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The Category of Minorities
in the Russian Federation:
A Reflection on Uses and

Misuses

e

Fladimir Aalabbov and Alexander Oripat

t might be counter-productive to approach the overall theme of
minorities and minority protection strictly within a positivist
leggal domain. The subject should not be separated from the so-
cial and political contexts. Political contexts, inn particulas, rakse two

MAfor questions:

a) What meanings are antribured to the notion of 'minority
by What kinds of social and political actors determine who is a
‘minority" and who is not, and io whar Wiys dao Thc}' ACTECVE

i
Lhuss

We do not intend in this chapter to focus in a POSITIVIED WY 0n the
Bussian sitcathon with rzg:n.-i b :}fu:r_nﬂ-: ‘minorities’. Uhir objpective
i to reflect on the categories which diffesent soctal actors employ for
the purposes of control over a social space in the given context. | his
rype of reflection requires 4 critigue of methodology upon which the

entire :—_I;Lru.;':i_mn .:-[-I[I_'.J,_n'_i-l'li'.:"\-l [1=1L% 1'.‘;I: AsclIETLE That m.'.'u?-.-'.-' .;":'.I'a'."

miirriime plays the role of such a methodological approach.
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In the first part of this chapter, we criticise ultural deferminion as
3 methodological framework and examine the imphcitions which
reveal themselves within the Russizn simation. In the second part,
we clescribe the Russian practices of‘minority protection — wharever
it is called in reality. In the course of this narration, we touch upon

feriar basic subrecti

. the ethnic and linguistic composition of the Russian popula-
tion from the viewpoints of statistics and actual social inter
scTinns:

2. the meanings that different actors accord to the term ‘ethnic!
natlonal minority’, and the place this term ocoupies in ethnic-

ify- refated Fuhli-: discourses;

L

. the meanings that the term (ethnic) 'minority’ bears in con-
temporary Russizn legistations and
the image of the Russian minority-related public discourse

B

and legislation in the international eontext,

The category of minority’ as a cognitive frame

There is no universally nocepted definition of minority’  which is a sympra-
matic situntion. It stems, first, from the engagesnent of this notion in politi-
eal coliaione Diferent wocl scotods wme COMTEDACINE for the Tig]l[ [ marmic
- gnd consequently o determine — who i an ethnie minority snd who is
not!, Furthermeore, the term is obviously overloaded with meanings
that ere difficult to managre. In order to solve this problem, many
scholars try m elaborute 2 genern] definition. As a rule, these tnder-

rakings merge, into one formula, theee completely different rypes of

socii] melithons;
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1. interactions with regand to categorisation and statstics,
2. relations of dominance and POWET,
3

. Intra-group communication and loyalry:

One apparent weak point of the minority conceprt is the assumption
thart 2 group can be viewed 25 an isofated and relatively homogene-
ous cultural entity. It is taken for granted by default that such an
entity has boundaries and clear attributes, and that its memben
hehave with salidarity. This approach entails 3 number of subborn
problems, including the establishment of criteria for belonging to
group, which groups are entitled to claim minority status and which
are not, and how one should react to the growing ethnic heteropene-
ity that arises because of such factors &s migration.

Az well one should not neglect some practical if not thetorical
tensions between ‘minority protection’ and human rights. A focus
on minoritics — on groups perceived 2s autonomously acting agents
—aften peses an obstacle to noticing res] problems and real practices
of discrimination against concrete individuals, Three completely
diffesent cases might serve az a preliminary illustration: diserimi-
nation against all types of ‘migrants' in Russia, the exclusion of the
‘Russian-speaking population’ in Estoma and Larvia, and human
rights violations in. Chechaya, Despire substantial differences in
these situations, each of them can provide food for thought on the
1ssue of how to defend human rights and the type of social categories
that best suit the situation.

In an historical retrospective, the notion of national or ethnic mi-
notity’ partly derives from the idea of mation-state, with its ethno-
cultural overtones, Currenty, the debates on minorities are closely
associated with the wide area of so-called ethnic studies. It's natural
therefore, that minority studies share the basic theoretical assump-
tons of ethile natlonalism and ethnic studies, Let’s have o ontical

look ar these assumptions.
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Cultural determinism as a (doubtful) approach

Maost modem scholars, who address the issues of {ethnic) minornty
protection, are guided methodologically by an approach which could
be called cultural determinism. Trs outlines and dersils were cl=arly
<ct forth in 2 fumous monegraph edited by Glazer and Moynihan®,
The spproach rests on the assumption that the notions of ‘ethnic
group’and ‘ethnic minonty’ bear some objective cultural content. We
definitely do not share that belief. In a broader contex, modern
culrural determinism ussally poses s manifestation of the essentialist
paradigm’, which is traditional for internarional academia and poli-
tics in addressing and interpreting cthnicity. Within this approach,
grotips (as o rule, by default) are perceived as objectively (cultunlly)
determined integral entities which possess an internal structure, per-
form a5 social actors, and are delimited by stable social boundaries
from similar entites.

The basic notions of the cultural determinist ethnde/minority stud -
bes, |1ke sulfnre, ElEear [fn""‘.'-.":'h'l{'T-'Hl.!'. or eflmic comomn ﬂ!ﬁ__."l. anid f.:l'-:l"ﬂ'l".h"_','.
are far from clear. Empirical ethnology, which is the genesis of thess

terms, i methodologically vulnerabie mat feast thres respects.

a) Ir proceeds from a static comprehension of eulmare; cultume
is perceived in o folldoriss perspective, 23 2 composition af
customs and norms established by an historical tradition; cor-
respondingly culture is equated with ethnic colture

b} It fuils ro distinguish between culture as a probabie co nstelln-
tion of behavioural and mental parterns, on the one hand; and
social groups bearing these patterns, on the other hand"®.

¢} It does not delimit separate levels of identification, and con-

sequently the category of “identity’ loses its descriptive and

analytical potential.
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As a result, ilentity is being reified; it is viewed not as relation, bur as
an attribute; not 35 an outcome of different, temporary, changeabls,
contextually determined identifications, but as a stricely fixed ser of
features®,

Ag this point we shoold consider a specific “ethnographic mman-
ticiamn of culturs! determinim’; ‘ethnic communities are modelled
after a fashion of Faefkerprycbologie. Ethnic groups have arribuced 10
them a ‘demand for identity’as well as an aniety to preserve it."Eth-
nographic romanticis’ provokes 3 consideration of ethnic groups
as seli-evident social actors, Flere we encounter a fypical example of
the methodological trap deseribed by Bourdiew: researchers deem
the categories they use to describe reality to be the cateporics of real-
ity per se. 1f theorists had unified cerrain people into a group, it does
not mean that the group in question exists 25 3 social cohesion con-
solidated by 2 joint netwark of communications®, Also we should be
cognisant of another trap that Foucault, Bourdieu, end other anthors
have warned about: mking the perception of cutegorics established
by the official pawer as the objective characteristics of the respective
SOCIETY .

Some clarifications and reservations are reqquired here. Firse, to be
precise, culmral determinism cannot be completely equated with e
sentialism, i.e. the faith thar ethnicity could be interpreted us an ob-
jective social and historical entity. lronieally, Glazer and Moynihan,
who provide a good example of cultuml determinist speculanions,
adhere to instrumentalism and not to essentalism. Second, us 2 nule
we face some traditional stereorypic tropes and assumptions, but

not & conceptually grounded and methodologically responsible ap-

Fun_;.:._._]', af B !:l.j_ru.:'ul:_r types; it would be betier to talk about thetoris

rather than theor=tical cultural determinism or essentialiam.

4y
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Who could be called minorities in Russia?
A statistical approach

A varicty of systems taflored 1o classify and register the countrys
inhabitants divide the population on ethnic criteria, In general, net-
ther the USSR nor Russia has had a strict legal procedure for the
recognition of an ethnic grotp or for isting ethnic categories. There
were some Joose rules for recording individual ethnic affiliations
in domestic passports. There are preliminary lists of ‘nationalities’
compiled before each census and mone complete Lsts result from the
census datn. The compilation of these lists s the responsibility of the
governmental body for statistics in cooperation with the Academy
of Sciences and, basically, the process is merely technical without
any legal significance. It should be noted that in the Soviet time,
not all ‘passport nationalities’ were included in the census lists and
not all names from the cenaus fists served as ‘passport nationalites’.
And since 2000, there is the Bist of ‘small indigenous peoples of the
Russian Federation” adapted by the RF Government™. One could
consider the procedure used to register 2 civil organisation which
represents irself as ethnicity-based 25 an official quasi-acknowledge-
ment of an ethnic group. For example, some regional branches of
the Justice Mintstry registered several ‘national-cultural sutonomues’
(a type of voluntary non-profit organisabon, see below, text arcund
fnotnotes 69 and 70) of the Pomors and Cossacks amongst the or-
ganisations af other ‘nationalities’. The Pomors in the Russtan North
and Cossacks in the Russian South have traditionally been perceived
as sub-ethnic or ethnographic groups of Russians.

According to the 1989 USSR census, Russia {at that time the
constituents of the USSR Republic} had 147.0 million mhabiz-
ants'!, The 1989 smtistical classification distributed the population

into 128 ‘narionalities™: 81.5 per cent were Russians (119.9 million,




therefore, one can describe Russia 2s o 'national’ stute under the sams
presumptions as ‘multinational' staze). In 1959, apart from Russans,
six ethnic groups numbered over 1 million people each: Tatam (55
million or 3.8 per cent), Ukmalnians (4.4 million or 3.0 per cent),
Chuvashs (1.9 million ar 1.2 per cent), Bashkirs (1.4 million, or 0.9
per cent), Belorussians (1.2 million, or 0.8 per cent), and Mordva
(1.1 million, or 0.7 per cent}™ Another eight groups included from
500,000 to 1 million people each.

