strengthened the ethnic institutions that were established in the 1920s. The slogan “national in form, but socialist in content” symbolizes this dual approach. By the late 1950s, the Soviet government combined the maintenance of ethnic institutions with newly enacted policies that favored the use of Russian. Officially, Russian was labeled the language of interethnic communication, but speaking Russian became an essential element of participating in Soviet society. Since language use is generally a zero-sum decision, promoting one central language inevitably led to a decline in use of competing national languages. And since language, in turn, is a key component of ethnic identity, the shift in language use away from national languages led to an increase in ethnic assimilation of members of non-Russian minorities.

While the institutionalization of ethnicity did reinforce ethnic identity among certain segments of the minority population, the assimilation policy had a remarkable effect in a relatively short period of time. The effects of these policies were variable, depending on location and type of homeland region. Inhabitants of union republics, which had the most extensive networks of ethnic institutions, were on average less vulnerable to assimilation than inhabitants of autonomous republics, provinces, or districts, which were permitted to have progressively fewer ethnic institutions. Finally, the extent to which ethnic institutions prevented the assimilation of particular individuals depended on the extent to which these institutions played a significant role in people’s lives. For example, native language education and native language print media were more prevalent in rural than in urban areas.21 Other than variation in the extent of ethnic institutions, the factors that influenced the extent of variation in the level of assimilation included the number of Russians in the region and their settlement patterns, the extent to which Russian was known and used among that nationality prior to the nation-wide shift in favor of Russian language education and use, and the extent of linguistic differences between Russian and the national language of the republic.

As assimilation accelerated in the second half of the twentieth century, it had two contradictory consequences for Soviet politics. On the one hand, the adoption of the Russian language and Soviet culture by an ever-increasing number of minority group members created the perception that the Soviet policy of ethnic integration was bearing fruit. A large and increasing number of young people in most minority ethnic groups were declaring Russian as their native language, with an even larger number switching to Russian as their primary language to communication.22 For some ethnic groups, the switch to Russian language was combined with a switch to Russian ethnic identity, primarily but not exclusively among the children of mixed marriages. By the early 1980s, both linguistic assimilation and linguistic reidentification in the Soviet Union were on an accelerating trajectory and it seems quite likely that had Soviet nationality policies remained in place for another 20–30 years, many of the Soviet Union’s minority ethnic groups would have become almost entirely Russophone, while a large number of their members would have reidentified as Russian. Given this context, it is not surprising that as late as the early 1980s, Soviet policymakers firmly believed that they had “solved the nationality problem” by integrating the minorities and the Russian majority into a single Soviet people (Sovetskii narod). This perception was proven false by the rapid growth in minority nationalism that started almost immediately after Mikhail Gorbachev announced his perestroika program.

Much of the intellectual and cultural elite of Soviet minority groups became highly concerned in the 1980s because they feared that their group’s culture and language were being destroyed by Soviet nationalities policies; the same policies, ironically, that created conditions that allowed the nationalist movements to flourish and, in some cases, to successfully challenge the Soviet state, as I will show later. These concerns were not always about linguistic assimilation directly. In the Baltic States, where linguistic assimilation was rare and ethnic reidentification almost unheard of, activists worried about the rapidly increasing population of Russian migrants, who did not learn the local languages and insisted that locals address them in Russian. Public space became dominated by the Russian language, creating the perception that titular languages were being relegated to the private sphere and had no future.

At the same time, urban titulars felt a sense of grievance about unequal treatment by Russians who had moved to the ethnic regions’ cities in the post-World War II period and had taken many of the best jobs in science and industry. For this reason, concerns about linguistic and cultural issues played a dominant role in the early stages of nationalist mobilization even in areas where members of the titular groups overwhelmingly used their national languages amongst themselves. The nationalists’ top priority was to ensure the survival of their ethnic group through a revival of native language use in the public sphere, the implementation of affirmative action programs for titulars in education and employment, as well as an increase in the resources given to local cultural needs. These grievances made titular populations in most of the Soviet Union’s ethnic regions highly susceptible to nationalist mobilization when the opportunity arose as a consequence of Gorbachev’s liberalization program.







A mass-based explanation of ethnic mobilization


A mass-based explanation of ethnic mobilization needs to explain three things. First, it must explain how and why the movement leaders choose to begin the mobilization process. Second, it must explain how the movement leaders convince others to support the movement. And third, it must explain how and why a significant proportion of the population joins the movement. In the rest of this section, I present a summary of the argument.23




Movement formation



The emergence of a protest movement requires a change in the political opportunity structure,24 sufficient organizational resources among prospective challengers, a common identity among prospective founders of the protest movement, and incentives for these prospective founders to actually take part in the organization of protest activities.25 Protest movements tend to form during periods when the political structure begins to show signs of change that serve to modify the calculations on which the balance of power in the political establishment is based.26 There are many possible sources of this change, including war, demographic change, economic decline, change in the international balance of power, industrialization, and many others. Regardless of its origin, the change in the political structure leads to an expansion in the political opportunities of actors who were previously excluded from the political system. Openings in the political opportunity structure can occur either as part of a system-wide political crisis, which affects all potential insurgent groups, or through smaller changes in the balance of power, which often result from long-term socio-economic changes and usually affect only one or two potential protest constituencies.27

In the Soviet Union, Gorbachev’s liberalization program led to a systemic crisis of the political system, allowing the emergence of many kinds of protest movements. Gorbachev’s reforms encouraged the emergence of protest movements in three ways. First, his stated policies of glasnost (openness) and demokratizatsia (democratization) emboldened protesters by making it clear that the expression of opinions opposed to official policy would no longer result in repression. As some pioneering dissidents began to state their opinions openly and even held public demonstrations for greater liberalization without negative consequences to their liberty, other potential activists emerged and sought to capitalize on the new openness to publicize their demands. Second, the central government’s prohibition on repression reduced the power discrepancy between governing elites and potential protesters at the local level. Local administrators who were perceived as ‘hardliners’ or holdovers from the old regime were threatened with removal from their positions. Third, as the Soviet political crisis continued to deepen and spread, regional elites who had managed to forestall the emergence of significant protest by preventing the emergence of a free press and continuing to repress activists found themselves under increasing pressure from the center to ‘get in line’ with the rest of the country on liberalization while at the same time becoming increasingly subject to the weakening of government authority that resulted from the breakdown of chains of command across the country. As a result of these processes, the power discrepancy between local governing elites and their potential challengers was significantly reduced, making the possibility of the formation of social movements more attractive for potential activists.

In the Russian Federation, the political opportunities available to potential protesters varied dramatically from region to region. Some regional governments exhibited a greater willingness to liberalize and were less likely to use repressive methods. In other regions, elites were divided and therefore more likely to form alliances with challenging groups. In yet other regions, the governing elites remained united and opposed to liberalization.28 Furthermore, different protest movements were faced with different political opportunity structures. In some regions, governing elites who were willing to form alliances with pro-democracy or environmentalist groups continued to use repressive measures against any sign of nationalist activity. In other regions, the situation was precisely reversed, with nationalist groups being favored as partners over pro-democracy activists. This regional and sector-based variation in political opportunity structure largely determined the timing of the emergence of protest movements in each region and the sequence in which different types of protest movements emerged.

Who were the initial activists? And why did they choose to participate in the nationalist movement? In the early stages of movement formation, movement leaders consisted almost entirely of scholars from the social science institutes and universities. In Tatarstan, nine of eleven movement founders were scholars based at the republic’s Academy of Sciences branch or at Kazan State University. The academy fostered the development of a common identity among scholars who had devoted their careers to the study of the culture, literature, language, or history of their ethnic group. They perceived themselves not simply as part of the Soviet intellectual elite, but as the intellectual elite of their ethnic group, a position that for them carried with it a duty to press for the continued cultural development of their ethnic group. In essence, they saw the task of leading the nationalist movement as part of their position in society and identity as ethnic scholars.

These scholars were at the forefront of nationalist organization because for them activism brought greater benefits and lower costs than for members of other social groups. Other than the psychological rewards of taking a position as leaders of the ethnic group, scholars also were likely to receive material rewards for their participation. These scholars’ jobs were closely linked to the cultural development of their ethnic group. If nationalist activism resulted in greater funding and opportunities for cultural development, these scholars would be first in line to head new programs, conduct new studies, write new textbooks, and instruct new language and history teachers. In other words, cultural development would increase these activists’ chances for career advancement and make their chosen careers more central to government policy and therefore more prestigious. On the other hand, if existing cultural policies were maintained, the likelihood was high that trends toward increasing assimilation and language loss among members of the ethnic group would continue. In that case, ethnic scholars would become increasingly irrelevant as demand for new texts and instructors declined. These scholars’ calculations proved correct. In the ethnic revival that was spearheaded by the nationalist movements, new universities, academies of science, and institutes were established in every republic, increasing career opportunities and prestige for ethnic academics. Members of other social groups, on the other hand, did not stand to gain materially from the success of nationalist movements and were correspondingly less likely to participate at the early stages, when success seemed unlikely.

Although the political liberalization of the mid-1980s resulted in the expansion of opportunities for all types of protest movements, the institutionalization of ethnicity ensured that ethno-nationalist movements would become the most important source of protest activity during the ensuing protest cycle. Academic institutions focused on the study of ethnic groups played a particularly crucial role in this process, in effect acting as an incubator for nationalist leaders and then providing them with the material and organizational resources necessary for the successful launch of a protest movement.






Convincing followers



For a protest movement to be successful, it is not enough for it to acquire organizational resources and a cadre of dedicated activists. It also needs to formulate an appeal that will strike a chord among potential supporters and ensure that its message is widely disseminated. The movement needs to convince people that its demands are legitimate and that now is an opportune time to press these demands. The process through which movement activists seek to influence potential supporters is known as framing. Frames serve to “either underscore and embellish the seriousness and injustice of a social condition or redefine as unjust and immoral what was previously seen as unfortunate but perhaps tolerable.”29 In this manner, frames “organize experience and guide action.”30 In order to persuade potential followers to join the movement, movement organizers formulate their demands in a way that resonates with the grievances of the target population. To achieve this end, grievances must be described with language and symbols that are congruent with the target population’s beliefs and values, while at the same time being compatible with the goals of movement activists.31

Framing is used not only to convince potential followers that their situation is intolerable, but also to convince them that political action can change the situation for the better, that participation in the movement is the most effective way of bringing about such a change, and that success is particularly likely at the present time. During this ‘cognitive liberation’ process, movement activists first must convince the target population that their plight is the result of systemic rather than individual factors.32 Second, activists have to assign blame for the injustice and propose a “line of action for ameliorating the problem.”33 Finally, activists need to show potential supporters that the political system is becoming increasingly vulnerable to challenge, increasing the probability of success in achieving the goals of the movement.

Framing processes played a crucial role in popularizing the appeal of nationalist movements. To be successful, nationalist leaders had to frame their demands in language and imagery that could resonate with the population. Seventy years of Soviet ethnic policy had decisively molded the perceptions, beliefs and identities of minority ethnic group members. The nationalist leaders who were successful were those who crafted their messages to correspond to the political ideas of the population. These ideas were shaped by the four ethnic institutions of territorialized ethnicity, republic boundaries, ethnic hierarchy, and passport identity.

The establishment of ethnic administrative units that were considered to ‘belong’ to the members of the ethnic group produced a series of demands related to a perceived discrepancy between the theoretical titular ownership of the region and the actual domination of many aspects of local affairs by members of other ethnic groups, particularly Russians. Nationalist leaders advocated a dramatic expansion of the use of the titular language in administration, education and other spheres of public life. Some leaders argued that the lack of knowledge of the titular language among the Russian population was a mark of their disrespect toward the titular ethnic group and its culture. This demand reflected the importance attached by Soviet ethnic policy to the development of native languages and the direct link between language and ethnic identity in the Soviet definition of nationality. Nationalists also argued that the governments of ethnic regions were responsible for the cultural development of their ethnic group, that members of the titular ethnic group had a right to play a dominant role in local administration, and that quotas in hiring should be instituted to rectify the economic imbalance faced by indigenous groups. All of these arguments were based on the assumption that members of the titular ethnic group, by virtue of their indigeousness, should have special rights within their homeland.

The boundaries of most ethnic regions did not fully correspond with the areas inhabited by members of the titular ethnic group. Most ethnic groups had sizeable and compact diaspora populations living in areas adjacent to the ethnic region. While in many cases around the world such a situation has led to irredentist claims against neighboring regions, the importance and legitimacy attached to boundaries ensured that irredentist appeals were virtually non-existent among most ethnic regions in the Soviet Union.34 Because irredentist appeals were precluded, nationalist leaders could only express their concern about the future of the diaspora population in terms of cultural and linguistic issues. Calls for the republic government to provide books and teachers for co-ethnics living outside the republic were legitimate, territorial claims were not.

Nationalist demands for sovereignty and self-determination were based on the perceived unfairness of the hierarchy of regions within the federal administrative system. Nationalist leaders pointed to the differences in economic development between their regions and regions at the next highest level of the federal hierarchy. They claimed that the best way to improve the regional economy was to increase local control of budgets and state enterprises at the expense of the union republic to which the region was subject. Similarly, they argued that regions with higher status had better cultural facilities and better opportunities for cultural development. Yet even though nationalist leaders perceived the inequality created by the asymmetric federal system, they did not argue for its replacement by a symmetric federation where all ethnic regions would have equal status. Their views had been shaped by the long-term institutionalization of asymmetric federalism and they did not question this institution’s legitimacy. They merely argued that the Soviet government had unjustly prevented their region from claiming its legitimate place at a higher level in the hierarchy. Other, supposedly less developed, regions could remain at their previous position in the hierarchy.

Finally, passport ethnicity reified the existing ethnic categories, made preferential hiring policies feasible, and made individual attempts at assimilation highly visible to co-ethnics. Because all Soviet citizens were required to belong to an ethnic group, had this identity inscribed in their passports, and were not allowed to change the passport inscription, passing as a member of another ethnic group was virtually impossible. Individuals had to state their ethnic identity in filling out paperwork whenever they came into contact with the state bureaucracy, increasing the salience of ethnic identity for the individual. The importance of passport ethnic identity in hindering assimilation meant that nationalist leaders argued vehemently against issuing new passports that did not include such labels. Passport ethnic identity also increased the legitimacy of preferential hiring policies by removing the uncertainty from individual ethnic identity. Each individual could quickly and definitively judge the effect of such policies on him or herself. The lack of ambiguity increased the support for such policies among the titular ethnic group, whose members stood to benefit materially.

Even if nationalist leaders were able to convince the population of the validity of their claims, participation in protest would remain unlikely if people believed that the campaign was unlikely to succeed or that they were likely to suffer high costs for participating. Unauthorized public demonstrations had been illegal in the Soviet Union for many decades and were usually met with swift police action and lengthy prison terms for the participants. If the protest campaign were to generate mass appeal, it would need to assure the population that dissent was no longer being repressed and that the movement was strong enough to achieve its goals. To achieve these goals, nationalist leaders acted publicly to demonstrate their strength and publicized protest activities in other regions to show that a wave of protest was sweeping the country. To show that nationalism was becoming increasingly widespread throughout the country, nationalist leaders wrote and spoke publicly about the example of the Baltic republics, where nationalist rhetoric was being combined with peaceful protest. At the same time, they underplayed violent events in the Caucasus, which could have scared potential participants away from the movement. The experience of peaceful protest and nationalist mobilization in other parts of the country served to create an atmosphere in which public dissent was increasingly seen as a normal part of the political process. This acculturation to new modes of behavior put pressure on recalcitrant local elites to allow peaceful protest in their regions as well.

To show their local strength, nationalists organized outdoor public rallies. As these rallies were allowed to take place by regional governments, more and more people came to believe that participants were safe from repression. As a result, participation in these rallies grew over time. As the rallies grew, the appearance of movement strength further increased, leading to even more participation. Similarly, the printing of articles by nationalist leaders in official newspapers gradually convinced the population that the long-forbidden nationalist discourse that had become widespread in other parts of the country was now considered acceptable by the local authorities as well. This belief also encouraged participation in the movement. Finally, the election of many nationalist leaders to local Supreme Soviets was a further indication of their strength.

The ability of nationalist leaders to influence public opinion was made possible by their level of access to the media. The policy of glasnost, enforced from above, ensured that previously banned opinions were allowed to be expressed on the pages of newspapers and magazines and on local radio and television programs. Nationalist leaders were able to use this medium particularly effectively. Their status as respected scholars and writers, who had often contributed to these media in the past on less controversial topics, gave them greater access to the media and their opinions greater weight in the community than would have been the case had they come from a different social group with lower status.to here






Why masses join



Now that I have summarized the argument on the formation of nationalist movements and the appeals used by movement founders in their efforts to mobilize the population, it remains to explain why members of the ethnic group heed the call to mobilization. As discussed above, many accounts of nationalist mobilization assume that members of an ethnic minority are willing to mobilize whenever called upon to do so by the elites. This perspective tells us little about the motivations and decision-making process of potential movement supporters among the population. An alternative perspective begins with the importance of social networks and information exchange mechanisms for generating links between masses and elites.35 These links are then used to inform potential supporters of the existence of material and psychological selective incentives for joining. The extent to which the mobilizing effort proves successful depends on the density of social networks, the ability of elites to provide selective benefits, and the usefulness of these benefits for members of the target population. The extent of popular support for mobilization is reflected in the numerical size of protest events and the extent to which nationalist candidates are supported in local elections.

Popular support of mass movements was promoted by factors such as a strong sense of common identity among the target population, the strength of social ties between individuals within the target population, and the existence of social networks linking movement leaders and potential followers. A strong sense of common identity is as important for mobilization among followers as it is among movement organizers. People for whom ethnicity was not a crucial component of their identity tended to be less responsive to nationalist appeals. To join the nationalist movement, these people had to not only have a strong sense of ethnic identity, but also to view ethnicity as a category that could be the basis for political action. As shown above, the sense of common identity among the members of an ethnic group was fostered through native language schools, passport ethnic identification and the other Soviet ethnic institutions. The perception that political action could be based on ethnic identity was also fostered in the schools, where students learned about Soviet nationalities policy and the government’s use of political means to influence ethnic identities. Schoolchildren in titular language schools were taught about the role of the Soviet state in promoting education and modernization among the non-Russian population and, most importantly, about the creation of national homelands for minority groups. This education provided examples of the use of ethnic identity for political ends under Soviet rule. This identity was therefore particularly strong in rural areas, where native language education predominated, and among those inhabitants of urban areas, particularly migrants from rural areas and the older population, who had experience with native language education before it was largely eliminated from the cities in the 1960s. Survey data shows that members of these groups were significantly more likely to support nationalist movements than other members of their ethnic group.

Political process scholars have emphasized the importance of social networks for the recruitment of new movement activists. The likelihood of recruitment has been shown to be almost entirely a function of the existence of interpersonal links between potential recruits and movement members.36 The founders of nationalist movements in the ethnic republics were connected to potential recruits largely through university students and recent migrants from rural areas. University students became involved in the nationalist movement after taking classes and participating in discussion groups led by the scholars who had founded the movement. These students were, however, divided into two groups. Students from urban areas had universally attended Russian language schools, usually had poor knowledge of their native language and had little exposure to their ethnic group’s traditions and culture. They were thus frequently apathetic about ethnic revival and tended to avoid the nationalist movements in their republics. Most of the students who were involved in the movement thus came from rural areas, where they had received a native language education and been taught about the culture of their ethnic group. These rural students spread the movement’s message when they returned home for vacations. After graduating, some of the students who returned home helped to found local movement branches. Similarly, recent migrants from rural areas who took jobs in universities, academic institutes and other places where nationalist movement ideas were commonplace retained contacts with their home regions and fostered the spread of movement activism there.

