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FROM THE EDITORS 

Please note that the absence of reference to a specific infor-
mation source implies that the said data was derived from the 
regional report submitted to the Moscow Helsinki Group by 
the partner-organization in the given region. 

 





 

 

MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP  
THE OLDEST OF ALL THE RUSSIAN HUMAN RIGHTS 

ORGANIZATIONS NOW ACTIVE FOUNDED ON MAY 12, 1976 

BACKGROUND 

1976–1982 

On August 1, 1975, the Helsinki Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe ended. By signing the Final Act of the 
Conference, the leaders of the USSR undertook to abide by 
certain international standards in the sphere of human rights. 
On May 12, 1976, on the initiative of a prominent physicist and 
human rights activist, Yuri Orlov, the Moscow Helsinki Group 
(MHG) was created to support the USSR’s compliance with the 
humanitarian articles of the Final Act. The first members of 
this non-governmental, independent public association were 
Ludmilla Alexeeva, Mikhail Bernshtam, Yelena Bonner, Alex-
ander Ginzburg, Pyotr Grigorenko, Alexander Korchak, Malva 
Landa, Anatoly Marchenko, Yuri Orlov (Chair), Vitaly Rubin 
and Anatoly Shcharansky. 

In the course of its activity, the MHG issued 195 informational 
and analytical documents and a number of announcements and 
statements on violations of the Helsinki Accords in the USSR. 
Following the MHG example, similar associations were created 
in Armenia, Georgia, Ukraine and Lithuania. In the early 1980s, 
the International Helsinki Federation was founded. 

From the very first days of its existence, the MHG was perse-
cuted by the Soviet authorities. Many old and new members of 
the group were arrested and sentenced to prison terms and/or 
internal exile; others were forced to emigrate. In 1982, reduced 
to three active members, the MHG announced its own dissolu-
tion in light of the never-ceasing campaign of repression. 

1989… 

On July 28, 1989, human rights activists Larisa Bogoraz, Sergei 
Kovalev, Vyatcheslav Bakhmin, Alexei Smirnov, Lev Timofeev, 
and Boris Zolotukhin announced the re-establishment of the 
Moscow Helsinki Group. Yuri Orlov, Ludmilla Alexeeva and Kro-
nid Lyubarsky joined them. 

In 1990–1993, Larisa Bogoraz organized a series of six seminars 
for human rights activists from different regions of Russia. These 
seminars ensured the continuity of the human rights movement 
by teaching its history, philosophy, problems and achievements. 



 

 

In 1996, at the Jubilee Conference on the 20th anniversary of 
its creation, the MHG announced a new work strategy: Well-
rounded service and support for regional human rights or-
ganizations and their human rights initiatives became the 
MHG’s chief priority. 

LEADERS OF THE MHG 

Yuri Orlov (1976–1982) 

Larisa Bogoraz (1989–1993) 

Kronid Lyubarsky (1993–1996) 

Ludmilla Alexeeva (1996 — to the present) 

GOALS 

The principal goals of the Moscow Helsinki Group are: 

 to assist to the observance of the RF Constitution, the 
European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights 
and Fundamental Freedoms, and all international legal 
obligations of the Russian Federation in the sphere of 
human rights; 

 to provide well-rounded support for further development 
of the Russian regional human rights movement; 

 to collect, systematize and analyze information on viola-
tions of human rights and the rule of law in Russia; 

 to inform Russian and international government and non-
government organizations, and a wide public about the 
human rights situation in Russia; 

 to advocate human rights standards and philosophy. 

NETWORK OF REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

Today in Russia there exists a network of human rights organi-
zations that covers all the regions of the RF. Most of the MHG 
projects target close cooperation with regional partners. Over 
100 regional human rights organizations participate in joint 
projects with the MHG. The number of regional organizations 
with which the MHG maintains contacts is already more than 
1500. The MHG possesses a regularly up-dated and expanding 
database on over 2000 provincial human rights organizations. 

MONITORING 

For the first time in the history of the Russian human rights 
movement, the MHG is carrying out a human rights monitor-
ing program in all the regions of the Russian Federation. 



 

 

This project follows the model developed by the MHG: a 
strong Moscow-based organization develops a methodological 
foundation for a monitoring program and drafts all-Russia 
reports. Local organizations monitor the human rights situa-
tion in their respective regions in accordance with that meth-
odology, and draft regional reports on their findings. 

Annually, the MHG publishes a multi-volume collection of 
reports entitled “Human Rights in Russian Regions,” compris-
ing reports by the MHG regional partners and a comprehen-
sive all-Russia report by the MHG. 

In addition, the MHG has carries out topical monitoring pro-
jects and published comprehensive reports on such issues as 
violations of legislation on elections and the status of women. 
Currently, the MHG in cooperation with, the International 
Helsinki Federation, the Polish Helsinki Foundation, the Neth-
erlands Helsinki Committee and regional human rights or-
ganizations in all the subjects of the Russian Federation is 
conducting a two-year program that involves four thematic 
monitoring efforts accompanied by release of reports based on 
monitoring findings and active public campaigning. The first 
two topics, those selected for the year 2002, are (1) xenopho-
bia, nationalism, intolerance and (2) situation in the peniten-
tiary facilities. 

Monitoring findings are disseminated through local, all-Russia 
and foreign mass media. The reports are submitted to federal-
level and regional-level power bodies and to Russia’s partner-
states in the OSCE and the Council of Europe. The reports are 
also sent to libraries, research institutes, universities, schools 
and public organizations interested in human rights problems. 

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 

Within the framework of the MHG educational program, the 
following projects are underway: 

 Assistance to Independent Monitoring 

This joint project with the University of Nottingham (UK) tar-
gets the development of training courses and a well-rounded 
manual to assist non-government organizations working in the 
field of human rights monitoring in the RF. 

 Human Rights Summer School 

This project targets preparation of trainers for regional hu-
man rights schools in Russia and Belarus and conduction of 
workshops for NGOs with the engagement of these trainers. 
It is being carried out in cooperation with the Netherlands 
Helsinki Committee and the Polish Helsinki Committee. 



 

 

 Human Rights for Beginners 

This project aims at providing comprehensive basic human 
rights training to activists from new regional human rights 
organizations and young people that recently joined human 
rights organizations. 

Also, in 1999–2002, the Moscow Helsinki Group held over 30 
seminars for several hundreds of human rights activists from 
different regions of the Russian Federation. The lectures were 
given and the discussions led by prominent human rights ac-
tivists, specialists in the international system of human rights 
defense, and experts on criminal and civil law. 

NETWORKING ACTIVITIES 

Since 2000, networking has been one of the top priorities of the 
MHG. In addition to assisting to the building of a Russia-wide 
network of action-based regional coalitions of NGOs and help-
ing these coalitions organizationally, technically and creatively 
in carrying out public campaigns on human rights, women’s 
and ecological issues of high significance, the MHG is an active 
member of the Network of Russian NGOs against Racism and 
Network of Russian NGOs for Economic and Social Rights. 

PUBLIC RELATIONS FOR HUMAN RIGHTS ORGANIZATIONS 

In 2000, the MHG has selected as one of its priorities the problem 
of public relations for human rights organizations. In this light, the 
MHG has been carrying out two projects: 

 Human Rights and Russian Media 

This project conducted in cooperation with the Netherlands Hel-
sinki Committee is aimed at teaching Russian regional human 
rights activists the skills of effectively interacting with media and 
drawing the attention of journalists to human rights problem. 

 Human Rights on TV and Video 

Under this project a small production unit was created within 
the MHG to promote human rights on federal and local TV 
and make educational films for provincial human rights activ-
ists. The MHG production unit has been actively working 
since summer 2001. 

BULLETIN “CHRONICLE OF THE MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP” 

Since June 1996, the MHG has regularly published the bulletin 
“Chronicle of the Moscow Helsinki Group” (prior to 1999 —



 

 

“Chronicle of Current Events”). This monthly informational pub-
lication is devoted to three main themes: 

 events of primary importance in the field of human rights 
(in Russia and abroad); 

 activities of the MHG; 

 activities of regional human rights organizations. 

The Information Center for the Human Rights Movement, 
founded by the MHG, takes an active part in compiling and 
disseminating the “Chronicle of the Moscow Helsinki Group.” 
The bulletin’s print-run is 2 000 copies and it is circulated 
free-of-charge. Over 1 500 copies are sent to human rights 
organizations in most of the regions of the Russian Federa-
tion, as well as to libraries and mass-media bodies; the rest 
are distributed at human rights conferences and seminars. 
The bulletin’s electronic version is featured in the Internet. 

GRATIS LEGAL AID 

The MHG public legal aid office was founded in 1997 in order 
to render gratis legal assistance to the poor and socially un-
protected sectors of the population. In addition to giving legal 
consultations, the office staff help to draft bills of complaints 
and petitions, represent their clients in courts and other state-
power bodies located in Moscow, and give written advice in 
response to citizens’ letters. 

Up to 100 persons per week are assisted by the MHG public 
legal aid office. Two-thirds of the visitors are Muscovites and 
one-third are from other regions of the RF and from the 
newly independent states. 

COOPERATION WITH HUMAN RIGHTS ACTIVISTS 
FROM THE CIS 

Over 20 human rights organizations from across the CIS regu-
larly receive from the MHG the informational bulletin and other 
materials issued or disseminated by it, including useful legal and 
human rights publications and data on charity foundations. 

In order to gather and spread accurate information on the 
human rights situation in the countries of Caucasus and Cen-
tral Asia, the MHG has been carrying out the project “Politi-
cal and Religious Persecution in the CIS Countries.” 

Local monitors and human rights activists from nine states 
(Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kir-
gizstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenia, Uzbekistan) regularly supply 
the MHG with data on political and religious persecution and 



 

 

on the current human rights situation in their respective 
countries. On the basis of these communications, the monthly 
bulletin “News Round-Up” is issued and disseminated in both 
print and electronic versions. Each issue is accompanied by a 
significant number of documents and other materials in elec-
tronic format. Among the bulletin’s recipients are information 
agencies, TV companies, radio stations, Moscow newspapers 
and magazines, press services of foreign embassies, foreign 
mass-media bodies, and regional human rights organizations. 

INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 

With the assistance of the IHF and independently, the MHG 
has been actively working with the international power agen-
cies within the UN, OSCE and the Council of Europe so as to 
ensure that adequate pressure is rendered by the govern-
ments of Western democracies on the Russian state with re-
gards to improving the human rights situation in the contem-
porary Russia. 

Representatives of the MHG have participated in the World 
Conference Against Racism (August–September 2001), in the 
last three annual sessions of the UN Commission on Human 
Rights, and in numerous international conferences, workshops 
and fora. The MHG has been providing up-dated information 
on the human rights situation in Russia on a range of special 
rapporteurs and structures of the United Nations and Council 
of Europe. 
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I. PROBLEMS OF NATIONALISM AND XENOPHOBIA AND 

OTHER FORMS OF INTOLERANCE IN RUSSIA AND  
THE SPECIFICS OF THIS MONITORING EFFORT 

The Nationalism, Xenophobia and Intolerance in Contempo-
rary Russia book of materials opens a new series of publica-
tions on the results of the latest thematic monitoring com-
pleted by the Moscow Helsinki Group (MHG). The annual re-
port on the domestic human rights situation, Human Rights in 
Russian Regions, published by MHG since 1999 is already well 
known.  

Starting from the fall of 1998, MHG joined forces with regional 
human rights organizations across the Russian Federation in 
order to carry out local human rights monitoring on a systemic 
basis. Admittedly, in the past, Russian human rights activists 
had been aware of the monitoring tool. Throughout the three-
decade-plus-long history of the local human rights effort, a 
tremendous body of knowledge and experience has been com-
piled. However, not a single non-governmental organization 
could run a monitoring survey, while being aware of the rele-
vant state of affairs in all 89 Russian provinces that at times 
have been known to be even more different from each other 
than some European countries. So, a Russia-wide program of 
systemic monitoring has come to be introduced through the 
application of a model developed by MHG experts. Underpin-
ning the model was the idea to create a Russia-wide network 
of human rights organizations embracing any and all local re-
gions and territories, with MHG operating as the facilitator of 
local activities, developer of a single database of monitoring 
tools and compiler of annual human rights reports on the basis 
of knowledge secured from the regions. Regional partners of 
MHG are generally committed to run local monitoring surveys 
and submit relevant reports on tasks completed.  

Over the past four years, the established Russia-wide human 
rights monitoring network has proved to be a highly sustain-
able and effective undertaking in terms of the indicators of 
monitoring quality. Also, the expertise and skills developed 
over years of systematic work eventually allowed member-
organizations to change over to supporting a more sophisti-
cated level of activity related to running specialized monitor-
ing tasks looking into the most pressing human rights issues 
across the Russian Federation (the specialized (thematic) 
monitoring efforts, understandably, being an extension of a 
baseline monitoring effort normally executed and which first 
identified the most pressing problems). Of course, it is essen-
tial that the results of specialized monitoring should not only 
be covered in widely released publications but also be trans-
lated into focused public actions concurrently staged through-
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out Russia and aimed at making a difference in a given hu-
man rights area. 

Within 2002—2004, four specialized human rights monitoring 
surveys are expected to be published with the financial assis-
tance of the European Commission that chose to back the 
monitoring activities of the Russia-wide network of human 
rights organizations.1 

The topic for the first specialized monitoring effort (just com-
pleted) was “nationalism, xenophobia and intolerance.”  

To clarify, when making plans for specialized monitoring activi-
ties, we researched the reports of systemic human rights moni-
toring efforts in Russia and chose to focus on human rights 
conditions in “closed” institutions (i.e., prisons, mental hospitals, 
detention centers, etc.) and in the judicial system; basic human 
rights are generally impacted by the behavior of local law-
enforcement and the level of access to a court of law.  

However, the events of 2001 made us depart from the initial 
plan. On October 30, 2001, one of the Moscow street market-
places became a scene of a pogrom staged by about 300 skin-
heads that produced a large number of casualties. Notably, 
the attack was aimed against members of ethnic minorities, 
primarily those from the Caucasus.  

For quite a few years local human rights activists have been 
continuously pointing to the risk from growing nationalistic and 
xenophobic sentiments in the Russian Federation. Attacks and 
pogroms against members of ethnic minorities have recently 
become an almost regular affair in the life of communities in 
major Russian cities. Circumstances notwithstanding, the au-
thorities have stubbornly refused to recognize the growth of 
violent crimes committed based on racial or ethnic motivations. 
For the most part, the criminals have escaped punishment, 
with Russian prosecutors or judges just refusing to see the ra-
cial component of the felonies committed. (For example, the 
relevant authorities have continually refrained from applying 
existing law, particularly, Article 282 (provoking ethnic enmity) 
or Article 212 (massive public disturbances) of the Criminal 
Code of the Russian Federation). As a consequence, the perpe-
trators of pogroms enjoy an environment of utter impunity. “It 
was precisely through previous inaction on the part of law- 
enforcement agencies that such a large-scale racially-charged 
disturbance of the peace [the October 30, 2001 pogrom in Mos-

                                                           
1 The project titled “Human Rights Monitoring Network” is implemented by 
the Moscow Helsinki Group in cooperation with the International Helsinki 
Federation, the Netherlands Helsinki Committee and the Polish Helsinki 
Foundation. 
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cow] was made possible,” according to experts from the Rus-
sian human rights community.2  

Notably, in the spring of 2002 (with the UN Human Rights 
Commission considering at its 58th Session the results of the 
August 31 — September 8, 2001 Third World Conference 
against Racism held in Durban, South Africa) the Russian 
delegation indicated that the questions of combating extrem-
ism, xenophobia and intolerance had been treated as priority 
issues by the President of the Russian Federation, the gov-
ernment and law-enforcement agencies, with perpetrators of 
hate crimes being duly brought to account. Then, the Russian 
delegates underscored that different ethnic and cultural 
communities live and work in the Russian Federation in an 
atmosphere of mutual accord and peace. (For example, the 
Russian delegation referred to President Putin who said at 
the March 19, 2001 meeting with leaders of the local Jewish 
community that Judaism, Christianity and Islam have been 
peacefully and harmoniously coexisting within Russia for cen-
turies). While explaining to the forum that Russia has effec-
tively handled the problems of intolerance and race-based 
crimes and that it is free from discriminatory practices, the 
Russian delegates gradually went over to attacking other na-
tions, particularly, some European Union countries. The Rus-
sian delegates emphasized that it is in the European Union — 
and not in Russia! — that tensions between ethnic communi-
ties have been on the rise, nationalistic sentiments have been 
erupting and discriminatory practices against members of 
ethnic minorities have been sustained. It is there that race-
based crimes are investigated for years, with criminals going 
unpunished. 

Thus, Russian authorities actually refuse to recognize the 
growing problem of nationalism and xenophobia in the coun-
try. Rising societal tensions have continued to be primarily 
attributed to social problems, in particular, migration flows.  

What is more, rather than reign in on some of the particu-
larly aggressive radical groups, the authorities preferred to 
counter potential responses from local ethnic minorities. With 
this in mind, the Moscow city authorities decided to introduce 
a tighter policing regime following the aforementioned Octo-
ber 30, 2001 pogrom. This was publicized in the mass media 
by law-enforcement representatives and understandably, 
played a meaningful role in the rise in the number of individ-
ual attacks on members of ethnic minorities during the weeks 
after the pogrom.  