According to the 2002 census, the total population of Russia was
145.2 million comprised of Russians (115.9 milkion or 79.8 per
cent); Tatars (5.6 million or 3.8 per cent), Ukminians (2.9 million or
2.0 per cent), Bashkirs (1.7 milllon or 1.2 per cent), Chuvashs (1.6
million or 1.1 per cent), Chechens (1.4 million or 0.9 per cent), and
Armenians (1.1 million. or 0.8 per cent). Another 11 ethnic groups
cotmprise Troery SO0 000 to 1 million esch; the overall ethmic nomen-
cluture has expanded to more than 180 names™.

If we take these ethnic statistical divisions at their face value, it
forms = picture which has Grde in common with the real sociery
First, s notion of the Russian society as a conglomerate of ‘peoples,
co-operating or clashing smong themselves" disforts the charsctes
of real intersctions that has exdsted [or decades, Second, it imposes
divisions which, by and large, do not reflect the comiplex system af
identificitions thar social actors wse.

For example, scconding to the 2002 census, there are up to thiee
million Uknainians and approximately one million Belorussians
residing in Russia. [t is usually presumed that they manifest some
sort of cultural (first af all, Enguistic) loyalty that differs fram that
of Russians®. The last conmn questionnaire contuined the entry
‘native language’. :"Li:-rnnling 1o 8 widely distmbuted (both in public

consciousness and scademis) opinion, ‘native’ {8 not s lngusge of

socialisation (that is the tongue a person speaks since childhood)
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but the language of un ethnic group to which a given person i as-
signed’”. Meanwhile, the actual linguistic situation is quite different
~ the bulk of people desmed 2s ‘Ukrainizna’ or "Beloru s4ians’ use No
language other than Russian. This condition is also valid for most
individual who belong to different ‘nationalities’ = Germans, Finns,
Karelians, Koreans, Tatars = particularly those who five in an urban
or urbanised environment, On the other hand, accultiration amang
the majority does not prechude the utilisation of ethnicity as a social
resource — in particular, sel-representation or even political activiam
of an individual as a ‘representutive’ of an ethnic minoricy'. This
paint is of principal importance for our study, For example, if we
declare that a certain namber of Vepps, Germans, or Karelians re-
side in the Baltie Sea region, it begs the question what we meas in 2
concrete social context. Dioes it mean a merely formal ascription to @
certain category of ethnic clasification? Or does it determine — and
if yes, how = the social and polirical behaviour of individuals® Dioes
sscription to & minority imply & merely statistical parameter or is it

e indicator of social interaction?

Institutionalisation of ethnicity in
Soviet and post-Soviet contexts

Ethnicity (‘nationality”) was instntionalised in the Soviet Union™
and remuins so in contemporary Russia, In general, ethnic categuories
and terms have served as a mode of population division and man-
sgement and 15 2 toal to erganise political space. The situation in
post-Sovict Russia is gradually changing old institnutional formes are
being transformed or are losing their significance und new forms are
emerging. However, the elements which used o be endemic to So-

viet political thought are still manifesting themselves in post-Soviet

thought as well.
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the Hizsecan Federstina

The first element to be highlighted here is the previously men-
tioned ethnic categorisation and related statistics. In the USSR, it
was mandatory to record individusl ethnicity (‘nationality’) in do-
mestic passparms and in other official papers that contained penonal
data. Focation of ethnic affiliation in passports was discontinued in
1997 upon the introduction of new demesnc passporm; however,
it remained eptional in other official records The respective com-
monplace and official practices are gradually changing: however,
they do so-at a slower pace than does the legislation. Offictal records
of personal ethmicity could be imporrant in a number of interic-
tions between an individual and the government. For example, in-
dividuals could be ensalled ar 3 univesity under an ethic quota or
be appointed to 2 civil service position as 4 representative of ‘ethnic
cacdres’. Individual ethnicity remains relevant in many swmilar sinu-
ations™, especially in some of Hussia’s "sthnic termtonies” and with
regard to "small indigenous peoples’,

A specific feature of the Russian public discourse derives from this
situation, and although it is weakening, it remains relevant; people
often understand ethnic identity not as an cutcome of culnural sell-
perception and cventually of individual choice, but 25 an anthropo-
logical constunt. However, free choice of individual ethnic affaliation
is 2 comstitutional nomm and is regularly emphasised in many otheial
statements concerning ethnic issues.

Part of the Soviet tradition is a culreral - partcularly ethnic—defi-
nition of & political community. In this connection, the institution-
alisation of ethnicity looks as its territoralisstion. Acconding to the
1903 Copstitution, the Bussian federation consists of BY cofstituent
entities of subjects'™, Among them are 21 republics, 6 &nair {terito-
rics), 49 oblarés (provinces), 2 federal cities, 1 autonomous ablass, und
10 sutonomous sbrugr (districts). The republics, the autonomous

rovince, and the sutonomous districs are considernsd to be 'national’
ES
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(Le. ‘ethnic’) entities: in other words, they are 8 ‘possession’or a form
of organisation for s certain ethnic group or a cluste rof ethnic groups
{for instance, Dagestan at the North Caucasus). These groups have
been Isbelled as ‘itular’, meaning that their names are given to the
corresponding subjects of the federation™, It's worth emphasising
that the respective ‘titular’ group does not constitute a majority in 12
of the 21 Russian republics. In some cases it represents only a small
minority of the population: for example, 9.2 per cent in Farelis,
12.0 per cenr in Khakassia, 24.2 per cent in Adyjyea, 25.2 per cent
in Komi, 27.8 in Buryatia, 29.3 per cent in Udmurtis, 29.8 per cent
in Bashkortostan, 30.6 per cent in Altai, 31.9 in Mondovia, 42.9 per
cent in Mar El, 43.5 percent in Sakha-Yakutia, and 49.8 per cent in
the Karachsi-Cherkess Republic”. The respective 'fitular’ group or
groups constitute a majority in Tatarstan (32.9 per cent), halmykia
{53.3 per cent), North Ossetia-Alania (6.7 per cent), Kabardino
Balkaris (66,4 per cent), Chuvashiz (67.7 per cent), Tyva (77.2 per
cent), Ingushetia (77.3 per cent), and Chechnia (93.5 per cent).
Disgestan lacks both a distinct ‘titular’ and o numernically prevailing
groups its regional authorities addeess %0.7 per cent of the popula-
tion s ‘indigenous” ethnic groups. On average the ‘nrular’ groupis)
comprite S0.1 per cent of the population in the repoblics and 12.5
mer cent in the autonomous province and autonomons dismicts™

It Is difficult, however, to make 2 szraightforward statement about
the ‘erhnicisation’of statehood in Russia. In the long run, using cth-
nic categories for the organisstion of political space may resultin the
exclusion of certain eategories from the political community. Nev-
ertheless, in most cases, mich extlusion has rhetorical and symbolic
value and, oaly in rare instances, fnstitutional character. As sbon a8
‘nation is defined as ethno-nation — as soon as a political community

iz defined as an ethno-enlunl community - its membership looks

as if it stemmed from ethnic (cthno-cultural or ethno-linguistic)
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pfflintion. The word ‘considersd’ weed above with r:.r.m_‘. t0. ethnic
assigniment of the republic and sutonomies bears no legal sense here,
The main arena in which this ided is (rejproduced is not legislation
(which performs it in 2n obscure and indirect form, see below, the
part "Russian legislative texts’), but rather et thaicity-related public
and academic discourses

In post-Soviet Russia, ethnic stanchood and official mecognition

of individual ethnicity are gradually losing their formal vabidiry
newly emerging practices could be called the institutonalmation of
ethnicity with some reservations. | his could be done if one perceves
“institution’ in 2 broad sense, 5 an armangerent which determines
human behaviour, bke the ethnle categorisation of social space in
a given context, It would be more predise here to talk sbourt the
5y mbolic and rhetonc ::l;.':l_ljlh.!.l.ll."ui:.-ll LJ!-||'||.'|]‘.J~|:LI.".-.L-.":'r in Hisis.
The state regularly affirms its willingness to pursue 2 nationalities
pobicy’; es stnblishies spEC 1al executive bodies in charge of this palicy;
and adopts the respective legislation, 51.'.'-_.5ﬁm|1|m. and concepts.

The rationales for ‘nationalities policy’ are manifold. Usally sech
(oL

a I."-Tl-..L_'l' 1] _|I- -:]|IE_'|. by an abl-embrac MLr |.|_.'|l_l.‘|:'.. Qi IS CE = P af

inter-ethnic relations’, This concept includes security rezsons and
thie integration and ?[{11-_|..‘,i.-|_-: of culivure and lan gUage. The; HOVETE
ment’s emphasis on each of these components vanes wilh context,
Sometimes the authorities make reference to ‘ethno-culural devel-
opment’, sometimes to the ‘prevention of conibicts, and sometimes
s counteraction to exmremism. Since 2000, the government has
stressed a ‘promotion of talerance’, LI.I:|1-:'-:.-rh the issue of non-dis-
crimination remains completely neglected

In a practical sense, the ‘nationalities policy appears primanily uf
the 1._-|5:|_-.n1- level and manifests frself in official declamtions and

in regular conticts between poverns mental bosdies and ethnic non-

governmerital organisations | (NGOs), predominan thy cultural socie-

S5
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ties. In other words, governmenmnl bodies reproduce discourse which

represents the society as 3 community of ethnic groups and ethnicty

ug an element relevant to 4 wide range of tocisl interactions,

ncademic community and ethnic activists contribute to this repro

duction and st

re the sume language.