The denser the social networks and the closer the social ties linking members of a particular community, the faster and easier it was for movement activism to spread among the group. If a trusted member of a local group or association joins a movement or political party, other members of the group are subsequently far more likely to also join the movement.37 In the Soviet Union, the absence of independent associations prior to the late 1980s meant that the strongest groups were those that had been supported by the state. In urban areas, the strongest links were forged among students, who were linked not only through classes and dormitories, but also through the Komsomol, the official organization for university-aged youth. When the Komsomol broke up in the late 1980s, nationalist youth organizations were among its most prominent successors in virtually every ethnic region. Groups like the Union of Bashkir Youth and Azatlyk, the Tatar youth organization, maintained a strong presence on university campuses and encouraged links between students studying at different institutions.

Recent migrants from rural areas maintained strong ties among people from the same district, although these ties rarely led to the establishment of formal associations. Instead, migrants maintained informal links both with other migrants from the same rural district and with relatives and friends who remained behind. In addition, these migrants were more likely to retain a strong sense of their ethnic identity, developed through native language education in the village and maintained because of the exposure to members of other ethnic groups upon arrival in the city. In the rural areas themselves, close associational ties were enforced by the structure of the collective farm, which ensured that all peasants remained in close contact with each other both through their work on common property and through formal associations such as the village council (selsovet). Furthermore, the importance of the collective farm and village council chairmen in rural life ensured that the sympathy of either figure for the nationalist view would persuade the majority of the villagers to join as well.38

A sense of common identity, networks connecting movement leaders and potential followers, and dense social networks among the potential followers make it easier for individuals to overcome their suspicion of new groups and become willing to join a movement. But to become an active participant, they need to also have some specific incentives to join. These incentives can be either material or psychological. In the case of nationalist movements in the Soviet Union, both types of incentives were present. The material incentives included the desire to preserve preferences in hiring and education and the possibility of using the movement for personal advancement. The possibility that a new political system for the Soviet Union would eliminate hiring preferences encouraged members of the groups that benefited from such preferences to mobilize for their preservation. The possibility of using movement participation for personal advancement and enrichment encouraged some individuals to start local chapters of existing nationalist organizations or even to found entirely new movement organizations. In one case, Khakass villagers created a local branch of the Khakass nationalist movement because they wanted to increase the number of ethnic Khakass in leadership positions at the local state farm.39

Psychological incentives for mobilization included the desire to preserve the common ethnic identity and the desire to stop discrimination by Russians against members of the ethnic group. The same group of Khakass villagers lamented the decline of the Khakass language among children, with the branch leader noting that “if the child does not absorb the native language with his mother’s milk … he will be a Khakass only in his passport entry on ethnicity.” They also blamed the village leaders for discriminating against Khakass villagers in housing distribution.40 The desire to preserve the common ethnic identity emerged from the sense that the culture and values of the ethnic group were a unique public good that was worth preserving for its own sake. In addition, an increase in the use of native language in the public sphere would increase the demand for speakers of the language to fill administrative and other public sector jobs – contributing to the material welfare of the members of the ethnic group. The psychological benefits of ending discrimination against members of the titular ethnic group are obvious. The most common forms of this discrimination outside the economic sphere included the use of ethnic slurs against people speaking non-Russian languages in public and the presence of a hostile atmosphere in the workplace and in school.

The extent to which members of titular ethnic groups supported nationalist movements thus depended on a combination of facilitating conditions, such as a common identity and social networks, and the presence of material and psychological incentives. In regions where ties between movement leaders and potential followers were particularly weak, the popularity of the nationalist movement was correspondingly lower. Similarly, in areas where movement leaders were unable to provide selective benefits for joining the movement, participation was also less extensive.







Outcomes


Because of the processes of diffusion described by Beissinger,41 nationalist movements developed in all of Russia’s ethnic regions. But their strength varied depending on the extent and penetration of ethnic institutions in the region in question. This variation correlated closely with the level of the region in the Soviet Union’s federal hierarchy, with union republics having the highest levels of ethnic mobilization, followed by autonomous republics (ASSRs), with autonomous provinces and districts having the lowest levels. While there was also a great deal of variation within each category of ethnic region, the union republics with the lowest levels of mobilization still had more of it than the autonomous republics with the highest levels.

In a majority of Soviet and Russian ethnic regions, local governments adopted many parts of the nationalist program. In many of the now-independent former union republics, nationalist leaders came to power and were able to implement their own programs directly. Thus, Estonia and Latvia required descent from someone who was a citizen prior to the Soviet conquest in 1940 or else knowledge of the titular ethnic groups’ language to qualify for citizenship of the newly independent country. Moldovan leaders initially sought to merge the country with Romania. In the Caucasus, Georgian leaders sought to eliminate the autonomous regions of ethnic minorities within Georgia, while Azerbaijani and Armenian leaders pursued a war over the disputed Nagorno-Karabakh region.

In some union and most autonomous republics, nationalist forces did not succeed at gaining power and former communist elites remained in control of the government. At the union republic level, this was the case in Ukraine, Belarus and the five Central Asian republics. In these newly independent states, as well as in a number of autonomous republics, formerly communist politicians decided to adopt parts of the nationalist program in order to preserve their hold on power by defusing the power of the nationalist movements. Through the region, language laws that promoted the titular language at the expense of Russian were enacted. In some cases, these new laws required politicians to know the titular language in order to continue in office. In many cases, members of titular ethnic groups were given preference in government hiring and in education, though these policies were often put in place informally, rather than being enacted through laws.

The situation was even more complicated in Russia’s autonomous republics, where in many cases nationalist pressure forced governing elites to support both ethnic revival and greater regional autonomy while trying to negotiate a modus vivendi with the central government in Moscow. However, the extent to which these policies were pursued by the governments depended only partially on the strength of the nationalist movement. Strong nationalist movements were able to pressure the executive branches of government in their regions into supporting radical nationalist proposals, including withdrawal of the region from the Russian Federation and strict language knowledge requirements for important positions in government. At the same time, the adoption of these proposals by republic legislatures depended less on the strength of the nationalist movement and more on the demographic balance among ethnic groups in the region. In regions where the titular group comprised at least a plurality of the population, governments had more leeway to pass laws supportive of nationalist demands and to implement ethnic revival programs based on these laws. In regions where the titular ethnic group comprised a minority of the total population, the governments were usually forced to modify their initial proposals in order to make them appear less nationalist.

The presence of local nationalist movements also allowed regional leaders to use the potential threat of ethnic conflict to increase their power vis-à-vis the central government. Regional political elites were in essence playing a two-level game in which they engaged in simultaneous negotiations with both the central government and with nationalist opposition movements in their regions.42 Negotiations with the central government were constrained by the demands of internal opposition forces in each region. Since the main topic of negotiations between the central and regional governments concerned the extent of regional autonomy, local governing elites had to take into account demands posed by strong nationalist movements that advocated regional separatism. This interaction between governing elites and opposition movements at the regional level complicated the negotiations between regional and central governing elites by limiting the regional elites’ freedom of action. Tatarstan’s nationalists, for example, were powerful enough to pressure the republic legislature to back the republic’s withdrawal from the Russian Federation both in the sovereignty declaration and in post-coup resolutions on independence and on Tatarstan’s accession to the Commonwealth of Independent States. While the nationalist movement was at its peak, Tatarstan’s leaders could not compromise on the principle of separation from Russia. A settlement between the center and the region was made only after the Tatarstani political elite had defeated the nationalist opposition movement and could compromise with Moscow without fear of losing political control in the republic.

At the same time, the presence of a strong nationalist movement at home allowed regional leaders to ensure their political survival by pointing to the threat of political instability and even violence in the region if the central government was seen as interfering in republic affairs. Thus, in the aftermath of the 1991 coup, President Shaimiev of Tatarstan used the perceived danger of a nationalist takeover to avoid being removed from office for failing to support President Yeltsin. The nationalist threat was also used by regional leaders to increase their regions’ powers vis-à-vis the center. In March 1992, President Rakhimov of Bashkortostan argued that his government would be overthrown if he signed the Federation Treaty without any concessions. As a result, the central government agreed to sign an addendum to the treaty that gave Bashkortostan additional powers and competencies and was used to mollify Bashkir nationalists.

Viewing negotiations over the authority of regional governments as a two-level game provides an explanation for Treisman’s finding that the regions that were most hostile to the central government were often the ones who were able to extract the most significant concessions from that government, while regions that remained quiescent were penalized for their stability.43 In many cases, the regions that made the strongest demands for autonomy were threatened with internal instability if concessions were not granted. This threat spurred local political elites to increase their demands and encouraged the central government to compromise.




Variation across regions and time



Inter-republican differences in the level of mobilization occurred in part because of the already discussed differences in regional position in the Soviet ethno-federal hierarchy and in part because of regional differences. In past work I showed that in the early 1990s, the groups with the highest levels of support for both cultural nationalism and regional separatism included the Ingush, Chechens, Tyvans, and Sakha. Buriats, Kabardins, Bashkirs, Tatars, and Ossetians had somewhat lower levels of support for nationalist positions. The groups with the weakest levels of support for both kinds of nationalism include the Mordovians, Mari, Chuvash, Udmurts, Karelians, Komi, Balkars, and the titular inhabitants of Dagestan. Finally, the Kalmyks, one of the strongest supporters of cultural nationalism, did not support regional separatism.44

Some of the regional differences found in this study were relatively surprising. While the groups with the lowest levels of support for nationalism included the relatively Russified Finno-Ugric groups of the north that are usually considered to have a weak sense of nationalism, they also included the Balkars and the inhabitants of Dagestan, from the usually highly nationalistic Caucasus. Members of these groups were most likely reluctant to support nationalism because they lived in multi-ethnic republics and feared that they would be dominated by other groups within the republic should the status quo change. In addition, one might not have expected to find the Sakha and Tyvans in the same highly nationalist category as the Chechens and Ingush. Together with the moderately nationalist Buriats, these findings indicate that Siberian ethnic groups had as strong a sense of nationalism as Muslim and Caucasian groups usually seen as the most nationalistic in Russia. However, this level of support was somewhat more passive, as Siberian minority nationalists engaged in fewer demonstrations and other public acts of protests than nationalist supporters in the Northern Caucasus republics or in Tatarstan and Bashkortostan.







Demobilization and transformation


Nationalist mobilization peaked in the Soviet Union and in Russia itself in 1991. The achievement of independence by the Soviet Union’s constituent republics meant that the most powerful and popular nationalist movements had essentially achieved their top goal, and they moved on to focus on either questions of state-building (in those countries where they had taken power) or democratization (in those countries where former communist elites retained control). In a number of ethnic regions within the Russian Federation, minority nationalist movements continued to agitate for independent statehood, but their support among the population began to decline as economic problems and political instability came to overshadow cultural issues and concern about excessive centralization.45

By the mid-1990s, significant ethnic mobilization remained a political factor only in the republics of the North Caucasus, where Chechen claims of independence and the subsequent Russian invasion of the region created spillover effects that destabilized the entire region. But even there in the second half of the 1990s, ethnic mobilization increasingly transformed into mobilization along religious lines. There are many causes for the increasing popularity of radical Salafi Islam in this region, and among Russian Muslims as a whole. But the frustration of young Muslim leaders with the disunity of Russian Muslims is certainly an important factor. They realized that ethnic divisions weakened the potential of any opposition force in the Caucasus and decided to focus on Islam as a unifying force that could strengthen their efforts to cleanse the region of Russian occupation while providing the movement with financial and logistical support from abroad.

The second Chechen war, which began with an invasion of Dagestan by groups that included both Chechens and Dagestanis who proclaimed their goal to be the establishment of an Islamic state throughout the North Caucasus, was one of the first widely visible signs of this shift. Although this incursion was defeated and then used as a pretext by the Russian government to launch a new invasion of Chechnya, it showed that what had begun as an ethno-nationalist struggle for the independence of Chechnya had become a broader Islamist struggle under the influence of the international radical Islamist community, which had sent money and people to help the fight.46 This Islamic mobilization has retained some ethnic aspects, as many of the jamaats (brotherhoods) that have continued the anti-Russian mobilization since the end of the second Chechen war are organized along ethnic lines. But this has more to do with the leaders’ social networks and family ties, rather than with their goals, which are now entirely religious in nature.




Central government responses



While the Soviet Union still existed, Soviet and Russian leaders (i.e., Gorbachev and Yeltsin) competed over who could provide a better deal for minority ethnic groups and regions within Russia in exchange for their support in the competition for power in Moscow. Yeltsin essentially won this competition by going on a tour of ethnic republics during which he told regional leaders to “take as much sovereignty as they could swallow.”47 With this statement, Yeltsin basically declared that he would allow local leaders to set their own policies on ethnic minorities and cultural issues. This in turn allowed the local leaders to reduce the level of political tension in their regions by making concessions to nationalist political goals. Moderate minority nationalists throughout Russia were by and large satisfied by increases in native language education and an increase in the financing and promotion of the cultural development of minority ethnic groups, as well as an increase in opportunities for members of titular ethnic groups to be hired for jobs in regional governments.48 With moderate nationalists largely satisfied, the danger posed to political stability by ethnic mobilization largely dissipated. While some radical nationalists unwilling to accept anything less than full independence for their region were present in almost every ethnic republic, they were not very numerous or influential in any region except Chechnya. Their lack of numbers or political influence meant that they lacked the ability to set the political agenda in their regions. By 1994, their protests had become marginal affairs that attracted no more than a few hundred people and were regarded as no more than a nuisance by regional leaders.

Although Yeltsin quickly solidified his control of the Russian government after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, his ability to exert political control in the periphery remained limited by the government’s chronic financial shortfalls throughout the 1990s. To maintain at least a semblance of control throughout the country, Yeltsin was willing to provide fairly extensive regional autonomy to regional leaders as long as they were willing to accept Moscow’s authority. This was the period during which the central government signed bilateral treaties with most ethnic republics, allowing them to keep a sizeable share of tax revenues raised in their republic and to determine independently the political institutions of their republics. In exchange, local leaders dealt directly with ethnic mobilization in their regions. At the same time, the invasion of Chechnya provided regional leaders with an example of what Moscow might do if they refused to recognize central authority.

By the late 1990s, the federal government proposed the establishment of National Cultural Autonomies. These were designed to provide, in at least a limited way, for the cultural needs of members of ethnic groups who did not live in ethnic regions.49 But in most of Russia in this period, ethnic mobilization had become a purely local issue. The one exception was the North Caucausus, where as a consequence of the first Chechen war, ethnic mobilization was largely replaced by mobilization along religious lines, as I discussed above.

As part of his effort to restore central authority, Vladimir Putin rolled back the independence of ethnic republics. Republics were forced to amend their constitutions to bring them into line with federal law. At the same time, their financial independence was curtailed. The final blow came with the end of gubernatorial elections, which eliminated republic leaders’ independence and made them completely dependent on Moscow for their continued political careers. At the same time, minority cultural rights were reduced, with reductions in native language education in some republics and the widely publicized Constitutional Court ruling prohibiting the shift of the written Tatar language from Cyrillic to Latin script. However, the moves brought little ethnic mobilization in response, perhaps because people were more focused on the improving economic situation and increasing political stability after the chaos of the 1990s than they were on cultural rights or political autonomy.

At the same time, latent ethnic tensions have remained just below the surface and could reappear if the central government appears to weaken at some point in the future. Efforts by Circassian activists to use the upcoming 2014 Sochi Olympics to focus attention on the large numbers of Circassian people killed during the Russian conquest of the Caucasus in the 1860s show that minority nationalism remains a potentially strong mobilizing force in Russia.50 Nevertheless, unless there is a significant weakening of central control, challenges such as this one will not find the widespread support achieved by nationalist mobilization efforts in the early 1990s.







Conclusions


In this chapter, I have tried to show how ethnic mobilization developed in the Soviet Union and the Russian Federation in the early 1990s. I have sought to amend the dominant institutionalist paradigm, which argues that the Soviet state created the nationalist mobilization that played a major role in its downfall by promoting ethnic identities through its ethno-federalist structure. I argue that while ethnic institutions were critical for providing the resources that enabled activists to take advantage of Gorbachev’s liberalization policies to establish nationalist movements, it was the assimilationist policies adopted by the Soviet government that created the grievances that galvanized minority cultural elites. These policies created a situation where minority activists feared that their cultures and languages were being destroyed by a rising tide of Russification throughout the Soviet Union. This fear created the sense of grievance among these cultural elites that, together with the resources provided by Soviet-created ethnic institutions, led to the ethnic mobilization of the late 1980s and early 1990s.

The decline in mobilization in the Yeltsin period shows that the creation of an environment where political contestation is fairly open may lead to a decrease in ethnic mobilization by channeling issues into the realm of regular political contestation, rather than leaving them unresolved except through the mechanism of public protest. The increased sense of efficacy provided by participation in the political process may in turn act to reduce the sense of grievance felt by movement leaders and the affected population. At the same time, an increase in repression may also act to reduce ethnic mobilization, though through entirely different mechanisms. Though repression, especially if accompanied by measures that single out ethnic minorities, may create an increased sense of grievance among the affected population, if done effectively it also wipes out the organizational resources necessary for any kind of successful mobilization effort. The result is a seething but quiescent population ready to explode at any sign of weakness by the regime. Inconsistent or partial repression, on the other hand, would act similarly to create a sense of grievance among the population while allowing them to retain enough resources to potentially carry out a successful mobilization against the regime.
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Ethnic federalism, electoral systems, and the representation of ethnic minorities

Evidence from Russia

Robert G. Moser

The political incorporation of ethnic minorities often presents a difficult challenge for new as well as established democracies. Ethnic divisions can promote armed conflict, mass violence, discriminatory state policies, and regime illegitimacy. Moreover, recent scholarship has suggested that democratization may exacerbate these problems by providing elites with incentives and opportunities to use nationalism for electoral gain (Snyder 2000; Wilkinson 2004). Conversely, achieving broad representation of different societal groups has important implications for the stability and quality of democracy, particularly in polities just emerging out of long periods of authoritarian rule (Lijphart 2004: 97). Legislative representation carries great symbolic power for ethnic minorities and often becomes an end in itself even when minorities have little or no chance of participating in the governing coalition (Reynolds 1995).

Those hoping to manage ethnic cleavages often look to a range of institutions to achieve greater political inclusion of minorities and ultimately interethnic peace and regime legitimacy (Lijphart 2004; Saideman, et al. 2002; Horowitz 2003; Reilly 2002). In this chapter, I examine the interaction between ethnic diversity and democratization in Russia by focusing on three main issues: (1) the effects that electoral rules (PR and SMD elections) have had on the election of minorities; (2) the effects that districts in which non-Russian minorities comprised a majority of the population (so-called majority-minority districts) have had on ethnic voting (the tendency of members of ethnic minorities within the electorate to cast votes for co-ethnic candidates); and (3) the association between regions with concentrated minority populations and electoral competitiveness. I argue that ethnic federalism and electoral institutions have had countervailing effects on Russian democratization. On the one hand, Russian electoral institutions have tended to provide non-Russian minorities with a comparatively high degree of political representation in the State Duma. In particular, the combination of single-member district elections and geographic concentration of minorities have promoted the election of members of small non-Russian minorities and this more favorable electoral environment has promoted ethnic voting and increased turnout among minority voters. In short, ethnic federalism and majority-minority districts have tended to promote the political incorporation of minorities in many of the ways that scholars who recommend such institutions for ethnically divided societies would expect. At the same time, the emergence of authoritarian electoral patterns in the 1990s and 2000s, most notably less competitive elections and evidence of electoral manipulation, have been most prevalent in the ethnic republics (see Myagkov et al. 2009). As I will demonstrate below, patterns of non-competitive elections closely follow ethnic lines – elections were significantly less competitive beginning in the 1990s in regions with high concentrations of minorities. Thus, the same environment that has promoted greater representation of minorities has also been associated with less competitive elections. This, of course, presents a dilemma for any future democratic development in Russia and showcases the potential tradeoffs involved in seeing ethnic federalism and regional autonomy as an institutional remedy for ethnically divided societies.