                                                           
2 See the statement “On the October 30, 2001 Pogroms in Moscow” by 
participants of the second Russia-wide Conference of NGOs Against Racism, 
Discrimination, Xenophobia and Intolerance. St. Petersburg, December 16, 
2001.  
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Before the close of 2001, we deemed it sensible to have our 
counter-xenophobia effort limited to isolated projects3 and ini-
tiatives mainly aimed at either research or enhanced public 
awareness. However, an abrupt rise in the number of racially-
charged violent crimes taking the form of massive actions pro-
ducing large numbers of casualties and the continued applica-
tion of wholly inadequate and irresponsible policies on the part 
of the authorities served to make the problems of nationalism 
and xenophobia one of our top priorities. This change has made 
it absolutely incumbent on the Russian human rights commu-
nity, particularly, the All-Russian human rights monitoring 
network coordinated by MHG, to be actively and fully engaged 
in the battle against persistent nationalism and xenophobia by 
creating a body of knowledge on the matter, boosting the level 
of public debate and running targeted public campaigns. In or-
der to reinforce the results and impact of the several afore-
mentioned projects already running in different regions and 
put in place a basis for running large-scale well-rounded opera-
tions of this nature, we decided to make “nationalism, xeno-
phobia and intolerance” the topic for our first Russia-wide spe-
cialized monitoring and subsequent public actions.  

* * * 
Compared to the bloody ethnic conflicts in the latter half of 
the 1980s and early 1990s, the spread of racism and xenopho-
bia across the Russian Federation initially seemed unworthy 
of special alarm.4 Rather, it was political anti-Semitism that 
represented the major problem confronting the country’s lib-
erals. Notably, the presence of a large number of political 
parties and groups, which viewed anti-Semitism as part of 
their ideology, was inconsistent with prevailing public senti-
ment.5 Basically, anti-Semitism in Russia for the most part 

                                                           
3 “Monitoring of Manifestations of Nationalism and Xenophobia in Russia” 
funded by the Henry M. Jackson Foundation; “Racism and Xenophobia in 
Russian Media” funded by the Open Society Institute; “Defense of the Roma 
Rights in the Russian Federation” funded by the Open Society Institute; 
“Anti-semitism and Xenophobia in Russian Regions” funded by the United 
States Embassy (Moscow). In addition to other data, materials gathered for 
these projects have been used for the compilation of the given book. 
4 The year 1992 saw an armed conflict breaking out between the Ingushis and 
Ossetians for the Prigorodny district, in the Republic of Northern Ossetia-
Alania, which until the deportation of the Ingushis and Chechens engineered 
by Stalin had been part of the Chechen-Ingushi Autonomous Republic. The 
ethnically motivated armed clashes notwithstanding (the task of returning 
things to normal required the deployment of federal forces that continue to be 
based in the region to the present day), the conflict failed to have any impact 
on the overwhelming majority of the country’s population and left the 
perceptions of those two ethnic communities largely unmodified. 
5 The findings of the 1997 VTsIOM (All Russian Center for Public Opinion 
Research) public survey may be indicative of the domestic perception of Jews. 
For example, asked “How would you take it if your sister/daughter married a 
Jew?” 55% of respondents said they would have nothing against that 
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remained a component of an anti-Western attitudes, and even 
then it rarely reached beyond the political tug-of-war be-
tween the “democrats” and the “conservatives.”  

Even that face-off was indicative of the dismissive manner in 
which the authorities treated  the problems of nationalism 
and xenophobia in the Russian Federation. As a matter of 
fact, the nationalistic and xenophobic propaganda drives have 
never been stopped. By way of example, the Den (Day) daily, 
one of the principal mouthpieces of the “patriotic opposition,” 
was shut down only after the October 1993 events in Moscow. 
However, it speedily reemerged under a new name — Zavtra 
(Tomorrow). To emphasize, the activity of the Russian Na-
tional Unity (RNE), whose members had taken up arms to 
confront the government during the October 1993 siege of the 
Supreme Soviet of the Russian Federation, has never been 
put in check. Most of the “ethnic enmity” suits have been ei-
ther terminated before reaching a court of law or concluded 
with excessively lenient sentences handed down by courts. 

The rise of xenophobia in Russian society, a persisting trend 
throughout the 1990s, had initially been left unnoticed by the 
domestic democratic community. It was only in the mid-1990s 
that analysts started to talk about so-called Caucasophobia. 
Admittedly, the sentiments relating to members of Caucasian 
ethnic communities had been more or less in evidence since 
the 1970s. Understandably, reforms in Russia produced social 
shifts that have made those feelings more conspicuous. What 
is more, the escalating migration flows have compounded 
revolutionary societal changes. With the government actually 
dodging the challenge of regulating migration flows and gov-
erning social transformations, the more mobile migrants des-
perately struggle to survive by filling niches and jobs in ac-
cessible commercial undertakings and criminal enterprises. 
The easily recognizable members of Caucasian or Central 
Asian ethnic communities incrementally began to be per-
ceived by titular communities as the source of social injustice 
and rising crime rates.6 Of course, that perception produced a 
solid measure of xenophobia. Notably, the targeted ethnic 
groups would inevitably be regarded as aggressors. Asked 
which ethnic communities work to incite ethnic enmity, 57% 
of the respondents named the Chechens, 38%  other ethnic 
communities from the Northern Caucasus, and 24% pointed to 

                                                                                                                     
development. Clearly, given the query’s wording, the response appears to be 
indicative of a fair amount of tolerance to the given ethnic group.  
6 Giving form to the stereotype of Caucasian criminality was the appearance of 
the generalized notion of “an individual of Caucasian nationality” in criminal 
reports from law-enforcement agencies and which with the help of the mass 
media quickly came into use.  
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the Azeris, according to the 1997 VTsIOM (All Russian Center 
for Public Opinion Research) public survey.7 

Rather than resolutely counter ongoing xenophobic senti-
ments and pass measures to ease escalating social tensions (a 
natural phenomenon in times of economic hardship), the au-
thorities (particularly the regional ones) moved to place con-
straints on the continuing flow of migrants, through the ap-
plication of such administrative policies as: domestic passport 
checks, residence registration requirements, and accompany-
ing compliance verification tactics. In reality, all of these poli-
cies have produced an excessive amount of arbitrariness by 
relevant officials and law enforcement officers that would 
resort to ethnic profiling while dealing with recognizable 
members of non-Russian ethnic communities. Providing the 
most obvious examples of such profiling are the Krasnodar 
territory and Moscow, although such policies are present to 
some degree all over Russia. At this point, governmental 
xenophobia is being fed by societal xenophobia, and vice 
versa: official action, often made to win popular support for 
these or other policies, have served to legitimize unacceptable 
public attitudes.  

Correspondingly, a reorientation has taken place among the 
national-radical parties and groups; one after another they 
have followed the popular sentiment and basically “ex-
changed” Jews for Caucasians as “the primary enemy of the 
Russian people.” (“The Jewish-Masonic conspiracy” has been 
relegated to being just one of the remote and latent evils in-
strumental in producing “all the misfortune befalling Russia.”) 

Clearly, the Chechen crisis has been a principal factor contrib-
uting to the  institutionalization of ethnic xenophobia (as an 
inherent component of the activities pursued by Russian law 
enforcement) and demonization of members of Caucasian eth-
nic communities. The Caucasophobia has developed along the 
following two paths. The first Chechen war triggered the trend 
to incrementally synthesize the notions of “person of Caucasian 
nationality,” “Chechen” and “bandit.” Through the ranking 
Russian officials have repeatedly underscored that the military 
operation in the Chechen Republic was against bandits, rather 
than Chechens.  Nonetheless, those pronouncements have been 
speedily disavowed by the actions undertaken by members of 
federal law enforcement agencies deployed in Chechnya. Wide-
spread cruelty against local non-combatant Chechens, practiced 
from the start of the first Chechen war, have most graphically 
shown that the federal military has made no distinction be-
tween peaceful local residents and the “notorious” bandits. To 

                                                           
7 T. Lokshina, “Hate Speech in Russia: Overview of the Problem and Means 
for Counteraction” in the Collection of Essays Xenophobia in Post-Soviet 
States (Lubljana: Peace Institute, 2002). 
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emphasize, the entire affair has been steadily perceived as the 
Russian–Chechen conflict.  

This phenomenon has been allowed to spread to other Rus-
sian regions. The appropriate phenotype provided sufficient 
grounds for suspicion and persecution by law-enforcement. 
Notably, the key role as regards to this has been played by 
regional special police units that participated in the “operation 
to restore constitutional order in Chechnya.” As they were 
assigned to Chechnya on a rotational basis, those law-
enforcement officers would return to their home communities 
with psychological baggage from their experiences. Among 
Chechnya-based law-enforcement officers the prevailing 
stereotype is that “all Chechens are bandits,” while for the 
residents of other Russian regions that sentiment has ex-
panded to embrace “all individuals of Caucasian nationality.”  

On the other hand, regional and local governments have taken 
advantage of the Chechen armed conflict in order to justify 
policies designed to place constraints on migrants, particularly 
Caucasians (with Chechens being the primary target).  

Things in ths area have been drastically compounded by the 
Sh. Basayev terrorist raid on Budennovsk, Stavropol territory, 
and S. Raduyev’s attack on Kizliar, Dagestan, to say nothing 
of a number of other destructive attacks, which have been 
committed by individuals close to the active Chechen field 
commanders, according to the evidence provided by investi-
gators and confirmed at relevant court hearings.  

It is worth noting that during the short lull between the two 
Chechen wars the intensity of negative attitudes towards 
Chechens in particular, and Caucasians in general, had not let 
up at all. The authorities had passed no measures to help 
phase out Caucasophobia and terminate discriminatory prac-
tices with regard to Caucasians, that had at that point be-
come common in law-enforcement circles. To underscore, the 
corruption (inevitably produced by discriminatory practices) 
in law-enforcement agencies has become intertwined with 
Caucasophobia, producing a certain modus operandi.  

Given these conditions, following a series of unprecedented 
terrorist acts across Russia in the fall of 1999, Caucasophobia 
had reached the level of veritable paranoia for a short period. 
It would suffice to recall an online interactive public poll run 
by a national television network’s prime-time popular news 
program, the query being about retaliatory measures having 
to be taken in  light of the recent residential building explo-
sions in Moscow. Revealingly, the following measures were 
listed as possible responses: drive all Caucasians/all Che-
chens/all bandits out of Moscow. The overwhelming majority 
of respondents felt that the capital city should be cleared of 
all Caucasians, with the “bandit eviction” option getting the 
smallest number of votes.  
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The launch of the second Chechen military campaign has 
gone hand in hand with a massive anti-Chechen propaganda 
drive. High-ranking government officials were heard and seen 
making pro forma pronouncements about the Chechens being 
different from terrorists. As for the delicate distinction be-
tween the war against international terrorism and the war 
against the Chechen people, that distinction could barely be 
seen in the official rhetoric and soon evaporated completely 
from mass media reports. The largest national television net-
work, ORT, has repeatedly called for carpet-bombing Chech-
nya or having it “flattened by a road roller.”8 

As a consequence, during 2000 the level of xenophobia in 
Russia shot up especially high, according to disparate public 
polls. For example, 70% of Moscow-based respondents dis-
played  negative sentiments with regard to Chechens.9 

Following the August 2000 Pushkinskaya Square underpass 
explosion in Moscow, 65% of local respondents supported the 
idea of evicting all Caucasians from Moscow, with 57% of re-
spondents favoring the idea of “using all available weapons” 
to launch a strike at terrorist territory (meaning the Chechen 
Republic as a whole). 

Notably, pronouncements by government officials hardly 
served to defuse heated public feelings. Mayor of Moscow Yu. 
Luzhkov, for one, explicitly stated that the Pushkinskaya 
Square explosion “clearly had a Chechen connection.” Recall 
that those words were uttered only several hours after the 
actual explosion, with investigators lacking sufficient evidence 
to arrive at any preliminary conclusions.  

Certain politicians openly made use of those tragic events in 
order to fan hatred. For example, V. Zhirinovsky, the leader 
of Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR) faction in the 
State Duma, arranged a rally under the slogan “Good 
Chechik — dead Chechik.”10 Of course, that sort of pro-
nouncement would only be heard from the most radical of 
politicians. Interestingly enough, these politically incorrect 
words failed to generate any official response. 

By the way, the last example is most indicative in that the 
lack of sustained practices maintained to prosecute unlawful 
utterances has been a major factor contributing to the growth 
of xenophobia across Russia.  

The anti-Chechen and anti-Caucasian sentiments could not 
have poisoned the Russian public on such a large scale had it 
not been for the inaction of the relevant government agencies 

                                                           
8 Quote from the “Odnako” television news analysis program anchored by 
M. Leontyev.  
9 Human Rights in Russian Regions--2000 (Moscow: MHG, 2001, p.135). 
10 A demeaning nickname for Chechens.  



INTRODUCTION 

 

23

or even indirect official support for the transgressors, all 
transpiring against the backdrop of a general surge of nation-
alism. Additionally mention should be made of the rather fre-
quent manifestations of ideological and political anti-
Semitism, at odds with grassroots xenophobia vis-à-vis Jews, 
which is very nearly negligible.  

Pointedly this sort of rhetoric has repeatedly come from a 
number of high-ranking government officials. The best exam-
ple regarding this is Kursk regional Governor, A. Mikhailov, 
who won his election and rushed to indicate that in the per-
son of his rival, A. Rutskoy, he beat the entire “Russia-wide 
Jewish Congress.” Then he added that his victory would 
launch an effort to “liberate Russia from all that foulness.” 
A Mikhalov also argued, “This is where the President and I 
are allies, rather than adversaries.”11 Notably, V. Putin did not 
deem it necessary to personally speak out and refute A. Mik-
hailov’s remark.  

Of course, we do not suspect the current Russian President of 
holding similar views. Recall that V. Putin has on a number of 
occasions came out against any and all manifestations of anti-
Semitism, nationalism and other forms of intolerance in Rus-
sia. However, all those pronouncements have been rather de-
claratory in nature, with specific incidents being left uncom-
mented upon.  

A. Mikhailov was not the first Russian official with links to 
the Communist party to have uttered anti-Semitic pro-
nouncements. Achieving a great deal of similar public notori-
ety were A. Makashov and V. Ilyukhin, deputies in the 1995–
1999 State Duma. To underscore, during hearings on the issue 
of impeaching President Yeltsin, V. Ilyukhin, who then 
chaired the State Duma Committee on Security, pointed out 
that the presence of Jews in the Russian Government was 
one of the reasons for Yeltsin’s anti-populist policies.12 

Admittedly, while comparing all Russian high-ranking gov-
ernment officials of 1990s-vintage in order to identify the 
better nationalist, first place for uncovering the “Zionist con-
spiracy” most certainly should go to N. Kondratenko, former 
Governor of the Krasnodar territory under whom the region 
was transformed into a bulwark of militant nationalism — 
basically, the official ideology of the regional government. A. 
Tkachev (N. Kondratenko’s successor) has made the following 
pronouncements on the issue of regional policies: “Kuban is 
for Kubanites. Indeed, Kuban is a multi-ethnic community, 
but ethnic Russians make up the principal segment of Ku-
ban’s population. Everyone coming to settle here ought to 

                                                           
11 Human Rights in Russian Regions--2000 (Moscow: MHG, 2001, p.137).  
12 S. Lukashevsky, “Banning the War, Discrimination and Violence Propaganda” 
in Human Rights in Russian Regions — 1999 (Moscow: MHG, 2000, p.99). 
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adapt their ways to our ways, our customs and our tradi-
tions.” Unlike N. Kondratenko, A. Tkachev has been almost 
dismissive about the Jewish question. He has spent his entire 
reserve of patriotic passions in the battle against migrants, 
particularly, the Meskhetian Turks, Kurds, Armenians and 
others. Here is one example to illustrate his policy stand on 
the migration question, which receives extensive coverage in 
the local media:  

The ethnic question has reached the boiling point. We 
ought to stand up for our Homeland, we ought to defend 
our land and the titular people. Of course, we are 
concerned about the thousands of Kurds and Meskhetian 
Turks settled in the lands of Krymsky, Abinsky and 
other districts. If our residence constraints were lifted, a 
wholly new ethnographic environment might emerge in 
the region within just a decade… Mind you, this is the 
Cossack land, and nobody should forget that, the new 
settlers included. This is where we hold on to our 
traditions, develop our culture, set the rules of the game 
and the rules of our lives. This fact shall not be ignored 
by anyone.13 

Members of local migrant ethnic minorities have been made 
the targets of rabid xenophobic pronouncements by local offi-
cials, with N. Kondratenko actually launching a campaign of 
persecution against unwanted newcomers. But it was 
A. Tkachev that made the life of local migrants truly intoler-
able. Notably, Governor Tkachev maintains that his regional 
ethnic policies have been backed up by the federal authorities 
and the Russian President himself. These words have never 
been refuted by any federal official.14  Given the circum-
stances, it is small wonder that other Russian regions seek to 
replicate the lessons of Krasnodar. For example, according to 
the Kurgan regional monitors, V. Ufimtsev (ethnic policy ad-
visor to the Kurgan Governor) said the following stating the 
official position on the proposed ethnic policy, “While recog-
nizing the equality of all peoples, we should confirm the fact 
that ethnic Russians have assured and will continue to deter-
mine the spiritual, social and economic well-being of our 
multi-ethnic community.” 