Talks and decisions:

symbolic and instrumental policies

The Russian context requires special attention to a fundamenral
tssise ‘which ia erucial not only for ethnic or Russian studies, The
tsgue ing [ESTION 18 the distance bebwesn -1'.:'|:-|-.:.. and instrumental
P|-::.-1.:--. fip terms mrodiaced by Luhmann ™ or berween rhetoric
and actions Cralk and decisions’, in terms of Bronsson ™, Symbolic
—..” j=s could be determined as a g.ﬁ"_u: e in which the dominamt
NAFTITIve LS F-ru:'.u:'r-.-:_ |'II:JI'I'-'-'|'.!.I.'| the outcanie = rhetoric Sorminlas
~ can be open o political and agministrative interpretation Instru
e q[_,‘J nollcies — elaborstion, s0o Fr:|="_.:|r:.: er|:-.'.':_|:l1'|::'.l'.-..'|_ Cconcrets
strategies and decisions — are not necessarily an embodiment of the
Fhetnrsc of Frr'.'.r' a6 [0t fecess .r||1 falleww 118 content, 1nd may niol
even be deserhable within the sccepts ihle put lic discourse. [ RIS

tion could be examined here as a2 connecting link between symbaolic

and instrumental policies™ More [rrECisery, legislation provides ces

sdmimnletrative activities in the area of instrumental policies

E thnicity in Russia appears ss a categorisation scheme of secial and
political space, 2 means for clamifying the populstion, and a referen
point of individual identification and self-identification. It manifests

itself in a number of social and political instimutions, public discourse

practices, formml and informal prescriptions which affect people’s b
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haviour in connection with their own ethnic belonging or the ethnic
belonging of others. At first glance, it appears to be 3 paradox that wll
this does not allow for & deseription of the country as o 'divided’, or
‘plural’ sociery assembiled from relatively solared segments with their
own internal organisation. Ethnicisation of discourses and institu-
tione emerge contextually, coexist, and compete with other modes of
social representations and organisation of social space’,

For mstance, Rusna, like almost any other country, has ‘ethnde
entreprencurs’ who form cultural or even political organisations™
However, they are far from dominating the political landscape ind
they have never succeeded in elections even arthe regional Ievel The
official republican leaders utilise ethnicity as 2 resource on 4 limited
scale, but prefer the rhetoric of multi-ethmary and regionalism®
The national economy and the labour market are not divided along
ethnic lines and even such 2 marginal segment & migranats’ sacial
networks can hardly be described in terms of ‘cthnic coonomic™
There are governmental snd noao-governmental educational and
cultural institutions which are ethnically focused and which use
langusges other than Russian, For & number of reasons, fiest of all,
the fact thar these minody-oriented instiutions play & margmal
role, one can hardly insist that the Russian cultural and educational
sphere is segmented in inguistic or ethnic terms. The country faces
different manifestations of ethnic discimination and xenophebia,
bur ethnicity-based discrimination is often virsally insepamble
from social raciim (exclusion of migrants regardiess of their ethnic-
iry) and is not considered, even among minority activists, to be a

significant social wrong in many spheres of life such as labour rels-

tons and education,
Legislative regulation of ‘ethni¢ relations’ demonstrates the krge
gap between gymbolic and instrumental policies. Official rhetoric

of ‘multi-nationality’ embodied infrr afis in law, does not provide a

507
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spectnl status — doss not provide formally established sets of rights
and duties to individuals and groups {see helow, the part "Russan

|egislative fexis ),

The category of ‘minority’in the Russian
official and academic discourses

Symbolically, ethnic groups have been de facfo, and in some £ases de
fury, brought into 1 hierarchy. Over 70 years of the Sovier Umon,
end even later, the procedures of power shaped the political space
sccording to the ‘weight’ of the different ethnic groups™. Some were
designated as‘nationsand endowed with ‘#tatehood’ (2 national-rer-
rtorial unit’ of some level or another); some were combined with
anather group or other groups into a single “unit’ which was ac-
corded starehood, and some were denied a termtory ‘of their own™,
This differential treatment is one source of the division that exists
berween ‘native’ and ‘non-nutive’ ‘peoples’ on & given territory: This
idea is embedded in the mass consciousness and the official thetoric,
and from time to time encourages political activists to claim a special
status for their ‘native’ group. Basically, these perceptions determine
the meaning and boundaries of the rerm ‘minority’.

Ethnic divessity in Russia during various periods was described
and conceptually organised in different ways, and the term ‘minor-
ity” has kept a position among other approaches. The first group to
utilise this word was the Russian political oppaosition of the early
20" century — liberal and socialist political parties™. Soon after the
Bolsheviks came to power in 1917, the term ‘national minorities, 24
it referred to all non-Russian people m the country, became official™,

As the country evolved into a composition of ‘national’ union and

autonomots republics as wel| 35 autonomous provincss and districts,




the term acquired a more parrow interpretation. It was applied then
to ‘non-tular groups living outside ‘thelr own'territorial entities. By
the late 1930s, the term was excluded from official usage. Accond-
ing to Kalinina, it was present during the 19708 and 19805 in some
documents of the Communzst Party, in which the term meant na-
tionalities ‘possessing” homelands’ outside the USSR — Sovies Poles,
Germans, and Koreans, for example. ™

The rerm ‘national minontes’ resurdaced o late 19808, during
the period of the Sovict's overall liberulisation known as perereiia,
during the period that active public debates on ethnic issues began
The term was introduced to the public by various political xmre
academic experis”, ethnic activists of various sorts™, und central and
:cgi_r-rul E:-'.':rn_:r,:nui institutions. [ he main featores of the ].'-IJ['.-hL'
and academic discourse related to minorities took shape simultane-

ausly, and remain basically unchanged up 1o the present

1. The notion of ‘minority’ is employed almost exchedvely with
respect to ethnic minorities. The icsues related w religious
minorities are debated in other terms: ‘non-traditional con
fessions’, ‘secty’, ‘destroctive cults’ - or, on the opposite pole,
‘raditional religions’,

2. 'Ethnicity’and, respectively, ethnic minority receive primosdi-
alist interpretations, Ethnic belonging i equated with lnguis-
tic and cultural assignment; the key element in deciphering
the word ‘minority’ appears to be the idea of a historic knkape
between an ethnic group and a certaln territory,

3. Within the Soviet ‘mationalities policies’, ethnic categories
sepved o ool the division of FH1E!I'|;'|il[EI|:I|'| and for the organi-
sation of the territorne These traditions result 1n endrmously

diverse interpretations of the term ‘minority’.

4. Because cthnicity 1s Enked to 2 temitory, ethnic minorites

50K
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are deemed the groups which live outside their "homelands,
‘Homeland' can be determined in a number of ways — as some
uncesrtain ‘ethnic temritoey’, the temitory of ‘ethnogenesis’,
the teritory of ‘seli-determination;, or the territory of actual
statehood™, And vice versa — as 2 rule, groups holding certain
territaries that were assigned to them are not considered to
be ethnic (or ‘matonal’, scconding to the public vocabulary)
minorities. At least, leaders who pretend spokespersonship
on behalf of non-Russians (Tatars in Tatarstan, Bashkirs in
Bashkortostan, and Karelians in Karelia, for example), refect
the ‘minority’ label. Since the late 1980s, a clear disunction
between the terms ‘minorities and ‘small peoples has emerged
— first in academic narratives and later in legislation®.

, Occusionally, migrant groups are excluded from the ‘minori-

e

ties’ domain, In other words, as often happens, the rhetoric
of minarity protection may tend toward the rhetoric of excls

sion: only those groups which the government allows to be
minorities are considered as minorities. Roughly speaking,

minorities are the groups somewhere betwesn ‘migrants’ and

‘native peoples’ sccupying 4 traditional temitory ‘of their own',

%. The usual topic of public debate are general ideologcal jsmues

such as the symbelic recognition of an individoal group, the

- definition of national minonty’, and the ranking of national
minorities. depending on whether or not they have g sane-
hood o theirown™., There is no attention paid 1o questions of
practical significance: foundation, entitlements, the taxution of
NG Os. the status of educational institutions which are either
reaching minority languages or have cthnic components in
their curriculs, mechanisms and principles of the redistribu-

tion of allncstions for minority culmral instinurions, and legal

remedies against discrimination
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Russian legislative texts (legal acts and legal drafts)
relating to the protection of ethnic minorities

The cthnicity-specific segment of the Russian legislation 1s mesaic
and complex in both structure and content®. Apart from interna-
tional treaties which are, under the RF Constinution, an integral
component of the country’s legal system, the sources of low i this
area are the Constitution itself, lows of the federal level®, other legal
normative acts of the federsl level (in particular, President’s Decrees
and Resolotions of the Gevernment), constitutions and charers,
Liws and other legal normative acts of the subjects of the federation,
and narmative treaties and agreements berween subjects of the feder-
ation. There are few specifically ‘ethnic’scts, and the subject in ques-
tion is usually ethnicity-related clauses of the branch leguslation.