The chapter is divided into four sections. In the first section, I review the literature on ethnicity and democratization and describe how Russia is an excellent test case for a number of hypotheses related to the interrelationship between ethnic diversity and democratization. In section two, I examine the interaction between proportional representation (PR) and single-member district (SMD), plurality rules within Russia’s mixed electoral system and the election of ethnic minorities.1 In section three, I look at how geographic concentration of minorities within single-member districts affected ethnic voting, that is, the tendency of minority voters to support co-ethnic, minority candidates. In the final section, I study the association between areas with high concentrations of ethnic minorities and electoral competition.



Ethnicity and democratization


Ethnically divided societies pose a particularly difficult and even dangerous set of dilemmas for the establishment of democratic polities. Scholars such as Snyder (2000) and Wilkinson (2004) have persuasively shown that, under certain circumstances, competitive elections can actually exacerbate rather than help to alleviate ethnic conflict. As Snyder (2000) has argued, democratic elections held in underdeveloped and unstructured political systems provide both the will and means for politicians to use extreme nationalism as a mobilizing tactic to gain advantage in the electoral arena. Wilkinson has pushed the argument one step further by implicating more established democracies as well, showing that riots between Hindus and Muslims in India increased at the local (town) level when elections were held and were more frequent and deadly the more competitive elections were (Wilkinson 2004, chapter 2).2

Scholars most often offer institutional remedies for the obstacles facing democratic consolidation in ethnically divided societies. Two competing perspectives have dominated this debate. Scholars led by Arend Lijphart have recommended proportional representation, decentralization (federalism), and the regional autonomy of ethnic minorities as a method of cooptation of ethnic minorities within a broader system of consociationalism (see Lijphart 1977 and 1985). A rival school of thought headed by Donald Horowitz (1985 and 1991) has countered that consociational systems lock in ethnic divisions and that electoral systems in divided societies need to provide incentives for voters to pool their votes behind moderate, multi-ethnic coalitions. Reilly (2002) has argued that preference voting systems, such as the alternative vote (AV) and single transferable vote (STV) may provide the centripetal incentives necessary to push voters and elites into coalitions that reach across ethnic divisions, but these effects are highly conditional on context.

Scholars examining the impact of geographically concentrated minorities in single-member district elections have highlighted the central importance of critical mass for the representation and empowerment of minorities. Majority-minority districts – districts in which ethnic minorities make up a majority of the population – have been viewed as virtually a prerequisite for the election of minorities in the United States. Several advantages emerge as a consequence of the increased minority representation brought on by majority-minority districts. Mansbridge (1999) identifies the “communicative advantages” of minority representation where minority citizens will be more comfortable about access to their co-ethnic representatives and thus become more politically involved and attuned. Bobo and Gilliam (1990), Tate (1993), and Barreto (2007) argue that minorities are “empowered” by the success of their co-ethnic candidates, thus increasing participation. Cain (1992) argues that the legitimacy of the democratic system is at stake when minorities are excluded. However, scholars have also noted certain drawbacks of majority-minority districts including the potential that such districts will actually diminish the overall substantive representation of minorities and will result in less competitive elections (Cameron et al. 1996; Swain 1993; Lublin 1997).

Scholars have also noted that patronage and ethnicity often go hand in hand. Chandra (2004) offers a compelling model for explaining this link between ethnicity and patronage based on notions of a patronage-democracy, marked by a large public sector in which the state has control over jobs and services, and an electoral environment of limited information. Under such conditions, voters and elites develop reinforcing expectations of ethnic favoritism. In a self-reinforcing cycle, voters tend to support co-ethnics because they expect politicians to provide material benefits to members of their own group and politicians feel compelled to fulfill this expectation of ethnic favoritism in order to attain and retain office (Chandra 2004: chapters 3–4). The emergence of the ethnic-based political machine and the heightened clientelism found in Russia’s ethnic regions seems to resemble this same dynamic (Hale 1999, 2003, 2007).

The literature on ethnicity and democratization, therefore, acknowledges the tradeoffs involved in the incorporation of ethnic minorities in democratic politics. Institutions can effectively allow ethnic minorities to mobilize to elect co-ethnic representatives; but these same institutions can also give rise to ethnic-based patronage systems that undermine electoral competitiveness and democratization. These dilemmas and contradictions are on full display in Russia and a well-rounded picture of ethnicity and electoral politics within Russia must take into consideration these rather conflicting forces. In many ways, electoral and federal institutions have effectively granted ethnic minorities significant inroads to political representation. However, these same institutions have given rise to patronage systems and ethnic electoral machines that work in tandem with the dominant party to undermine political competition.




Ethnic federalism and ethnic electoral politics in Russia



Russia has a significant minority population – close to 20 percent – similar in size to many countries of the region such as Bulgaria, Romania, and Slovakia. However, unlike these states, Russia lacks a single major minority group. Instead, the non-Russian population is composed of literally dozens of very small groups. The largest minority group of the Russian Federation, Tatars, makes up less than four percent of the population and only three groups (Tatars, Ukrainians, and Chuvash) comprise over 1 percent of the country’s population. Table 10.1 outlines the major ethnic groups in Russia.

The composition of Russia’s ethnic population cannot be properly understood without acknowledgement of its institutionalization within an ethnofederal structure. Russia is composed of 83 subjects or regions that are divided into 21 republics, 46 oblasts, nine krais, two cities (Moscow and St Petersburg), four autonomous okrugs, and one autonomous oblast (the Jewish Autonomous Oblast). Republics, autonomous okrugs, and the Jewish Autonomous Oblast make up the 26 regions named after a non-Russian ethnic group.3 Overlaying these federal subjects are seven federal okrugs, which were part of Vladimir Putin’s program of power verticalization.

As Harris has demonstrated, Russia’s ethnic federalism has had a strong influence on the ethnic identity of non-Russians. Federal ethnic groups provided with “ethnic homelands” managed to retain their native languages and resist assimilation efforts to a much greater extent than (often larger) non-federal minority groups that were not provided their own officially designated region (1993: 571). Moreover, regional governments in ethnic homelands have cultivated ethnic


Table 10.1 
Ethnic composition of Russia





	
Nationality

	
Percent of total population




	








	Russians
	79.8



	Tatars
	3.8



	Ukrainians
	2.0



	Bashkirs
	1.2



	Chuvash
	1.1



	Chechens
	0.9



	Armenians
	0.8



	Others
	10.2







Source: 2002 Russian census, www.perepis.ru.





mobilization in center–periphery relations. The very designation of ethnic federal units has produced incentives and resources for the promotion of an ethnic cadre of elites and mass mobilization tied to ethnicity (see Roeder 1991; Treisman 1997, 1999; Gorenburg 2003; Hale 2003).

The confluence of certain levels of cultural assimilation and geographic concentration, with federal or non-federal status within Russia’s ethnic federal system has produced two discernible categories of ethnic minorities within Russia. The first category, which I term non-federal minorities, does not to have its own ethnic homeland within the Russian federal system. Consequently, these groups tend to be more geographically dispersed and more culturally assimilated than those groups with an ethnic homeland. This category is quite ethnically diverse with groups with a Slavic background (Ukrainians and Belorussians), as well as groups with origins from Europe (Germans, Greeks, and Finns), Eurasia (Latvians, Georgians, and Armenians) and Asia (Koreans).

The second category, which I call federal minorities, is made up of groups that have their own federal subunit. These groups tend to be more geographically concentrated than other minorities – on average 66 percent of titular nationalities live in their designated federal units – and are relatively unassimilated into the majority Russian culture (Harris 1993: 553 and 573).






Russia as a test case of ethnic electoral mobilization: the advantages and disadvantages of sub-district analysis



Ethnicity is a socially constructed source of identity based on racial, religious, linguistic, cultural, or regional backgrounds. While often based on seemingly primordial properties such as skin color or language, most recent scholarship has emphasized the malleability of ethnic identity and its manipulability as a political force, particularly by the political elite (Gellner 1983; Anderson 1991; Chandra and Wilkinson 2008). These aspects of ethnic identity have made it a difficult concept to examine systematically. Clearly, the phenomenon of ethnic mobilization is an important element in democratic politics but capturing, much less measuring, its influence remains problematic.

Scholarship on legislative representation of ethnic minorities faces even more fundamental data problems. While there are extensive and reliable databases on the number of women in legislatures around the world, no analogous source provides information regarding the ethnic identity of legislators. Thus, we know much about how electoral systems, cultural attitudes, and socioeconomic factors influence the election of women around the world but very little about how these factors impact the election of ethnic minorities outside of the United States (see Matland 1998; Reynolds 1999). This is hardly surprising given the sensitivity of such information in many contexts.

The result of this lack of information is that theoretical propositions regarding the factors that influence minority representation tend not to be directly tested using empirical data or are examined through the use of questionable proxy measures such as the proportion of women elected to the legislature or the electoral success of ethnic parties (Norris 2004; Kostadinova 2007). Such indirect measures of the ethnic identity of legislators may fail to capture the full extent of minority representation, particularly in countries that do not have strong ethnic parties.






Data: ethnic identity of legislators and raion-level ethnicity and electoral data



This chapter is based on several types of data that allow some systematic analysis of the role of ethnicity in elections in Russia but also pose certain challenges and disadvantages. First, I collected information on the ethnic identity of individual legislators. The data come from official handbooks published by the Russian State Duma, presumably from information supplied by the deputies themselves or their staffs.4 Such data provide a distinct advantage over other proxies such as ethnic parties for the study of ethnic representation and ethnic voting since such parties were largely non-existent or severely marginalized in Russia. But, there also exists some severe disadvantages. One cannot discern from such self-identified categories two crucial aspects of ethnic identity: the strength of the representative’s claimed identity and the popular knowledge of that identity. In other words, from this study we do not know whether the representative brandished or hid his or her ethnic identity during the campaign or whether voters knew the candidates’ ethnicity when making their choices.5

I also collected aggregate data on ethnicity from the 2002 Russian census, which was the first conducted in post-Soviet Russia (the last having been published in 1989), and parliamentary election results collected at the Russian Central Election Commission. Data for both ethnicity and electoral results were collected at the level of raions, which are the smallest geographic units for which data are collected in the Russian federation.6 I was not able to gather data for all Russian raions but managed to collect ethnicity and electoral information for over 1,500 of them (out of a total of roughly 2,700).7

Data on ethnicity and electoral outcomes at the raion level offer some crucial advantages. First, data compiled at such a low level of aggregation provide many more cases upon which to base analyses as well as a much smaller geographic region from which to draw findings and conclusions, both of which are preferable to extrapolating voting preferences and turnout on the much larger and more diverse regional level. Second, we can use the variance within federal regions to examine not only whether there are differences in electoral patterns between Russian and non-Russian regions but also whether there are significant differences between raions with minority-dominant populations and Russian-dominant populations within regions.8 Such analysis should allow a finer grained analysis of whether electoral manipulation in regions with large minority populations was a general phenomenon found in Russian and non-Russian raions alike or an outcome that was most common in minority-dominated raions. If it is the latter, this suggests more clearly than region-level analyses that there may be an ethnic component to voting and representation as well as evidence of patronage and electoral fraud in Russia.

Despite these advantages, aggregate raion-level data pose certain disadvantages as well. Like information on the ethnic background of deputies, aggregate data on the ethnic composition of the population are broad categories that do not capture the strength of these identities. Moreover, especially when examining individual-level phenomena like ethnic voting, this study faces the ecological fallacy because I use aggregated data to investigate political behavior at an individual level (voter turnout and vote choice). Simply put, it is difficult to discern the behavior of certain subgroups of voters based on correlations of aggregate variables within a geographic region comprised of other groups. For example, if we find higher rates of voter turnout in raions with large numbers of minority voters and a winning candidate who was from the same ethnic group we might conclude that the opportunity to elect a co-ethnic candidate increased incentives for minority voters to go to the polls. However, we cannot know for sure whether the higher voter turnout was driven by the minority voters or other subgroups in the raion. As I explain below, I used Gary King’s ecological inference solution (EI) to combat this problem.







Electoral rules and the election of minorities in Russia9


It is often taken as a matter of faith that proportional representation (PR) increases minority representation while single-member district (SMD) electoral systems exclude minorities from legislative representation. Lijphart argues that PR is not only better than SMD systems but is superior to all other electoral institutions in promoting minority representation, including preferential systems such as the Alternative Vote, reserved seats for minority groups, and mixed electoral systems (Lijphart 2004: 100). While advocates of PR acknowledge the possibility that minorities can gain representation under certain conditions in other electoral systems, proportional representation is still viewed as providing crucial advantages. As Lijphart explains, “the beauty of PR is that in addition to producing proportionality and minority representation, it treats all groups – ethnic, racial, religious, or even noncommunal groups – in a completely equal and evenhanded fashion. Why deviate from full PR at all?” (Lijphart 2004: 99–100). Despite the scholarly consensus in favor of PR, there is surprisingly little empirical evidence that PR systems provide better representation of ethnic minorities than SMD systems (Norris 2004).

Given the ethnic make-up of Russia, one might expect both the PR and plurality tiers of its mixed electoral system to under-represent non-Russian ethnic groups based on the assumption that minority representation is primarily driven by the mobilization of co-ethnic voters. No single ethnic minority constitutes a large enough share of the population to plausibly field an ethnic party capable of overcoming the 5 percent legal threshold in the PR tier and only the largest minority groups such as Tatars or Ukrainians offer a potentially cohesive bloc of voters that is large enough to compel a non-ethnic party to include members of these groups on their PR lists to capture the “ethnic” vote. One could imagine minorities faring better in plurality elections given the geographic concentration


Table 10.2 
Modes of representation of specific ethnic groups, 1993–1999





	
Ethnic group

	# Elected in the PR tier
	# Elected in SMDs in Russian regions
	# Elected in SMDs in ethnic homelands



	








	
	
	
1993 election




	
	
	Non-federal minorities



	Ukrainian
	13
	8
	1



	Belorussian
	5
	2
	0



	Korean
	0
	1
	0



	Armenian
	2
	1
	0



	Other
	2
	4
	0



	Total
	22
	16
	0



	
	
	Federal minorities



	Tatar
	2
	0
	2



	Bashkir
	1
	0
	3



	Chuvash
	0
	0
	0



	Jewish
	5
	2
	0



	Other
	5
	1
	18



	Total
	13
	3
	23



	
	
	
1995 election




	
	
	Non-federal minorities



	Ukrainian
	13
	7
	5



	Belorussian
	3
	2
	1



	Korean
	0
	2
	0



	Armenian
	1
	1
	1



	Other
	1
	1
	0



	Total
	18
	13
	7



	
	
	Federal minorities



	Tatar
	5
	1
	3



	Bashkir
	0
	0
	2



	Chuvash
	1
	0
	0



	Jewish
	2
	1
	0



	Other
	9
	1
	14



	Total
	17
	3
	19



	
	
	
1999 election




	
	
	Non-federal minorities



	Ukrainian
	12
	12
	3



	Belorussian
	7
	2
	0



	Korean
	0
	1
	0



	Armenian
	3
	0
	1



	Other
	2
	4
	0



	Total
	24
	19
	4



	
	
	Federal minorities



	Tatar
	3
	1
	5



	Bashkir
	3
	0
	3



	Chuvash
	0
	0
	3



	Jewish
	4
	1
	1



	Others
	11
	2
	10



	Total
	21
	4
	22







of certain federal minorities within their designated homelands. However, there were only 24 majority-minority districts out of a total of 225 in 1995 and, of these, only 15 had a Russian population under 40 percent.10 Despite these demographic obstacles, both the PR and plurality tiers of Russia’s mixed system elected a relatively large percentage of non-Russians to the State Duma. Neither the PR nor the SMD tier overrepresented the majority ethnic group despite the numerical advantages Russians possessed under both systems. Russians were elected to the legislature in almost identical numbers in both tiers and in nearly equal proportion to their population. However, there were important differences in the overall representation of federal and non-federal ethnic minorities and the impact of electoral rules on these two categories. Table 10.2 provides a detailed breakdown of individual minority group representation through three avenues: election in the PR tier, election in SMDs in Russian regions, and election in SMDs in ethnic homelands.11




Cultural assimilation, ethnic mobilization, and modes of minority representation in Russia



Several differences in the patterns of representation for non-federal and federal minorities deserve special attention because they highlight the impact that cultural assimilation and ethnic mobilization have had on minority representation in Russia. First, despite several geographic disadvantages, non-federal minorities were better represented in the State Duma than their federal counterparts. While non-federal minorities made up only 32 percent of the minority population in Russia they constituted 56 percent of the total number of minorities elected to the State Duma from 1993 to 1999.12 Moreover, this overrepresentation of federal minorities was fueled primarily by the success of the most assimilated groups within this category, Ukrainians and Belorussians, who share very similar ethnic, religious, and historical backgrounds with Russians. These two groups made up 39 percent of the total number of minorities elected to the State Duma from 1993 to 1999 even though they comprised only 13 percent of the non-Russian population. The non-Slavic groups without ethnic homelands (e.g., Armenians, Koreans, Germans), which possessed significant ethnic and religious differences from Russians, did not gain the same degree of representation. This subset of the non-federal category of minority groups gained roughly the same percentage of minority representatives (17 percent) as their share of the minority population (19 percent). This difference is likely due to the fact that candidates with Slavic backgrounds were less distinguishable by name and appearance from Russian candidates than non-Slavic candidates. Essentially, some groups were more easily assimilated and thus probably more attractive to Russian voters.

By contrast, federal minorities, which enjoyed majority status within certain electoral districts in their ethnic homelands, were relatively under-represented. Even though they comprised 67 percent of the minority population, federal minorities only made up 44 percent of the minorities elected to the State Duma. The implication is clear – the impact of cultural assimilation on minority representation in Russia not only affected the avenue by which minority candidates were elected but also had an impact on the overall success of candidates from certain ethnic groups. Members of more assimilated, non-federal ethnic groups appear to have done better at the polls than fellow minority candidates from more culturally distinct groups, even though the latter possessed greater resources for electoral mobilization of co-ethnic voters.

Federal minorities tended to gain election in one of two ways. Either they won seats in the PR half of the election (especially beginning with the 1995 election) or in SMD seats located in ethnic republics. Representation through SMDs in ethnic republics and AOs was expected since minority candidates could capitalize on ethnic voting in districts with high concentrations of minority populations. However, the relatively high level of representation for these groups in the PR tier is more surprising. One possible explanation lies in a change in the electoral rules after the initial 1993 election. Beginning in 1995, parties were required to draw up a national list of 12 (later 18) candidates followed by regional sublists established by parties themselves.13 If a party won enough seats to go beyond the national list, the remaining seats were distributed according to the relative proportion of votes won in each region outlined by the party. Regions with the greatest number of votes for a given party were the first to receive parliamentary seats. This change may have provided more opportunities for candidates from geographically concentrated ethnic groups with their own federal units to obtain a winning position on major party lists if support for such parties was more concentrated in non-Russian regions than other parts of the country.

Second, the data in Table 10.2 strongly suggest that the key to non-federal minorities’ electoral success was support from the majority Russian population. Unlike less assimilated federal minorities, non-federal minorities gained election in political contexts dominated by Russians. As Table 10.2 vividly shows, there were dramatic differences in the types of single member districts that elected non-federal and federal minorities. The more assimilated non-federal minorities won the vast majority of their seats in regions where Russians were in the majority; whereas the less assimilated federal minorities won virtually all of their SMD seats in non-Russian ethnic homelands.

Jews pose the one exception to the two patterns discussed above because, although they have their own ethnic homeland, Jewish candidates gained representation in contexts associated with the election of non-federal groups. As shown in Table 10.2, unlike other federal minorities, Jews tended to be overrepresented in the State Duma (given their small numbers) and Jewish candidates gained almost all of their seats in the PR tier and SMD contests in Russian regions. However, this exception actually bolsters my arguments. As discussed above, the demographic and cultural profile of Russian Jews is much more similar to non-federal minorities than to federal ones. Jews tend to be geographically dispersed, highly urbanized, and are perhaps the most linguistically assimilated minority in Russia (see Harris 1993; Moser 2008). Thus, in gaining election through venues dominated by the majority population, the experience of this group has simply followed general patterns of minority representation in Russia. This observation also suggests that the impact of ethnic federalism on minority representation is primarily an indirect one through its impact on cultural assimilation and geographic concentration. If the existence of an ethnic homeland does not create insulation from cultural assimilation and provide pressure toward geographic concentration, then the minority group with an ethnic homeland will not have electoral experiences typically found among other federal ethnic groups.