While some authorities remain dismissive and others are un-
der the influence of xenophobia and nationalism, fertile 
ground is being created for nationalist-radical parties and 
groups to grow and thrive. Over past decades, some of those 
have extended their reach Russia-wide. By way of example, 
the Russian National Unity (RNE) — the largest and most 
visible movement in that category (despite a major setback 

                                                           
13 See the regional report by the Krasnodar human rights center. 
14 See the April 9, 2002 Statement released by “Memorial” Society in 
connection with the continued persecution of Meskhetian Turks and other 
ethnic minorities in the Krasnodar territory (www.memo.ru). 
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generated by an intraparty schism) — continues to feature 
some elements from fascist ideology. By 1998 RNE chapters 
had been established in dozens of Russian regions, with many 
of those maintaining paramilitary formations. Alarmingly, in a 
number of Russian provinces local RNE chapters enjoy covert 
backing from the regional authorities, with RNE elements 
even being used to help maintain law and order on city 
streets by way of running patrols.  

Also, mention should be made of assorted Cossack units that 
in certain regions (Krasnodar territory, Rostov region, etc.) 
have been particularly known for their aggressive and na-
tionalistic attitudes. Just like RNE members, Cossacks have 
now and again been used by regional and local authorities to 
run law enforcement patrols, such measures often lead to 
members of local ethnic minorities being unlawfully perse-
cuted on a systemic basis (with Krasnodar territory providing 
one such example).  

Starting from the mid-1990s, one could increasingly see iso-
lated actions staged by the largely loosely organized but ex-
tremely aggressive juvenile movement of skinheads whose 
victims have by now included Caucasians, Asians and Afri-
cans across Russia. The number of skinhead attacks, just like 
the ranks of these young racists, have been increasingly on 
the rise. For instance in the course of 2000, Moscow alone had 
as many as 30—40 monthly incidents of black foreigners be-
ing assaulted by local skinheads.   

Throughout the 1990s the Russian authorities have passed 
almost no measures to counter domestic national-radicals. 
Eventually, (1998—1999) RNE was targeted by the law-
enforcement, the actions of the authorities largely being gen-
erated by the unfolding election campaign. To provide an ex-
ample in this regard, Moscow Mayor Yu. Luzhkov had the 
local RNE chapter outlawed and its newspaper shut down, 
with the Central Election Commission of the Russian Federa-
tion (TsIK) ruling to deregister the “Spas” electoral bloc that 
included RNE movement. Obviously, those measures (just like 
any other rulings dealing with Russia’s national-radicals) had 
been passed on purely legalistic grounds and had nothing to 
do with a wider effort to stamp out any activities seeking to 
fan ethnic discord.  

Overall, cases of public associations, mass media outlets or 
individuals being prosecuted for racist pursuits have been 
extremely few and far between. The number of those cases 
reaching a court of law is even smaller; some cases get re-
categorized, with the “racist activity” component being 
dropped. What is more, judges generally pass soft sentences 
in such cases, with the convicted usually getting amnestied 
(persons convicted of racist crimes have been amnestied 
nearly every year). All this can be explained, in part, by law-
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enforcement being either incompetent or indifferent, or by 
some officials being supportive of nationalistic ideas and, of 
course, by the difficulty (combined with the unwillingness) to 
see the difference between freedom of expression and incite-
ment of ethnic hatred, between socially hazardous and non-
hazardous actions. Surely, this trend could be reversed were 
there the political will to do so. Alas, this has yet to happen.   

The lack of consistency in the actions of Russian authorities 
became apparent in 2001 when  law enforcers and other gov-
ernment officials were surprised by the aforementioned po-
grom at a Moscow marketplace. What is more, the authorities 
were likewise surprised by the June 2002 massive riots trig-
gered by Moscow skinheads. 

Violent manifestions of ethnic xenophia are, of the course, the 
most dangerous, but Russia also has other sorts of xenophobia 
to deal with. For example, the rise of religious xenophobia 
(the topic being covered by a special chapter in this book) has 
been transpiring (the specifics being different, of course) con-
currently with similar trends in the area of ethnic relations. 
The late 1980s — early 1990s, with the Soviet government 
shedding the policy of state atheism, marked a surge in the 
activity of religious groups and interests among broad seg-
ments of the population. To clarify, Russian society at that 
time lacked major negative religious stereotypes. Those were 
times when government officials from different agencies 
would readily communicate or cooperate with the most out-
landish religious associations, the latter being enabled to prac-
tice comfortably in the Russian Federation.  

The natural result of the religious liberalization drive in Rus-
sia was the emergence of numerous and disparate religious 
groups including ones pushing exotic teachings. Given that 
the Russian people had for the most part been raised in the 
conditions of a Soviet atheistic culture, emerging religious 
practices were perceived by society with a large degree of 
suspicion. Concurrently, the hierarchy of the Russian Ortho-
dox Church (Moscow Patriarchy) came to realize that the new 
religious renaissance could hardly lead to the Russian Ortho-
dox Church (RPTs) automatically being restored to the role it 
used to play before the Russian revolution of 1917. Notably, 
the issue here was not Orthodoxy’s status as the state religion 
as at the time of the Russian Empire, but of the majority of 
the population belonging to the Church (in a formal sense, at 
least). Apart from that, RPTs has been increasingly coming 
under the sway of its conservative wing, which continues to 
close ranks with the country’s right-wing political groups. 
Church-supported mass media outlets have launched a cam-
paign to counter the efforts of other Christian religions. Nota-
bly, the Orthodox press has been backed up by local national-
istic and patriotic publications, as well as by a multitude of 
reporters from a variety of media sources (including some 
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“democratic” outlets), which have come to be intolerant of 
unconventional tenets and practices pursued by holders of 
other religious beliefs.  

To emphasize, it was merely in the late 1990s that Russia 
came to fully confront the problems related to religious plu-
ralism i.e., the emergence of socially hazardous religious 
groups (like “Aum-Shinrikye” or satanic groups seeking no 
official registration or public visibility) and the need to draft 
its own policy on the more radical practices maintained by 
some religious organizations (like the “Jehovah Witnesses” 
banning the practice of blood transfusions). Most of the Rus-
sian people’s (primarily government officials) lack of knowl-
edge about ongoing religious activities would now and again 
lead to the demonization of a whole range of religious groups 
and to comprehensive xenophobia vis-a-vis the so-called 
“non-traditional religions.” 

Members of non-Orthodox Christian religions have been ac-
cused of proselytizing, using harmful psychological methods, 
collaborating with foreign special services and seeking to 
change the “established cultural identity” of the Russian peo-
ple, to say nothing of other “sins.”  

As a consequence, the battle against “foreign religious expan-
sion” has been effectively turned into yet another driver of 
growing nationalistic sentiment, with dominant Orthodoxy 
being viewed as a basic component of Russian statehood.  

In many Russian regions15 the local RPTs hierarchy has al-
ready secured a high degree of clout with the authorities, 
resulting in discriminatory practices maintained against mem-
bers of  religious minorities (not only including those whose 
activities could be considered harmful to the health or secu-
rity of Russian citizens). The very fact that non-Orthodox re-
ligious groups are active throughout the country has been 
regarded as a threat to Russian society and the state. On the 
federal level, rising nationalistic and xenophobic sentiment in 
the religious sphere corresponded with the passage, by the 
State Duma, of the 1997 Federal Law “On Freedom of Con-
science,” whose preamble carries a provision on the special 
role played by the Russian Orthodox Church, with new reli-
gious associations operating in Russia for less than 15 years 
having their rights meaningfully curtailed.16 In addition, the 

                                                           
15 In “ethnic” republics, where the so-called “titular” ethnic communities 
have historically practiced Islam or Buddhism, things appear to be different 
from the situation in most subjects of the Russian Federation.  
16 As a consequence, given the relevant rulings by the Constitutional Court 
of the Russian Federation, all religious associations which had received their 
registrations prior to the said law being passed managed to get their rights 
fully respected. Hence, the law’s regulatory provisions, as a matter of fact, 
do not support any discriminatory practices today. Understandably, the 
religious associations that are being formed now or expected to emerge in 
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2000 Ñoncept for National Security reads that one of the na-
tional security objectives shall be to “counter the cultural and 
religious expansion of other countries seeking to penetrate 
Russia.”17 

Also, the nationalistic character of religious xenophobia is 
evident when one considers members of “ethnic” religions 
(Jews or Lutheran-Germans) encountering no major problems 
in their religious pursuits. Such pursuits are limited to mem-
bers of the given ethnic community (i.e., they do not prosely-
tize and thus, are not perceived as expansionist).  

Xenophobia in relation to Muslims (the sentiment being gen-
erally manifested through RPTs and local communities pro-
testing against the erection of Islamic mosques) is basically a 
reflection of more deeply rooted ethnic hatred. The protesters 
would normally demand that the inflow of Muslims to tradi-
tionally Russian regions should be constrained and that other 
ethnic minorities should not be allowed to extend their dias-
pora to mono-ethnic Russian communities.  

Another dimension of xenophobia in Russia, which is dis-
cussed in several chapters of this book, is so-called anti-
Westernism. This term is generally used to imply a whole set 
of attitudes ranging from mistrust and suspicion of the more 
industrialized Western democracies to disparate perceptions 
based on the idea of a global conspiracy against Russia. 
Propagation amidst the political elite and general Russian 
public of various concocted conspiracies (stretching from the 
conventional “Jewish-Masonic” conspiracy to relatively fresh 
geopolitical schemes) appears to be rather dangerous because 
it would contribute to the growth of nationalistic feelings and 
expansion of ideological anti-Semitism. As can be deduced 
from developments in Russia during the NATO-led military 
operation in Yugoslavia, those sorts of perceptions could be 
easily translated into aggressive hysteria through the use of 
focused propaganda.  

Over the past decade the level of xenophobia has been rising 
to dangerous levels. Contributing to the expansion of national-
istic and xenophobic sentiments has been the ongoing armed 
conflict in Chechnya along with discriminatory practices vis-
a-vis migrants across the Russian Federation. While refusing 
to recognize the problem’s growing relevance and pass effec-
tive measures to counter the escalation of intolerance in Rus-
sian society, the authorities have allowed racially motivated 

                                                                                                                     
the years ahead, would certainly have fewer rights for at least 15 years 
following their first official registrations. Admittedly, both regional and local 
administrations are known to have used discriminatory practices against 
members of “non-traditional” religions, without resorting the said law. They 
have just been operating in line with the in-house administrative directives.  
17 Human Rights in Russian Regions--2000 (Moscow: Moscow Helsinki 
Group, 2001, p.101).  
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violence to grow to proportions such that the government 
may not be capable of handling.   

Admittedly, over a lengthy period of time Russian law en-
forcement agencies had been stubbornly explaining their in-
ability to tackle the said problems by a lack of relevant legis-
lation. In the second half of the 1990s it was recognized that 
the country needed a special law to counter extremism. How-
ever, given the absence of minimal political accord on which 
activities should be targeted as extremist and what measures 
could be taken in that regard, no legislation on that matter 
had been passed at that time. With the pro-Putin majority in 
the State Duma established, the need for any political accord 
between parliamentary factions had disappeared. Eventually, 
the President proposed a counter-extremism law that was 
passed by the State Duma against the backdrop of unending 
appeals by law enforcers and multiplying attacks by Russian 
skinheads. The law’s drafters apparently proceeded from the 
need to have domestic law enforcers best empowered to per-
form their functions, though it was evident that even the au-
thority conferred under prior legislation had not been fully 
applied to handle the more glaring cases of extremism. Inter-
estingly enough, following the June 9, 2002 pogrom triggered 
by skinheads and other football fans in downtown Moscow, 
the mass media carried numerous reports on the urgent need 
to pass counter-extremism legislation. It is clear, however, 
that the police required no special powers to restore law and 
order right then and there, and the events of June 9 repre-
sent an objective case of law enforcers simply failing to per-
form the task at hand.  

Federal Law “On Countering Extremist Activities” features 
the following two basic deficiencies: its definition of extremist 
activities is all-inclusive and the repressive provisions are un-
reasonably harsh (with law enforcers being authorized to rule 
extra-judicially on suspending the operations of targeted pub-
lic organizations, to say nothing of other measures). As a con-
sequence, the problem of inadequately defined legal provi-
sions to counter racism persists and has even been com-
pounded, with the law thereby failing to provide more effec-
tive tools to fight racist activities. What is more, the new law 
evidently opens up new opportunities for law enforcers to 
persecute non-racist public organizations, religious associa-
tions, mass media organizations and even commercial enter-
prises. Hence, there are sufficient grounds to believe that the 
given law could be applied to implement selective politically 
charged repression and promote corruption.  

When making plans for this specialized monitoring effort, we 
realized from the very start that the job of covering the 
manifestations of xenophobia and discrimination in a single 
survey would be too challenging a task. So, we had to make a 
choice. We were influenced by the fact that ethnic discrimi-



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

30 

nation practices in the more critical Russian regions (Krasno-
dar territory, Moscow) had already been covered by a series 
of dedicated studies completed by the “Memorial” Human 
Rights Center. On the other hand, we thought that the issue 
of discrimination in Russia reached far beyond discriminatory 
practices in relation to ethnic and religious minorities. To em-
phasize, discrimination against migrants appears to be a 
pressing problem not only for members of ethnic minorities 
but also for displaced Russians. 

Hence, it was quite purposefully that we defined the topic for 
our specialized monitoring effort as “nationalism, xenophobia 
and intolerance” and chose to have the comprehensive issue 
of discrimination left out of this survey. Clearly, the questions 
of xenophobia and nationalism, on the one hand, and dis-
crimination, on the other hand, come to be closely intertwined 
and interdependent. Application of discriminatory measures 
by government officials would more often than not be reflec-
tive of prevailing xenophobic attitudes, which explains why 
the examples of xenophobia contained in the book are often 
based on discriminatory practices. To underscore, it has never 
been easy to keep track of “off-the-record” remarks by gov-
ernment officials, especially given that their formal pro-
nouncements are normally free of any xenophobia. 

The specialized monitoring effort’s findings are expected to be 
used by Russia’s regional human rights organizations to mount 
assorted public actions including: round-tables with members of 
local governments to address the problems of xenophobia and 
intolerance, meetings with members of the local mass media to 
discuss the most appropriate way to cover ethnic and religious 
topics, pickets and marches conducted against xenophobic and 
nationalistic practices, “clean city” public actions (with local 
teenagers being attracted to remove publicly displayed fascistic 
symbols and logos on the walls of buildings), presentations of 
regional reports on the issues of nationalism and xenophobia, 
workshops on the problem of tolerance in high schools and 
higher educational institutions, etc.  

Finally, a brief comment should be made on the structure of 
the book compiled to hold the findings of the recently com-
pleted specialized monitoring effort. The concluding report 
has been put together to be reflective of the dimensions of 
the contemporary Russian environment, where one could 
come across manifestations of xenophobia and see the au-
thorities either taking or failing to take appropriate remedial 
measures. The book includes a section on Russian legislation 
aimed at counteracting nationalism and xenophobia, a section 
on xenophobia in government agencies, and a section on na-
tionalism, xenophobia and intolerance in public and political 
life. The fourth section of the book — that on particularly 
vulnerable groups — was an integral part of the concluding 
overview. Then, in order to run a comparison between Rus-
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sian regions in terms of pressing nationalist and xenophobia-
related problems, we selected local reports from the Altai ter-
ritory, St. Petersburg and the Chechen Republic — regions 
that appear to be radically different from each other as to 
their geographic, demographic, economic, political and other 
particulars. To point out, the Introduction’s second part is 
dedicated to describing the overall situation with xenophobia, 
nationalism and intolerance in the provinces.  
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II. TRACKING THE TRENDS REFLECTIVE OF NATIONALISM 

AND XENOPHOBIA SPREADING ACROSS  
THE REGIONS OF RUSSIA18 

RNE consists of about 200 people in the Arkhangelsk region. 
Among these, there are a core group of 15 to 25 people who 
are the most active. Detachments operate in 14 inhabited ar-
eas in the region, but they are the strongest in the city of 
Arkhangelsk and in the Amderm, Nyandom, Shalakush, and 
Lomovoi areas. On their days off work, RNE members gather 
near a building of the river-seaport station in Arkhangelsk 
and near the entrance to the central department store in the 
town of Severodvinsk. In 2000, a local newspaper Pravda Sev-
era published an “objective” article including an interview 
with the head of RNE, the essence of which could be reduced 
to the following assertion: RNE members are not fascists, but 
nationalists. In August 2000, the town council of Arkhangelsk 
prohibited RNE from conducting street processions with 
burning torches and rallies. 

In the region, there have been attempts to create skinhead 
organizations. 