The bulk of relevant acs, except for the provisions concern-
ing Jegal equality and individual ethnic affiliation, address ethnic
groups as integrated entities, bearers of rights and beneficiaries of
certain public wealth - the ethnic categorisations are cxtranrdinaniiy
diverse®, One cun say that the Russian ethnic nomenclature eclecy-
ciilly combines terminalogies with different historical and national
backgrounds. Nevertheless, we can assert that the entire legisistion
sclclressing ethnic tssues bears uniform ethno-nationalist assump-
tions, conducts the sole logic, employs s set of common key concepts,
and demonstrates 4 single spproach on three grounds*™:

1. The Constirution and almost all ‘ethnic’acts use the concept of
group rights in the sense that ethnic groups ss suchare deemed
legal subjects; for example, Articles 68, 69,71, pnd 72 of the
Constitution introduce such expressions os ‘nights of national

minortiet’, righos of small indigenous pu'-nplu', and ‘the dght

of peoples o preserve the native language’.
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2, Another key clement is the notion of ‘ethnie development”. It
is present n the 1991 RSFSR law ‘On the Rehabilitation of
the Repressed Peopley’, the 1591 RF law ‘On Languages of
Peoples of the Russian Federation', the 1996 federal law "Un
National-Cultural Autonomy”{save the official Concept of the
RF Nanonalities Policy of 1996), and in federal and regional

programmes. Even the Constimation (Articie 7Z, item 'e') con-

tains a reference to'feden! programmes’in the area of 'n atiamal

devel pment .

b

Yet another basic construction is the concept of “Inter-cthnic
relations’ (and, consequently, ‘regulation’ of the given ‘rel-

thony' )

), which acquires the meaning of relations among "ot~
munities’ 2and smong individeals acting as members of ethnic

collectivities

The Constitution does not mark the subjects of the fedemation as
‘ethnic’ entities, and the federl legistation expresses this idea indi-
rectly, A few laws —in particular, the RF law on languages and the
federal law on natonal-cuttiral autonomy — contain the term, ‘eati-
zens living outside their nation al-state and national-territosial enti-
ties, At the reglonal level, constitutions and chasters of the republics
and autenomous districts employ compromise wording. The "tirular’
groups are usually not mentioned at all, the past self-determination
of the ‘titular’ nation is mentioned in parlile] with the assertion that
the power belongs to the entire population, or 2 specific mie of the
timalur” group is h'r;hllg!'l'.m.! without reference to political power™,
For example, according to the 2002 version of the 1992 Preamble of
the Tatarstan Canstitution, the Constirution expresses 'the will of
the multinational people of the Republic of Tatarstan and the Tazar

peeple’ (italics are ouirs), wherezs Articie 3, part 1 stipulates that "the

sovereignty of the Republic of Tataretan shall lie on its mudrieaniena/




people, which shall be the anly source of power in the Republic of
Taturstan™. Article 2 of the Constitution of the Republic of Komi

1994} savs that ‘the source of power of the Republic of Komi is
its: mulrinational people’, bur Article 3 makes reservation that 'the
foundarion of the Repoblic of komi and its name are related 1o the
primordial hubitation of the Kami pegale on its territory™. The Con-
stitution of the Republic of Karelia of 1978 (with larer amendments)
which was in force until February 2001 did not refer to any fink
between Karclia's statehood and echnicity, except for a clause ahout
a scparate constituency embracing the area where the Vepps (one of
the region’s indigenous minaritics) lived. The new Constitution of
Karclia (2001) inchides the following provision: according to Article
1, part 5, 'historical and national features of the Republic of Karelia
arp determined by the habitation of Karels on its territory”. Accord-
g to Artcle 21, 'in the Republic of Karelis, measures diming af
the revival, preservation and free development of Karels, Vepps and
Finns living on its territory, shall be undertaken™. Languages of the
“titular’ ethnic groups in most but not all republics are alss declared
state languages along with Russian

The ides of the ‘designation’ of certain territories o cermin ethnic
groups is implicity present in the legislation and overtly expressed
in political practices. It entails nerther a symbolic hasrarchy of ethnic
groups nor special legal enndements to individuals on the grounds
of their ethnicity {with the exception of persons belonging to small
groups of sboriginal peoples pursuing 3 traditenal way of life)

The term ‘national minorities” i present among the ethnacity-
relared categorics of the federal and reglonal legislation™. Tt s of
Little use, and is mot -.|~q-1..'1'1'|e;-..". in the Constitution, cument legishtion,
ar normative interpretations of the Constitution and laws. Accond-
ing 1o Article 71, item 'c’, of the 1993 Constitution, "the regulation

arid peotection of human and civil rghts and freedoms <...» the
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regulation snd protection of the Aghts of national minorities” fll
within the jurisdiction of the Russian Federation, Article 72, item b’
specifies that the protection ofhuman and civil rights and freedoms;
the protection of the rights of national minorities” (official transla-
tion) belong to the joint jurdsdiction of the Russian Federation and
its constituent unite. Apart from the Constitution, ‘natonal minor-
fies' are mentioned in four federal laws: ‘On Libranes’ (1994), ‘On
the Ratiication of the Framework Conventon for the Protection
of National Minorities' (1998}, the RF laws 'On Employment in
the Russian Federation’ (1991}, and ‘On the Foundation of Ingush
Republic within the Russian Federarion’ (1932).

There is no specific legistation on ‘national minorities’, although
there were numeroas attempts to elaborate snd adoptit. The RSFSR
Supreme Seviet undertook the first initiative of this sort in the early
19905, The necessity of adopting sich a law was emphasised in the
1994 Presidential Address to the Federal Assembly™. In early 1995,
a group of parlismentarians initiated a draft law on minorities, and
for severnl years it wos 2 work in progress {albeit with long breks]
in the BF State Duma (the lower chamber of the Parliament}. The
outcome wis instgnificant, and the draft did not even piis through
the first reading in 1998. The work was frozen then, but the dnft
has not been officially cancelled. This story is noteworthy because of,
among other things, the definitions affered™,

In 1995, the following wording was put forward:

A nationa]l minodty” is deemed the citizens of the Hussisn Ped-
erstion who reside in & compact or are dispersed theouprhout the
fefrimry r-r_:|.|'|:.' r.Jl'IjE-I.'I‘ af the Rusitan Fedemtlon; who differ from
the hasiz population ethnically, I their language, and primordial
culingre; and who are united by thar eormman zeff- NN god un-
fied mational self-comscioinness, A nparional minority can have or

liave mot ity own matinoal-stete or mational-rermirorial entity within

ar outside the Bumsian Fedembon™




Consequently, ‘minorities’ were not supposed to include noti-na-
tionsks, and this is an indispensable feature of aff definitions per-
formed tn & further drafs™. In the suthors” view, minontes muss
be determined on the grounds of some ‘objective’ features like ethnic
and Enguistic characteristics — ‘minonity as opposed to some s
populstion’ which was nor defined either In the drafe irself or in the
kegislation at large. That made the definition of ‘minonity” non-op-
erational, as the existing traditions allowed various interpretations of
the term “basic populaton’.
The 1998 draft offered another schems:

Mational minorities are scknowledged to be the citizens of the R
rian Federation, possessing 1 stable ethnic character; striving for the
preservation and development of their national language, culnire,
religion and traditions; not having national-state and national-tes
ritorial entities (republics, leraiv, oblasts, sutopomous oblast, witond-
rous oknugs) inskde the Russion Fedemstion; and not belonging to
emal] indigenows peoples of Russia™,

Therefore, the authom excluded from the potential ‘national minori-
ties' all ‘firalar’ ethnic groups of Russia, ethnic Russians™, and small
groups of indigenous people, which were described in the same draft
as 'peoples living on the territories of their ancestors traditional resi-
dence (habitation), preserving the original way ul']z'-mg.xunbi-'!zring
themselves separate ethnic communitics and numbering less than
50,000 people inside Russia™.

Afrer 1994, the RF Government was trying to insert & definition
of 'national minorties’ int the draft lvw ond, knter, into the law 'O
Natonal-Culrurs! Autonomy’. The draft which the Government
submitted to the Duma o6 9 Qetober 1995 descnbed "mational mi-

nonties'in the followiag way: Nationsl minorities are considered by

the given Federal Law as the communities of citizens of the Russian
Federation who realise their affiliatian wich the peoples (nanonali-
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ties), possessing state formations outside the Russian Federation ar
not pessessing such, but whose majority resides outside the Russian
Federation'.

It was alss added below that ‘the communities of citizens, who
realise their affilistion with the peoples (nationalities), possessing
within the tesritory of Russiun Federation u respective republic, au-
mnomous ehfart, or autonomous skrug, but reside cutside this entity’
st well 21 'other ethnic communities of citizens of the Russtun Fed-
eration fiving in an a different ethnic environment on the territory of
the Russian Federation 'may also consider themselves national mi-
norities™. Consequently, minoritics were recognised as all ‘non-titu-
lar' ethnie groups, including Russians, within an indradual region il
they had constituted a numerical minority there, Only the groups
which were not empowered to 'develop''their’ coloures and linguages
throwgh ‘their statchoods could enjoy the Aght to cultural sutonomy
ard the authors stuck to the concept of certiin regions ‘belonging to
certain ethnicities. The draft was adopred at the finst reading on 22
November 1995, but the notion of minority was dropped by the sec-
ond reading, and the right to established non- territorial ‘sutonomies’
was granted to ull citizens when the law was enacted in June 15996

The RF Government was not contented with this situanon,
gnd in 2001 submitted new draft smendments, which were finally
sdopred in October 2003. Since their adoption, ‘national-cultural
mutonomics can be established onlyon behalf of the groups in o safu-
stion of 4 national minarity on the corresponding territory’, In the
meantime, the legislation in force delincates neither 'minoricy’ nor
any indicatom of the respective 'situation

In March 2001, a group of State Duma deputies sithbmirted the
draft federal law 'On the Fundamentals of Nationalities Policy in the
Russian Federation', which has not yet been adopted. The asuthors of

the text came up with a new definition:




A sational minoriny is o nemerically nog-prevaillng ethnic commis-
r:lr!.'l..lr ] F'I'J_'l'l_' [ {mﬁ_\, COMEMUnITG :'EI-J.:i.r.|__r| l:il_'ﬂi'dl.' (14 ] L']'al.lbﬂ!l. arm
of self-determination or oumside the place where the main part of
the given community is simated withoat self-determination [n sy
form, preserving its sedf-consclowmess, dentifying itself as as ethaic
mimarity and being sware of its noa-dominant position®.
In summary, we can say thar every attempt to intreduoe the notion
of national minorities into the Russian legislation rests on the same
ethno-nationalist grounds as the overall public discourses on ethinic-
iry. Minorities are determined as ‘non-native nationalities’—as ethnic
groups living outside “their’ ethnic territories or “their’ statehoods,
ar lacking ethnic territories or statehoods, Virtually no one wies to
mark ‘tituler nationalities'as ‘minedties’, and ‘minorites'in 2 more or
sk conslstent way are divided from groups that wre deemed ‘ndig-
enous to a given territory.