Is there ethnic voting in Russia?14


There is good reason to believe that ethnic voting – the tendency of minority voters to support co-ethnic minority candidates – exists in Russia, especially among ethnic minorities with their own federal regions. Ethnic voting is often the mechanism by which ethnic minorities gain election in ethnically divided societies. In countries in which ethnicity is a dominant cleavage, minority candidates will tend to have a difficult time attracting support from voters of the majority ethnic group. Consequently, minority candidates gain election through the electoral mobilization of co-ethnic minority voters and thus they require electoral contexts in which minority groups comprise a critical mass. This is precisely the logic underlying the conscious ethnic gerry-mandering found in majority-minority districts in the United States or reserved seats for minorities in other countries such as New Zealand (Banducci et al. 2004).

Ethnic voting would help explain the election of federal minorities in their ethnic homelands. However, further investigation is necessary to know the extent of ethnic voting, whether the election of minority candidates tended to promote greater voter turnout among non-Russian voters, and if these trends were driven by characteristics at the district level or by ethnic federalism, per se. I use an examination of raion-level voting patterns in the 1995 election, arguably the most competitive postcommunist Russian election, to investigate these questions.




Minority concentration and vote share for minority winning candidates in 1995



As a first cut in examining potential patterns of ethnic voting patterns in raions under different ethnic contexts, I offer two tables of descriptive statistics. Table 10.3 shows the average vote share won by winning minority candidates in raions with varying levels of minority population.15 I also compare the average vote share for the winning candidate across different types of ethnic electoral contexts – majority-minority districts, ethnic regions, and majority-Russian districts. If ethnic voting is prevalent in Russia we should witness a higher average vote share for victorious minority candidates in majority-minority raions than in majority-Russian raions. Conversely, for victorious Russian candidates their vote share should be greater in majority-Russian raions and lower in majority-minority raions. Arguably, region- and district-level ethnic characteristics such as majority-minority electoral districts and ethnic regions might be expected to have an additional impact on these voting patterns.

Table 10.3 seems to provide some rather striking evidence that minorities may be supporting a minority candidate in far greater numbers than Russian voters. On average, the vote share for a winning minority candidate was twice as large in raions with a minority population greater than 75 percent as it was in raions with a minority population of 25 percent or less. A difference of means test showed that the difference in vote share for the 75%+ raions and the other raions was statistically significant at the 0.01 level.

As noted above, because this study uses aggregated data to investigate political behavior at an individual level (voter turnout and vote choice), the study faces many of the problems associated with the ecological fallacy. In this case, it would not be clear whether the success of minority candidates is due to ethnic voting or higher minority turnout rates, even if raions with denser minority populations are positively related to these outcomes. Unfortunately, we do not have access to individual-level data based on exit polling or surveys that contain information about respondents’ ethnicities and vote choices, and so analyses of the role of ethnicity in elections based on aggregate raion data provide the next-best alternative.

Fortunately, using King’s (1997) ecological inference solution, one can report with greater certainty whether minorities were voting for minority candidates at higher rates than Russians and whether higher turnout is due to increased minority participation in particular. To assess whether ethnic voting occurs in Russia, I begin with the ecological inference model developed by King (1997) to estimate the proportion of minorities who vote for ethnic minority candidates as well as the proportion of Russians who vote for ethnic minority candidates in each raion.16 The point estimates produced by this model for each raion show that, on average, minority voters contributed 50 percent of the vote share of winning minority candidates, in contrast to just 17 percent of this contribution coming from the Russian population. These estimates provide evidence that ethnic


Table 10.3 
Average vote share for electorally successful minority candidates by minority concentration





	
0–25% minority

	
26–50% minority

	
51–75% minority

	
76–100% minority




	








	All raions (n = 311)



	25
	28
	35
	51



	Raions in majority-minority districts (n = 273)



	29
	29
	35
	51



	Raions in ethnic regions (n = 279)



	26
	28
	35
	51



	Raions in majority-Russian districts (n = 38)



	24
	31
	30
	n/a







voting indeed occurs in Russia and present a clearer picture of how minority candidates fared specifically among minority voters. In short, this analysis strongly suggests that minority candidates who won office in 1995 received the bulk of their support from minority voters rather than Russian voters.






Minority concentration and minority turnout in 1995



Did geographic concentration and its apparent positive impact on the election of minorities help to mobilize minority voters and increase their tendency to vote? Given the relative electoral success of minority candidates in non-Russian regions, one might expect that all three factors of interest – ethnically defined federal units, majority-minority districts, and the election of minority representatives – would each have an impact on voter turnout. Following the American literature and the minority empowerment theory, it is expected that ethnic minorities will turn out in greater force when the potential to elect a co-ethnic representative is greater (see, for example, Banducci et. al 2004; Barreto et al. 2004; Barreto 2007). The prevalence of electoral success of minority candidates in single-member district elections within ethnically defined regions and the virtual absence of election of such minorities in majority-Russian districts makes for a very conducive environment for testing the minority empowerment theory.

As a first cut at this question, Table 10.4 shows descriptive statistics on voter turnout among raions with varying levels of minority populations within different electoral contexts. Like the descriptive statistics regarding ethnic voting, raions with a predominantly minority population have substantially higher turnout than other raions and difference of means tests confirm that these gaps in turnout are statistically significant at the 0.01 level. In this sense, geographic concentration of minorities seems to be positively correlated with turnout. Since


Table 10.4 Average turnout by minority concentration in raion




	
0–25% minority

	
26–50% minority

	
51–75% minority

	
76–100% minority




	








	All raions (n = 657)



	65
	63
	68
	73



	Raions in majority-minority districts (n = 388)



	63
	63
	63
	70



	Raions in ethnic regions (n = 435)



	65
	64
	67
	74



	Raions in districts with successful minority candidates (n = 311)



	64
	65
	70
	73



	Raions in majority-Russian districts (n = 269)



	65
	62
	67
	72



	Raions in districts with successful Russian candidates (n = 346)



	65
	62
	63
	72







such minority concentration at the raion level tends to be correlated with ethnic federalism and majority-minority districts in Russia (see Table 10.1), the association between higher turnout and larger proportions of ethnic minorities at the raion-level lends some support to the minority empowerment thesis. However, the persistently higher turnout in minority raions does not seem to vary across the different ethnic contexts of electoral districts. Raions with over 75 percent minority populations have remarkably consistent average turnout in both majority-minority and majority-Russian districts and both in districts in which a minority candidate won election and a Russian candidate was victorious. In short, turnout seems to be highest in raions with large minority populations regardless of whether those raions are in a position of “empowerment” or not.

As with the ethnic voting analysis, I use the ecological inference model to estimate the proportion of minorities who voted versus the proportion of Russians who voted in the 330 raions nested within the districts in which minority candidates won. These point estimates reveal that, in raions within districts in which minority candidates won, minorities did in fact turn out to vote in greater numbers than Russians. The average of the point estimates for each raion for minority turnout is 78 percent, compared to an average of 59 percent turnout for Russian voters. These estimates provide some initial support for the assertion that the election of ethnic minorities in Russia was associated with higher minority voter turnout and mitigate concerns about the ecological fallacy.







Ethnic minorities and competitive authoritarianism


Up to now, I have examined what could be considered positive aspects of ethnic electoral politics in Russia, mostly during the more competitive elections of the 1990s. Russian elections produced legislatures that provided rather surprising levels of descriptive representation for ethnic minorities and evidence from the 1995 election suggests that minorities mobilized to elect co-ethnics to office and tended to vote in higher numbers when this occurred. Institutions that allowed and even promoted geographic concentration of minorities and their electoral mobilization – ethnic federalism, majority-minority districts, regional PR party lists – could be credited, at least in part, for many of these outcomes.

In this section, I show that these same institutions are also associated with less positive, and arguably, less democratic outcomes. I use raion-level analysis to examine whether there is a difference in the level of electoral competition between minority raions (raions with 50 percent or more non-Russians) and Russian raions (raions with 50 percent or more Russians). Electoral competitiveness is measured in two ways: the effective number of electoral candidates in SMD races in 199517 and the incidence of extremely high voter turnout (90 percent or higher) in the 1995, 1999, and 2007 elections. The former measure is meant as a proxy of local, district-level electoral competitiveness since SMD elections tended to involve local political issues and reflect local conditions more so than PR elections, which had a more national character. Lower levels of electoral competition in SMD elections, especially in the more competitive election of 1995, were likely driven more by clientelism and machine politics than outright electoral fraud (Hale 2007). Following Myagkov et al. (2009: 72), I use extremely high voter turnout (over 90 percent) as an indicator of electoral fraud directed by national elites and carried out by regional authorities.

If there is a link between concentration of ethnic minorities and patronage-based machine politics and electoral manipulation we would expect: (1) raions within non-Russian regions to experience less electoral competitiveness in SMD elections in 1995 and greater incidence of raions with extremely high voter turnout than raions within Russian regions; and (2) within non-Russian regions we should see evidence of electoral manipulation more often in raions with high concentrations of non-Russians. I examine an indicator of fraud in two earlier elections (1995 and 1999), when electoral manipulation was deemed to be less severe, as well as one election from the later 2000s (2007), which was marked by much greater amounts of purported manipulation (Myagkov and Ordeshook 2008; Myagkov et al. 2009). By comparing these two sets of elections we can see whether patterns in the relationship between concentrated minority populations and electoral manipulation changed once fraudulent practices became more endemic.




Geographically concentrated minorities and lower electoral competition in the 1995 election



When analyzing the extent of electoral fragmentation in Russia one must remember that Russia’s underdeveloped party system tended to promote the proliferation of parties and candidates. Thus, contrary to the experience of many other countries around the world, plurality electoral rules in Russia’s mixed electoral systems did not constrain the number of electoral contestation to any great extent (see Moser 2001). In short, electoral fragmentation was very high in postcommunist Russia,


Table 10.5 Average effective number of candidates in SMD tier in the 1995 election*




	
Type of regions and raions

	
Average ENEC in SMD tier

	Number (%) of raions with ENEC under 2.0



	








	
Raions in Russian regions

	
	



	All raions
	4.60
	32 (3.1)



	Minority raions (50% or more)
	3.51
	9 (19.1)



	Russian raions (50% or more)
	4.65
	23 (2.3)



	
Raions in minority regions

	
	



	All raions
	3.47
	99 (19.0)



	Minority raions (50% or more)
	3.00
	92 (25.7)



	Russian raions (50% or more)
	4.50
	7 (4.3)






Note
* Difference of means tests for all dyads (all raions in Russian vs. ethnic regions, Russian vs. minority raions within Russian regions, Russian vs. minority raions within Minority regions) were all statistically significant at the 0.001 level.





particularly in the 1995 election. Forty-three parties contested the PR half of the election and it was common for a dozen candidates to contest the SMD races. The result was a fragmented vote in both tiers of Russia’s mixed electoral system that produced, on average, over 6.0 effective numbers of candidates per single-member district (Moser 2001; Moser and Scheiner 2004). Nevertheless, this party and candidate fractionalization varied across Russia’s vast geographic and political landscape, allowing some opportunity to examine how factors such as ethnicity may affect the level of electoral competition. Table 10.5 shows the level of electoral competition within minority and Russian raions in the 1995 election.18

As one might expect given the prevalence of machine politics in minority regions (Hale 2007), there was less electoral competition in minority regions in general. There were more than 1.0 fewer effective candidates in raions located in minority regions than in raions located in Russian regions. Perhaps even more telling are differences between the level of competitiveness in minority and Russian raions. In both ethnic republics and Russian regions, those raions with a non-Russian majority population experienced decidedly lower levels of candidate proliferation than raions with Russian majorities. The significantly lower level of competition in minority raions can perhaps be best illustrated by the percentage of raions with very low levels of electoral fragmentation (ENEC under 2.0). Minority raions had many more such instances of very low candidate proliferation (20–25 percent) as compared to Russian raions (2–4 percent). All of these differences are statistically significant in difference-of-means tests. This suggests that clientelistic electoral machine politics and a corresponding dampening of electoral competition closely followed ethnic lines.






Geographically concentrated minorities and electoral fraud in the 1995, 1999, 2007 elections



As centralization of power became more extreme in the 2000s under President Vladimir Putin, elections (especially presidential contests) lost all semblance of competition. As studies of electoral fraud in Russia show, manipulated elections also tended to take on an ethnic character with highly suspicious electoral results more often coming out of the ethnic republics than the Russian regions; and even as fraud spread throughout the country, it was more endemic in republics than in oblasts (Myagkov and Ordeshook 2008; Myagkov et al. 2009). This analysis of raion-level ethnic composition and electoral manipulation adds another feature to this picture by tracing whether fraud followed ethnic lines (that is, was more prevalent in raions with large non-Russian populations than in majority-Russian raions). Ethnic republics and autonomous oblasts were marked by considerable ethnic diversity and thus contained local concentrations of both non-Russian and Russian voters, enabling one to compare across raions with different ethnic compositions located within similar federal units. Table 10.6 provides a breakdown of evidence of electoral malfeasance in minority and Russian raions.

The descriptive analysis in Table 10.6 suggests there were stark differences in the level of fraud in Russian versus non-Russian locales. In general, voter turnout over 90 percent was exceedingly rare in the 1995 election, further supporting the proposition that this election represented the height of competitive elections in Russia. However, the few raions in our sample that were marred by apparent electoral fraud were almost exclusively minority raions located within non-Russian regions (all were located in Bashkortostan, Tatarstan, Ingushetia, and Dagestan). Evidence of fraud increased substantially in the 1999 election but was still restricted mostly to a small proportion of raions with majority-non-Russian populations that were located in non-Russian regions. Finally, even in the 2007 election, when fraud clearly had become more widespread and started to appear in Russian as well as non-Russian contexts, the gulf between Russian and non-Russian regions, and minority and Russian raions within ethnic homelands, remained.


Table 10.6 Evidence of electoral manipulation in 1995, 1999, and 2007




	Type of regions and raions
	Number (%) of raions with voter turnout over 90 percent



	
	






	
	
1995

	
1999

	
2007




	








	Raions in Russian Regions
	
	
	



	Minority Raions (50% or more)
	0 (0)
	0 (0)
	1 (2.2)



	Russian Raions (50% or more)
	1 (0.1)
	3 (0.3)
	29 (3.2)



	Raions in Non-Russian Regions
	
	
	



	Minority Raions (50% or more)
	24 (6.7)
	60 (18.2)
	164 (50.9)



	Russian Raions (50% or more)
	0 (0)
	4 (2.7)
	29 (21.0)













Conclusions


The political incorporation of ethnic minorities in Russia presents exceedingly difficult dilemmas for democratic politics in this country. Legislative elections have produced a rather high degree of descriptive representation for ethnic minorities. In the 1990s, non-federal minorities such as Ukrainians and Belorussians won office with support from Russian voters in Russian-majority districts and the PR tier, while federal minorities, such as Tatars, Bashkirs, or Chuvash, with their own designated regions within Russia’s ethnic federal system tended to gain representation through districts with larger minority populations (as well as PR contests, especially after the switch to regional party lists in 1995). Within single-member districts, ethnic voting seemed prevalent as minority representatives gained the bulk of their electoral support from minority voters and minority turnout seemed at least partly energized by prospects for voting for “one’s own.” Russian elections seemed to provide some genuine opportunities for descriptive representation in the more competitive period of the 1990s and even continued this trend through the 2000s (see Chaisty in this volume). In short, there are clear political advantages for ethnic minorities in Russia, particularly those that have specially designated federal units within Russia’s ethnic federal system. These political advantages were translated into substantial gains in levels of descriptive minority representation within the national legislature, especially in SMD contests when Russia used a mixed electoral system. These advantages can be traced to the consequences of ethnic federalism: geographic concentration of ethnic minorities with ethnic homelands, the establishment of an indigenous minority elite within federally designated ethnic regions, and various symbolic advantages such as the expectation that ethnic regions will be led by elite members of the titular minority.

At the same time, ethnic electoral politics in Russia has produced clientelism, machine politics, and an environment conducive to fraud. Concentrated ethnic minorities have been associated with diminished electoral competition and evidence of election tampering. Just like ethnic voting, clientelistic machine politics and electoral fraud seems to have followed ethnic lines. It is beyond the scope of this chapter to ascertain the reasons behind this correlation but I will speculate on possible explanations. Arguably, geographically concentrated minorities provide incentives for elites at both the local and national level to engage in clientelistic electoral behavior and malfeasance as well as political resources that may facilitate such behavior.

As for incentives for political control through patronage and electoral manipulation, non-Russian minorities pose a serious potential threat to the stability of the Russian state. During the tumultuous transition away from communism in the 1990s, it was the ethnic republics that demanded and attained the greatest level of autonomy from the central state (Treisman 1997). Moreover, the longstanding war in Chechnya and violent unrest in other ethnic regions in the Caucasus provide stark reminders of the threat of political instability rooted in ethnic identity and conflict. Given these realities the central state has had strong incentives to tolerate and even promote political arrangements with local non-Russian elites that provide political control through patronage and electoral manipulation. Such arrangements benefit both sets of elites, providing local cadres of minority elites with regional control and national elites with stable politics in potentially difficult ethnic enclaves as well as a “delivery system” of sorts for desired electoral outcomes in national-level elections.

In terms of resources for clientelism and electoral manipulation, ethnicity may provide a channel through which elites can provide signals and exchange legal and illegal political goods, services, and favors. Depending on how votes are stolen, electoral fraud may require the cooperation of elites working at several layers of the bureaucracy. If this is the case, then it should not be surprising that evidence of fraud is not only more common in ethnic republics but, at the raion level, fraud is more common in raions with large populations of non-Russians (which are likely to be controlled by local elites of the same in-group). By the late 2000s, Vladimir Putin had clearly established a political machine based on a dominant party (United Russia) that has a national reach in both non-Russian and Russian regions. However, such behavior arguably had its roots in the political economy of ethnic republics and remains more endemic in non-Russian ethnic enclaves.

If and when Russian elections ever become more competitive again, democratically minded elites will have to face the paradox of providing opportunities for minorities to gain meaningful representation while overcoming the legacies of authoritarian practices seemingly endemic within these communities.




Notes


1 Russia used a mixed electoral system from 1993 through 2003, in which 225 seats were elected through single-member district, plurality elections and 225 seats were elected in closed-list proportional representation contests (Moser 2001). Beginning with the 2007 parliamentary election, Russia changed to a pure PR system.

2 It should be noted, however, that while Wilkinson sees competitive elections as a source of ethnic violence at the local level he also argues that at the state level more electoral competition (in the form of state governments sufficiently beholden to a voting bloc of minority citizens) forces state governments to intervene more quickly to quell these same ethnic riots and thus lessen their harm (Wilkinson 2004, chapter 5).

3 The number of federal regions changed during the time period under investigation. During the 1990s there were 89 federal regions.

4 The sources for this information were: Pyataya Rossiiskaya Gosudarstvennaya Duma [Fifth Russian State Duma] (Moscow: Izdanniya Gosudarstvennaya Duma, 1994) – for the 1993 election; Gosudarstvennaya Duma Federal’naya Sobraniya Rossiiskoi Federatsii Vtorogo Sozyva [State Duma Federal Legislature of the Russian Federation Second Session] (Moscow: Izdanniya Gosudarstvennaya Duma, 1996) – for the 1995 election; and Gosudarstvennaya Duma Federal’naya Sobraniya Rossiiskoi Federatsii Tretego Sozyva [State Duma Federal Legislature of the Russian Federation Third Session] (Moscow: Izdanniya Gosudarstvennaya Duma, 2000) and Galina Kozhevnikova, Lyudmila Mikheyesku, and Vladimir Pribylovskii, Deputaty Gosudarstvennoi Dumy RF Tretego Sozyva (1999–2003) [Deputies of the State Duma of the RF Third Session] (Moscow: Panorama, 2000). The database I assembled from these sources includes 28 different ethnic categories. I was not able to collect data on the ethnic identity of legislators for the 2003 election.