The mass media in the Astrakhan region spread a significant 
amount of xenophobia. With respect to migrants belonging to 
ethnic minorities, local newspapers use the following words 
and combinations of words: “get out of here;” “settle in;” 
“Caucasians running amok;” “hooligans of Caucasian national-
ity;” “an increase in the Chechen diaspora led to the ouster of 
the local population;” “officials of the border patrol detained 
the Caucasians, who were ‘running amok;’” “they have now 
only one perspective — either to settle in or get the hell out 
to their historic homeland;” “a Chechen with forged docu-
ments;” “its too bad that he still has a Georgian last name;” 
“refugees and migrants aggravate the situation;” “soon in As-
trakhan there will not be any Astrakhanis;” “the Chechen 
gang appeared in court;” “how the Chechens captured the 
district police station;” etc. Tajik refugees are represented as: 
“throngs of annoying beggars, an additional headache for 
doctors, disease control stations, and law enforcement agen-
cies;” “gangs of Tajik-gypsy juveniles have appeared;” “refu-
gees are found at every turn, more common than trash bar-
rels;” “for the time being, townspeople must ride in buses side 
by side with dirty, noisy kids and their parents, and they 
must brush away little beggars in the streets;” etc. At the 
same time, Russians are identified in the mass media as the 
ethnic group that forms the foundation of the state. The Gov-
                                                           
18 We have chosen to include only the most illustrative regions into this 
digest of regional data. Please note, that all quotes are cited from relevant 
regional reports.  
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ernor of the region, A. Guzhvin, expresses apprehension about 
changes in the ethnic composition of the region in last 10 to 
15 years because of continued illegal migration that, in his 
opinion, inevitably leads to worsening crime.  

According to the statement of the Deputy Governor, A. 
Zhilkin, the regional administration is advocating that the 
government of the Russian Federation make regulations for 
migration stricter. It is insisting on the introduction of a quota 
on the number of people entering the area. This quota would 
take into account the ethnicity of potential migrants, the 
availability of jobs and the provision of housing. According to 
A. Zhilkin, no matter who the central Asian migrants are and 
no matter what they want, the regional authorities intend to 
evict all of them beyond the borders of Russia during the 
next half of the year. Several trainloads of migrants were al-
ready sent to Tajikistan at the expense of the regional ad-
ministration during 2001. 

According to regional monitors, the police and the administra-
tion illegally force citizens to violate the registration proce-
dure. They systematically stop people on the street, detain 
them —  keeping them in a special holding cell — and im-
posed fines. In 2000 in Astrakhan, there were 4 500 Chechens, 
but only 100 people received permanent registration. 

RNE operates in the region; it has around 500 members. “Vit-
yaz,” an organization that is ideologically close to RNE, also 
operates in the region; it has around 300–400 members. 

A regional, special-purpose program, “Formation of Core of 
Tolerant Consciousness and the Prevention of Extremism in 
the Astrakhan Region (2002–2005),” (operating since 2001) 
was approved by the Governor in Resolution #45 on February 
11, 2002. 

In the Bashkortostan Republic, numbered among the nation-
alist organizations are the Bashkir ethnic center “Ural” and 
the Union of Bashkir Youth. The rhetoric of these organiza-
tions consists of aggressive attacks on federal power, which 
supposedly is striving to deprive Bashkirs of sovereignty. The 
regular policy of the authorities contains noticeable signs of 
discrimination against citizens not belonging to the “titular” 
ethnic group, the Bashkirs. The practice in one of the state 
institutions of higher education in the republic can serve as 
an example of xenophobia in everyday life. In this institution, 
the department heads, who are ethnic Bashkirs, discuss pro-
fessional questions in the Bashkir language in the presence of 
staff members — professors and other instructors — who 
speak only Russian. 

In the Bryansk region, RNE is very active. RNE members 
regularly distribute leaflets, set up weekly public meetings, 
and paint symbol and slogans of RNE on walls. Members of 
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RNE are included in a public advisory chamber, organized by 
Governor Y. Lodkin. According to regional monitors, after a 
short slump related to a schism in the central organization, 
the activity of RNE in 2001 has again begun to grow. 

Besides RNE, it is possible to refer to “Ultra-Bryansk” and, to 
some degree, “Bryanskoye Narodnoye Veche” as a registered, 
radical-nationalist organizations. The membership of “Ultra-
Bryansk,” is comprised of around 100 local students. 

Skinheads have been operating for three years in the region 
already, and for a number of years local law-enforcement 
agencies have been getting reports of Caucasians being beaten 
up. According to relevant data, the backbone of the skinheads 
is comprised of a core of approximately 30 to 50 individuals, 
their overall membership however, is ten times as great. 

Annually in Bryansk, on days of military holidays (Navy Day, 
Air Force Day, and Border Guard Day), there are unsanc-
tioned public demonstrations of youth (former servicemen). As 
a rule, these demonstrations are accompanied by the theft of 
goods from Caucasian merchants. On August 2, 2001, Air 
Force Day, one of the orators said, “Comrades, we will not 
allow these freakin’ non-Russians to occupy our freakin’ re-
gion.” After a short rally, groups of former paratroopers went 
to the central market. They went along the stalls there and 
took goods from merchants and immigrants from Transcauca-
sia. 

According to regional monitors, manifestations of xenophobia 
are found most often in the weekly Bryanskaya Pravda and 
in the newspaper Bryansky Rabochy. The latter regularly ex-
aggerates the seizure and occupation of markets by immi-
grants from the Caucasus who, due to complete inaction on 
the part of local authorities, collude to keep prices in the 
markets high. According to the opinion of one of the authors 
of those articles, one should look to the experiences of their 
closest neighbors (in the Oryol region and in the Kaluga re-
gion) as, supposedly, they have already brought “order” to 
their markets. 

Practically every issue of Bryanskaya Pravda, has a place for 
one or two articles in which bigoted statements about Jews or 
other ethnic groups are found. Also, there are statements 
made about political and public figures of non-Russian origin, 
“who scoff at Russia and Russians.” 

In Bryanskaya Pravda, one can find the following passages: 
“literally all of the Russians have been squeezed out of all of 
the various administrative apparatuses;” “even at high noon 
carrying a halogen lamp, you won’t find a Russian among the 
financial bigwigs or in the mass media, which aspires to be the 
fourth power in the country. In other leading posts, there are 
few Russians. Thus, it turns out that the Russian people are 
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deprived of the possibility to fulfill their historic mission;” and 
“the people will stand up to the clamorous parasitic minorities… 
all of the filth in society comes specifically from them.” 

The State Duma Deputy elected in the Bryansk region, V. 
Shandybin, published his thoughts on the new legislative ini-
tiative of the federal authorities in Bryanskaya Pravda: 

The new Land Code, which is against the interests of the 
people, was thought up by a group under the leadership 
of G. Gref, a German by birth. . . who obviously intends 
to create a Greater Germany from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific Ocean and to fulfill the long standing dreams of 
our enemies. 

In the Vologda region in 2002, the newspaper Stupeni Vo-
logodskiye published several interviews devoted to the threat 
of fascism. To quote Natasha, a tenth grader: 

In our class, approximately half the boys are skinheads 
and National Bolsheviks. They walk around, wearing all 
black, in high combat boots. They greet each other with 
fascist salute... People who are not in their organization 
they call “vegetables.” Our school is painted with 
inscriptions: “Russia is everything! Everything else is 
nothing!”, “Beat the Caucasians,”and other things like 
that. In my district, there are inscriptions “Only for 
whites” on pay phones and benches. 

The local branch of the National Bolshevik Party is active in 
the region. National Bolsheviks have public rallies and dis-
tribute the party newspaper Limonka. 

In the town of Cherepovets, an unregistered gang of skin-
heads has existed for more than two years. The local authori-
ties pretended that skinheads did not exist for a long time. 
After the pogroms in Moscow in November 2001, a “show” 
raid was carried out by the police: officers in the rapid reac-
tion composite police unit turned up at the place where, ac-
cording to their information, a clash between skinheads and 
Caucasians was supposed to take place; they detained more 
than 20 skinheads. This event was shown on local television. 

In February 2002, in the center of the city of Vologda, Op-
richny Listok (issue #57) was distributed. It contained the 
following text: “A great feat of recent times was the profes-
sion of the Christian faith through the refusal to accept an 
identification number forced upon God-fearing people by the 
Talmudic kikes.” The piece was signed by Nikolai Kozlov. It 
did contain any other contact information. 

A series of publications directed against Jehovah’s Witnesses 
were included in the local mass media. According to the pub-
lications, the Jehovah’s Witnesses do the following: 
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They recruit into their ranks an endless multitude of 
lonely and unsettled people, promise them paradise on 
earth and deliverance from their misfortunes, and 
inspire them with even more utopian ideas… Every year, 
more and more unhappy people fall into the firm grasp 
of the sect, destroying families and fortunes. 

Among the nationalist organizations in the Voronezh region, par-
ticularly worthy of mention is “Russian Rebirth,” which broke 
off from RNE, and also several gangs of Cossacks. RNE, after a 
long pause, resumed its traditional activities — pasting numerous 
leaflets with the slogans “Respect Russia or leave” and “Russia 
for Russians,” and also writing graffiti of similar content. 

Besides this, several orthodox-fundamentalist organizations, 
such as the “Orthodox Patriot” and the “Orthodox Brother-
hood,” also operate in the region. 

A large branch of LDPR (according to official data around 
5 000 members) is operating in the Voronezh region. The 
headquarters of the Congress of Russian Communities (KRO) 
are also located here. In 2002, over ten gangs of “skinheads,” 
are active, two of them directly connected with the Moscow 
skinhead organizations “Skinlegion” and “United Brigades 88.” 
According to data from local FSB, the number of skinheads in 
the region exceeds 600. 

Two murders committed by skinheads have been documented. 
On April 4, 2002, on a central street in the city of Voronezh, a 
citizen of Tunisia was beaten unmercifully (and later died in a 
hospital). On April 5, a citizen of Jordan died as a result of a 
knife wound. On the eve of April 21 (the birthday of Hitler), 
skinheads tried to organize a series of actions. One gang dis-
tributed leaflets with racist contents in a district in which a 
large number of foreign students resided. Another gang pre-
pared an explosive device that it planned to use on April 20, 
but their activities were cut short by officials of FSB. 

Two skinhead journals come out irregularly. One journal, Ary-
skoye Vozrozhdenie, reprints various materials from the Rus-
sian and Western “skinhead” press. The other journal, Fair 
Power, is basically oriented towards soccer fans, but in every 
issue several articles with openly xenophobic and bigoted con-
tents are published. Fair Power, in fact, serves as a mouth-
piece for all of Voronezh’s skinheads. 

The weekly newspaper Bereg represents the greatest source 
of xenophobic propaganda. (The newspaper is by no means a 
marginal periodical — it was actually founded by the Vo-
ronezh administration.) On its pages, publications attributed to 
nationalists have appeared repeatedly. 

According to regional monitors, the position of the regional 
authorities with respect to nationalists is complex. Literally, 
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their position has changed over a six-month period. In 2001, 
regional government and law enforcement agencies were re-
fusing to even recognize the existence of gangs of skinheads. 
Now, the head of regional FSB is creating a special section in 
his report devoted solely to this problem. The position of city 
authorities is equally complex. On one hand, city authorities 
are not pleased with the activities of nationalist gangs who 
paste leaflets and write nationalistic graffiti. On the other 
hand, the authorities have never undertaken an attempt to 
initiate an administrative case against the perpetrators, let 
alone a criminal prosecution. With respect to religious associa-
tions, the authorities fully support the policy of the Russian 
Orthodox Church, which obstructs the construction of reli-
gious buildings for other groups and practically prohibits, in a 
direct or indirect way, the building of any religious structure, 
even on private land. 

In the Irkutsk region in March 2002, there was a swastika 
drawn on a synagogue building. Leaders of the local Jewish 
community turned to the police. However, according to regional 
monitors, the police most likely did not even search for the 
perpetrators, and naturally failed to initiate a criminal prosecu-
tion. 

A branch of the St. Petersburg “Party of Freedom,” repre-
sented by a group of skinheads, operates in the region. They 
write graffiti with the following contents: “Russia for Rus-
sians;” “Logheads19 — Go away;”  and “Tel-a-vision is your 
enemy.” They always sign their work, “Party of Freedom,” 
often accompanied by a Celtic cross. In the slogan “Russia for 
Russians,” a double “s” is included in the form of “SS Bolts” 
(similar to the symbol of Hitler’s SS). 

On April 21, 2002, the nationalist-patriotic society “Loyalty” 
(Vernost) held a picket directed against the Catholic Church. 
One of slogans read, “Jesuits are servants of Satan.” The 
newspaper Russky Vostok published materials directed 
against the expansion of Catholicism in Russia. The materials 
contained demands to the administrative authorities to abolish 
the Catholic diocese in Irkutsk and other cities in the country 
and to close the Polish consulate in Irkutsk. This issue of 
Russky Vostok had a circulation of 15 000 copies as opposed 
to its usual circulation of 5 000 copies. 

In the Kabardino-Balkarian Republic, according to informa-
tion from regional monitors, a secret list of “Kabardinian,” 
“Russian,” and “Balkarian” posts exists for every department 
in the government. Ethnic parity is preserved even at the 
highest levels: the President of Kabardino-Balkaria is a 
Kabardinian, the Vice-President is a Russian, and the Chair 
of the government is a Balkarian. The position of Vice-

                                                           
19 Derogatory term for individuals of Central Asian and Caucasian descent. 
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President was even preserved exclusively in order to guaran-
tee that the republic’s three largest nationalities were repre-
sented at the highest levels of government. 

In the Kalmykia Republic in 2001, when inter-ethnic relations 
were rather calm, a campaign against “untraditional” relig-
ions developed in the mass media. The mouthpiece of the ad-
ministration of the President of Kalmykia and the Kalmykian 
legislature, the newspaper Izvestiya Kalmykii, played the 
most active role in the campaign. In the newspaper, one could 
read, for example, the following: 

Protestantism is hostile to Orthodoxy. Historically, this is 
true. Therefore, citizens embracing the Protestant view 
of Christianity inevitably break with our history, our 
culture, our literature, the family as we understand it, 
and the motherland and its defense — concepts that 
nurture Orthodoxy. In light of this, the present problem 
is not simply a church problem; it becomes a problem for 
all of Russia. Having closed our eyes to Russia, we can 
lose our collective home. 

In an appeal to the President of Kalmykia, the local hierarchy 
of the Russian Orthodox Church leveled a variety of accusa-
tions against the representatives of “untraditional” religions in 
the following statement: 

I will not draw your attention to the espionage conducted 
by the sects, at time unconcealed (about which 
information is available not only in the Patriarchate of 
the Russian Orthodox Church, but also in Federal 
Security Service), to the economic crimes that they show 
so often on television these days and write about in the 
mass media, to the crimes against personal rights, and to 
many other crimes. 

In an article under the headline “Soul Catchers: An Invasion,” 
it was written that the Jehovah’s Witnesses “are a totalitar-
ian sect, sustaining a destructive cult” and that the Jehovah’s 
Witnesses “consider the struggle against Orthodoxy” one of 
their main activities. Also, in the same article, there are the 
following statements about the Salvation Army: 

Saving its citizens from the influence of this sect and 
the government from a spy network, the Soviets 
prohibited the activities of the Salvation Army in 1923. 
Today during the regeneration of Russia, [the Salvation 
Army’s] soldiers, having founded their headquarters in 
an apartment in Rostov-on-the-Don, set out with 
unprecedented enthusiasm to save the souls of the 
Russian public. Similarly, its ‘commanders’ intended to 
occupy not only all of the south, but also all of Russia. 
Here, they have already set up shop, using the most 
refined weapons — green dollars. 
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The Karelia Republic is numbered among the regions where 
the authorities are inclined to disrupt the activities of nation-
alist radicals. In August 2000, on initiative of the Ministry of 
Justice of the Republic of Karelia, the activities of RNE, 
which had operated relatively energetically for two years, 
were suspended for three months by court order. It is true 
that the basis for this decision was formal — the organization 
lacked a legal address and publishing information on its leaf-
lets and press releases. In January 2001, the Supreme Court 
of Karelia ordered the local RNE to cease its activities. Subse-
quently, in the city of Petrozavodsk, leaflets from this organi-
zation appeared sporadically. For example, they appeared the 
day before regional and local elections took place on April 28, 
2002. During this time, administrative measures were taken to 
punish those responsible for the distribution of these leaflets. 
Thus, in April 2002 in Petrozavodsk, three people were de-
tained by the police for pasting RNE leaflets. The detainees 
were subject to administrative sanctions. 

However, in church-state and inter-religious relations in the 
Republic of Karelia, there are complications and difficulties. 
There are problems related to the return of religious build-
ings and other property to religious organizations (in particu-
lar, the building of a Catholic church) and the grant of par-
cels of land for the construction of a mosque in Petrozavodsk 
and for the construction of churches of other religions in 
other cities in the republic.20 

Xenophobia in the region was most acute in connection with 
an attempt by local Muslims to build a mosque in Petro-
zavodsk. 

According to the Chairman of the Muslim Spiritual Admini-
stration, Mufti V. Bardvil, in 2001, an anti-Islamic campaign 
against the construction of a mosque, aiming to discredit the 
Muslim community, was carried out in Karelia. 