Hut there are other terms for ethnic groups that we can exsmine.
Article 69 of the Constituition guarantees ‘the rights of numencully
small indigenous peoples’; the latter term 35 used in the meaning
close to “indigenous peoples’ in the sense of ILO Convention No
L6S of 1959, The rii‘:m.:it':n:iry of the Ruossian definition further de-
veloped in the current legislation is that it employs o goantitative
criterion for recognition of a ‘people’ in question — 50,000 persons.

Article 72, item | of the Constirution places "the protection of the
primordial habitar and rraditional way of life of numenically small
cthnic communities’ within the joint junisdiction of the Hussian
Federation and its components. This constitutional term — mwmers-
.'..l.l'.f].l omald etbnic communitien = has not been reflected in the corrent
legislation and not yet even been discussed publicly.

The basic but not the sole term of the ethndcicy-specific laws
:|.|_‘||::||!‘l:|:|l in 1991-1593, before the Constirution in force, was ‘peoples

and other ethnic communities’. The lxws at the federal level also
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contain such definitions s mamerinally small peepler, matite fabaripi-
raed | Im»:;;-.".-;, sl peoples of the Nortd (Far North), natienal groups and
emmmaEiiic, crhnis cammemnEn |'_|'.1'|'r FLFRET I m.r.:p imall pilbmte camen temifie)
of the Norih, eultural-vehmic communities. The 1992 Fundamentals of
the RF Legslation on Culture employs the tesms erbmic oo -
firy, compactly reriding euiiide Hheir adtional-itate entitier end etfnic
commumities soithent itztebocd of their oten, We should emphasise
heee that there is also a category of reprased peoples, introduced by
the RSFSR law of 1991, ‘On the Rehabilitation of the Repressed
Peaples’. Another novel notion worthy of note s moftonaliiies of the
Russian Federation, launched by the 1999 federal law on compatrots
sbroad.

The RF leguslation is missing o clear approsch to the type of ndi-
viduals to which the corresponding norms on ethnic groups should
apply. The only exception is the federal law on small indigeneus peo-
ples, which mandstes the government to compile a list of the |rcu~,:l|:-s
in question. Both RF nationals and non-nationals are covered by o
nuimiber |.'|I1ITIJ|!||.'-HT"|'-E|::"_£'I1:'d lews such as the RE low 'On L:IHHIJJ._:;I:F\-
of Peoples of the Russian Federation” and the Fundamentals of the
RF Legislation on Culture. Some laws apply exclusively to RF
CREFRA.

Even greater diversity is present at the regional level. The carsgo-
rics erumerated above are supplemented by masfisnaliiies, papuiatians,
and ‘raradnent’ (peoples) and by mentoning individual ¢thnic groups
and by identifying the Cossacks as a distinct ethnic community™. For
EXImphe, the Charter of the Pskov provInCe [in MNorth-VWeir Russia)
contains a separate article which guarantees 'the rights of a national -
ity seru™ on a primordial inhshitancy, an presesvation of originality,
language, customs and traditions, on self-mansgement™.

To gain the full pictare, one should alse mention some other con-

stitutional and legislative norms which concern minority protecnon
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in substantive rather than formal sense. Article 26, part 1, of the RF
Constitution establishes each person’s entitlement “to determine and
indicate his own nationality’ (in the meaning of sthnicity), Asticle
26, pare 2 provides for each person's right “to use his native language
arid 1o the free choice of language of communication, education,
instruction and creativity’, Article 68 proclasims the republics’ en-
titlements to esmblish their own state lainguages and guarantess to
the RF peoples the rijght “to retuin their mother tongue, and to cre-
ate conditions for [ts study and development’. Article 19 inclades
general provisions on the overall equality before the law and the
courts,on the stare guarantess of the equality of rights and freedoms
snd on prohibiton of restrictions of nghts on grounds of sechl,
racial, national, Enguistic, or religious affilistion. Article 13, part 3,
bans the creation and activity of social associations the objectives
and actions of which are directed towards ‘fuelling of social, racial,
national, or religious strife’, among other things. Article 29, past 2
prohibits ‘propaganda or agitation exciting social, racial, national, or
religious hatred and enmity” as well as ‘propagands of social, racial,
natiopal, religicus, or inguistic J-1.'.|;'|:|'|'_|1'|.:I.:]."'.T]1t current legisiation
SO |;l|::-|1-,i'|. tos the constitutional norms

A summary of the regulstive methods snd mechanisms envis-
sired by the ‘ethnic’ legislation is in order at this point. Since the
1991 RSFSR Law "On the Rehsbilitation of the Repressed Peoples
{which one could deem a model on a number of key components),
kegul underpinnings of the Russian ‘nationalities policy’ rest on the
principle of ‘namrowing funnel’, In other words, advancement from
general fegislative declarations vo their enforcement via 2 sucoession

af bylaws implies gradual reduction of the state’s guaraniess and ob-

ligations. A declarative law based on the rhetone of ‘collective rights”
in the meaning of ‘peoples’ rights’ bears basically blanket normis,
has no direct effect, and can be implemented if and only if addi-
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tional laws and bylaws are enscted. In practice, these general blanket
norms fmake reference 1o a vacuum because the respective acts are
not adopted or because there are subordinate normatve aces which
restrict the coverage and effect of the basic law. Enforcement of the
supplementary bylsws requires funding in the frame of federal and
regional programmes; meanwhile the adoption of these programmes
and the allocation of funds envisaged therein typically remain ac-
casional and are not guaranteed.

Some features of the Russisn ‘ethnic’ legislation are amusing, The
most comimon type of ethnicity-related act is the so-called ‘eoncept’
or conceptual outiine of the ‘nationalities policy or ‘improvement of
inter-ethnic relations’. Dozens of such ‘concepts” have been adopted
at the regional level; the 1996 Concept of Nationalities Policy is
still In effect at the federal level. Russian officials and scademics
often call these dociiments basic acts in the area of ethnic relations;
horeever, ther i# g:uuﬂd ard, Eﬁn‘nﬁ[‘ﬂ?ﬂl‘lil‘lg]}’. their legal sense
remain unclear, A ‘concept’ adopted by the exccutive cannat bind
brwmakers; on the contrary, the executive is ruled I:"'- Itg':F-i.:IT.I':J.'i. anc
not by its own theoretical speculations. The ‘concepn” have no legal
force and cannot apply in the cotrts

The Canatitution and a number of federal laws stipulare the gen-
eral equality of rights and biberties and prohibic encroachment on
this equality. At the same time, the Russian domestic legislation does
not contain a definition of discimination or 2 related term in either
normative acts or in judicial normative interpretations. Correspond-
ingly, mechanisms for the prevention and slimination of discrimina-
tion as well as the accompanying legal redress exist only in theory,
and the respective judicial und administrative practice is lacking™

Undoubtedly, the Russian legal svstem has attained an achieve-
ment in its safeguard for certain freedoms of public and economic

activities which are essentially relevant to minority protection. We




refer to such bhasic civil righss and liberties as the right o associs-
tion, the right to receive and disseminate informution, and religious
freedoms, all secured without regard for ethnicity. The reality of the
exercise of these rights is far from ideal, but with a few minor ex-
ceptions, national minorities do not face ]'IT:rE:'l-l‘:l'ﬂ-‘ other than thoss
affecting the socety ar farge.

At the federnl level, several framework laws declare general guar
aritees for the protection of the linguistic and cultural ‘identity’
of ethnic groups. The 1991 law ‘On the Languages of Peoples of
RSFSR' {since 1998, 'On the Languages of Peoples of the Rissslan
Federation’) concerns ethnicity because it determines languages not
25 1 mere tool of commuinication, but as a‘property’of ‘peoples’in the
ethnic sanse. The law protects linguages and declares the people’s
n_'g:]'rr to use nakiv :']u_n;;:l.g:—s'. it empowers the IE‘F'I.lb].:IIIE- to cetablish
afficial I_i||'|j;'.];|.l;=5 and 1.'[i}‘.-|.'.!.:.‘.|‘.'= for official use of the |J-I'I-j.’||J-I-_i§E"-'r of
ethnic groups in the places of their compact settlement. However, the
fact that the ‘development’ of lunguages undenstood as a collective
wealth of ethnic groups is proclaimed s the basic objective results in
vagueness of most of the provisions and in 2 number of substantial
lacumnas — specifically, in labour and administrative rela bons™.