5 It should be noted that these problems are not unique to the Russian context. Self-identified ethnic identity, which is often used in studies, usually does not indicate the strength of that identity and studies of minority representation in the United States often do not include examinations of the extent to which voters knew the ethnic identity of candidates.

6 Census data on the ethnic composition of Russian raions at the raion-level were collected by the author during fieldwork in Russia in 2003. Electoral results for parliamentary and presidential elections from 1995 through 2008 are now available at the Russian CEC website.

7 The following regions were missing census information for all or a majority of raions: Aginskii Buyatsky, Arkangelsk, Belgorod, Bryansk, Chechnya, Evenk, Ivanov, Kaliningrad, Kaluga, Karelia, Khanti Mansi, Komi, Kostroma, Kurgansk, Kursk, Leningrad oblast, Lipetsk, Moscow oblast, Moscow city, Murmansk, Nizhnii Novgorod, Novgorod, Orlov, Pskov, Ryazan, St. Petersburg city, Smolensk, Sverdlovsk, Taimyr, Tambov, Tula, Tver, Ust-Ordynskii Buryat AO, Vladimir, Vologda, Voronezh, Yaroslavl. Despite the loss of information from missing data in these regions, we were still able to collect data for over 1,500 raions in 50 out of 83 regions. To my knowledge, this is the most extensive dataset on ethnicity within Russian raions and represents a substantial sample of raions in regions from all parts of Russia. There is little reason to expect that voting patterns are significantly different in the regions missing data.

8 Because ethnic regions often contain a large proportion of Russians, there is a large enough number of raions with substantial Russian populations to allow for meaningful comparisons between pockets of Russian and minority voters within different electoral environments. Indeed, nearly 25 percent of raions in majority-minority districts and almost 30 percent of raions in ethnic regions in our sample have a majority Russian population. Pockets of minority concentration within majority-Russian districts are less common; approximately 13 percent of raions in Russian districts were comprised of a majority-minority population. Such ethnic diversity within different types of regions allows one to better isolate how concentrations of ethnic minorities affected voting patterns within various federal contexts. For greater detail of the dataset see Goodnow and Moser (forthcoming).

9 This section draws heavily from Moser (2008).

10 These observations are based on data for the 1995 election from McFaul and Petrov (1998), 668–671.

11 Russian regions are all oblasts and krai and all have majority-Russian populations. Ethnic homelands are all republics, autonomous oblasts, and the Jewish Autonomous Okrug. Some non-federal minorities such as Ukrainians gained election in SMDs located in the ethnic homelands of other (federal) minorities.

12 Calculations of the proportion of the total minority population comprised by federal and non-federal minorities were calculated by totaling the numbers of all groups within each category found in the dataset and then dividing by the total population of non-Russians. All figures came from the 2002 census.

13 It is important to note that parties used dramatically different boundaries for their regional sub-lists, often combining several federal units into one regional list. Thus, this reform was not equivalent to the establishment of regional multimember districts.

14 This section draws heavily from Goodnow and Moser (forthcoming).

15 Ideally, of course, we would know the ethnic identity of all candidates and not just the winner so that we could discern whether voting patterns for other candidates were correlated with the ethnic composition of raions. Unfortunately, these data were not available.

16 We used the EzI program developed by Kenneth Benoit and Gary King to derive these estimates. For details on this method as applied to this analysis see Goodnow and Moser (forthcoming).

17 I use the “effective number of candidates” (ENEC) to measure electoral competitiveness in SMDs. This index captures the degree of candidate proliferation by weighting the number of electoral contestants by their vote share. I use ENEC rather than the more commonly used term “effective number of parties” (ENEP) to signal that we count each independent (non-partisan) candidate as belonging to his or her own personal party. The effective number of parties index is calculated by squaring the proportion of the vote or seat shares of each party, adding these together, then dividing 1 by this total: Nv = 1/Σ(vi2) or Ns = 1/Σ(si2). See Laakso and Taagepera (1979).

18 It should be noted that these figures represent a subset of all raions for which I was able to gather raion-level ethnicity data. This helps to explain the lower level of effective number of candidates than is reported for district-level analyses for Russian SMD races in 1995 as found in Moser and Scheiner (2004).
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The descriptive and substantive representation of ethnic minorities in the Russian parliament

Paul Chaisty

National parliaments provide one of the most important arenas for representation in both democratic and authoritarian political systems. In modern times, both liberal democracies and communist regimes have advocated the representation of historically disadvantaged groups: women, ethnic minorities, the disabled. Nonetheless, the impact of such descriptive representation on what governments actually do (their substantive representation) remains an area of controversy. In the scholarly research and public discourse of liberal democracies, the normative desirability and empirical reality of more descriptively representative institutions is hotly contested; while in authoritarian systems, societies can be represented in a symbolic or descriptive sense, but there is no institutional incentive that compels their dictators to remain responsive to the wishes of the represented when they arise (Pitkin, 1967; Przeworski, et al., 1999, p. 4)

The experience of Russia’s communist past and post-communist transition provides an opportunity to explore how the alternation of political regime types can affect both descriptive and substantive parliamentary representation. The Soviet system produced high levels of descriptive representation for historically disadvantaged groups, especially ethnic minorities. However, the controlled nature of political representation limited its substantive effects. In post-Soviet Russia, many national minorities have continued to enjoy high levels of representation. This is primarily a consequence of the ethno-federal structure that was inherited from the Soviet Union. Yet, this outcome has not been uniform across all ethnicities, and the overall trend indicates a decline from the levels of over-representation that were experienced during the Soviet period. Furthermore, the substantive representation of minority interests remains limited. The findings of this chapter suggest that this is a result of the constrained nature of electoral competition in post-Soviet Russia. Based on an analysis of minorities’ legislation introduced since the mid 1990s, it reaches the tentative conclusion that the influence of national minorities in the legislative work of State Duma, the lower house of the Russian parliament, was greatest in the 1990s when elections were at their most competitive.



Political representation of historically discriminated minorities: the comparative and Soviet context


The meaning of representation is a long-standing source of controversy and disagreement in social and political theory (Pitkin, 1967, p. 4). In its broadest sense, political representation refers to an individual or group ‘acting in the best interest of the public’ (Przeworski, et al., 1999, p. 2). But, beyond this notion there is little agreement. Scholars have long puzzled over how representatives ought to represent the interests of the represented. Views range from the Burkean notion of representatives as trustees who act in accordance with what they consider to be in the best interests of citizens, to more radical ideas of representatives as delegates whose role is to convey the wishes of their constituents. These views frame much of the discussion on the meaning of representation.

When dealing with the representation of historically discriminated minorities such controversies are complicated by a further question: who represents the represented? The notion that representatives ought to resemble the citizens that they serve is known as descriptive representation (Pitkin, 1967). From this perspective, only representatives who share the characteristics and experiences of disadvantaged groups – women, ethnic minorities, disabled persons – can truly represent their interests. This characterisation of representation is set within broader normative debates about democracy and justice (Phillips, 1991). Descriptive representation of historically disadvantaged groups, it is argued, provides a way of overcoming the legacies and practices of social inequality, thereby enriching democratic processes.

The question of who represents the represented, which is the main focus of this chapter, is usually discussed in the context of liberal democracies, and notions of descriptive democracy are generally assessed in terms of their contribution to good democratic government (Dovi, 2007). While scholars disagree over the meaning of representation, they essentially agree on the fundamental democratic institutions that are required to achieve it: free and competitive elections (Pitkin, 1967, p. 234; Przeworski et al., 1999, p. 3). Yet, descriptive representation is not the preserve of democracies, as the Soviet Union demonstrated. The ideological goal of creating the world’s first workers’ state led to high levels of descriptive representation for historically discriminated groups. This was most evident in the descriptive representation of ethnic minorities. Notwithstanding the Bolsheviks’ ideological hostility to ‘bourgeois nationalism’, ‘The world’s first state of workers and peasants,’ as Slezkine notes, ‘was the world’s first state to institutionalize ethnoterritorial federalism, classify all citizens according to their biological nationalities and formally prescribe preferential treatment of certain ethnically defined populations’ (Slezkine, 1994, p. 415). This commitment to descriptive representation of nationalities had ideological foundations (Slezkine, 1994, p. 416) but it was also driven by pragmatic considerations. The efforts by the Soviet authorities to gain the loyalty of ethnic elites through the indigenisation (korenizatsiya) of Party and state posts in ethnically designated territorial administrations, made ethnicity ‘a condition for success’ in appointments (Roeder, 1992, p. 154).

A common criticism of the significance of descriptive representation, which applies to both comparative and Soviet experience, is that it does not convincingly predict substantive effects. For scholars like Pitkin, who argue that representative government hinges on the existence of representatives who have the potential to be responsive to the interests of the groups that they represent descriptively (1967, pp. 232–3), this is a serious shortcoming. In her theory, representation is about more than who the representatives are; it is ultimately about what they actually do. Therefore, it is argued that descriptive representation provides no clear criteria for evaluating whether representatives are responsive to the groups that they are meant to serve (Dovi, 2007, p. 39), even though intuitively the expectation that it will have substantive effects seems plausible and is empirically not without foundation (e.g. Minta, 2009, pp. 196–7).

This criticism is very pertinent in the context of Soviet nationality policies. Despite the regime’s ideological and policy commitments to narrowing the gap between ethnic groups (Jones and Grupp, 1984), expedience rather than responsiveness was the primary driver of cadre policies. The corollary was unevenness in Soviet descriptive representation. It resulted, for instance, in the underrepresentation of non-titular nationalities within the different Soviet republics (Roeder, 1992, pp. 153–4; Slezkine, 1994, p. 433), with the notable exception of ethnic Russians whose presence in key Party and state organs was maintained to counterbalance indigenous elites (Miller, 1992). Nonetheless, for those nationalities that were represented, high levels of descriptive representation had real substantive consequences. Descriptive representation politicised ethnicity and created ‘political entrepreneurs’ who had the incentive and motivation to further the demands of ethnic communities (Roeder, 1992, p. 157). Most importantly, it played a crucial role in the breakup of the Soviet Union, as Brubaker argues:



Institutional definitions of nationhood did not so much constrain action as constitute basic categories of political understanding, central parameters of political rhetoric, specific types of political interest, and fundamental forms of political identity. As political space expanded, they made specific types of political action conceivable, plausible, even compelling, transforming the collapse of a regime into the disintegration of a state.

(1994, p. 48)




In the remainder of this chapter, I examine the relationship between descriptive and substantive representation of ethnic minorities in post-Soviet Russia. This analysis will mainly focus on representation in the national legislature. The study of parliamentary behaviour has been one of the main areas of research in comparative studies of political representation. I will introduce this research before turning to the Russian case.





Parliamentary representation of ethnic minorities


Much of the comparative research on political representation has concentrated on national assemblies. As the principal representative organs of state power, national parliaments are the starting place for any study of representation in a political system. In modern times, scholarship has also attributed greater significance to the representative functions that legislative assemblies perform. The relative decline in the law-making role of parliaments in the twentieth century refocused the attention of political scientists on the ‘linkage’ that parliaments provide between state and society (Loewenberg and Patterson, 1979, p. 44). Herein, the descriptive representation of parliaments was thought to be especially important. As Loewenberg and Patterson argue: ‘the focus on some personal resemblance between constituents and their representatives and the reliance on this resemblance for the performance of the linkage function set legislators apart from other political agents who perform similar functions’ (p. 48).

More recent research of legislatures has examined these system-level ‘functions’ in detail. In studies of historically discriminated minorities – mainly women and ethnic minorities in the United States – the legislative effects of representation has been the focus of substantial research. This work has explored the impact of descriptive representation across various aspects of legislative activity: voting, debating, oversight hearings, committee work, and so on (see for example Wangnerud, 2009). Yet, despite considerable industry, the findings of this research have been inconclusive. The difficulty of establishing a causal relationship between descriptive representation and substantive political behaviour has been exacerbated by research on the effects of intervening variables, notably party membership (Swain, 1995; Lawless, 2004). These problems have refocused attention on more subtle interactions between descriptive representation and party political variables to account for legislative outcomes (Preuhs, 2006; Reingold and Harrell, 2010).

Given Russia’s limited historical experience of parliamentarism, such research on legislative assemblies in representative democracies may appear to be an inappropriate point of departure. During the Soviet period, legislative assemblies exerted little independent influence in the policy process. Scholars of comparative legislative studies classified the Supreme Soviets as an ‘inchoate’ or ‘minimal’ assemblies (Blondel, 1973; Mezey, 1979). Nonetheless, Soviet parliaments did display high levels of descriptive representation, especially of national minorities. The largest nationality in the Soviet Union, ethnic Russians, were under-represented in the All Union Supreme Soviet. In 1979, ethnic Russians comprised just 43.7 per cent of the Supreme Soviet’s composition, or 84 per cent of the proportion of Russians in the wider population (White, 1982, p. 133). In contrast, most small nationalities were overrepresented, with particularly high levels of descriptive representation for Georgians, Latvians, Turkmens and Estonians (White, 1982, p. 132).

Arguably, the high level of descriptive representation in Soviet parliaments was indicative of the limited salience of Soviet assemblies. The more powerful Central Committee of the Communist Party had a much narrower social base than the Supreme Soviet, and the proportion of non-Russians decreased further up the Party hierarchy (Hough and Fainsod, 1979, pp. 456–7). The responsiveness of deputies and their effectiveness at influencing policy decisions was also directly shaped by the controlled and manipulated form of elections to the Soviet parliament. The high turnover of deputies from minor nationalities, for example, meant that such representatives had shorter institutional experience, fewer personal contacts and, consequently, less lobbying influence in Moscow than those representatives of major nationalities who enjoyed longer tenure (Hill, 1972, pp. 66–7). Yet, it would be an over-simplification to assert that high levels of descriptive representation had no substantive effect whatsoever. Although the policy influence of the Supreme Soviet was minimal, research at the time suggested that deputies could use their limited power to lobby on behalf of constituents, and on occasions, albeit few, the parliament was able to give voice to the concerns of national minorities in ways that had an impact on policy (Hough and Fainsod, 1979, p. 510; White, 1982, p. 155).

The difficulty of studying substantive representation in the Soviet Union was lessened by the collapse of the communist regime in 1991. The introduction of more genuinely competitive multi-party elections meant that both the descriptive representation of the political system and its substantive effects could be considered in ways that were more congruent with political systems in established representative democracies. In this chapter, my main focus will be on the State Duma, the elected house of the Russian Federal Assembly, which was created in December 1993. I will also draw comparisons with the last Russian parliament of the Soviet era, the Congress of People’s Deputies, which was elected in 1990.





Descriptive representation of ethnic minorities in the Russian parliament


Soviet nationalities policy was based on the recognition that ethnic identity formed a salient, possibly the most important, source of identity in Soviet society (Slezkine, 1994, p. 449). Officially, ethno-cultural nationality took both a personal and an administrative form. Soviet passports specified the nationality of Soviet citizens, for instance, and the administrative institutionalisation of ethnicity was most evident in the Soviet federal structure, which was organised along ethno-territorial lines. According to the Union-wide census of 1989, more than 100 nationalities lived within the Russian Federation; of this number over twenty nationalities had their own homelands, known as autonomous republics, regions and areas within the federal system.1

Hence, the Soviet federal system de facto created two types of ethnic minorities within the Russian federation: minorities with their own designated home-lands (federal minorities) and those without (non-federal minorities) (Moser, 2008, p. 282). Non-federal minorities tended to be widely dispersed throughout the Russian federation. They included Ukrainians who were and still are the third largest ethnic group in Russia. Federal minorities, in contrast, were geographically concentrated in their ethnic homelands: autonomous republics, autonomous regions (avtonomnaya oblast’) and autonomous areas (avtonomnyi okrug). For example, the Tatar nationality, the largest ethnic minority in the Russian Federation, was concentrated in the Tatar Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic.

Table 11.1 shows the percentage of seats belonging to federal and non-federal nationalities in both tiers of the Russian parliament in the late Soviet period: the Congress of People’s Deputies, which was formed by semi-competitive elections in 1990, and the smaller Supreme Soviet, which was appointed by the Congress to legislate on a permanent basis. Although elections in 1990 were more genuinely competitive than in earlier periods of Soviet rule, many of the restrictive practices remained (Mann, 1990), and most deputies elected from ethnic minorities were Party candidates: Party and state officials, directors and managers of industrial enterprises and collective farms, senior figures from the intelligentsia (Institut zakonodatel’stva, 1993, pp. 180–1). These data therefore provide a useful illustration of the descriptive representation of nationalities during the Soviet period.

The index of representation, summarised in Table 11.1 (in parentheses), describes how the share of seats belonging to particular federal and non-federal nationalities compared with the composition of the general population in the late Soviet period – a score of 100 indicates identical proportions; scores below and above 100 indicate underrepresentation and overrepresentation. Consistent with Soviet cadre policy, the descriptive representation of titular nationalities (federal minorities) was much greater than that of non-federal minorities. The mean and median scores for each category indicate that while federal minorities were significantly overrepresented, non-federal minorities were underrepresented. This disparity was a consequence of Soviet federalism. Almost three quarters of ethnic minority representatives in the Supreme Soviet were members of the upper house,2 the Council of Nationalities, which reserved a large proportion of its seats for deputies from ethno-federal territories: autonomous republics, autonomous regions and autonomous areas.

Given the relatively small size of most minorities as a proportion of the entire population, those deputies from minority backgrounds that did gain seats in either the Congress of People’s Deputies or the Supreme Soviet tended to be overrepresented. This is illustrated by Table 11.2, which presents the percentage share of all ethnic groups that achieved descriptive representation in both parliaments, as well as in the first four post-Soviet State Dumas. These data show that in the Supreme Soviet there was substantial overrepresentation. This was particularly high for Buryats, Komi, Kalmyks and Tuvinians, and even greater for smaller peoples: Chukchis, Evenks, Khants and Nenets. Ethnic Russians, in contrast, were underrepresented in this parliament.

The collapse of communism removed the ideological justification and political necessity for such a high level of descriptive representation. The introduction of multi-party elections, which had a nationwide, party-list component, presented the possibility that the overrepresentation of ethnic minorities would


Table 11.1 The descriptive representation of federal and non-federal ethnic minorities in Russian Legislative Assemblies, 1990–2007
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be corrected. Data summarised in Tables 11.1 and 11.2 suggest that this has indeed been the case. The overall percentage of deputies from federal minority backgrounds has declined in post-Soviet Russia and the representation of ethnic Russians has increased. However, Table 11.2 also shows that a number of minorities, mainly federal minorities such as Buryats, Kalmyks and Tuvinians, have continued to enjoy high levels of representation across the first four Dumas. Interestingly, such levels of overrepresentation are far greater than those found in other post-communist parliaments (Olson and Norton, 2008, p. 140).

The post-Soviet political system has retained a number of institutional features that may account for persistently high levels of descriptive representation in some cases. First, the incorporation of Soviet ethno-federalism into the post-Soviet political system preserved the power and influence of indigenous elites. In many cases these elites sought to replicate Soviet nationality cadre policy at the local level. Second, indigenous elites benefited from the new electoral system introduced in 1993, which continued to return half of the Duma’s deputies on a first-past-the-post basis. In these contests, regional authorities exercised great influence. Before the electoral rules were changed to a fully proportional system in 2007, large numbers of MPs were elected as ‘independents’ in plurality contests – so-called ‘party substitutes’ who were backed by regional political machines (Hale, 2006). Third, there is also a mass dimension to this electoral phenomenon. Research finds that Russia’s ethnic demography – i.e. the geographic concentration of minorities that forms the basis for Russia’s ethnic federalism–accounts for a significant degree of ethnic voting (Moser, Forthcoming). Moser’s work convincingly shows that whereas the more assimilated, geographically dispersed non-federal nationalities are equally successful in plurality and proportional contests, there are high levels of representation for federal minorities in single mandate districts, where minorities tend to be most concentrated (Moser, 2008).