In the beginning of 2001, in a whole series of publications in 
the republic (the newspapers Gorod, Nabludatel, Gubernia, 
and Vesti Karely), materials appeared in which a negative 
attitude towards the construction of a mosque was expressed. 
This sentiment was officially authorized by the administration 
of Petrozavodsk. Journalists and deputies of the Legislative 
Assembly in the Republic of Karelia and of the Petrozavodsk 
City Council spoke out about disallowing the construction of 
the mosque. In particular, they indicated the following rea-
sons: the mosque would be located at the entrance to an Or-
thodox city; there is a school, student dormitories and a psy-
cho-neurological center in this district — Muslim worshippers 

                                                           
20 Materials presented by the Commission on Issues Concerning Religious 
Communities under the Chairman of the Government of the Republic of 
Karelia. 
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can negatively influence school children, college students, and 
patients at the center; and the mosque will convert this dis-
trict into a Muslim district. 

In February 2001, a public opinion poll of the residents in the 
Oktyabrsky administrative subdivision was carried out. The 
poll surveyed people regarding the construction of the 
mosque. Of the 521 respondents polled, 25 people (4.8%) ap-
proved the construction and 496 people (95.2%) did not ap-
prove the construction. Then, based upon an initiative of a 
deputy in the legislative assembly of Karelia, Dmitry Shere-
met, a general meeting of the residents in the administrative 
subdivision took place. The participants came out sharply 
against the construction of the mosque. 

As a result, the Muslim Spiritual Administration in the Re-
public of Karelia was forced to cancel the construction of the 
mosque in this district. The Muslim Spiritual Administration 
proposed locating the mosque in another district in the city 
with a less developed infrastructure. 

A series of publications in the local mass media provide evi-
dence of the negative attitude towards Muslims. The military 
commissar for the city of Petrozavodsk, A. Ionov, on the 
pages of the newspaper Stolitsa stated his opinion that the 
arrival of immigrants from Muslim countries to Karelia is not 
an accidental phenomenon; it is a planned action. A. Ionov 
declared, “Why is it necessary to create a religious Muslim 
community in Petrozavodsk? Evidently, in order to propagate 
Islam among the people, possibly even militants… Even 
though Karelia is a calm region, far from Muslim centers. In-
deed, even we have to be careful.” 

The Krasnoyarsk territory has a radical nationalist periodical 
Krasonyarskaya Gazeta, edited by a member of the regional 
legislative assembly, O. Pashchenko, a reputed Stalinist who 
has allegedly fallen out with the local Communist chapter. 
The most odious and nationalistic part of the newspaper is 
the so-called political page handled by the union of radical, 
leftist and nationalist patriotic forces of the territory, “Barri-
cada” (Barricade).  

Local Catholics have reported instances of xenophobia aimed 
against them. The authorities approved a deal under which 
local Catholics would open a summer school and for that pur-
pose lease the former house of the local Catholic priest, cur-
rently occupied by an arts school. As a counter move, the lo-
cal Orthodox bishop and representatives of the Cossacks 
unleashed a campaign of protest and started sending tele-
grams to the Moscow Patriarchate demanding that it protect 
them from Catholics. In the city of Krasnoyarsk, someone has 
smeared the buildings and fences with graffiti offensive to 
Catholics. 
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Regional monitoring has taken notice of the spectacular job 
being done by the Territorial Administration’s Committee on 
Ethnic Affairs, Religions and Civic Associations. The said 
committee has drafted and has gotten through the legislative 
assembly a special program titled “Ethnic Policies in the 
Krasnoyarsk Territory for 2003–2005.” In addition, a number 
of training seminars have been organized, bringing together 
both officials in charge of ethnic policies from various corners 
of the territory and representatives of civic organizations, in-
cluding human rights organizations. On March 7, 2002 Gover-
nor Alexander Lebed signed Order #38 establishing a special 
body to consult the administration on regional ethnic polices, 
governmental-religious and inter-religious relations. The terri-
tory also has a working Interethnic Cultural Center. 

There are two organizations in the Kurgan region that have 
been openly involved in the propaganda of nationalistic ideol-
ogy, i.e., the Kurgan regional chapter of the Russian-wide 
Patriotic Movement Russian National Unity (RNE) and the 
Russian Ethno-Cultural Autonomy of the Kurgan region 
(RECA).  

Leaflets with RNE symbols and slogans like “Russia Awaits 
Your Will!” “Everything for Your Nation!” “Nation Above 
All!” “Russian Law and Order for Russian Land!” and “Rus-
sian Law and Order for Russia!” are regularly being posted in 
the city of Kurgan. According to the regional monitors, it 
looks as if there is not a single street, not a single house that 
has not been marked with a fascist swastika with an RNE 
inscription. The Kurgan RNE chapter maintains its own Inter-
net site with the texts of leaflets and information about the 
organization’s activities and ideals.  

The Russian Ethno-Cultural Autonomy has been active in the 
region since 1998. The organization publishes a newspaper 
called Natsionalnaya Mysl (National Thought). The editor-in-
chief of the newspaper is V. Popov (“academician of the Rus-
sian Orthodox Academy,” “chieftain of the Kurgan Cossack 
community,” and “chairman of the Federal Russian Ethno-
Cultural Autonomy”). A thesis of V. Popov’s titled “Russian 
Ethno-Cultural Autonomy, its Purposes and Goals in the XXI 
Century” has been published in recent issues of the newspa-
per. The essay discusses the “Golden Billion” program that 
has been allegedly developed by the world Zionist govern-
ment. Here are some of the examples of its rhetoric: “Many 
peoples must vanish from the historical map of the world in 
order to ensure the prosperity of the chosen Zionist-Anglo-
Saxon peoples…”; “the West is waging a secret war… a war 
on a new level, that has entered a new phase, i.e., genetic and 
informational”; “China will jettison its excessive population to 
Russia and Kazakhstan, resulting in the displacement or an-
nihilation of indigenous peoples”; “Americans as a people and 
the United States of America as a state have crystallized 
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proving their lack of viability,” “the strength of the Russian 
civilization will save the planet…” V. Popov also claimed that 
82% of ethnic Russians make up the core of the nation, while 
the remaining 18% of the population “are like leeches sucking 
the lifeblood from the country in the form of money to ensure 
the ethnic revival of Tatar, Jewish, or whatever other peo-
ples.” Naturally, “the 18% comprised of ethnic minorities have 
been allowed by international rulers to set up their ethnic 
territories on Russian soil.” 

Representatives of regional authorities have spoken publicly 
in favor of adopting statutes recognizing the special role of 
Russians in Russia (see above the statement of D. Ufimtsev, 
ethnic policy advisor to the Kurgan Governor) and endorse 
the idea of introducing “special protectionist measures favor-
ing the Russian people.” At the same time, officials have also 
stated their concern regarding the issue of nationalism. First 
Deputy Governor, A. Bukhtoyarov, stated the following in 
this regard: 

We share the concerns of the Kurgan region’s people 
regarding the incidents of extremism and even fascism 
in our region. We believe that this danger has not yet 
grown out of control and can be eliminated through 
timely preventive measures conducted jointly by 
administrative bodies, public organizations and the mass 
media. 

However, real life experience proves that the authorities have 
different priorities. While the police do not pay any serious 
attention to regular meetings organized by RNE, a picket of 
ecologists attracted as many police officers as picketers. The 
police copied all the slogans from the picketers’ posters and 
were standing by throughout the picket taking special care 
that the participants not get on the steps of the monument 
because the picketers were “allowed to be on the territory of 
the square only and not on the territory of the monument.” 

Anti-Western rhetoric is also characteristic of the major re-
gional newspaper Novy Mir, among the founders of which are 
both the local legislators and administration officials. The fol-
lowing passage speaks for itself: “Terrorist attacks were an 
act of revenge for the aggressive global policies pursued by 
the USA. What induced these people, at the cost of their own 
lives, to deliver a strike at the citadel of capitalism?” 

A new magazine called Sibirsky Krai has been published in 
the region since 2001. One of the poems published on its 
pages reads as follows: 

With the most Russian of surnames, 
But with the look of a Jew, 
The ardor of the great power’s passions 
He quells with ease. 
However, it is known in the Council of Europe, 
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That neither he nor Russia have a place there. 

The Novy Mir magazine, commenting on the appearance of 
that new publication, wrote that “the public has met the 
birth of a new public-political and literary publication in the 
Kurgan region with keen interest.” 

In spite of the anti-Semitic scandal that took place immedi-
ately after the election of A. Mikhailov as Governor of the 
Kursk region, he continues to make similar statements to the 
local mass media. 

There have been several other manifestations of anti-
Semitism documented in the region. For example, on Decem-
ber 9, 2001, a swastika and a slogan “Beat the Jews, Save 
Russia!” were inscribed on the doors of the Kursk Jewish 
community’s charitable center “Khasad Barukh.” 

The local chapter of RNE has been dully registered, but it’s 
strength is insignificant — about 15–20 members in the city 
of Kursk. RNE activities largely go unnoticed, but its leader 
recently stated in an interview that his organization had car-
ried out “mopping up raids against the blacks” (i.e., Cauca-
sians) in the street markets of the Oboyan, Shigra and 
Cheremisinovo villages. 

There are some neo-nazis among the fans of the local football 
club “Vanguard,” who frequently assault foreign students. 

Despite numerous attempts, RNE failed to obtain official reg-
istration in the Lipetsk region. As a result, RNE members 
joined the “Russian Nationalist Party” organization, which, 
though duly registered, had not been very active. There is 
also an active chapter of the “Pamyat” (Memory) organization 
that once in a while issues the newsletter Russkiye Idut (Rus-
sians are Coming) and distributes leaflets. 

The most outrageous materials are being published in such 
newspapers as Leninskoye Znamya (Lenin’s Banner) of the 
regional Communist Party organization, the Elets Gazeta and 
Russkiye Idut newsletters. For example, a campaign had been 
waged in these publications against V. Lisin, chairman of 
board at the Novo-Lipetsk Steel Works. The newspapers spe-
cifically reported that he is Jewish and has Israeli citizenship 
(which is, by the way, not true).  

The editor of the Elets Gazetta, N. Sokolov, writes the follow-
ing in his commentaries, “The second force, representing the 
interests of Jew-Masons, has won power, plundered and de-
stroyed the country and proclaimed as its final goal the eradi-
cation of the Russian people” or “Lisin is an agent of Israel 
and the United States, where key positions are held by Jew-
Masons.” In an article titled “There is a Way Out,” published 
in the same issue, he stated, “The country is being ruled by 
Jew-Masons,” “the mass media is under the control of the 
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Masons, who are playing us for fools,” “the State Duma is 
now dominated by Jews and Masons represented by the ‘Ed-
instvo’ [Unity] SPS [Union of the Right-Wing Forces], 
‘Yabloko’ and LDPR factions.” 

Instances of xenophobia are also found in publications, which 
are characterized by regional observers as “non-nationalist.” 
Thus, for example, the Lipetsk Gazetta carried an article fa-
voring “healthy and sensible nationalism” and recommending 
that non-ethnic Russians should not be given top positions in 
the country’s leadership, leaving them the opportunity to oc-
cupy positions in local government, though only in those areas 
where they have a significant majority.  

In the Marii El Republic, local Marii leaders believe that since 
Leonid Markelov, a member of LDPR, assumed the position of 
President of the republic, the government has adopted a pol-
icy against the interests of the indigenous population.  

On February 5, 2002, the plenary meeting of the All-Marii 
Council passed a resolution calling on the President of the 
republic to “dismiss the chief editor of the republican news-
paper Mariskaya Pravda, Vasili Panchenko, for inciting inter-
ethnic enmity and making offensive verbal attacks against 
the Marii people and their recognized leaders in the official 
legislative and executive government publication of the Marii 
El Republic.” 

At the same time, the leaders of the Marii ethnic organiza-
tions “Marii Ushem” and “U Vii,” whose ideology, on the 
whole, does not provide for discrimination against other peo-
ples, make comments of a nationalistic character. For exam-
ple, they claim that the President of the Marii El Republic 
should be an ethnic Marii, that everybody without exception 
study the Marii language, etc. 

After the schism in the national organization, the local RNE 
chapter transformed into a regional branch of the “Voz-
rozhdenye” (Revival) party and rarely acts independently. 
Although the sports and military-patriotic clubs created by 
RNE continue to operate. 

Former RNE leaders are currently employed in the Commit-
tee on Youth Affairs of the Marii El Republic and in the cor-
responding body of the city administration of Ioshkar-Ola. It 
is noteworthy that for the last two years the Committee on 
Youth Affairs of the Marii El Republic has been spending 
large sums of money on the “patriotic education” of youth.  

There is also an organization of skinheads in Marii El. In one 
district of the republic alone it has about 40 members. The 
ideology of Marii skinheads amounts to “mass terror against 
Caucasians and their total expulsion from the territory of the 
Marii El Republic.” 
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This ideology is even endorsed sometimes by leading regional 
publications. Marii Pravda for example, in material on skin-
heads emphasizes the negative role played by Caucasians in 
the region and does not directly condemn nazi ideas. The arti-
cle simply quotes the statements made by skinheads at their 
Moscow meetings without any accompanying editorial com-
mentary. 

Attacks against Caucasians have become regular occurrences 
staged every year in the street markets of the city of Iosh-
kar-Ola to mark Air-Borne Troops Day or Navy Day. In the 
most recent of such incidents a mob consisting of young peo-
ple gathered in the central market of Ioshkar-Ola chanting 
the slogan “Beat the Blacks” and beat up not only the mer-
chants of Caucasian descent, but also to those who bought 
goods from them. As in all previous cases, no investigation 
was conducted by the police despite the fact that many peo-
ple were injured. 

In an article titled “Aliens-2,” published in the Molodezhny 
Courier newspaper, the author reports the following: “In the 
village of Morki the district administration closed the kiosk of 
an Armenian. There is no place for Caucasians on Marii soil. 
This is the prevailing opinion in Morki, Medvedevsk and other 
districts.” 

There have also been cases of religious intolerance in the re-
public. Local Baptists complain that they are being repeatedly 
robbed, the windows of their house of worship are smashed 
and the house itself is regularly set ablaze, which leads them 
to conclude that it is all part of a planned and organized ef-
fort. Law-enforcement authorities stand idle throughout.  

In the winter of 2000, when the Baptists gave a concert of 
evangelical music, a picket was staged outside the partici-
pants of which chanted slogans, like “sectarians poison and 
befuddle us,” and also carried similar placards. When the 
Baptists decided to build a house of worship in one of the 
city’s districts, some unidentified individuals blocked the 
street chanting the slogan, “we do not want sectarians.” The 
authorities did not take any measures to protect the Baptists 
and construction had to be moved to a different location. 

A campaign against Baptists was carried out in the Mariis-
kaya Pravda and Ioshkar-Ola newspapers. 

At the end of 2001, the regional Ministry of Justice initiated a 
legal action as a result of which a court ruled to liquidate the 
Ioshkar-Ola community of the “Marii El Church of Evangeli-
cal Christians-Baptists.” 

In February of 2002, in the town of Kosmodemyansk someone 
had broken the windows, destroyed the furniture and the 
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cathedra in a house of worship used by the Adventists. No 
one had been arrested for this crime. 

In 2002, several dozen monuments were destroyed in the 
Jewish sector of the cemetery “Krasnaya Etna” in the 
Nizhnii Novgorod region. The perpetrators (primarily high 
school students) were found. By way of punishment, they 
were assigned to do some cleaning in the cemetery for a pe-
riod of one month. Since then, no similar incidents have oc-
curred there. 

A conflict flared up in the town of Dzerzhinsk between local 
residents and a group of visiting Roma. The authorities ini-
tially chose not to interfere but when the conflict seemed to 
be getting out of control, they decided to expel the Roma. A 
court ruled that the Roma built their houses without obtain-
ing the necessary permits. As a result of the negotiations, the 
Roma agreed to return to the Saratov region, while the ad-
ministration provided them with a means of transportation. 
The resettlement took place in the summer months of 2001. 

At the end of April of 2002, the Evangelical Christian Bap-
tists, Christians of the Evangelical Creed “Voice of Hope” and 
the mission “New Life” attempted to organize a public show 
of the movie “Jesus.” At the last moment they were denied 
permission to use any of the available movie theatres. The 
next day, new “dummy” posters appeared next to the posters 
announcing the movie. The new posters looked very much 
like the initial ones, but the headline “Historical Feature Film 
‘Jesus’ Based on the Gospel according to Luke” was replaced 
by a new line saying, “Danger! Sect!” The data at the bottom 
of the new posters said that they were ordered by the 
Church of Resurrection of Christ of the Russian Orthodox 
Church in the town of Dzerzhinsk, Order #2072, 200 copies. 
In a press-conference given on April 25, 2002, the rector of 
the Annunciation Monastery, Archimandrite Kirill, stated that 
the “organization ‘New Life’ which was trying to show the 
movie ‘Jesus’ in the town of Dzerzhinsk had no relationship 
with the Church and was engaged in the recruitment of new 
sect members.” Archimandrite Kirill also added that the 
movie showing was to be accompanied by preaching, which 
could convert some of the spectators into adherents of reli-
gious sects. According to the information available to him, the 
sects pay the “New Life” money for the recruitment of new 
members. 