The 1991 RSFSR law ‘On the Rehabilitation of the Repressed
Peaples’ envisages ‘collective rehabrlitation’ — messures armed at the
formerly deported ethnic groups and providing redress and compen-
sation for the damage inflicted on those groups by the deportations
of the 1920s to 1950% The ‘rehabilitaton’ invalves the restomtion
of the former administrative borders and ‘national-rerritorial units’,
somie social programmes, and the development of ‘national’ caltures
Throughout the 19904, a number of special programmes fushioned
to support individual ethnic grougs were adopted under references

to this law by pres idential decrees and gﬂﬂ'rr:rnr.'nul resalutions,
The 1992 RF baw ‘On Educanon’ esmablished citizens’ rights to

521
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general education and 1o the choice of the language of instroc-
tion within the limits of opportunities provided by the educational
system. However, federal and regional legal normmative scts do not
contain any specisl rules and regulations for educational institu-
tions teaching or employing as  tool of instruction languages of ‘the
peoples of Russia’ other than Russian. Although such institutsons
(in total, shout 2,000 primary and secondary schools)* exist de facrs,
they do so without a relevant legal basis or guarantees, and that cre-
ates significant problems in pracoce

The 1992 fundumentals of the RF Legislaton on Culoure declare,
but remain far from clasifying the collective fights of the RF 'peoples
and other ethnic communities'to 'the preservation and development
of their nutional-cultural originality” and "the right to cultural-na-
tonal sutonomy’. These provitans have not developed in the latest
legislation®.

On the basis of Article 69, the 1999 federal law 'On the Guar-

antees of the Rights of Numerically Small Indigenous Peoples’ was

adopted. It envisages some privileges in employment, land pos.
session, exploitution of natural resources, taxation, and local slf-
government for individual aberiginal peoples, as well a¢ the right to
conduct traditional economic activities and the right of the regions
to adopt additional protective measures in favour aof thess peopic,
Furthermore, two other federal lows on indigenous peoples have
been adopted ~ on the territories of traditional exploitarion and on
shoriginal communities — us well as several dozens of regional Laws
and other aco.

The 1996 federal law “On National-Cultural Autonomiss (NCAY
declares the right of ‘national’ ethnic public ussociations to establish

local, regional, and foderal ‘suronomies’. Each NCA is 1o serve a

h'..-l:,__r||.|.- ethnic group and promote its culture mnd hinguage. MCAER

are designed as umbrells organisations expected to consolidate ac-




fivithes within t'anrn:'}pﬂ.'r;.w ethnic grotps gnd o Hintin certain
cultural und edocational programmes and institutions. In theory,
‘sutonomics’ are also entitled to governmental and municipal fund-
ing of their individual projects 2nd to consulmtive funcaons belore
federal and regional exccutive, As woluntary, not-for-profir NGOs,
NCAs enjoy fewer rights bur encounter more limitations than ‘ond:-
nary” NGOs do. More, ‘ordinary’ NGO, even those thar are ethni-
cally based, can, like NCAs, possess separate property, armange deals,
and establish mass media outlets and educational mstiretions. The
law states that public authorities may fund the activities of these
‘sutonamies (literally ~ only individual arrangements and only in the
fraomewark of 5F|l|:|.'ii|_| Fmsnmu:.::.;_l:-ut !hl:_'r' are not flb-IJETIi to dho 0
Meither the law nor any bylaw specifies who distributes public fignds
allocated for NCA or how they are to be distributed™, Although the
hope faap public support resulted in the creation of more than 300
local, regional and federal sutonomies’ throeghout Russia, in total
they have raised an insignificant amount of cither governmental™ or
private funds, and the consultative bodies for MCA have not been

established in most regions of Russia.

Minority protection in Russia’s
international obligations

On the surface, Russias participation in the international system of
minonty protection appears o be active — soMEtMEes even 100 4c-
tive, Article 15, part 4 of the Constitution stipulates tha: ‘Generlly
recognized principles and normis of international law and the inter-
rnational tresties of the Russian Federation are a constiuent part of

its legal system. If an internacional treary of the Russian Fedention

establishes rules ather than those stipulated by the law, the miles of
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the international treaty apply [efficial translation). The Soviet Un-
jon was party to the Internationial Covenant on Civil and Folitical
Rights, the UNESCO Convention Against Discrimination in E du-
cation and the Convention on the Rights of the Child, all of which
are international instruments contaning certiin minonty provisions,
As the USSR successor state, Russia bears obligations under these
trestics. Russia also is a party to approximarely two dozen biluteral
treaties which include minosity-related clanses™,

In February 1996, the Russian Federarion signed and in June
1998 ratified the Framewark Convention for the Protection of iNa-
tienal Minorities (FCNM). The European Charrer for Regional o
Minority Languages (hersafter called the Language Charter) wus
signed in May 2001, but remains unratified.

However, Russia's activities ralse questions. The FCNM is not
thie first legally binding multilateral mstrument designed exclusively
for minority protection, and the priority is the 1994 Convention on
Rights of Persons Belonging 1o National Minorities, adopted by the
Commanwealth of Independent States (C15) and initiated by Rus-
gia”, The Convention was signed in Moscow on 21 October 1994
by the heads of ren C15 member states and went into force in 1997
after being ratified by three signutories = Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Belorus. The Convention determines nationsl minonities as per-
sons who are permanently resident on the ternitory of a stte party;
possess its citizenship; and differ in their ethnic ongin, langusge,
culture, religion or tradinons from that country’s main Tn-’_-;:nula'r_--:-n.
The RF Preadent placed the Comvention before the State Duma
for ratification in September 1995, but in December of the same
year the Duers failed to provide the number of votes sufficient for
its enactment. Such a fadlure does not imply 2 withdrawal of o draft
law on matification from the Parliament’s agendn, however, unless

the President himself recalls the draft, Consequemtly, the issue of




ratification remains frozen, snd at the time of this writing, the Presi
dent’s administration has not pushed the process forward. The Con-
vention has not been implemented, primarily because the contwol
mechanism s lacking and because Russta’s interest in this document
appears to be exhsusted.
The FCNM was ratified on 5 Jone 1998 with the following res-
ErvaThoLk:
The Humtan Federstion considers that none v enntled m inclsde
umbaferilly in seservations or declarations, made whila lag'.lmr_ or
r.-r;fg.-;n i thic :;n'_.m-.'nrh ﬂ:::-n'l.'l.'nt aln) for the Protectiae of h‘-:irh'-.'.i'.
Minorites, o definition of the term ‘natiogal I.'I:I:I:-CIEI[:.'-, which ia
oot contained in the Framework Comvention, In the omnion of
the Blumian Federution, sttempts o exchude from the scope of the
Framework Convention the pemons who permanently reside in
the teeritory of Soates Parfies to the Fnmewock Convennon mnd
previousty had a citizenahip but have been arbitranily deprived of it
contradict the purpose of the Framework Comvention for the Hro-
tection of Matonn] Mirorioes™

A reservation of this fype was fnitiated jﬂi]’-ﬁ:ﬁ" I.',l:i the Mmistry of
Foreign Affairs and the State Dyma's Commitree on International
Relations™, Hence, one can sprak of 2 consolidated position taken
by the executive and the legislaturs in this area. Therefore, in 2 legal
serise, Russin does not count citizenship of the country of residence
as 4 necessary criterion for belonging to a national minority: It is
amazing to compare this viewpoint with the concept of the CIS
Minorities Convention and of the Russian draft laws on minoities

which nceord minority starus only to local nationals.

Immediately after the breakdown of the USSR, Russia initared
the adoption by the CIS countries of & multi-lateral treaty on the re-
habilitation of persons and groups subjected to forced displacement
during the Soviet period, The Agreement on the Issuss Related to
Restoration of the Rights of Formerly Deported Persons, National




The Caregoiy of Minocitics is the Resiton Federstion

Minarities, 2nd Peoples was signed by the heads of ten CIS coun-
tries in Bishkel, Kymgyzstan, on 9 Ocwober 1992, The agreement
was a full-scale framework international treaty subject w matifica-
rion, As its title indicates, it containg direct references to ‘national
minorities' and iv actually designated indéer alie for the protecton of
vilnershle and ethnically identifiable groups. In other words, it re-
lites to minorities both in formal end substantive respects. Although
six CIS member states have signed the treaty since 1992, Russia is
not among them. Momover, the document was not even introduced
for rarification to the Russisn parlament. Since the term of effect
was established s ten years, the agreement has lost its force and any
practcal significance.

Alrhough Russia declares active policies of the indigenoas promo-
tion and protection, the 169 ILO Convention remains unsigned
Although parlinmentary hearing on this issue took place several
years agn, there is no evidence of any preparation for is signature and
ratification and there have been no official comments on this matter.