A number of non-federal groups, notably Ukrainians, Jews3 and Koreans, also continue to be overrepresented. This appears to be the result of the successful assimilation of these groups into Russian majority regions. Yet, most non-federal groups have had little or no representation. The Kazakh minority, for example, has consistently been underrepresented in the Russian parliament, and there has been no representation for minorities from other parts of the former Soviet Union, the largest of which are the Azerbaijanians, Uzbeks and Tadjiks. Thus, it appears that large-scale Central Asian immigration in the post-Soviet period has had little impact on the descriptive representation of the national parliament.

Similarly, certain federal nationalities are consistently underrepresented. According to data reported in Table 11.1, the largest ethnic minority in Russia, the Tatars, have fared much worse than most other federal minorities. This is partly due to the method for measuring the index of representation. The small populations of many minorities mean that the acquisition of one seat automatically translates into overrepresentation, in some cases by huge margins (e.g. Chukchis, Evenks and Khants). But Tatar representation also compares less favourably with ethnic groups that have comparable representation in the wider


Table 11.2 The descriptive representative of ethnic minorities in Russian Legislative Assemblies, 1990–2007
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population, like Ukrainians. This suggests that Tatars have been less effective at being elected in regions outside of their ethnic homeland.

Furthermore, the transition from communism appears to have had particular effects on the representation of certain minority groups. A number of federal nationalities – Mordivians, Chuvashians, Chechens, Komi, Kabardians, Yakutians and Adyghe – have seen a decline in their descriptive representation since 1993. This is also the case for the German non-federal minority. Conversely, Bashkirs, Belorussians and the minority peoples of Dagestan, have enjoyed greater parliamentary representation since 1993.

These data provide useful insights into the effects that Russia’s ethnic demography has had on descriptive representation. The existence of ethnic homelands has provided an institutional reason for the descriptive representation of nationalities who would struggle to gain a voice in a state organised on different principles. This is illustrated by the numerous non-titular minorities, like Gipses, with populations larger than the Chukchis or Khants who have had no representation in the Duma or its Soviet predecessors. The symbolic benefits of such forms of representation, however limited, can have greater significance for these groups than what their elected politicians actually do.

Nonetheless, the task of drawing general conclusions from these descriptive data remains problematic on a number of levels, and raises questions that will be explored over the remainder of this chapter. First, these data provide no indication of the institutional power that such representation brings. In the Soviet Union, the descriptive representation of ethnic minorities had a negative relationship with power and influence: the higher the official the less descriptively representative that he or she was likely to be. Therefore, it is necessary to examine whether MPs from ethnic minorities occupy positions of power within the Russian legislature. Second, while many minorities are overrepresented relative to their share of the population, their actual voice in the assembly is miniscule. As Table 11.1 shows, most minorities occupy less than 1 per cent of the seats in the assembly. Given that parliaments are majoritarian institutions, it is therefore necessary to consider whether the overwhelming dominance of ethnic Russians has restricted the substantive representation of minority issues in the work of the parliament. Third, as Edmund Burke might argue, the substantive representation of interests does not necessarily require descriptive representation. Although these descriptive data suggest that a number of groups, notably Tatars, are descriptively underrepresented in the Russian parliament, it is well known that Tatar interests, or at least the interests of the Republic of Tatarstan, are substantively well represented in the State Duma. This is partly due to the activities of non-Tatar MPs, like Oleg Morozov, who represent Tatar constituencies and occupy positions of influence. Thus, it is necessary to consider whether MPs who are from non-titular backgrounds are equally capable of representing the interests of ethnically defined regions.





Substantive representation of ethnic minorities in the Russian parliament





Agenda-setting



Like almost all political organisations, parliaments are hierarchical institutions. Although lawmakers ultimately act in accordance with the votes of the parliamentary majority, the choices that are presented to legislators are usually predetermined by rules that empower leaders to set the parliament’s agenda. Agenda-setting rules bring a structure to decision making that enable leaders to control the speed, direction and content of lawmaking. Without these constraints, political scientists deduce that parliaments would be vulnerable to the instability of majority rule (Shepsle and Weingast, 1994).

Agenda-setting takes both institutional and partisan forms. In the State Duma, the chief agenda-setting organ is formally the Council of the Duma. This presiding body is responsible for prioritising and scheduling the legislative work of the assembly. Since 2004, its membership has consisted of the chairman of the Duma and his deputies.4 These members of the parliament’s leadership are responsible for organising the Council’s work. The leadership of the Duma’s legislative committees and sub-committees – chairs and deputy chairs – also have the power to influence the passage of legislation. Although committee chairs are not members of the Duma Council, they can affect the speed at which bills pass through the assembly, and thus exert influence over the formation of the agenda.

The power of agenda-setting organs is also contingent on the balance of partisan forces in the assembly. In the first three Dumas, the absence of an outright parliamentary majority produced a political composition that gave no one party or coalition a majority; in the Fourth Duma (2004–07), the electoral victory of the pro-Kremlin United Russia party produced a large parliamentary majority that gained control of 70 per cent of the votes in the Duma Council. This election victory made United Russia the de facto agenda-setter in the parliament. Although the Duma Council formally determined the parliament’s programme, the main decisions on legislative priorities were decided in advance of its meetings by the leadership of the party’s parliamentary faction (see Chaisty, 2011).

To assess the substantive, policy effects of ethnic minority representation, it is therefore necessary to consider both the institutional and partisan capacity of minority representatives to influence the legislative agenda. Table 11.3 shows the representation of federal and non-federal minorities in the institutions and organisations that are responsible for agenda-setting in the lower house. These include the parliamentary leadership, which covers the membership of the Duma Council – the chair of the Duma, his first deputy and deputy chairs; the leaders and deputy leaders of the Duma’s parliamentary party factions and groups;5 committee chairs; and the deputy chairs and sub-committee chairs of the lower house. Additionally this table summarises data for ethnic Russians who represent constituencies that exist within ethnically defined federal regions (indicated by


Table 11.3 Representation of ethnic minorities in parliamentary posts
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the category ‘Russian federal’). These data are included in order to explore whether ethnic Russians are equally effective in representing the interests of ethnically defined regions.

The index of representation in this table and subsequent tables is calculated by dividing the percentage of each category represented in these posts by the percentage of their overall representation in the assembly. These data suggest that the representation of ethnic minorities does diminish with power and influence in the assembly. This finding is consistent with ethnic representation during the Soviet period and in many democratic and non-democratic societies. Federal minorities are underrepresented in parliamentary, party and committee leadership posts. At the level of parliamentary leadership, only Mikhail Gutseriev, an MP of Ingush descent, served as a deputy chairman of the State Duma during its second convocation. Yet, even this exception requires qualification. Gutseriev, a financial and oil tycoon, was the representative of Vladimir Zhirinovsky’s Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR), the faction known to be most hostile to proposals aimed at furthering the interests of ethnic minorities.

The same pattern is repeated for party leadership in the assembly. At best, federal minorities have reached the position of deputy leader within parliamentary parties, and only within parties that have relatively high numbers of minority representatives: regional groupings – New Regional Policy (First Duma), Russia’s Regions (Second Duma) – or pro-governmental ‘parties of power’ that were formed in the 1990s with the backing of powerful regional leaders from ethnic regions: Party of Russian Unity and Accord (First Duma), Our Home is Russia (Second Duma), Fatherland-All Russia (Third Duma). Furthermore, the representation of ethnic minorities in the leadership of Duma committees has been confined to relatively peripheral committees. Apart from the leadership of the Natural Resources Committee at the Third Duma, federal minority representatives have chaired only the Nationalities Committee (First Duma) and Culture Committee (Fourth Duma).

The representation of federal minorities increases lower down the parliamentary hierarchy. At the level of deputy committee chairs and sub-committee chairs, minority groups are overrepresented. This is not insignificant; within committees, deputy chairs and sub-committee chairs have played an influential legislative role, especially in the earlier Dumas. Nonetheless, seniority matters in the Russian parliament, and it is notable that deputies from non-federal nationalities have enjoyed greater representation in senior parliamentary posts. It is also interesting to note that Russian deputies who represent ethnically defined federal regions are well represented in the upper echelons of the parliament.

Ultimately, the capacity of ethnic minorities to influence parliamentary agenda-setting institutions only really matters if their representatives are able to affect the position that the majority takes on the agenda, and especially on substantive questions that are of concern to ethnic minorities. In the Russian parliament, deputies have the power to overturn the agenda on the floor, so it is essential that agenda-setters command reliable majority support in the lower house. In the Supreme Soviet, coherent and stable majorities were difficult to sustain in the early 1990s. The legislative instability that resulted prevented the assembly from developing consistent policy on issues (Andrews, 2002). This was largely the result of weak political parties. Over time, however, parliamentary parties have come to play an important role in structuring behaviour in the assembly. Membership of the key majority-forming parties has therefore become a key prerequisite of legislative influence.

Table 11.4 presents the distribution, by party, of MPs from federal and non-federal minorities. It is revealing how federal minority representatives (and Russian MPs representing ethnically defined regions) have been aligned to the key centres of power at each Duma. In general, MPs representing federal minorities have clustered in pro-executive parties of power: Russia’s Choice and the Party of Russian Unity and Accord (First Duma), Our Home is Russia (Second Duma), Unity (Third Duma) and United Russia (Fourth Duma). This highlights the dominance of the executive branch in Russian politics and partly reflects the influence that Kremlin-backed parties have exercised over the electoral process in ethnic regions. Yet, federal minority representatives also aligned with influential regional groupings deputies in the first three Dumas when the Kremlin lacked a dominant legislative coalition: New Regional Policy (First Duma), Russia’s Regions (Second Duma) and Russia’s Regions (Union of Independent Deputies) (Third Duma). These regional groups occupied the political centre, and played a pivotal role in the formation of majorities with parties from both the left and right. In the Third Duma, Russia’s Regions joined a coalition four parties, which formed the first pro-Kremlin parliamentary majority in post-communist Russia. This slender majority gave the regional grouping powerful leverage at this time.

It is notable that the main opposition parties – CPRF, LDPR, Yabloko – had relatively low representation of federal minorities. With the exception of the Second Duma, when the Communist Party had a near majority, fewer than 10 per cent of minority representatives have joined opposition parties. This contrasts with the pattern of party membership for non-federal minorities. Non-federal minority representatives have tended to be more evenly spread across both pro-Kremlin and opposition parties, which again reflects their greater integration into the wider society.

Therefore, the institutional seniority and political affiliations of minority representatives differ. Although federal minorities have tended to cluster in pro-Kremlin parties and regional groupings that have played a pivotal role in the formation of majority coalitions, they have been underrepresented in the parliament’s hierarchy of agenda-setters. The opposite is the case for non-federal minorities. MPs from this category have been more evenly distributed across left, right and centrist parties, and they have enjoyed higher levels of representation in top parliamentary posts.

But what has been the policy significance of these patterns of representation? In the final section of this chapter, I will turn to the influence that minority representation has had on the legislative productivity of the parliament and legislative behaviour in the area of minorities’ legislation.


Table 11.4 Parliamentary party membership of minority representatives




	
Party

*


	
Federal minority (%)

	
Non-federal minority (%)

	
Russian federal (%)




	








	
First Duma

	
	
	



	AP
	15
	12.5
	14



	CPRF
	5
	17.5
	4



	DPR
	
	2.5
	



	Independent
	2.5
	5
	4



	LDPR
	
	20
	



	PRES
	15
	7.5
	18



	RC
	17.5
	10
	18



	NRP
	32.5
	17.5
	41



	Yabloko
	7.5
	5
	



	12D
	
	2.5
	



	
Second Duma

	
	
	



	ADG
	14
	7
	19



	CPRF
	18
	34
	14



	Independent
	4
	
	5



	LDPR
	4
	4
	



	NDR
	32
	22
	19



	PP
	10
	7
	10



	RR
	12
	17
	33



	Yabloko
	6
	7
	



	
Third Duma

	
	
	



	AIDG
	4
	10
	5



	CPRF
	6
	23
	10



	Independent
	12
	3
	10



	LDPR
	
	3
	



	PD
	18
	20
	33



	OVR
	16
	8
	5



	RR (UID)
	20
	8
	14



	Unity
	24
	26
	24



	Yabloko
	2
	
	



	
Fourth Duma

	
	
	



	CPRF
	4
	15
	4



	LDPR
	5
	12
	



	Motherland
	7
	6
	



	UR
	83
	67
	96






Note
* Factions: RC: Russia’s Choice (Vybor Rossii); LDPR: Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (Liberal’no-Demokraticheskaya Partiya Rossii); APR: Agrarian Party of Russia (Agrarnaya Partiya Rossii); CPRF: Communist Party of the Russian Federation (Kommunisticheskaya Partiya Rossiiskoi Federatsii); PRES: Party of Unity and Accord (Partiya Rossiiskogo Soglasiya Edinstva); Democratic Party of Russia (Demokraticheskaya Partiya Rossii); NDR: Our Home is Russia (Nash Dom-Rossiya); Unity (Edinstvo); OVR: Fatherland-All Russia (Otechestvo-Vsya Rossiya). Groups: NRP: New Regional Policy (Novaya Regional’naya Politika); 12D: Liberal Democratic Union of 12 December (Liberal’no-Demokraticheskii Soyuz 12 Dekabrya); RR: Russia’s Regions (Rossiiskie Regiony); PP: Popular Power (Narodovlastie); ADG: Agrarian Deputy Group (Agrarnaya Deputatskaya Gruppa); PD: People’s Deputy (Narodnyi Deputat); AIDG: Agro-Industrial Deputy Group (Agropromyshlennaya Deputatskaya Gruppa); RR (UID): Russia’s Regions (Union of Independent Deputies) (Regiony Rossii – Soyuz Nezavisimykh Deputatov).










Legislative outcomes



The volume of minority-specific legislation introduced since the mid-1990s is relatively small by Russian legislative standards. A trawl (by the author) of the legislative programmes of each Duma session since 1994,6 plus reports on the achievements of each Duma, found just nineteen pieces of legislation dealing specifically with ethnic minority issues (see Appendix). As a share of all legislation passed by the Russian parliament, this number constitutes a small proportion of its overall output. Between 1994 and 2007, the Russian parliament passed over 2,000 laws; just 1 per cent were concerned with minority issues.

Making sense of this small output a priori is difficult. Low volumes of legislative enactment can be interpreted both positively and negatively. The fact that a political system spends little time on minorities’ legislation could be indicative of low social conflict in this area, but it may also reflect indifference on the part of the titular nationality towards the concerns of minority peoples. Therefore, the significance of levels of output is hard to interpret without political context or comparative data from other ethno-federal systems. In the Russian case, there is little contextual evidence to indicate that minorities’ legislation has been particularly significant in the State Duma. It is noteworthy that of this body of laws, just one statute, the law ‘On Social Associations’, which gave ethnic minorities the right to organise, was recognised by parliamentarians and journalists as being a salient achievement at the First Duma (Chaisty and Schleiter, 2001, p. 721).

Nineteen pieces of legislation is obviously a small sample with which to generalise about the substantive effects of minority representation. Nonetheless, it provides a useful basis for preliminary analysis. As these laws dealt specifically with issues that affected minorities – both positively and negatively – it is reasonable to expect that the substantive effects of descriptive legislation ought to be most detectable for this body of legislation. The identification of policy influence is also not straightforward. In Russia, as in most political systems, the crucial stages of law-making take place either informally before bills enter the parliament or in forums that are concealed from public view. Therefore, by using publically available data from the legislative process, there is the danger of only ever telling part of the story, and a sanitised version at that. Yet, there is plenty of evidence of MP lobbying in parliamentary law-making, and this reality suggests that the formal and the informal are likely to be interrelated (Tolstykh, 2006).

To analyse substantive effects, three areas of the legislative process are particularly important: initiation, deliberation and decision-making (i.e. voting). These phases of the legislative process provide a basis for tackling three key questions: Who is responsible for the authorship of bills affecting ethnic minorities? Who participates in parliamentary debates on this legislation? How do minority representatives vote on these laws?

The evidence for substantive effects in these areas of the law-making process is inconclusive. First, on the question of who initiates minorities’ legislation, there is some indication that minorities’ bills were more likely to be proposed by minority representatives. Data for the Second and Third Dumas, which are summarised in Table 11.5, shows that deputies from ethnic minority backgrounds were more likely than ethnic Russian deputies who represented federal autonomous republics, regions and areas to initiate legislation in this sphere. According to the index of representation, such deputies were overrepresented in terms of authorship. This was especially true of federal minorities at the Second Duma when the institutional and partisan powers of the Kremlin were at their lowest point. However, these data are far from convincing. MPs were not the only actors responsible for initiating minorities’ legislation. At the Fourth Duma, for example, minorities’ legislation was mainly concerned with regional mergers of ethnic homelands, and given the controversial nature of this legislation for many federal minorities, it is not surprising that these bills were introduced exclusively by the President.


Table 11.5 Authorship of minorities’ legislation *




	
	
Federal minority % of laws (index of representation)

	
Non-federal minority % of laws (index of representation)

	
Russian federal (index of representation)




	








	Second Duma
	44% (440)
	11% (110)
	11% (234)



	Third Duma
	27% (270)
	15% (214)
	0 (0)







Second, in terms of the involvement of minority representatives in parliamentary discussions, the results are also mixed. As can be seen in Table 11.6, federal minority representatives were prominent contributors to parliamentary debates in the early Dumas. During the First and Second Dumas, the number of minority deputies who participated in debates on minorities’ legislation greatly outweighed their proportionate share of the Duma’s composition. At the First Duma, one of the most vocal participants on minority issues was Eremei Aipin, an ethnic Khant from Khanty Mansiisk who was a deputy chairman of the Committee for Nationalities and a specialist on the indigenous peoples of Russia’s


Table 11.6 Participation in debates on minorities’ legislation




	
	
Federal minority % of laws (index of representation)

	
Non-federal minority % of laws (index of representation)

	
Russian federal % of laws (index of representation)




	








	First Duma
	27% (337)
	0% (0)
	0% (0)



	Second Duma
	20% (200)
	12.5% (178)
	5% (116)



	Third Duma
	7% (70)
	14% (200)
	0% (0)



	Fourth Duma
	7% (66)
	14% (200)
	7% (140)






Note
* Data for the First Duma are incomplete; at the Fourth Duma all new minorities’ legislation was introduced by the presidential branch.






Table 11.7 Summary of means tests on the effects of ethnic minority representation on voting (minorities’ legislation only)




	
	Federal minority
	Non-federal minority
	
Russian federal




	
	






	
	p-value*
	p-value
	p-value




	








	First Duma
	0.000
	0.816
	0.451



	Second Duma
	0.401
	0.423
	0.404



	Third Duma
	0.009
	0.251
	0.483



	Fourth Duma
	0.008
	0.856
	0.000






Note
* Two-tailed test of significance.





North. Such substantive representation became less marked in later Dumas, however. This may reflect a tightening of discipline within those pro-presidential parties where most of the federal minority representatives were concentrated. It is revealing that non-federal minority representatives, who tended to be dispersed over a broader range of parties, remained prominent in debates in the later Dumas. Leftist deputies from non-federal nationalities like Valentin Nikitin, who represented Bashkortostan and was chairman of the Nationalities Committee at the Third Duma, was a frequent speaker on nationalities issues.

Finally, the results of roll-call analysis highlight some interesting voting patterns by deputies from minority backgrounds (see Table 11.7).7 They suggest that federal minority representatives were likely to vote differently from the parliamentary mean on minorities’ legislation. The difference-in-means test was statistically significant for the First, Third and Fourth Dumas.

The correlations identified in Table 11.7 are particularly striking for the First Duma. Even when party membership was included in multivariate statistical tests, deputies from federal minorities voted in a way that was statistically significant.8 This finding suggests that the greater autonomy of legislators from party control in the first parliament enabled minority representatives to exert more independent influence over policy measures. Interestingly, the significance of the federal minority variable diminished when party membership was included in statistical models for later Dumas. This highlights a limitation to the results generated by the bivariate tests for the Third and Fourth Dumas. Furthermore, there is no evidence to suggest that deputies representing non-federal minorities were likely to vote distinctively on minorities’ legislation. This once again reinforces the finding that non-federal minority representatives were more integrated into the general population and were less likely to take a distinctive position on minority issues.