There have been reported cases of beatings of Jews on the 
ground of their ethnicity in the Novgorod region and in one 
particular instance, a youth had his skull fractured by a metal 
rod. Moreover, in March of 2002, four people of Jewish ap-
pearance had been found dead in the village of Derevyanitsa. 
A note left beside one of the bodies said that another 100 
Jews would be killed soon. 
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On April 21, 2002, on Hitler’s birthday, a group of skinheads 
staged a pogrom of street kiosks in the underpass at the junc-
tion of Bolshaya Moskovskaya and Fedorovsky Ruchey streets 
in the city of Velikii Novgorod. 

During the election campaign in September-October of 2001, 
leaflets of the following content were distributed there: “Rus-
sian residents of Novgorod! You have something to think 
about! Are you going to die voluntarily, like dogs, for the sake 
of the Zionist-Jewish powers?” 

Regional monitors draw attention to the growing complaints 
that Jewish children are being abused by their peers, while 
Jewish teachers suffer from the anti-Semitism of their col-
leagues.  

The Primorski territory has a 200 member strong local chap-
ter of the National Bolshevik Party (NBP). The National Bol-
sheviks spread leaflets with calls to expel Caucasians, Chinese 
and Koreans from the Primorski territory on a regular basis. 

Following the establishment of four Catholic dioceses in Rus-
sia, in February of 2002, with one of them being set up in the 
city of Novosibirsk, local Orthodox adherents in the Novosi-
birsk region led by the archpriest of St. Alexander Nevsky 
Cathedral, Alexander Novopashin, organized a protest at the 
walls of the Catholic church calling for a fight against the 
“Vatican’s expansion.” A two-hour “praying picket,” which 
was attended by approximately 2 000 people, was accompa-
nied by public speeches. In the aftermath of this action, the 
head of the diocese, Archbishop I. Verta, filed a complaint 
with the prosecutor’s office of the Novosibirsk City Central 
District, asking for a legal assessment of the event. The 
prosecutor’s office established that the actions undertaken by 
the picket organizers constituted an administrative offence. 

There are several groups of skinheads in the Oryol region, 
about 200 people in total. In particular, there is a well-
organized group, rigidly disciplined, called “White Wolves.” 
According to various estimates, it has 25–30 members. 

The most populous public “event” orchestrated by the skin-
heads was a concert given in March of 2000 by the infamous 
rock-group “Metal Corrosion,” during the presidential cam-
paign. The group endorsed the leader of the Spiritual Heri-
tage movement Alexei Podberyozkin, who participated in the 
presidential race. Before the group appeared on stage, cam-
paign materials were passed around in the audience. The leaf-
lets featured photos of A. Podberyozkin and statements like, 
“The enemies headed by London’s pawnbrokers and the Ro-
man Pope will get a Russian ax to their shitty heads. Beat the 
devils, save Russia!” During the concert, calls were made to 
give beat “niggers” and “kikes” and to vote for 
Alexei Podberyozkin. 
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According to the estimates of regional observers, the number 
of beatings of foreign students is doubling from one year to 
the next. In 1999, one criminal case was opened following a 
beating of a Chinese student. In 2000, there were two such 
cases, while in 2001 — six. In some instances, the police tried 
to cover up the fact that the offence occurred at all. For ex-
ample, a police inspector of the Zavodsky police station, 
S. Koptsov, decided against opening a criminal investigation 
on the ground that “the citizens of the People’s Republic of 
China were playing football and the subsequent beating could 
be related to a conflict that resulted from the game.” The 
skinheads who were involved in that beating have been ap-
prehended by now, but they are being charged only with 
hooliganism. 

In 2001, a group of military servicemen of Caucasian origin 
from a military unit stationed in the region were charged and 
convicted of hazing young recruits.  

The local chapters of RNE, Veneds and skinheads have been 
active in the city of Pskov and the Pskov region. Representa-
tives of these organizations prefer to keep low profile and 
confine their activities to smearing fascist symbols on the 
walls of buildings, leaflet distribution, beatings of ethnic mi-
norities and acts of vandalism. There have been numerous 
documented attempts by representatives of these organiza-
tions to penetrate local schools and sports clubs for youth.  

Instances of xenophobia can also be found in the regional 
mass media. Note the following graphic example:  

It is well known that many of the so-called Mormon 
preachers, who have been paying increased attention to 
closed military facilities of the Russian Army, are either 
students or graduates of the West Point military 
academy. Although the sectarian expansion presents a 
serious threat to national security, it seems that only the 
Russian Orthodox Church is really concerned with this 
problem. Provincial indigenously Russian cities 
constitute the soul of our Motherland and that is why 
they have become a lucrative target for spiritual 
occupation. Are we willing to surrender our Motherland 
into their blood-smeared hands? 

The editorial board of the Volzhskaya Communa newspaper, 
the official media outlet of the Administration of the Samara 
region, characterizes the activities of radical nationalists in 
the region in the following way:  

The Samara district court acquitted Oleg Kitter, who was 
charged with calling for the destruction of synagogues 
and the expulsion of Jews and Rabbis from Russia. The 
cities of Samara and Tolyati have seen a growing 
number of skinheads, displaying aggressiveness towards 
foreigners and threatening to stage pogroms. Meetings 
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with the participation of representatives of the People’s 
Nationalist Party, spreading hatred towards Jews, have 
become a common occurrence in the city of Samara. 
Fascist symbols are displayed during such meetings. 
Young people stretch out their hands in the fascist 
salutation, crying out “Hail Hitler!” There is hardly an 
issue of such newspapers as Volzhskaya Zarya, Samara 
Nedeli, Trudavaya Samara, or Alex-Inform that does 
not carry an article inciting hatred towards Jews.  

To comment, the case of the aforementioned Oleg Kitter was 
opened following the publication of anti-Semitic articles in his 
Alex-Inform newspaper and his own public remarks to that 
effect.  On February 7, 2002, judge A. Morgunkov acquitted 
O. Kitter of all charges, stressing that the latter “expressed 
his own opinion, without calling for any forcible action.” 

In the period between 2001–2002, there have been over 400 
documented appearances of anti-Semitic and anti-Caucasian 
graffiti in Samara, which as a rule, are regularly replaced 
when removed but in general, are not removed by appropri-
ate city services. 

According to the estimates of regional monitors, there are up 
to a thousand teenagers and youths in Samara and Tolyati 
who associate themselves with skinheads. 

On April 13, 2001 the radical nationalists staged a meeting in 
the city of Samara on the occasion of the Independence Day 
of Israel. About two hundred young men, most of them with 
shaven skulls and wearing camouflage uniforms, gathered in 
from of the local Officers’ Club carrying banners and posters. 
The Officers’ Club on that day was the venue for a festival of 
modern Israeli songs. The meeting went smoothly but that 
was primarily because the number of police officers in front 
of the Officers’ Club matched that of the nationalists.  

One of the speakers in the meeting accused the Jews of 
wanting to turn the city of Samara into a “small Israel.” The 
slogans on the posters read as follows: “This is their hallmark: 
Kikes are shit, Jews are scum, Israel is filth,” “They have 
crucified Jesus and shot the Mother of God .” 

The local mass media frequently quotes the former member 
of the State Duma, Albert Makashov, whose anti-Semitic 
pronouncements have already caused many a scandal. For 
example, General Makashov stated that “the healthy Russian 
instinct for survival turn comes out against the power of the 
Rabinoviches.” 

Media monitoring conducted in the Saratov region revealed 
50 cases related to ethnic intolerance. In particular, in 2001–
2002, Americans have become targets of ethnic intolerance 29 
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times, Jews — 14, and Caucasians (including Chechens) — 
6 times. 

The last couple of years have seen an increase in skinhead 
activities. In the spring of 2002, during a football match, a 
small group of skinheads unfurled a huge banner with swas-
tika in the stands of the stadium.  

Foreign students are a frequent target of skinhead attacks. In 
2001, skinheads broke windows in a dormitory and terrorized 
students with threats. The perpetrators were caught, their 
parents were summoned to the police station, but eventually 
they were released.  

For the last several years, every April, some unidentified 
teenagers stage pogroms in the Jewish cemetery of the city of 
Saratov. On April 20, 2001, an arson attempt on the syna-
gogue was prevented by in synagogue security. Unidentified 
individuals hurled a petrol bomb onto the roof of the syna-
gogue. The fire was extinguished but the perpetrators were 
not found. 

A local branch of RNE is legally registered in the town of 
Vyazma in the Smolensk region. However, due to an internal 
schism and related changes in  leadership the branch does not 
conduct any activities. Throughout 2001, some sporadic ac-
tions were staged in the city of Smolensk by members of the 
Belorussian branch of RNE (i.e., distribution of leaflets, calls 
“to protect Russia” against non-Russians made in the railway 
station), but they were all stopped by law-enforcement. 

Every year on the Day of Boarder Guards and the Day of 
Air-Borne Troops, regardless of  preventive measures taken 
by the police, former servicemen organize unlawful actions 
against Caucasian traders in local street markets. 

In June of 2001, unidentified individuals desecrated a grave-
stone, erected on the site of the mass murder of Jewish resi-
dents of the Smolensk ghetto during the war. The administra-
tion of the city condemned this incident as an act of vandal-
ism and ordered law-enforcement authorities to speed up in-
vestigation of the crime. 

Jewish cemeteries are not the only targets of attacks. In 2001, 
in the town of Asbest in the Sverdlovsk region, some uniden-
tified persons destroyed a Muslim cemetery. Trying to quell 
aroused public sentiment, the town authorities insisted that 
there were no ideological underpinnings behind this act and 
that the crime was committed by ordinary hooligans.  

The fans of the “Uralmash” football team regularly welcome 
their favorite players by raising their hands in the equivalent 
of a fascist salutation. During games, they frequently chant 



INTRODUCTION 

 

51

slogans, like “Russia for Russians! Sverdlovsk for its indige-
nous residents!” as well as anti-Semitic chants. 

According to the regional newspaper Podrobnosti there are at 
least three groups of skinheads in the city of Ekateriburg 
alone, with the total number being over 100 individuals. Simi-
lar skinhead groups also exist in the city of Nizhnii Tagil, the 
villages of Koltsovo and Verkhnyaya Pyshma, the town of 
Asbest and other locations. All in all, law-enforcement au-
thorities estimate that there are approximately 800–900 skin-
heads on the territory of the region. 

In early autumn of 2001, the Sverdlovsk branch of the Con-
gress of Ethnic Communities addressed a statement to the 
Governor and law-enforcement authorities protesting against 
the open sale of the anti-Semitic and anti-Islamic book by Ser-
gei Nielus, Close to the Doors that includes the notorious “Pro-
tocols of the Elders of Zion.” The statement also brought up the 
publication of anti-Semitic articles in the Russkaya Obshchina 
and Pravoslavnaya Gazetta newspapers. The regional prosecu-
tor’s office reacted to this statement by opening an official in-
vestigation but soon closed it due to “lack of evidence.” 

The press of the North Osetia-Alania Republic regularly pub-
lishes materials aimed at the Jehovah’s Witnesses. For exam-
ple, the newspaper Fydybasta (“Fatherland”) published the 
following passage: “A well organized campaign of sectarian 
propaganda, conducted on a massive-scale, presents a real 
threat to the national security of our country.” 

Regional monitoring conducted in the Stavropol territory re-
vealed that local conflicts arising from economic or other 
grounds often grow into ethnic conflicts. For example, in the 
autumn of 2001, a quarrel in the dormitory of the Stavropol 
Agricultural Academy transformed within minutes into a 
large-scale confrontation between ethnic groups. Bloodshed 
was prevented only because of timely intervention of law-
enforcement authorities. In 2002, a conflict took place be-
tween Turkmen and Dargins because one of the sides failed 
to return some rented equipment on time. As in the previous 
incident, the participants in the conflict were readily sup-
ported by others of the same ethnic origin, ready to do battle 
till the last. 

According to a survey, about 50% of Russians and 23% of 
Nogais would not want to have Chechens either as their 
friends or relatives. Twenty-five per cent of Turkmen have 
the same attitude towards Russians and Ukrainians, while 
25% of Russians dislike Turkmen. All in all, only 40% of re-
spondents claimed that they do not care about the ethnic ori-
gin of their close relatives. Thirty-two per cent of Russians 
have a negative attitude towards Dagestanis and 41% of Rus-
sian respondents strongly dislike Muslims in general. 
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The Stavropol territory had one of the strongest RNE organi-
zations in the Southern part of Russia. After an internal split 
in the party, it became a regional branch of the Russia-wide 
civil and political movement “Vozrozhdenye.” 

The leaflet, “To the Peoples of Russia,” issued by the Russian 
party has been circulating in the Tambov region.  It calls for 
the abandonment of the territorial division of Russia on the 
basis of ethnicity, the right to self-determination and ethnic 
quotas in the make-up of governmental institutions. 

Throughout 2001 and in early 2002 a brochure titled “Be-
ware, Jehovah’s Witnesses!” was being distributed in the 
Chelyabinsk region. It was printed on a high quality paper 
but contrary to regulations did not give publication data and 
the number of copies printed. The brochure condemns the 
Jehovah’s Witnesses saying that they do not recognize Rus-
sian authorities and are in fact a totalitarian sect. 

The leading specialist on the regional committee on the affairs 
of ethnic, religious and public organizations, I. Anosov, has 
the following opinion on the matter: “The issue of the preser-
vation of ethnic and religious identity is the prerogative of 
the authorities, a function of a balanced and well-founded 
religious policy, which reflects the interests of the Russian 
faithful and not those in the USA or Korea.” 

Therefore, I. Anosov’s viewpoint on the problem of religious 
xenophobia amounts to the following:  

This term is being used by the representatives of those 
religions, who try to impose on us their rules and 
Western stereotypes as if we were a backward country. 
The myth of our religious intolerance is a public 
relations trick used to exert pressure on Russia by 
international human rights organizations and the so-
called civilized community. But isn’t neglecting the way 
in which Russians live and their cultural traditions 
xenophobia, but from the other side? We say — Don’t try 
to impose your rules on others. 

In September of 2000, in the city of Chelyabinsk, some uni-
dentified individuals attempted to set fire to the local syna-
gogue, then under reconstruction. At approximately the same 
time, graffiti was painted on the wall near the synagogue 
saying, “Kikes, get out!” On April 4, 2000, the coordination 
council for liaisons with religious organizations of the city of 
Chelyabinsk issued an appeal to the city’s faithful calling on 
them to put an end to anti-Semitism. The appeal does not 
seem to work. Recently, for instance, in early 2002, a sign was 
put on a wall downtown that reads “Death to Kikes!” 
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RECOMMENDATIONS21 

Recommendations to Relevant Government Authorities 

In the legal sphere: 

 Reform the existing passport system to prevent it 
from being a mechanism for Russian law enforcers to 
express their racist or xenophobic sentiments (police 
monitoring of the residence registration regime should 
be repealed first).  

 Refrain from enacting Federal Law “On Countering 
Extremist Activities” and have it replaced with an ef-
fort to pass dedicated political measures aimed to 
combat extremism on the basis of the applicable pro-
visions in the Criminal Code of the Russian Federation 
and other regulatory documents. 

 Amend the wording of Article 282 of the Criminal 
Code of the Russian Federation in order to narrow its 
scope. Imprisonment for offenses envisaged by Section 
1 of the said article should be eliminated. Such pun-
ishment should be reserved for Section 2, which 
should read as follows: 

2. Same offenses committed: 
 with the threat of violence or use of calls to 

violence; 
 with the use of calls to discrimination; 
 by an official abusing his/her job functions. 

 Under the aforementioned Section 2, provision should 
also be made to allow for punishments not involving 
incarceration. Then, Section 3 could be added to pro-
vide for harsher punishments for repeat offenders. 

 Strike “the use of violence” motivated by “ethnic, ra-
cial or religious enmity” from the wording of Article 
282. Replace this qualifier with wording applicable to 
all violent crimes. Have the Presidium of the Supreme 
Court of the Russian Federation issue a directive for 
investigators and judges on the application of the 
relevant provision. 

                                                           
21 Given that the topic of discrimination has been mostly left out of this 
report, the following recommendations are primarily aimed to counter 
racism, nationalism and xenophobia, rather than prevent or uproot ongoing 
discriminatory practices. We deemed it feasible to come up with a set of 
recommendations for the government and mass media because these two 
major players definitely represent key actors equipped to strike at the 
origins and battle the manifestations of nationalism, racism and xenophobia 
in Russian society.  



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

54 

 Liability of mass media and public religious organiza-
tions for breaching any constitutional ban on inciting 
hatred can be toughened in the following manner: 1) 
in cases relating to calls for violence and/or discrimi-
nation, the number of warnings needed to launch a 
deregistration legal action should be minimized to one 
advisory; 2) criminal or administrative court rulings 
on relevant articles should be equated with official 
warnings addressed to the heads of pertinent mass 
media or public organizations. 

 Federal Law “On Mass Media” should have wording 
banning the incitement of ethnic and other hatred 
similar to the wording of Article 29 of the Constitu-
tion of the Russian Federation, which reads as follows: 
“The promulgation or dissemination of social, racial, 
ethnic or religious hatred or enmity shall not be al-
lowed. Propaganda of social, ethnic, racial, religious or 
language supremacy shall be outlawed.  

 Enact Federal Law “On Public Rallies and Marches” 
passed by the State Duma of the Russian Federation  
and endorsed by the Federation Council in 1995 but 
left unsigned by the President.  

In the sphere of international commitments: 

 Undertake a focused effort to draft a comprehensive 
national action plan to meet the challenges as defined 
by the 2001 Durban World Conference against Racism.  