Has Russia's participation in international minenty instruments
affected its domestic legislation and politics in any case? Definitely
not, Moreover, in the aftermath to the FCNM mtification, a number
of changes to the domestic legislation contradicting the country'’s
obligations have occurred. In particular, the 2001 federal law ‘On
Palitical Parties’ was enacted, prohibiting any type of political ac-
tiviry bearing an ethnic component, including representation and
advocacy of ethnie interest. The 2002 amendment to the RF Law
on Languages places 3 ban on any script other than Cynllic for of-
ficial languages of the repubhcs within Russia. The 2003 and 2004

amendments to the Federal Law on national-culmiral autonomy
have drastically restricted the right to associarion within these types
of public organisations and their entitlemenis

Bussins imitial offictal report on the implementation of the
e L4
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ECNM in 2000 and the compound seventzenth periedic report
(the Afteenth, sixteenth and seventeentn reporTs Were merged into
one document) on Russia’s 2002 compliance with the International
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial discrimina-
tion clearly demonstrate the RF government's persiasion that the
country’s mternational obligations have been completely imple-
mented in the domestic legal system. This point could be easily
refuted; in particular, the Opinion on the Hussian Federation of
the Advisary Committee on the FCNM {2002)™ and the CERD's
Conecluding Observation on Russia (2003 cophasise = significant
gip between the national law and international obligations. The do-
mestic legishation tacks a definition of discrimination, for instance,
and the legal defensive remedies suilable ure insufficient 10 protect
the country’s minorities From discrimination”

How should Russias general approach to ifs commifments nidl
obligations on minonty protection be interpreted? I1's firly cler
thae the activities in this area are limited to demoenstrative gestuncs
sddressed to the external sudience The government wanied o
adopt the CIS conventions on minoniics and formerly repressed
Eroups; yet e these treaties were drafted and signed, all interess
rowards them evaporated. Specific objectives like the issues of reset-
Hement from and to Russia and the procedures for establishing and
emaintaining Russian cultural and intformation centres are regulated
by bilateral agreements without reference 1o ‘minority’ or ‘diaspora’
protection™. Russia strongly wished 10 be 2 member of the Counal
of Europe and hence acceded to the FCNM in one package with
the other CoE treaties. Afterwards, the task of brnging the dames-
tic legislation in line with this convention Was forgorten. No onc
in Russiz actually remembers the bilateral treatics, and being of 2

framewark character, they do not contain directly enforceable norms

that can be :3]1':'-‘.Et‘fl in cogurts,
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Who were the initiators of Russia’s accession to the FCNM,
Language Charter, and other treaties on minorities? No one other
than the RF President’s Administration and the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs played 2 role in the process, which wus spparently
non- transparent. As mentioned previously, the FCNM was signed
in one package with other CoE treaties en Russia’s accession. Was
Russiz’s aceession the minority tresties publicly debared inside the
countrv? For all intents and purposes, it was not,and the issue as well
as the actusl accession genersted no noticeable interest. Were mi-
nority organksations lobbying Russias participation in the FONM
and Language Charter or takang part in discussions on the course
end consequences of the ratification with the government? The an-
gwer is definitely negative — they were merely presented with a farf
accompli, and no visible reaction followed,

It should be noted that since the early 1990s ane of the strongly
snnounced directions of the RF foreign policy has become the so-
called ‘protection of the compatriots abmad’. In practice, the teom
‘compatrions™ is interpreted broadly - both as RF nationaks residing
abroad and as people sharing a common language and culture with
Russia. The RF government issued scveral resolutions concerning
support to the ‘compatrioty’; the 'compatriots were mentioned in the
Concept of the Nationalities Policies; fmally, in 1999, the federal
law 'On the State Policy of the Russisn Federation towards Compa-
trints Abrosd' was enacted™. Russian officials, incloding diplomars,
regularly make statements about ‘the situation of Russian-speaking
population’ in the former USSR constiruent republics, first of all
in the Baltic States®. All explanatory reports to all the draft laws
on national minorires of 1995-1994 and the explanatory report to
the 1995 draft lsw on national-cultural autonomy undedined the
fact that adoption of these acts must facilitate the country’s effores
1o defend its ‘compatriots” shroad. The President’s Address 1o the
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Federal Assembly of 1994 declared the same with regard to effects of
the future CIS convention on national minarities. The basic motive
behind the adoption of the reservation on the FUNM ratification
in 1998 was the desire to oppase the position of Estoniz, which had
Emited the FCNM applicability in terms of atizenship®

It shauld be noted that the instrumental policies in this area do no
sdequately correspond with the symbalic ones. The declarative Liaw
on Compatriots of 1999 has not been enforced and remains a set of
contradictory intentions™. One of the first changes to the Russian
migration pollcy under Pufin's rule was the abalition at the end of
2000 of visa-free entry into Russia for non-nationals of Latvis and
Estonia, and that was 3 hand blow to these peaple M eamwhile, the
Russian authorities mentionsd them mose often than others as good
examples of Russians suffering outside Russia and 25 an argument in

favour of a pro-compatriot foreign policy.

Russia and the Central-Eastern European context

Obwviously, Russia has many specific geographical, demegraphical,
and political fearures, We are far from asserting, however, that it bas:-
cally differs from Central and Eastern Europe in such areas as public
talks on ethnicity and minontes as well as in the respective internal
policy. Public, particularly legislative, discourses rest upon commen
ethno-nationalist assumptions, and the uniform essentialist and

group-centric loge dicrares the thought of politicians and acacemics.

One could menton here the growing impact of the outside world,
especially in the context of Russias co-operstion with Earopesn in-
stitutions. However, this Impact means that Kussia imports the ter-
minaology of intemational organisations and Western academiz and

incorporates them inmo its own domestic ethno-centric discourses,
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A significant specific feature of Russia is the fact that its elites do
not currently perceive and represent the country as 3 ‘national state’
in echno-cultural terms™. Although there are obwious signs that the
country i drifting in this direction, this issue requires separate con-
sideration. On the contrary, the ides of Rissay ‘mulri-nationality’
and of the ethno-national stateboods within it is deeply embedded
in the public consciousness™. This leads, among other directions,
o 2 number of complexities and difficulties in the management of
meanings connected with the term ‘minosity’ and to diversity and
vaguieness in the legintative vocsbulary related 1o ethnicity.

The Russian ethnicine-related public discourses are basically de-
termined by the topes which depict the country as a place where
relatively monolithic and internally stractured ‘communities’ co-
exist and intersct. This does not, however, correspond with real
practices; ethnicity appears a3 just one of many modes for describ-
ing, represcating, and organsing soclal interactions. The latter are
constructed on a variety of grounds, and all this does not allew the
111.!1'“'1:5]1 of the country as a segmented or seprregrated society. The
gap between ethno-centric discourses and the high degres of social
and cultural integration manifest imelf, among other ways, in a dis-
junction between symbolic and instrumental policies, partcularty in
the declarative nature of the ‘ethnic’ legishtion

The latter can hasdly be explained exclusively by the government's
desire to pursue 3 positive infernational image of itself, although
this type of motive could be easily revealed, More likely, one should
scknowledge that ethnocentric spproaches 1o legal regulation are
basically non-operational in practical texms, Legislation and oificial
declarations resting on the concepts of ‘group rights an d ‘ethnic de-
velopment'could be implemented in their lit eral mesning i and only

if the government actively armnges by administrative means for irm

socinl boundaries, the maintenance of ethnicity-hased special stars
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of individuals, und the redistnibution of public rescurces in favoar of
various ethno-culoural FIL:-jEE'[-.-. These types of policies, conducted
not in a divided sodiety, but in a deeply integrated society, require
significant expenses and political risks and have 2 poor chance of
being considered a5 acceptable projects; much less to be realised
Naturally, this type of thing does not ocour in Russia. Utheial
ethno-centrism predominantly manifests itself within the realm of
speech and symibals, Thers are fow praciical arrangenvents stemmueg
from a view of the coantry as a community of ethnic proups. Thess
srrangements are the republics' bilingualism, mited state funding
of minority-oriented educational and culrural institutions, and the
indirect feeding of discimination and xenophebia.

From the perspective of the Russlan government, this situation
constitutes success rather than failure, The so-called ‘rationalities
guestion” and minority issues a3 4 part of it have been canalised mro
talks sbout geners] symbols, terminalogy, and outlines. Talks replace
2 pragmatic agenda of resotree (reJdistribution and decision-making.
The sole exception was the issue of federalist arrangements, bat the
government succeeds in managing it and the federalist topic has lost
its ethnic profile. Abstract ideological issues caprure public discis-
sions and prevent the appearance of another thematic hield inendly
to pragmatic questions. T his situation suits the government becaiise
it allows it to avoid its concrete obligations and does not require it
to gwitch symbolic politics into instrumental ones. Ethnic activists
also seem to huve nothing agzinst such 2 seate of affairs. They speak o

common language with the government, and on seeking and gesting

public recognition do not object to the imposed agenda.

b 1
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Conclusions

1. The Russtan public sutharities, politic activists, and academ-
ics follow o culmral determinist and essentialise approach o
ethniciry.

2. The Russizn public and academic discourses demonstrate
diversity in the use and interpretation of terminologies, There
i a variery of terms like ‘ethnic minerity’, ‘national minority’,
indigenotis people’, native population’, and ‘Brular ethnic
group’, Refesence or an omission of refersnce to any one of
them depends on the speaker and the context.

3, Russia's siaation s specific because ethnic eriteria are relevant
to the territorial organisation of the state. The so-called 'ethnic
federalism’ means that s certuin “tinular’ ethnic group symbeli-
cally possesses a certain territorial unit.

4, There are more than 150 ethnic ETOURS in Hiissta which could

be considered ‘minorities” if compared with the Russian ma-

jority. However, as a result of the fight for symbolic stams,
spokespeople for many of these groups reject such a lahel,

Eftes of the groups which have a terrimodal entity of ‘their

own or which claim the status of an ‘indigenous people’ are

maintaining this position.