Summary


The collapse of communism removed the ideological justification for high levels of descriptive representation of ethnic minorities. The introduction of multiparty elections in the 1990s went some way towards equalising the representation of ethnic Russians and minority groups in the federal parliament. However, Soviet communism also bequeathed a system of federal administration that institutionalised ethnicity and has continued to sustain the overrepresentation of certain titular nationalities. Through access to regional administrative resources, ethnic voting and membership of pro-Kremlin parties, these nationalities gain from the electoral process. On the whole, non-federal nationalities fare less well from this political system, but a small number continue to be overrepresented. The success of these nationalities appears to be the result of successful assimilation into the general population.

During the Soviet period, the representation of ethnic minorities was negatively correlated with power and influence. This pattern has been repeated by titular nationalities in post-Soviet parliaments. Federal minorities tend to be underrepresented in the parliament’s main agenda-setting organs. This is particularly striking when compared with the representation of non-federal minorities and Russian MPs who represent ethnic autonomous republics, regions and areas. Moreover, the high concentration of federal minorities in pro-Kremlin parties in the executive-dominated Third and Fourth Dumas did not produce any obvious pay-off in terms of senior appointments. Federal minorities remained under-represented in senior parliamentary posts.

The substantive impact of minority representation on the legislative activities of the parliament is mixed. The output of minorities’ legislation is low as a proportion of overall legislative activity. Yet, there is some evidence to suggest that especially during the early parliaments, federal minority representatives were prominent in the development of minorities’ legislation. Analysis of different phases of the lawmaking process – authorship, deliberation and voting – shows signs of significant substantive effects before the Kremlin established its electoral dominance and powerful majority coalition at the Third Duma. Based on the small sample of legislation analysed in this chapter, it seems that greater electoral competition and more substantial parliamentary autonomy from the executive branch in the early parliaments produced greater substantive representation of minority interests, notably those of federal minorities. This suggests that the responsiveness that is theoretically meant to be a feature of electoral competition was starting to develop in the early Dumas.

The findings of this chapter also identified a notable decline in the involvement of minority representatives in the later Dumas. This development is consistent with tighter executive control and the dominance of the Kremlin party United Russia. Despite the high proportion of minority deputies who joined United Russia at the Fourth Duma, and the pro-presidential coalition that preceded it at the Third Duma, the Kremlin’s powerful legislative majority does not appear to have raised the substantive representation of minority interests within the assembly. This may simply mean that the focus of influence has moved to executive institutions or even United Russia itself. Either way, this development has done little to enhance perceptions of the parliament’s representative role.




Appendix: ethnic minorities’ legislation, first-fourth Dumas


First Duma


	On the Fundamental Legal Status of Indigenous Minority Peoples Of Russia (Основы правового статуса коренных малочисленных народов России)

	On National Cultural Autonomies (О национально-культурной автономии)

	On Public Associations (Об общественных объединениях)






Second Duma


	On the Modification of the RSFSR Law ‘On the Languages of the Peoples of the RSFSR’ (О внесении изменений и дополнений в Закон РСФСР “О языках народов РСФСР)

	On the Fundamental Legal Status of Indigenous Minority Peoples Of Russia (Основы правового статуса коренных малочисленных народов России)

	On National Cultural Autonomies (О национально-культурной автономии)

	On the Ratification of the Framework Convention on the Protection of National Minorities (О ратификации Рамочной конвенции о защите национальных меньшинств)

	On Guaranteeing the Rights of Indigenous Minority Peoples of the Russian Federation (О гарантиях прав коренных малочисленных народов Российской Федерации)

	On the General Principles of the Organisation of Communities of Indigenous Minority Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East of the Russian Federation (Об общих принципах организации общин коренных малочисленных народов Севера, Сибири и Дальнего Востока Российской Федерации)

	On Territories Used by Indigenous Minority Peoples for Traditional Ways of Life in the North, Siberia and the Far East of the Russian Federation (О территориях традиционного природопользования коренных малочисленных народов Севера, Сибири и Дальнего Востока Российской Федерации)

	On the Modification of the Criminal Code of the Russian Federation (concerning infringement of the equality of the rights and freedoms of persons and citizens) (О внесении изменений в Уголовный кодекс Российской Федерации (по вопросам ответственности за нарушение равенства прав и свобод человека и гражданина))

	On the Ratification of the Agreement Concerning the Restoration of the Rights of Deported Persons, National Minorities and the People (О ратификации Соглашения по вопросам, связанным с восстановление прав депортированных лиц, национальных меньшинств и народов)

	On the Representative of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation for the Rights of Peoples of the Russian Federation (Об Уполномоченном Федерального Собрания Российской Федерации по правам народов Российской Федерации)






Third Duma


	On Provisional Measures Concerning the Protection of Representation for Indigenous Minority Peoples of the Russian Federation in Legislative (Representative) Public Authorities of Subjects of the Russian Federation (Oвременных мерах по обеспечению представительства коренных малочисленных народов Poccийской Федерации в законодательных (пpe�ставительных) opганах государственной власти субъектов Poccийской Федерации)

	On the Modification of the Federal Law ‘On National Cultural Autonomies’ (regarding the right of a federal subject to create a national cultural autonomy and the procedure for the creation and registration of a national cultural autonomy) (О внесении изменений в Федеральный закон “О национально-культурной автономии” (в части уточнения субъекта права на создание национально-культурной автономии и порядка соз-дания и регистрации национально-культурной автономии))

	On the State Language of the Russian Federation (О государственном языке Российской Федерации)

	On Territories Used by Indigenous Minority Peoples for Traditional Ways of Life in the North, Siberia and the Far East of the Russian Federation (О территориях традиционного природопользования коренных малочисленных народов Севера, Сибири и Дальнего Востока Российской Федерации)

	On the General Principles of the Organisation of Communities of Indigenous Minority Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East of the Russian Federation (Об общих принципах организации общин коренных малочисленных народов Севера, Сибири и Дальнего Востока Российской Федерации)






Fourth Duma


	On the Formation of a New Subject of the Federation as the Result of the Merger Between the Chita Region and Aginsky Buryat Autonomous Region (Об образовании в составе Российской Федерации нового субъекта Российской Федерации в результате объединения Читинской области и Агинского Бурятского автономного округа)

	On the Formation of a New Subject of the Federation as the Result of the Merger Between the Irkutsk Region and Ust-Ordynsk Buryat Autonomous Region (Об образовании в составе Российской Федерации нового субъ-екта Российской Федерации в результате объединения Иркутской области и Усть-Ордынского Бурятского автономного округа)

	On the Formation of a New Subject of the Federation as the Result of the Merger Between the Kamchatka Region and the Koryak Autonomous Region (Об образовании в составе Российской Федерации нового субъ-екта Российской Федерации в результате объединения Камчатской области и Корякского автономного округа)

	On the Formation of a New Subject of the Federation as the Result of the Merger Between the Krasnoyarsk Region, Taimur (Dolgano-Nenets) Autonomous Region and Evenki Autonomous Region (Об образовании в составе Российской Федерации нового субъекта Российской Федерации в результате объединения Красноярского края, Таймырского (Долгано-Ненецкого) автономного округа и Эвенкийского автономного округа)

	On the State Service of the Russian Cossacks (О государственной службе российского казачества)

	On the Formation of a New Subject of the Federation as the Result of the Merger Between the Perm Region and the Komi-Perm Autonomous Region (Об образовании в составе Российской Федерации нового субъекта Российской Федерации в результате объединения Пермской области и Коми-Пермяцкого автономного округа)

	On the State Language of the Russian Federation (О государственном языке Российской Федерации)



A number of these laws were considered by more than one Duma.






Notes


1 The majority of the twenty autonomous republics and regions at the time of the Soviet collapse took their name from one titular ethnic nationality; e.g. the Tuva, Udmurt and Yakut Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republics; others took their name from two nationalities, e.g. the Chechno-Ingush and Kabardino-Balkar Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republics; and others, like Dagestan, were formed from many groups, the largest of which were the Avar, Dargin, Kumyk, Lezgin and Laks nationalities.

2 The Supreme Soviet had a bicameral structure. Both houses were elected by the Congress of People’s Deputies.

3 Technically the existence of a Jewish autonomous oblast makes the Jewish population federal. However, in most other respects the Jewish nationality is non-federal: the population is geographically dispersed and highly assimilated. Less than 2 per cent of the Jewish population lived in the autonomous oblast in 1989 (Moser, 2008, p. 282).

4 Before 2004, the composition was made up of the chairman and the leader of each parliamentary party group (see Chaisty, 2005).

5 Parliamentary parties are also known as ‘factions’ if they gain more than 7 per cent of the vote in a general election (5 per cent before 2007); deputy ‘groups’ are formed during a parliamentary term by fifty-five or more deputies (thirty-five before 2004). Factions and groups enjoy the same rights in the State Duma. Since 2004 no deputy groups have formed in the lower house.

6 The Duma has two sessions each year: autumn and spring.

7 Using the NOMINATE scaling technique, a score was generated for each deputy by comparing their voting records (on minorities’ legislation) with the voting record of a deputy from the party known to be most hostile to proposals aimed at furthering the interests of ethnic minorities: Vladimir Zhirinovsky’s LDPR. A two-tailed difference in means t-test was then used to compare the scores of minority representatives with those of non-minority deputies to gauge whether there was a statistically significant difference in their voting behaviour.

8 This is confirmed by multivariate linear regression.
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Conclusion

Regime transition, political institutions and minority politics in Russia

Valerie Bunce



Democratization


The global wave of democratization, which began more than thirty years ago in southern Europe and which has since spread to every other region of the world where authoritarian regimes are well-represented (including, possibly and most surprisingly, the Middle East and North Africa), has generated a voluminous literature on transitions from dictatorship to democracy. These studies have, of course, provided many useful insights about the rise and consolidation of democratic governance. These contributions recognized, however, that there are nonetheless some important questions associated with the dynamics of democratic change for which we have either no or at best tentative answers.

One case in point is the relationship between democratic transitions and trends in minority politics. How do democratic transitions affect minority politics, and, just as important, how do minority politics influence the course of democratic change? What explains, for example, the fact that, in some multinational societies, democratic transitions are accompanied by growing tensions between majorities and minorities? What role do new and old institutions play in this dynamic, and are institutions the only important consideration in shaping these interactions? To what extent are minorities necessarily better off when authoritarian regimes are replaced by democratic ones? How does the design of democratic and, for that matter, authoritarian institutions affect the representation, mobilization and influence of cultural minorities, as well as the development of democracy?

At present we are unable to speak in a satisfactory way to this set of issues largely because studies of democratization and studies of minority politics – both of which have been growth areas in political science and sociology over the past two decades – have tended to proceed on parallel, rather than intersecting tracks.1 This is surprising, whether we look at some of the earliest cases of democratic change in the third wave or later ones. For example: just as the Spanish transition played a pivotal role in shaping how scholars approached the study of transition, though most of these analyses seemed to overlook the fact that the departure of authoritarianism in that country was strongly associated with growing demands by minority communities for greater political autonomy, so later cases of transitions from authoritarian to democratic rule tended to take place in regions, such as the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe and in Sub-Saharan Africa, where, because of their national and state development, democratization had to go necessarily hand-in-hand with expanded struggles over citizenship, borders and minority rights.

Another important, but under-analyzed issue in the study of democratization is the relationship between building a democracy – that is, creating a government that is accountable to its citizens and based upon rule of law – and building a state – that is, constructing a coercive monopoly that is able to define and defend borders and extract compliance from the citizenry. Does state-building have to precede democratization; can each of these efforts function as simultaneous political projects; and what happens if state-building follows the democratic breakthrough? Are state-building and democratization necessarily in tension with one another, or are they mutually supportive in the particular sense that democracy is unable to sustain itself in a weak state? But does that argument also hold in turn for authoritarianism? Do weak states, in short, compromise regime consolidation?

The fragility of democratic experiments in weak states leads in turn to two more issues that have often been overlooked in studies of democratic change. One responds to the fact that virtually all studies of democratic transitions concentrate on national-level politics, policies and institutions. What happens, however, when a transition to democracy is uneven in a spatial sense; that is, when there is a disjuncture between democratic development at the center and in all or parts of the periphery? Why does this happen? Which set of political dynamics will succeed in dominating the country’s political script and why? The other issue is: what explains failed transitions to democracy – or transitions that take what could be termed at best authoritarian detours?2 While many analysts have taken a small step in that direction by focusing on the puzzling trend over the past several decades of the proliferation of new regimes that combine democratic elements with authoritarian ones, very few have examined transitions from these types of regimes to fully dictatorial orders. This is despite the fact that this dynamic is relatively common – or certainly more common than either shifts from full-scale democracy to dictatorship or vice-versa.3





The Russian transition


As the chapters in this volume testify and as Protsyk and Harzl in particular highlight in their contribution, the Russian Federation, especially when viewed from a perspective that is sensitive to variations over time and within space, is an ideal case for helping researchers fill in these gaping analytical holes. While the size of the minority population in Russia is smaller than either the U.S. or Canada but relatively typical of states in western Europe, such as France, Germany and the Netherlands (see the chapter by Hans Oversloot), the linguistic diversity of Russia as well as Russian approaches to the designation, representation and empowerment of its national minorities – before, during and now after communism – have been quite distinctive (see, especially, the chapters by Bowring, Oeter and Osipov). Here, I refer, for example, not just to the concept of “national cultural autonomy” (see Osipov), but also to the laws governing minority politics and the constitutional design of its political system (see the chapters by Bowring, Oeter, Chaisty and Moser). At the same time, as a federal state that inherited eighty-nine subunits from the Soviet era and that now has eighty-three, with twenty-six of these designated as minority territories (see, especially, the chapters by Oversloot and Petrov), Russia is in an ideal position to shed light on variations in the local political economy of both regime and state transitions.

Finally, twenty years have now passed since the Soviet Union divided into fifteen new states and twenty-five since the Russian Federation began its journey away from communist-style authoritarian politics. During this time, Russia has faced many challenges to the borders of the state, especially during the first decade of transition, and its experiment with democratic politics (which has been the case throughout the transition). Russian political evolution has been, as a result, highly uneven on both the regime and the state fronts (and, of course, on the economic side of the equation as well). Somewhat surprisingly, especially if we were to predict the future on the basis of the events of the first half of the 1990s, the result of these fluctuations has been that the Russian state has proven to be a more durable construct than its democratic regime counterpart. That contrast noted, however, the state’s record is not all that enviable if we focus on aspects of the contemporary Russian state that call to mind its imperial past (see Oversloot), its inability to extract full political compliance in the north Caucasus (Matveeva), and, more generally, its failure to provide a level of political order and transparent procedures that Russian citizens want and that capable states provide.4

The purpose of this chapter is to use the Russian case and the rich analyses of Russia’s minority politics and policy in this volume, supplemented in both instances by other studies, in order to shed some light on the questions that were posed above. I will proceed by focusing on two sets of relationships – between democratization and state-building and between political institutions, on the one hand, and minority political dynamics in authoritarian and democratic regime settings, on the other – that do a remarkably efficient job of “corralling” these diverse concerns. As we will discover, all the chapters in this volume grapple with either one or both sets of these issues. In the process, they enhance our understanding of how institutions and regime and state transitions shape the identities, behaviors and impact of minority communities.





State-building, democratization and non-linear transitions


There is no shortage of studies that have analyzed the weakness of the Russian state during the 1990s; the limits, turbulence and sometimes the vibrancy of Russian democracy during the same decade; and the decline of Russian democratic life, beginning with Putin’s rise to power in 2000. Finally, there are a number of studies that have marveled at the survival of the Russian state intact, despite the continuing crises in the north Caucasus, the diversity of the country, the economic implosion of the 1990s, and the precedents set in the former Yugoslavia and the post-Soviet space of continuing secessionist demands on the state and the formation (as with Kosovo and Montenegro) of new states long after the dust has settled on state dissolution.

What all these accounts seem to lack, however, is a larger argument that explains how all these seemingly disparate developments relate to one another and the key factors that drive these effects. For example, it is unclear how important agency versus structure has been in the Russian story; that is, the role of Yeltsin and Putin and their power, preferences, and resources, on the one hand, and, on the other, the Russian economy, including its dependence on oil and gas, and the design of the institutions of the new Russian polity, including the mixed presidential–parliamentary system and federalism.

We can begin to construct an analysis of regime and state trajectories in Russia, according to the authors in this book, by drawing two clear distinctions with respect to the Russian developmental trajectory: between the arenas of regime- and state-building and between the nature and impact of Russian federation in the 1990s versus the decade that followed. Thus, the authors in the volume would argue that over the past twenty years in Russia there has been a negative correlation between progress in building a viable state – that is, a state that can control its borders, tax, spend and, more generally, extract compliance – and progress in building a fully democratic political order – which can be defined by the combination of civil liberties guaranteed by law and institutionalized competition for political office.5 While in the 1990s the state was weak in all of the respects specified above, democracy was somewhat stronger, especially with respect to the question of competition (though it lacked institutionalization, especially in view of Yeltsin’s resistance to the idea of building a political party) and civil liberties (though these freedoms lacked, it is important to note, consistent legal enforcement).6 In the 2000s, by contrast, the opposite was the case. The state was stronger with respect to borders, its ability to tax and spend, and to a lesser extent its ability to extract compliance and provide political order. While there were a variety of reasons why these gains were realized, only some of them had to do with Putin’s policies. For example, the Russian state benefited from rising energy prices (which went very far in explaining improved Russian economic performance during this decade) and from the decline in secessionist pressures on the state, in part because of declining political opportunities for nationalist and other mobilizations against the state.7 On the democratic side of the ledger, however, the last decade has witnessed a deterioration in rule of law together with a decline in civil liberties, political rights, and electoral competition. As I will note below, moreover, these trends are evident at both the national and local levels of government (see, especially, Tables 5.6 and 5.7 in Petrov’s chapter). Since 2004 the Russian Federation has been ranked “not free” by Freedom House – which is not surprising, given the absence in that country of all of the building blocks of democratic life. Let me now elaborate on this understanding of the two Russian states and two Russian polities.

The 1990s were distinctive in part because a new and far more democratic regime and a much smaller state in both a geographical and a functional sense had taken shape in the wreckage of the Soviet Union. However, also distinctive to this period were the shorter-term consequences of combining both experiments – consequences that were both contradictory and destabilizing as a result of the fact that regime- and state-building in Russia took place simultaneously, rather than, as in so many cases in other parts of the world, sequentially. On the one hand in the 1990s, the Russian state was weakened by secessionist demands emanating from parts of the north Caucasus and from Tatarstan (see the chapters by Gorenburg and Matveeva), and by the fact that half the subjects of the federation had a “special” political and therefore also budgetary relationship to the center (as Oversloot argues).8 In this sense, public administration in Russia in the 1990s was ad hoc in form and consisted largely of bilateral relations between the center and each subunit. The Russian state, therefore, is best characterized at this time as a mosaic, consisting of pieces of power. As a result, the Russian state was under geographical and financial siege.