 Develop cooperative links with the following special 
procedures of the UN Commission on Human Rights: 
Special Rapporteur on Racism, Racial Discrimination, 
Xenophobia and Related Intolerance, Special Rappor-
teur on Freedom of Religion or Belief, Special Rappor-
teur on Human Rights of Migrants, and Representa-
tive of the Secretary General on Internally Displaced 
Persons. Invite those UN Special Rapporteurs to visit 
the Russian Federation, help them bolster their man-
dates, provide all necessary resources and support for 
their missions.  

 Closely cooperate with the Council of Europe and the 
OSCE agencies and mechanisms concerned with the 
protection of ethnic and religious minorities. 

 Act pursuant to the provisions of applicable interna-
tional law and the Statute on the International Crimi-
nal Court and issue an official statement to the effect 
that any prosecution of a social group or community 
on political, racial, ethnic, cultural, religious, gender or 
other grounds shall be regarded as a crime against 
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humanity; have the Statute on the International 
Criminal Court appropriately signed and ratified. 

 Grow collaborative links with regional and international 
treaty-based and other structures and institutions 
committed to combat racism, xenophobia and intoler-
ance; expand the use of international legal tools to pre-
vent or combat manifestations of those social ills.  

In the sphere of government pursuits: 

 Have high-ranking officials appear publicly to con-
demn specific manifestations of racism, nationalism 
and xenophobia.  

 Place an emphasis on the necessity of battling racism, 
nationalism and xenophobia in all stages of decision-
making processes. 

 Assure the availability of effective means of legal pro-
tection to all victims of racism, nationalism and xeno-
phobia, with those measures particularly including: 
provision of unconstrained access to effective ar-
rangements for legal protection and provision of reli-
able measures to protect witnesses and plaintiffs; take 
all measures necessary to prevent repeat offenses.  

 Pass urgent measures to eliminate persecution of and 
prevent violence against the more vulnerable ethnic 
groups (particularly, Chechens, Meskhetian Turks, 
Kurds, Roma, Jews). 

 Introduce and augment the efficiency of measures to 
prevent and overcome racism, nationalism and xeno-
phobia by way of promoting tolerance and inculcating 
respect for cultural diversity in the ranks of govern-
ment officials, primarily those including law enforcers, 
judges, healthcare specialists and social security work-
ers. Draft and enact codes of professional ethics for 
civil servants.  

 Run immediate and efficient reviews of appeals 
against unlawful actions by government officials (pri-
marily those involving police officers, prosecutors or 
judges) that have offended the ethnic and/or religious 
identity of a given claimant. Ensure the use of sanc-
tions against government officials found guilty of 
committing relevant transgressions. 

 Boost the efficiency of law enforcement efforts to pre-
vent racist crimes; undertake immediate and thorough 
investigations into racist, xenophobic, anti-Semitic or 
Caucasian-phobic crimes; have those cases considered 
and adjudicated in keeping with applicable law.  
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 Make arrangements for a special training courses for 
government officials to improve their social awareness 
standards and to develop the capacity to treat mem-
bers of disparate ethnic and religious communities 
with due attention and respect.  

 Promote dialogue between domestic law enforcers and 
members of the more vulnerable ethnic and religious 
minorities. 

 Grant Russian citizenship to former Soviet citizens 
permanently residing in the Russian Federation, in-
cluding those without residence registration stamps in 
their passports. Notably, the current state of things in 
Russia makes this category of people particularly vul-
nerable targets for racist, xenophobic and nationalistic 
attacks.  

 Arrange dedicated public awareness drives aimed at 
informing the public about the pressing problems of 
nationalism, racism and xenophobia; pass measures to 
counter manifestations of such.  

 Take measures to commemorate victims of the Holo-
caust and other victims of genocide; annually mark 
Holocaust Day and the International Day of Struggle 
against Fascism and Anti-Semitism. 

 Introduce educational programs dedicated to the dan-
gers of racism, nationalism and xenophobia; inculcate 
respectful attitudes to existing cultural diversity in 
the ranks of government officials, primarily police of-
ficers, judges, other law enforcers, military officers, 
teachers, employees in mass media outlets, healthcare 
and social security professionals.   

In the sphere of education and public awareness: 

 Draft and pass measures to introduce training pro-
grams developed to help young people overcome 
prejudices leading to ethnic discrimination or racism. 
Some of the relevant objectives can be to: 

 promote the spread of knowledge about existing 
cultural diversity and sustain the topic during the 
education of primary school aged children and 
teenagers in order to avoid building negative 
stereotypes and distortions that might lead to dis-
parate manifestations of racism and discrimination;  

 introduce requisite amendments to the current 
middle and high school curricula and educational 
programs to have them be reflective of the prin-
ciple of cultural diversity;  
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 run public probes of middle and high school cur-
ricula, educational programs and materials to 
make sure they carry no stereotypes, prejudices 
or segragationism, incite no hatred and produce 
no racial, ethnic or religious animosity;  

 pay special attention to the unprejudiced teaching 
of history, while being aware of the fact that cer-
tain specifics of Soviet and Russian history related 
to Russia’s imperial past, cruel colonization of non-
Russian peoples, anti-Semitic policies and prac-
tices (including pogroms of Jews) and Soviet eth-
nic policies (including the one underpinning the 
deportation of whole ethnic communities) have 
largely provided for the ongoing forms of racism 
and racial discrimination in contemporary Russian 
society; help comprehensively research and distill 
the given historical experience and spread the 
right knowledge amongst the younger generation; 

 help develop and introduce (by using obtained fi-
nancing) specialized anti-racist training programs 
designed to prevent or overcome racism and in-
culcate young people with respect for cultural di-
versity that is beneficial to society as a whole;  

 get juveniles (particularly those from ethnic mi-
norities and socially isolated communities) involved 
in the effort to develop and implement such edu-
cational programs; 

 have the subject of human rights included in 
training curricula for colleges and universities 
turning out professional educators. 

 Introduce a coordinated policy of countering racism, 
hooliganism, segregation and persecution in  educa-
tional institutions, with integrated PTA-student 
checks being run on a regular basis to see if the es-
tablished policy has been duly adhered to. 

 Have students, parents and teachers advised about 
what should be done to effectively tackle incidents of 
racism in schools and what legal means of defense 
there are against such racism, under any given cir-
cumstance.  

In the sphere of cooperating with the civil society: 

 Collaborate with the NGO community in the business 
of education on matters relating to racism and xeno-
phobia.  
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 Seek to have NGOs substantively involved in the ef-
fort to implement the Federal Program “On Forma-
tion the Core of Tolerant Consciousness and Preven-
tion of Extremism” by creating an effective mecha-
nism which would allow NGOs to compete to have 
their programs included in this program.  

 Create and support informational programs designed 
to combat racism and racial discrimination, xenopho-
bia and intolerance on the federal, regional and local 
levels; promote the leading role of NGOs in the battle 
against those manifestations, while recognizing the 
crucial role played by NGOs in expanding public 
awareness and creating information-sharing networks 
for the least protected social groups. 

In the mass media sphere: 

 Put an end to the practice of releasing government 
funds supporting mass media outlets engaged in the 
business of promoting any form of racism. 

 Help develop and introduce specialized training 
courses in the schools of journalism on the specifics of 
performing professionally in the multi-ethnic and 
multi-cultural communities; have the materials on 
such included in the general curriculum; attract rele-
vant NGOs to help run those programs. 

 Promote the introduction of human rights and 
counter-racism training programs for mass media pro-
fessionals.  

In the public policy sphere: 

 Put in check any effort made by campaigning candi-
dates to use racist or xenophobic slogans or catch-
phrases that can be circulated by actively racist or-
ganizations. 

 Take timely and sound steps to respond to, condemn 
and discontinue any manifestation of nationalism, xeno-
phobia or violence on the part of government officials.  

Also, we turn to the mass media community with the follow-
ing recommendations: 

 Seek to have the community perceived as a family 
known for its cultural, ethnic and religious diversity; 
try to cover news-making events through the use of 
varied sources, including minorities, so that reports 
would truly be reflective of perspectives maintained 
by different social groups, including the ones that 
continue to be or can be made targets for discrimina-
tory or racist attacks.  
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 Draw the public’s attention to the pressing problems of 
racism, nationalism and xenophobia; help get the value 
of diversity recognized by society; seek to expose the 
underpinnings of racist pronouncements made by gov-
ernment officials in the course interviews, presenta-
tions, radio or television talk shows, etc.  

 Provide balanced reports on ongoing ethnic conflicts, 
with profound understanding of relevant cultural spe-
cifics.  

 Tell the public about incidents of racism and intoler-
ance, while using trustworthy materials and reports. 

 Avoid stereotyped perceptions of members of cultural, 
ethnic and religious communities; while covering 
criminal cases, make no mention of suspects or defen-
dants being affiliated with that or other ethnic group. 

 Work together with NGOs to counter nationalism, ra-
cism and xenophobia; report on success stories from 
the battle against these social ills. 

 Take into account the ubiquitous vulnerability of ju-
veniles when they are targeted based on ethnic, reli-
gious or cultural grounds or when they are being re-
cruited to join racist or neo-nazi movements.  

 Develop professional codes of conduct designed to set 
high ethical standards and prevent racism from being 
embraced by the mass media; seek to have all mass 
media outlets adopt such codes of ethics. 

 Collaborate with NGOs monitoring the mass media for 
manifestations of nationalism, racism and xenophobia.  
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE LEGISLATIVE BASIS FOR 

COUNTERING RADICAL NATIONALISM AND OTHER FORMS 

OF RACIAL, ETHNIC AND RELIGIOUS INTOLERANCE 

FROM THE EDITORS 

The following text is an abridged and slightly modified ver-
sion of a longer research paper titled “Government Policies 
towards Radical Nationalist Groups” that was prepared by A. 
Verkhovsky, Vice-President of the Information and Research 
Center “Panorama” with the financial assistance of the 
European Commission. For the purposes of economy of space, 
the editors have rewritten some portions of the original text. 
The original text of the paper is available at the “Panorama” 
Center or on its web page at the following address: 
http://www.panorama.ru/works/patr/govpol. 

This study focuses on materials related to current legislation 
countering nationalism and other forms of racial, ethnic and 
religious intolerance. The developmental process of this leg-
islation, beginning with the adoption of the Constitution of 
the Russian Federation in December of 1993, (the starting 
point for the formation of a new legal environment) and 
continuing to the present, is also examined. We have inten-
tionally excluded from consideration a number of presiden-
tial decrees passed during this time period, because they 
were meant as surrogates for regular federal legislative acts 
which could not be passed due to the then unfolding con-
frontation between the President and his opposition in the 
State Duma. Nevertheless, we thought it necessary to include 
the most relevant opinions raised during the discussion of 
the so-called “anti-fascist” or “anti-extremist” bills since 
that discussion is still actively taking place.  

THE LEGISLATIVE FOUNDATION DEVELOPED IN THE 1990S 

1993 CONSTITUTION 

Unlike the Soviet Constitution, the Preamble of the 1993 Con-
stitution of the Russian Federation lays down the following 
major principles of a new society that run contrary to the 
views of radical nationalist patriots: human rights and liber-
ties, the principle of equality and self-determination of na-
tions, and the immutability of the democratic foundations of 
the new Russian state. Chapter 1 “The Fundamentals of the 
Constitutional System” states that Russia is a secular, “de-
mocratic, federal state, based on the rule of law, with a re-
publican form of government,” in which “man, his rights and 
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freedoms shall be valued above all,” “ideological diversity is 
recognized and no single ideology can be established as a state 
or mandatory ideology, political pluralism and a multi-party 
system are established.” 

Article 13, Section 5 of the RF Constitution states as follows: 

“The establishment and activity of public associations, whose 
aims and actions are directed at forcible alteration of the fun-
damentals of constitutional governance, violation of the terri-
torial integrity of the Russian Federation, undermining the 
security of the state, the formation of armed units, or the in-
citement of social, racial, ethnic and religious strife shall be 
prohibited.” 

Article 29, Section 2 says: 

“Propaganda or agitation inciting social, racial, ethnic or re-
ligious hatred and strife is impermissible. The propaganda of 
social, racial, religious or language superiority shall be 
prohibited.” 

It should be noted that compared to previous legislation, the 
RF Constitution introduced a new example of xenophobic 
propaganda — “language superiority.” 

INTERNATIONAL COMMITMENTS 

Article 15, Section 4 of the Constitution contains language 
making itself self-executing (i.e., it does not require legislation 
to take effect), thus enacting all international agreements 
signed by Russia: 

“The commonly recognized principles and norms of interna-
tional law and the international treaties of the Russian Fed-
eration shall be a component part of the legal system of the 
Russian Federation. If an international treaty of the Russian 
Federation stipulates other rules than those stipulated by the 
law, the rules of the international treaty shall apply.” 

One such major treaty is the International Convention on the 
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, which in Ar-
ticle 2, Section 1, Sub-section “b” provides for the following:  

 “Each State Party undertakes not to sponsor, defend or sup-
port racial discrimination by any persons or organizations.”  

Also, Article 4 of the Convention reads: 
States Parties condemn all propaganda and all organiza-
tions that are based on ideas or theories of superiority of 
one race, or group of persons of one color or ethnic ori-
gin, or which attempt to justify or promote racial hatred 
or discrimination in any form, and undertake to adopt 
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immediate and positive measures designed to eradicate 
all incitement to, or acts of, such discrimination and, to 
this end, with due regard to the principles embodied in 
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the 
rights expressly set forth in Article 5 of this Convention, 
inter alia: 
 
(a) Shall declare an offence punishable by law all dis-
semination of ideas based on racial superiority or hatred, 
incitement of racial discrimination, as well as all acts of 
violence or incitement to such acts against any race or 
group of persons of another color or ethnic origin, and 
also the provision of any assistance to racist activities, 
including the financing thereof; 
 
(b) Shall declare illegal and prohibit organizations and 
also organized and all other propaganda activities that 
promote and incite racial discrimination, and shall rec-
ognize participation in such organizations or activities as 
an offence punishable by law. 

Therefore, the state has bound itself to an international com-
mitment to clamp down on the activities of radical national-
ists. These commitments have been partially, but not fully, 
incorporated into current legislation. For example, there is no 
active legal rule that would make officials responsible for 
checking whether the activities of the civic associations they 
have been dealing with fall under Article 4 of the Convention. 
No legal acts have yet been passed which would prohibit and 
sanction associating with radical nationalist organizations (en-
actment of the new Criminal Code opens, in principle, the 
possibility of applying Article 210, which addresses criminal 
associations, but this is a very complex and often cumbersome 
approach). No legal acts prohibit giving these organizations 
assistance, including financial assistance. Russian legislation 
does not contain the notion of “racist activities” and it is not 
clear how this correlates with existing terminology. (The word 
“racism” in Russian is used to define enmity on the basis of 
race, not ethnicity.) 

THE LAW ON MASS MEDIA 

Federal Law “On Mass Media” of December 27, 1999,22 has 
not seen any significant amendments to date. This law regu-
lates all forms of print, audio and audio-visual communication 
that appear at least once a year. The key article most appli-
cable to the topic of this report is Article 4, which relates to 
the “prohibition of the misuse of the freedoms afforded to the 
mass media.” The Section 1 of Article 4 reads as follows: 

                                                           
22 Vedomosti of the Congress of People’s Deputies and Supreme Soviet of the 
Russian Federation (1992, #7, p.300). 
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“It shall be impermissible to use the mass media to incite 
criminally punishable acts, … to call for a seizure of power, to 
call for violent alteration of the constitutional system and vio-
lation of the territorial integrity of the state, to stir up ethnic, 
class, social and religious intolerance and strife, to disseminate 
war propaganda ….”  

Thus, under Article 13, registration of a mass media outlet 
may be denied “when a name, proposed topics and/or spe-
cialization of a mass media organization represents a misuse 
of the freedom afforded to the mass media based on Section 1 
of Article 4.” Under Article 10, a media outlet could be 
stripped of its license by a court decision on the basis of “re-
peated violations of the provisions of Article 4 … by the edi-
tors within a period of twelve months, about which the li-
censing body or the Ministry of the Press and Information 
has sent written notice to the founders and/or editors (chief 
editor) of the media outlet.” The law also provided for an-
other variant — the court could suspend publication as a se-
curity measure during a license withdrawal action. If a pub-
lisher was temporarily suspended, continuing to publish 
would serve as valid grounds for license withdrawal.  

Article 4 generally follows, in terms of wording, correspond-
ing articles of criminal legislation. This has brought about a 
very substantial legal conflict persisting to this day. When a 
judge pronounces an author or chief editor guilty of violating 
the provisions of Article 4, this, in fact, simultaneously implies 
guilt under Article 74 of the Criminal Code (instigation of 
ethnic strife) as the wording of the two articles is almost 
identical. A civil judgment does not, in and of itself, entail 
criminal liability, but any person (and most certainly the 
prosecutor’s office) could use such judgment to demand a 
criminal investigation, leading to a criminal trial, which could 
become a replica of the civil procedure with a predetermined 
outcome. It can be assumed that this possibility somehow af-
fected and is still affecting the attitude of judges towards the 
rulings they pass. 