Migrant groups are, by default, excluded from the overall con-

Ly

text of ‘minaorities’and, respectively, minority protection’. Con-
sequently, ‘minorities’ are something berween new migrants
and ‘native populations’routed within 4 given territory - o, in
ather words, ethnic groups that for years and generations are
residing outsade traditional ethnic rerritory of ‘their own',

6. The Russian public discourse addresses hanguage as an -
tribute of the respective ‘ethines’. Consequently, the terms

‘ethnic minority’ and 'linguistic minority’ are actually vsed as




synomvms. Mevertheless, culmirl assimilation has gone so far
for many groups that most people considersd s members of
a certain group have limited or no proficiency in the come-
sponding language

The Russian Federation is party to the international instru

ments concerning minority protection. However, in this case,
as in many others, there is & substantial gap berween symbolic
and instrumental policies, between talk and action. Most of
the minonity-related legislative scti are declarative

There 15 a potential for tension between human rights and

group protection. In some cases, the lamer can replace the pub

lic agenda and lead it sway from the former. The Russian cases

can offer some lustrations of this kKing
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Federmnii™ in Gosudervtvenomes ofinthba | merhnstsionalny e stnosheniy
{Moaboen- Lutch 1995), 5.164; L. Andrichenkn, 'K voprowu o poniativah
"natibonsdaye menshimon® § “korenove marody™, Federadinm (2007,
Nod), 5.123-158

See V. Mukemel “Nagbonaloye menshinssm v federalnem takonodate|
srve | enloonodsteistve mbjeleoy federatil“in Novye dizspory. Gosuderst-
venmaya politika po emosheniyn k sootechestvesnikum | nationaloym
menshinsham Mok Temntr emopoliicheskih | mgionadoyh mle-
dovanil 2003, 5.177-153.

In & mumber of public sddreises, high- anjang Heasian officiab deay that
certain groups may be recogrised s minosities. This point of view with
regard to Meskhetian Torks, for exxmple, was advocaed by Kim Tangolow,
3 former deputy minister on the efiEin of pationalitics and the hesd of
the Rumdsn official defegntion at the uternational conalintiens ander
the Aupices ol the (IECE HONM on the fmover of the Meskhetmans (Vi-
enni, 17 Manch 199%; Fe:rn'.eul recond r.-I!-.-’LUuL:\-.n", or udeg A {"|1.|.|;"-|.'|'..
Rumian Experience of Ethabe Discrimination. Meslhetany i Krasnodar
Kb {(Moscow: Zvenia 2000

For lluststions, we Mulkomel (note 41} N. Vituk, "Praa astiaonedavh
memshinsty v Bosbidol Federntn™ in Rossiys | Sower Yevropy: per-
ipektivy veaimodeistria (Modkova: Instinat preva | pablichmol pofitiki
HNGL), 5 2h4-2197,

For an overvies, see A Oxipoy, H.'ﬁi}'h":i]mlkl.l'«'. *Fakmnodatelstve Bos-
isiskoot Federntvil, imeyusheys otnocheniye k etnichmors. Kontsepiusinye
memovy, sodzerthaniye, pooblemy reafizatsli® in Problemy pravovogo megu-
lirvaniya merhetnicheskih otnosheniy i antidiskeiminstvionsogo rakon
odstelstra v Rombskon Federazial (Moo 'ﬁ#ﬂr-pnn: J004), 5.23-73
Carrently, thes s & fommal distinction between Tederal constimusional
[aw’, Federal o', Lo laws cnacted on the bashs of the 1993 RF Conating-
o, el “AF lawn' -Li,-:..;i'u.:{]r'q_,:" the frmmeworl, 'Fondamenls of leghals
thon }, e fawy adopted before the urent Constintlon mak effect, Some
of the LS5 by rernain valid and some of the pre-1992 Russtan lavws o1l
besr thie mamye, REFSH Liwe'. The USSHE fvwy and BF laws are effectne to
the extent that they don't comadicr the Copstitutzon and federal Laws

8. Soknlovki, Obrury drugih'y rosmkid anike, politike | prave (M nsiom:
Par"2001), 5:143-144

See A Owipoy, Legishitive peocest en ethabe affain in the Duma (Rus-
wlan federal parement] 1994- 1005, A quest for paradigm” in The Con
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etisutioms] and Politeal Repulation of Ethnic Relations and Conflicn
(LijubGazs: Instituts fior Ethnic Smdies 1997), pp. 135-145; AL Ohipor
“Orfficzal and scademie diswiarse on ethaiciny aned petionafiam & post
Senviet Russts™ in Ethnkcine and Democratiation in the New Edrope
1 -\.l|'||'.||'.-.'|. B Moo Yiozk: R.Lx..l:lcd..:l: ['-':":'3'.,Fl|.l. 183-19%

For 0 peoeral overview see M.Guboglo, Mohet B dvuglevy ored leter
s oddnim krfdom? Razmyshlenha o sakenotvorchesve v idere sinogo-
sudarsovennyh omoshenil (Moskon: Tl MO 2000), 5.154-184.
Constitation of the Hepublic of Tatars tan avillsble st bnpifwmwstan e
FMNSIDaA2S i 562001 73T d=5das oldih L dedd fenode id=]1384  {ac
czmed on |7 January 20051 The officesl transkation

Konstitursiys Respabiiki Kami svailable ot httpewww rkomi.rufposids
konsthiml (accesyed oo 17 ey 2005). Trasalaced by the authoe
Konstitatsiva Reipubliki Karelis silsble at keepoosiorelisn/gov
Constitution {sccemsed on 17 Jameery 2005}, Lranelated by the nutior
The terms ‘ethaic’, Tagulste', 'religious’, and ather ‘minnrities’ are virti-
alby upcleds,

Poslanre Proidents Romaiskes Federarii Fedemlnomm  Sohmuniys
I loskors “Irh‘:ichﬂ'ﬂl:fl ltembem 19945 5,34

Alsa see Osnovy nanbonaloyh i federativoyh otmoshesiy (Moskos: Ldas-
welvrvo RAGE 2001}, 5.123-124,

The Archive of the State Duma of the BF Federal Assemble Fund 10100
Ioweniney 2. File 1339, 5.57. Tranalated by the suthen

It Ea wonth comparing this with the proviiion of the Federal Law "On the
Hatifieation of the Framework Comqvention for the Protection af Tatonal
Mlinoritied [1998) which rejects limiling the scope of the teem ‘minarity
e the enterioa of l.'|h:tl'|ﬂ“=r"'. see below

Cruoted from a photocopy of the ongisal deair Trunsluted by the ou-
thawrs,

That vizms from the notion thee there are ‘pooples”which povsen ‘their
gorry krmis and oblaste; no group ether than Rossisn falls within thee defa
(FHLEETE]

For vomme reaion, the authon lneerted o the definition of 'minadin” a

‘subpecove’ crierion — to sirpve for “the prescrvation end development nd
ity identity, Unfortunately, there ars no mailable sources thae clarify how
the autkar imagined this criteron charscteriane of the definlton to be
implemented in practice. Furthermore, the definition b not experenced
eweiitial change:
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The Archive of the State Dumi of the RF Federsl Amsembly. Fund
100G, luqn[;_'r}' _14?- IL Fide 7. 5.117, Tramlated by the authees,

Quoted from s photocopy of the arginal deafi tranalated by the authors
Sokolowidd [note 46), pp 127-33; fukome (note 41), pp. 177-183
Thee Seru bs 6 prowp of people orglly confesting the Oirthodax faith,
|i'u=|h:ir|.£ the Estonlan lngusge, and r'uin.'i.ir!g on bath aeles of the bosder
berween Estonila and Rosb,
The Charter af the Pikov epion availabie at hl:;:-:'."th ke’
downloade'osom,eng.doc (accensed on 17 January HW05). The official
e o thime

Compliines of the Husalan Federfion with the Cosvention an the
Eliminstion of All Forma of Racial Dascriminahon. NGO repart to the
UM Commithes on Elimination of Racial Diacrmmimachon. (§2nd ssaion,
Mlarch 2003) svazlable wt: e/ fwass memo. rofhe/ discriom/ethnic/docl_
ind kiten (secessed on 17 Jonsary 2005],

[_'!IL;P-J'.', ':-":lpm:hrtihn‘lm!n 241

GVT/COMINE/OP2003)005. Comments of the Governmens of
the Fusien Fedention on the Opinlon of the Advisory Commirtee
on the J:r..._:l:r.u.mh:m*: of the Framework Cooventlon fier the protes
ton of natipnal minontiss i the Rumdsn Fedenoon, 21 Febpmry
2003 avaifahle st hrrpfwwewicoe int T/e haman_rights St
2 _FRAMEWORE CONVENTION_(MONITORINGYI. Moni-
toring_mechanhenS. Comm ents_bw_the 5 tates conderned’l, Fit
eyclel 1ot_comments_Russion_Fed mpETopCPage  (sccessed on 17
January 2005}

Except for their mechanic reproduction in a number of reglonal laws on
cultural effarry

See alia B Bowring, Austro-Mardsnts Last Laugh® the Serugple fur
Recognition of National- Culraral Astonomy for Rasiims and Russisnt’,
Ewrapre-Asia Spedicr (2002, No. 2), pp. 229-250,

The Rumizn offical reporo on the fmplementution of the FONM (50000
wnd an The :n‘rmphinr_'- with the ICERD (20037 directdy scknowiedye
inadequate funding of the NCAx see ACPFC/SRO1999)015. Heport
wubsmitred by the Humian federition pumsant o Agricle 25, Wrﬂmrh
1 of the Frumewnrk Convention for the Protection of National M-
namaticy wvatlable ot h'rp:."-"n:'ll-wrrl-_ilnr.-’i_-'m"l'.umﬂu_nghri-".'lE:lnl:lri‘-iﬂi-"
2. _FRAMEWODRKE_CONVENTION_(MONKITORING)/
2._Monitoring mechanism/3, State_repoctall. Fine_eyclellsr SH_