These demands on the very survival of the Russian state were, in turn, the result of a combination of a weakened center – because of the economic, political and spatial costs of the breakup of the Soviet state and the disintegration of the communist party’s political and economic monopoly–and the legacies of the institutional design of the Russian republic during the Soviet period – which had given sub-state actors the identities, institutions, and therefore resources and incentives they needed to demand at the least more autonomy from the center and at the most states of their own (see, here, especially the chapter by Goren-burg). What is important to recognize here, as several chapters in this volume have recognized, is that dissatisfaction with the center and mobilizations against the center can support a wide variety of administrative outcomes, ranging from maintenance of the status quo or even increased centralization to greater autonomy and outright secession from the state.9 Moreover, the center’s politics, while clearly falling short of democratic ideals in the 1990s (as the 1996 presidential election, for example, reminds us), were nonetheless more open, more contentious, and certainly more competitive than the politics at the same time of especially the ethnically-defined subunits of the federation (see especially Table 5.6 in Petrov’s chapter).10

In this sense, as Petrov argues in his chapter, the institutions of the Russian Federation played in fact contradictory roles insofar as democratization and state-building were concerned. On the one hand, ethnofederalism weakened the state, but by limiting the reach of the center, helped strengthen democracy. On the other hand, the weak state meant that it could not enforce democratic norms. Moreover, the very ethnically-defined subunits that had played such a critical role in countering state power and thereby contributing to the development of democratic life in Russia as a whole were governed by ethnic political machines that blocked competition and supported corruption. In this sense, as debates about the costs and benefits of consociational forms of democracy have highlighted, ethnofederalism can function simultaneously as a supporter of both democracy and authoritarianism and as both a state-wrecker and a state-builder. However, Petrov, like other recent critics of consociational-style political institutions, concludes that the costs of what has been termed ethnofederalism in the Soviet and Russian cases are far greater than the benefits.11 This seems to be especially the case when the organizing principle is political as opposed to cultural institutions (see Gorenburg on this issue).

To further complicate the regime and state story, moreover, the most important legislation on minority rights was enacted during the 1990s. This was an indicator, among other things, that issues related to minority rights were on the political agenda during the 1990s; that is, when democracy was more in evidence in Russia, when minority communities were mobilized, but also when the “ethnic machines” in the subunits were still in the process of consolidating their power. At the same time, as Moser and Chaisty argue in their chapters, minority representation and the influences of minorities on public policy were both superior during this period to what became the case in the 2000s.

What transpired in the 1990s, therefore, was a vibrant, but flawed democracy; a weak state; and minority and locality mobilizations that contributed to both outcomes, while in some ways laying the groundwork for a state to strengthen and democracy to weaken. The center, therefore, was constrained by powerful localities, but those constraints enriched democratic life at the center, but impoverished it in the localities while also impoverishing the state. In this sense, just as minority empowerment during the 1990s enhanced minority rights and their political and policy engagement, so it led to a state that was too weak to protect those rights. As a result, just as democratization weakened the state, so the weakness of the state eventually undermined democracy as well.

What serves as the source of these dynamics in the 1990s, and what explains what Petrov characterizes in the decade that follows as a “visible decline in public politics” in Russia? Drawing on the chapters by Moser, Chaisty and Petrov, we can argue, first, that the important distinction that needs to be made between the 1990s and the 2000s is, to some degree, the preferences and the power of political leaders; that is, the contrast between Yeltsin and his agenda versus Putin and his agenda. However, the agenda of the latter, it is important to recognize, was based on what transpired during the 1990s when his patron was President. The two leaders, in short, cannot easily be treated as separate political players. Perhaps more important is another factor: the contrasting, but ultimately highly interactive role of competition in state-building versus democratization. Strong states are those that have established monopolistic control over borders and the use of violence, whereas weak states feature continuing contestation over both who controls space and who exercises authority. States cannot be effective and cannot serve as the arm of either the regime or the government, therefore, if borders are challenged and taxes are not collected. It is no accident that revolutions can be said to begin when sovereignty is multiplied (as Charles Tilly once argued) and that they invariably involve not just challenges to political authority but also the fragmentation of state boundaries.

By contrast, democracy is based upon the opposite concept; that is, the foundational role of competition. It is from competition that the other defining features of democratic life flow – for example, civil liberties, political rights, and accountable government. The problem in Russia in the 1990s, therefore, was that the arenas of both state and regime activity were competitive – which is as good a definition of disorder or chaos as once finds in politics. This state of affairs was a function of the inability of any key players or coalitions to establish a monopoly. This enhanced democracy, although largely by default, whereas it weakened the state. The weakness of the state, in turn, contributed to variations in the democratic performance of the “subjects” of the federation. In this sense, the weak state of the 1990s had two effects: it “tolerated” democracy, but also laid some of the groundwork for the uneven democratic landscape of the localities in the 1990s and de-democratization at the center beginning in 2000.

This argument, in turn, returns us to the classic article by Dankwart Rustow that laid the foundations for contemporary studies of transitions to democracy.12 In that piece, Rustow argued that solution of the national question must occur before a transition to democracy. This is in part because national unity plays a critical role in cushioning the shocks of democratic debate and the translation of cleavages and coalitions into competitive party politics. However, there is another consideration. A political agenda that includes discussions about membership in the political community and about the borders of the state would by necessity crowd all the other important issues, such as institutional design, that accompany transitions from dictatorship to democracy.

The result of combining a weak state with a weak democracy was three-fold. First, eventually the weakness of the state undid democratic life. Second, ending competition over the state (and the economy, for that matter) required ending competition in the political realm as well. Finally, because democracy departed, the state could never become as strong as Putin and his allies wanted. As a result, the Russian transition has been non-linear, and it has been exceptionally hard for Russia to establish either a regime or a state “equilibrium.”





The identities and behavior of national communities: the impact of institutions and interactions


There is a large literature in political science and sociology on the role of institutions in shaping the behavior of individuals and groups. In the field of communist and postcommunist studies in general and in the analysis in particular of the politics of the Soviet Union and the Russian Federation, scholars have made considerable use of institutional approaches. In practice, this has meant, for instance, using the ethnofederal design of some of the states in the region and even of some republics nested within those states in order to explain a variety of puzzling dynamics that took place at the end of the communist experiment and the beginning of the postcommunist era – for example, the uneven pattern over time and across country of nationalist mobilization; the dissolution of some states in Europe and Eurasia and the rise of new ones; the surprising durability of all of the new states that formed in the wreckage of the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia; and the reasons why some interactions between majority and minority communities and, more generally, between centers and peripheral units within states in this region followed a violent trajectory whereas others remained peaceful.13

While scholars studying these and other issues related to the largely unintended costs of the institutional design of communist regimes and states have developed divergent perspectives on these complex questions and drawn different conclusions, the fact remains that there is a consensus among analysts that institutions are critical factors as a result of three characteristics that they share. One is that institutions tend to be sticky; that is, they resist change. Another is that institutions distribute resources and incentives, and also define preferences. Finally, especially with respect to issues associated with nationalism, institutions are widely understood to shape identities. In fact, these three aspects of institutions, it can be argued, “go together.” Precisely because institutions are so powerful in shaping how people see themselves, what they want, and the resources they bring to the table in order to achieve these goals, they tend to generate strong vested interests in the status quo. This is especially the case since institutions are empowering; they define the rules of the game; and they structure, as a result, not just bargaining over power and privilege, but also the likely outcomes of those bargains. As a result, the powerful have both the commitment and the resources to defend the institutions that are in place.

There is a striking convergence among the authors contributing to this volume around precisely these arguments about the power of institutions. This is particularly the case with respect to the impact of political and cultural institutions on the identities, interests and resources of individuals as members of national communities (see, for example, the contributions by Bowring, Sokolovskiy, Moser, Petrov, Gorenburg, and Oversloot). What distinguishes their contributions from earlier work in this area, however, is that the scholars in this volume both extend and complicate the relationship between institutions and behavior. This is especially the case with respect to the role of institutions in shaping two key dynamics: the political behavior of minority communities, and interactions between majorities and minorities.

As Bowring, Sokolovskiy, Moser and Chaisty argue in their contributions to this book, institutions do in fact change, and these changes translate in turn into changes in the distribution of power and privilege and, more specifically, representation and influence. For example, Bowring and Sokolovskiy trace changes over time in laws and census categories, and how these changes in turn affect membership in minority communities, minority identities, and minority rights. What is fascinating here, for example, is Bowring’s argument about the lack of legislation in Russia that deals systematically with minorities, aside from indigenous peoples, and Sokolovskiy’s intriguing point that just as academic researchers prefer expanding the number of recognized minority groups and minority languages, administrators take the opposite approach. Here, one is reminded not just of Benedict Anderson’s insight that nations are constructed by the census, as well as the map and the museum (as one can see, for instance, in Table 8.1 in Sokolovskiy’s chapter), but also of a key point made even longer ago by Graham Allison in his pathbreaking study of U.S. government decision-making during the Cuban missile crisis.14 As his bureaucratic politics model – one of the models he uses to explain decision-making – suggested: “Where you stand depends upon where you sit.” Put differently: while academics have an interest in enriching the cultural, political and social landscape that they analyze, since among other things it justifies their expertise and what they do for a living while expanding the terrain of their work, administrators are driven by a desire to simplify their work life and take, as a result, a reductionist approach. But in both cases, the cause is the same: the construction of the world according to one’s identity and interests.

For Moser and Chaisty, together with Petrov, Oversloot, Gorenburg and Matveeva, the primary institutions of interest include the electoral system, the Russian parliament, and regional governments. As all of these scholars argue in this volume, what is striking is the willingness and especially the ability of Vladimir Putin to re-make all of these institutions in ways that have expanded the power of the national regime over local regimes; the central state over local states; and Vladimir Putin (whether as President or, more recently, as Prime Minister) over real and potential rivals, such as Dimitry Medvedev. Even more important with respect to the issue of the study of institutions is the fact that these short-term and highly self-serving institutional changes had important consequences not just for minorities, but also for members of the majority community as well. As Chaisty and Moser argue, for instance, the representation and especially the policy influence of minority communities declined under the stewardship of Vladimir Putin. This outcome was the less the result, however, of the actions of an individual than the changing institutional parameters on the participation, representation, and influence of all the citizens of Russia. Everyone paid, in fact, for institutional reforms and the decline in Russian democratic life.

This leads to two more contributions that this volume makes to the study of institutions and their impact on minority politics. One is the recognition that, while institutions are important, so is the nature of interactions between majority and minority communities. This is a major theme in the chapters by Pain and Matveeva. As they argue, the history of interactions – and a history of the lack of interaction (which can reflect the excluding, as well as including role of institutions) – and what individuals and groups learn from these interactions shape the identities of national communities, their perceptions of members of other communities, and their beliefs about the potential for cooperation versus conflict. For example, the accumulated pattern of interactions, like the nature of institutions, can create, as Pain persuasively argues, what could be termed slow-moving crises that have the potential of coming to fore and shaping important political developments when states and regimes and other constellations that channel and constrain mass and elite behavior begin to weaken.

But the larger point is that institutions alone are often unable to explain variations in levels of trust within and across communities, as well as cooperation versus the outbreak of crises in majority–minority interactions. At the risk of drawing too superficial a parallel: it was, arguably, both ideology and longer-term patterns of interactions between Republicans and Democrats in the United States and not, say, the structure of the U.S. House of Representatives and the Senate, which played the critical role in making an agreement on raising the public debt so difficult in the summer, 2011.

A final contribution to the study of institutions that emerges in this volume is the emphasis, most notably by Nikolay Petrov, on local institutions. Here, it is important to recognize that the study of democratization – and, for that matter, the analysis of authoritarianism – is for the most part the study of national politics and institutions. However, as Petrov argues in his chapter, there is considerable variation among localities within the Russian federation in their degree of competitiveness, along with other indicators of the quality of democratic life. Petrov’s study is pioneering both because of its local focus and because of his rigorous measurement of the politics and performance of the “subjects” of the Russian federation. He draws several important conclusions. One has already been noted; that is, that the ethnically-defined subunits, especially in the 1990s, tend to be less democratic than the others. In addition, he argues that the democratic deficits of these “machine” governments tends to be very stable over time, and that their weakness in the democratic realm is a problem that seems to spread to the other subunits in the 2000s. In this sense, the ethnically-defined subunits played an unfortunate trail-blazing role in Russian political life. What is less clear in his analysis, however, is how much of a causal role he wants to give to the ethnically-defined local governments. Did they have a disease that infected other subunits and even the center; were central and local dynamics separate from one another; and/or was the decline in democratic life at the top and the lower levels of the Russian federation a common response to a separate set of developments? It could very well be, for example, that the answers to these questions return us to our earlier discussion about the relationship between transitions to democracy and to independent statehood.

Two important arguments are made in this book – that not just local institutions (which are often ignored in studies of state institutions), but also in how the characteristics of local institutions can diverge from their national counterparts and, yet, over time, shape them in important, if disturbing respects. For instance, as Petrov argues in his rigorous comparison of the democratic performance of Russia’s subunits, while the ethnically-defined governments tended to be relatively authoritarian, the others units were less so. However, over time, the democratic deficits of the former remained, but also spread to the center and to many of the other “subjects” of the Russian Federation units (see, especially, Petrov on this point). Still another important observation offered in this book is that institutions are powerful, whether we focus our attention on the actions of, say, voters, policy-makers or members of minority communities (see, especially, the chapters by Bowring, Chaisty, Moser, Petrov and Matveeva). Another is that there are important policy consequences associated with institutional design and its impact on political behavior (see, especially, the essays by Chaisty, Moser and Bowring). Finally, this volume provides ample evidence with respect to the question of how “sticky” institutions are. Most studies of nationalist institutions, for example, leave the impression that institutions cannot change because of the vested interests and their associated behaviors that develop around them. In fact, we see evidence of this very process in the chapters by Gorenburg and Petrov. However, in the contributions by Chaisty and Moser, we discover that institutions change and, moreover, that these changes matter in terms of behavior and public policy. From this vantage point, these two studies provide additional support for the idea that institutions matter.





Conclusions


Our discussion of two relationships – between democratization and state-building and between political institutions and minority politics – has generated several important insights that are of interest not just to Russian specialists, but also to scholars interested in regime transition, the impact of institutions, and the politics of multinational states. First, by combining the struggle for democracy with the struggle for establishing an independent state, Russia has managed to compromise both – though the state at this point has proven to be more durable than democracy. That recognized, however, the limits of the state project, while supporting authoritarian rule, also invest in democracy in the indirect sense that authoritarian rule is also unable to entrench itself. What we find in Russia, therefore, is an unstable equilibrium, whether we focus our attention on state or regime trajectories. Second, political institutions matter a great deal because they affect preferences, power and policy. While their impact is often as expected (more democratic institutions support greater representation and impact of minority communities, for example), it can also be contradictory. For example, while ethnofederalism contributed to democratic politics in Russia in the 1990s by supporting local mobilizations that constrained the center, it also worked against democratic politics by building ethno-political machines in localities that blocked competitive politics and transparent political procedures. If the impact of institutions is complex, moreover, institutions themselves can change in significant ways. As the authors in this volume argued, institutions are far more malleable than many analysts have recognized.

Finally, the relationship between regime type and minority politics is also complex. While it is clear that the democratic politics of the 1990s contributed to minority empowerment in many ways, it is less clear that authoritarian politics always has negative consequences. For example, while minorities, like majorities, lost rights (and also representation and influence) during the 2000s with the authoritarian turn in Russian politics, the situation under communism was somewhat different. Thus, the communist experiment, to some extent, empowered minorities through guarantees (for some of them!) of representation and the provision of political and cultural institutions. However, the larger context of authoritarian life placed significant limitations on what minorities, as well as majorities, could do and say. Institutions, in short, generated “potential” rather than “real” power. These patterns, in turn, lead us to a final point. What is important about democracy is that it can benefit both majorities and minorities, and that it does so in both cases by investing in not just representation, but also power and policy.
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1926 2000* 2002

In 1989 counted as Tatar ~ Kriashen 120,700 ~150,000 24,668
Nagaibak ~9.000  ~11200 9,600
Siberian Tatar ~90,000 190,000 9,611
In 2002 a subcategory of ~ Mishar 242,640 ~300,000 2
Tatar
Astrakhan Tatar (includin 7 12422 2,003
Yurt and Alabugat Tatar)
In census of 2002 a subgroup Karagash ~5.000 18
of Nogai
Notes
* Estimates; sources: for Karagash an estimate s given for 1973 without urban population (Ars-

lanov, L., The Language of the Nogai-Karagash//lazyki mira. Tyurkskie iazyki. [Languages of the
‘World. Turkic Lar
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Category name In 1989 counted as ~ Count in

1926 1994* 2002
Chelkan Altai ) ~2000 855
Kumanda Altai 6327 ~7000 3114
Telengit Allai 9 2,399
Teleut ltai 2 ~3000 2,650
Tuba (Tubalar) An 4 4,865 1,565
Chulyms K/mla:s or Siberian ~500 656

atar

Kamchadsl  lelmen and Russian 2 ~28000 2293
Yugs e & 15 19
Aliutors Koriak 2 ~2000 6 (added to Koriak)
Kerek Koriak 2 ~100 8
Taz Udege B 2 276
Soyot Tuva 2 ~1500 2,769
Twa-Todia  Tuva 2 ~6000 4442

Notes

*  Estimates; sources: data on Kumanda are based on estimates of Novosubirsk linguists; for Tuba
and Chelkan — Issues in Turkic Languages and Language Contact (Kyoto University, 1999,
. 26%; for Clulyms, Kerck, Tuva-Todja, and Yugs - Kraonala niga apkov narodov Rossl
[The Red Book for the Languages of the Peoples of Russia] (Moscow, 1994, pp. 30, 56, 66, 74).

** Counted as separate census categories or national
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Region Head — GFI  FSB MVD  Prosecutor SKP Judge
Dagestan 5(5) 5 1 56 1) 5 12(5)
Ingushetia 2 1 n/a 1(1) 2 5 na (1)
Kabardino- 5 (3) 1 3 1 5 a 5
Balkaria
Karachai-  5(2) 1 1 o 5 1
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North Ossetia 5 (5) 4 1(1) 1 () s
- Alania
Chechnya 5 na 1 5 1 a 5
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4 B Combined ranking A+B

Tatarstan 1 21 9 (22)
Sakha (Yakutia) 2 13 46 (15)
Chechnya 3 1 1 o)
Bashkortostan 4 20 13 (24)
North Ossetia 5 10 46 (15)
Chuvashia 6 2 2 ®)
7 8 46 (15)

Karelia 8 15 10-12 (23)
Komi 9 19 15-16 (28)
Kabardino-Balkaria 10 3 3 (13)
Tuva 1 7 8 (13)
Adygeya 12 18 18-19 (30)
Mari 13 4 7 a7
Buryatia 14 14 15-16 (28)
Udmartia 15 12 14 @7)
Khaka 16 17 20 (33)
Ingushetia 17 6 10-12 (23)
Mordovia 18 5 10-12 (23)
Dagestan 19 11 18-19 (30)
tai 20 9 17 (29)
Karachay-Cherkessia 21 16 21 (37)

Source: Political Almanac of Russia 1997. Eds. Michael McFaul, Nikolay Petrov. Vol. 1, pp. 152-153.

Note:

\ders of combined ranking are in bold





OEBPS/Images/tbl0003.jpg
No.  Head of region Major ederal ‘generals'™ Heads with major generais

Region Teminofice Tamin  No e e N b

o) affc (vears) e ofice fermmoffce  lorm Wofice .,m.,.“/r“
ot o) (o) (v
T Kamykis m 174 9w as 7 63
2 Moriowa 152 ] el 76 o1
3 U 103 F1 i1 o 85
3 N ] 7% s 9 b
5 NorOsstis @ 33 [ 30 W 33
o Kot @ b v s 3 i
7 E b B b ki i
i W 3 [ ] b i
5 rmm. @ 35 o 36 & Y
W T ai 3 I5oa 34 i 34
i » 33 % B i 3 b}
o Chiei o bl i F 26 5 3
B Karachay.Chekesa 2 21 F 23 x 3
I Inphetn 3 is 3 n 3} b 2
15 Khukassia I 23 b E 2
1§ NenowAO i 1o . b 3 pr]
7 Komi ¥ 07 T8 3 B is
I8 Tarsan 07 1o o i 94
i A0 7 06 T 23 % 22
20 Dasesan 7 06 20 25 30 3
1 Kb Mansi A0 7 06 it 02 @ 3
2 Yamalo-Newt AO 6 03 i 2% » 2
5 Sk Yok s 03 10 ia i ix
2 Chashia H 03 3 So s ix
5 Kai i 03 7 i i b
2 Bahorosin F 02 7 i 2 2%
Average s 35 i i 35

SEA el g o n e o
ot s