Article 4 also contains an important provision reproduced (see 
below) later in many other laws. It prohibits the instigation of 
class and social strife. This provision was borrowed from the 
Constitution of the RSFSR but with much stronger wording, 
which makes it even more counterproductive. This prohibi-
tion, which is totally at odds with the prevalent views both in 
Russia and in the West on the consequences of limiting free-
dom of speech, casts serious doubt on the true meaning of the 
whole article. 

Serious doubts are sometimes voiced about the need for re-
peated advance notice and the 12 month timeframe: in prac-
tice, this often leads to situations where notices become out-
dated and the publication, engaged in outright illegal activi-
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ties, simply continues. Such cases occur because the legisla-
ture tried quite rightly to set up extra safeguards against 
probable violations of free speech. The ineffectiveness of the 
legal procedure provided in the law is often attributed to in-
consistencies in its implementation, rather than its lenient na-
ture. This interpretation is supported by the now classic ex-
ample of the case of the Nashe Otechestvo newspaper.  

Sanctions against specific individuals found guilty of violating 
Article 4 are imposed in accordance with Article 59 and other 
laws, which is only logical. But this rule has never worked in 
the cases of “instigation of ethnic strife.” Article 60, which 
deals with broadcasting without registration, or after license 
withdrawal, also makes reference to other laws, but the 
Criminal Code doesn’t contain any corresponding rules. Thus, 
the publication of unregistered media is complicated, but en-
tirely possible. Moreover, registration is required only for 
those publications that have a circulation of over one thou-
sand copies, but the actual number of copies is sometimes dif-
ficult to prove. 

THE LAW ON PUBLIC ASSOCIATIONS 

The long awaited replacement of the corresponding 1990 So-
viet law, the bill “On Public Associations,” was passed by the 
State Duma on April 14, 1995, and signed into law by the 
President on May 19.23 Its provisions were similar to the law 
on printed media, although naturally, with some differences 
as well. In particular, Article 16, “Limitations on Establish-
ment and Activities of Public Associations,” reads as follows:  

“The establishment and activity of public associations whose 
goals or actions are aimed at achieving a violent alteration of 
the fundamentals of the constitutional system, violation of the 
territorial integrity of the Russian Federation, the undermin-
ing of state security, establishing armed forces and stirring up 
social, racial, ethnic or religious strife is forbidden.” 

The following special clause was added to this article: 

“The inclusion in the constituent and policy documents of 
public associations of provisions regarding the upholding of 
ideas of social justice may not be regarded as the stirring up 
of social discord.” 

This clause sounds as vague as the limitation introduced by it. 
But that was probably a reflection of the political preferences 
and views of the communist majority of the first convocation 
State Duma.  

                                                           
23 Compiled Statutes of the RF (1995, #21, p.1930). 
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Article 16 is not the only article providing grounds for deny-
ing registration to a public association. Article 23 adds the 
following significant reasons: 

“— when the charter of a public association is in contradic-
tion of the Constitution of the Russian Federation;  

— when the name of a public association is insulting to the 
moral, ethnic and religious sentiments of citizens.” 

The limitation on symbols has been stated as follows (Article 24): 

“The symbols of public associations must not infringe upon 
the rights of citizens to intellectual property or insult their 
ethnic and religious identities.”  

It should be admitted that these limitations are, in fact, too 
general and are not readily applicable on a systematic basis in 
court proceedings.  

The procedures for liquidation of an organization have in 
general remained the same, i.e., they give oversight power to 
the registering authority and entitle it to take legal action for 
the withdrawal of registration. 

The responsibilities of public associations, amounting to essen-
tially the responsibilities of their leadership, have been laid 
out in Article 41: 

In the event of a violation of RF legislation by public as-
sociations not registered with agencies of justice, ac-
countability for said violations shall be incurred by per-
sons who are members of the governing bodies of those 
associations. 
In case of commission by public associations, including 
those not registered with agencies of justice, of crimi-
nally punishable deeds, persons that are members of the 
governing bodies of those associations may, in the event 
they have been found guilty of the organization of the 
said acts, be held accountable by court decision, as lead-
ers of criminal organizations. Other members of and 
participants in such associations shall be held responsi-
ble for the criminal acts in the preparation of or com-
mission of which they were involved. 

It should be emphasized that not all offenses attributed to radi-
cal nationalists could be classified as grave or especially grave, 
(such a classification is necessary for criminal liability under 
Article 210 of the Criminal Code, dealing with criminal organi-
zations) thus for practical purposes, limiting the applicability of 
this section to the organization of violent criminal activities. The 
fact that even in cases of violent criminal activity, the statute 
does not explicitly call for the application of Article 210 of the 
Criminal Code is sufficiently clear; the language, “be held ac-
countable by court decision, as leaders of criminal organiza-
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tions” is somewhat ambiguous, especially for a subject which in 
itself implicates rights under the criminal law.   

Then, the liquidation procedure has become significantly 
more complicated. Now, under the provisions of Article 42 of 
the said law, the liquidation of a public association shall be 
preceded by a suspension of its activities for a period of up to 
six months. The liquidation decision shall be made by a court 
of law (at the level corresponding to the status of the public 
organization, i.e., federal, interregional, etc.) at the request of 
a prosecutor’s office (again, of the corresponding level) or a 
registration authority. Before starting a legal action, the peo-
secutor must first serve the organization concerned with an 
official notice listing the violations, and later establish that 
those violations have not been rectified within a set period. A 
registration authority must first issue at least two notices re-
garding legal abuses, while the party concerned retains the 
right to appeal in both cases. Then, if the court decides that 
the organization has rectified the noted violations during the 
suspension period, the activities of the public association may 
be resumed, if not rectified, then liquidation procedures 
should be initiated by  corresponding court at the request of 
the prosecutor’s office of the corresponding level.  

Article 44 lists the following grounds for liquidation: 

“— violation of the requirements of Article 16 of this Federal 
Law; 

— culpable violation by its actions of the rights and freedoms 
of citizens; 

— repeated or gross violations of the law or other legal acts.” 

Article 44 also contains the following important rule: 

“The liquidation of a public association by a court judgment 
shall imply a ban on its activities regardless of its registration.” 

However, it is totally unclear how this rule can be imple-
mented if no sanctions for continued activities are provided, 
either by this law, or any other legal act. Moreover it is not 
clear what shall be regarded as the continuation of activities 
by a liquidated entity. 

Article 14, “The Scope of the Territorial Activities of Russian 
Public Associations,” contains another rule significant for our 
purposes, — division of organizations into national organiza-
tions, having regional branches in more than half of the terri-
tories of the Federation; interregional, having regional 
branches in less than half of the territories of the Federation; 
and regional and local. The legal consequences of this break-
down were not clearly identified at the time. This problem 
was later brought to light, for example, during the 1998 con-
frontation between the Russian National “Unity” [Edinstvo] 
Party and Moscow Mayor Yuri Luzhkov.  
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OTHER IMPORTANT LEGAL ACTS 

The well known Decree #1400 of September 21, 1993,24 en-
acted the “Rules on the Election of the Deputies of the State 
Duma.” Article 29, “Issue of Printed Campaign Materials,” 
states:    

“Electoral platforms or electoral campaign materials shall not 
contain calls for forcible change of the constitutional order 
and violation of the territorial integrity of the Russian Fed-
eration, or instigate social, racial, ethnic or religious strife.” 

Under “Rules on the Election…,” the electoral commissions 
were responsible for terminating this type of campaigning. 
They were to refer such cases to the “appropriate police au-
thorities.” 

These rules, with minor modifications, were later reproduced 
in all subsequent electoral laws. 

The rule giving the electoral commission the right to termi-
nate illegal campaigning is a very strong one. In fact, for the 
first time an administrative body was granted the power to 
suspend some campaign activities if they ran contrary to leg-
islation. This did not mean an outright introduction of censor-
ship, because the law did not provide for any preliminary 
checks of the campaign materials. Nevertheless, any pub-
lished material could be seized almost immediately, while le-
gal appeals could get bogged down in the courts — without 
any prospects of a decision before the campaign was over.  

Except for this rule, it would have been possible, for example, 
to circulate racist leaflets during the whole period of an elec-
tion campaign, until the court reached a decision in a corre-
sponding criminal trial, which, as the practice of cases subject 
to Article 74 of the Criminal Code shows, might happen only 
several months later. Moreover, candidates coming from radi-
cal nationalist groups would not be hindered in conducting 
their campaign by using the freely available government re-
sources, which in many cases would allow them to better 
reach voters than by simply using leaflets or newsletters. It 
seems that the President introduced this limitation with such 
an unpleasant possibility in mind. 

From the standpoint of freedom of speech, this limitation was 
dubious and fell one step short of an outright introduction of 
censorship. In practice though, this limitation turned out to be 
excessive, because candidates from radical organizations tried 
during the campaign to reach out beyond their tiny power 
base and appeal to a broader number of supporters (broad 

                                                           
24 Vedomosti of the Congress of People’s Deputies and Supreme Soviet of the 
Russian Federation. (1993, #39, p.3597). 
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enough to count on victory), thus forcing themselves to avoid 
extremes during the electoral campaign.25 

On April 19, 1995, the State Duma approved the bill “On 
Immortalizing of the Victory of the Soviet People in the Great 
Patriotic War of 1941–1945,” which was enacted into law by 
the presidential decree of May 19.26 This law contains an anti-
fascist clause: 

Article 6. Fight against the Manifestations of Fascism. 
The resolute fight against the manifestations of fascism 
shall become a major government policy in the Russian 
Federation, aimed at the Immortalizing of the Victory of 
the Soviet people in the Great Patriotic War. The Rus-
sian Federation commits itself to take all necessary 
measures to prevent the establishment and activities of 
fascist organizations and movements on its territory. 
Any kind of fascist symbols shall be prohibited for use 
in the Russian Federation as offensive to the multi-
ethnic people of the country, and in the memory of the 
human losses sustained during the Great Patriotic War. 

The ban on “fascist” organizations was included in the law 
without providing a definition of the term “fascist.” At the 
same time, there is a considerable body of literature on this 
issue and public debate in 1995 showed that there is no single 
understanding of this term within Russian society, and as a 
result the word is being thrown around very carelessly.  Re-
gardless of personal views on this issue, it should be clear 
that this term  cannot be of practical value for the law en-
forcement bodies. 

The ban of nazi symbols “of any kind” was also left without 
explanation. It was not clear whether it covered all symbols 
used by German nazis or all other similar symbols as well. 
The former meaning seems to be more applicable. Thus, a 
major precedent of a direct and specific legislative ban was 
established. However no sanctions were provided in this arti-
cle, and neither was the standard reference to “the current 
legislation” made. The latter, however, did not even exist un-
til the introduction of the new Administrative Code in late 
2001 (see below). 

The guidelines of 1995 were further developed in Federal 
Law “On the Election of State Duma Deputies of the Fed-
eral Assembly of the Russian Federation,” passed on 
June 24, 1999.27 

                                                           
25 With respect to the 1999 parliamentary campaign see: N. Mikhailovskaya, 
“Elections-99: Electoral Associations of Nationalist Patriotic Creed (Including 
Imperial) on TV” in Nationalist Patriots, Church and Putin (Moscow, 
“Panorama,” 2000). 
26 Compiled Statutes of the RF (1995, # 21, p. 1928). 
27 Compiled Statutes of the RF (1995, # 26, p. 3178). 
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Article 34 of the said law regulates the name and emblem of 
an electoral association, stating that the symbols of the latter 
“should not insult or denigrate state symbols of the Russian 
Federation, Subjects of the Russian Federation or other 
states, their religious symbols or national sentiments, and 
shall not violate generally recognized moral norms.” The ref-
erence to the symbols of other states deserves special notice. 
In the case of nationalist patriots, this ban clearly reduced 
their opportunities in regard to the symbols of, for example, 
the United States and Israel. Generally speaking, this ban was 
not worded very precisely, but in this specific case the issue 
was to be addressed in the first instance not in court but by 
the electoral commissions, which had the right to reject those 
symbols they believed to be unlawful. Decisions of electoral 
commissions could obviously be contested in court, but in the 
rush of an election campaign, this created a very significant 
impediment.  

There was also Article 60, “Inadmissibility of the Misuse of 
Law during Election Campaigning,” which reproduced the 
standard set of bans related to campaign calls and advertis-
ing. (The only outstanding, though not really significant fea-
ture, was the ban on “war propaganda,” which was similar to 
the previous laws, and not “aggressive war propaganda” as 
introduced in the new Criminal Code.) 

This same article made the electoral commission responsible 
for filing a request with a court of law for canceling the reg-
istration of a relevant candidate or party list, should there be 
a violation of this article’s provisions. In the case of other vio-
lations, the commission had the right to issue a warning no-
tice and decide on the cancellation of registration on its own. 
The problem was that this rule made it more difficult to stop 
abusive practices in the area of campaign advertising than in 
other areas. 

THE CRIMINAL CODE 

The new Criminal Code28 was signed into law on June 13, 
1996, and enacted on January 1, 1997. It differs in many ways 
from the old code, in particular, regarding the type of of-
fenses relevant to the topic of this book. It is worth noting 
that those articles which have the most bearing for this re-
port were previously dealt with in the section on “state 
crimes,” somehow implying “political crimes,” but in the new 
code they are grouped in the section “crimes against constitu-
tional order and state security.”  

The formula “based on ethnic, racial, religious hatred or en-
mity” as an aggravating circumstance was extended from 

                                                           
28 Compiled Statutes of the RF (1996, # 25, pp. 2954, 2955). 
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homicide to other crimes, for example, to “intentional inflic-
tion of medium injuries” and “torture.” It also appeared in the 
general list of aggravating circumstances given in Article 63, 
Section “f” of the General Part. This clause is very important, 
as it allows prosecution on a regular basis the cases of various 
assaults and other offences motivated by ethnic or religious 
xenophobia. 

Article 74 of the previous RSFRS Criminal Code has been 
broken down into two distinct articles. One deals with actual 
discrimination, and the other — with xenophobic propaganda.  

Article 136, “Violation of the Equal Rights and Freedoms of 
People as Citizens and Human Beings,” has been expanded to 
include the elements of “race, ethnicity, language, … religious 
believes, convictions and membership in public associations.” 
It provides for a fine of 200 to 500 minimum wages or an im-
prisonment for a term of up to two years.   

Since the second section of this article deals with the same type 
of offence, differing only in that it is committed by “a person 
using his official position,” it should be inferred that the first 
section pertains to the actions undertaken by private individu-
als. It is this section of Article 136 that has puzzled a lot of “or-
dinary” readers of the Criminal Code. How can a private indi-
vidual violate the “equality of rights”? In fact, this is entirely 
possible. This article certainly does not concern political activ-
ists, but rather those individuals who hold managerial positions 
in business. Some examples might be the denial of a job, lay-
ing-off, and the systematic denial of a contract (just imagine 
here a xenophobic administration of a street market). But radi-
cal political activists could also fall under Article 126, when, for 
example, they would attempt to actually deny somebody access 
to a place or kick somebody out (that was, by the way, the 
primary goal underlying the attacks against non-Russian ven-
dors in the street markets), etc. 

Article 282, “Incitement of Ethnic, Racial or Religious En-
mity,” has been formulated as follows: 

1. Actions aimed at stirring up ethnic, racial or religious 
enmity, the abasement of ethnic dignity as well as the 
propaganda of exclusivity, superiority or inferiority of 
citizens based on their religion, or ethnic or racial af-
filiation, provided that such actions have been commit-
ted in public or by using mass media – 
shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of five hun-
dred to eight hundred times the minimum wage or the 
amount of a wage or salary or any other income of the 
convicted person over a period of five to eight months or 
with parole for a term of up to three years or by a 
prison term of two to four years. 
2. The same deeds committed: 
a) by using violence or with the threat of violence; 
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b) by a person using his or her official position; 
c) by an organized group – 
shall be punishable by a prison term of three to five 
years. 

Several changes have been made in this article compared to 
the corresponding article in the RSFSR Criminal Code. Firstly, 
the word “intentional,” that often helped national superiority 
advocates escape punishment, has been dropped. Secondly, it 
has narrowed the circle of punishable offences and now per-
tains only to those acts that have been committed in public or 
through the mass media, thus decriminalizing domestic racism 
and nationalism. Thirdly, the second section was added and 
covers acts committed by organized groups, and hence is ap-
plicable to radical nationalist patriots. Compared to Article 74 
of the old Code, Article 282 is more precise in defining the 
corpus delicti. 

Also, Article 148, “Obstruction of the Exercise of Freedom of 
Conscience and Religion,” has been added. “Illegal obstruction 
of the activity of religious organizations or performance of 
religious ceremonies” is now punishable by a fine of up to 200 
minimum wages or  two-months of summary income, or pub-
lic works for a period of up to one year, or confinement for 
up to three months. 

This rule could be quite applicable to the numerous incidents 
when Russian Orthodox radical nationalists hindered, or tried 
to hinder, religious processions or other religious ceremonies 
organized by other religious orders.  

It is sometimes not clear which of the available articles (136, 
148 and 282) has been violated. However this, in and of itself, 
is not a serious obstacle to the administration of justice. 

Article 205, “Terrorism,” has been enlarged, when compared 
to the corresponding article of the old Code, by the addition 
of the threat of a terrorist act. This is important for the pur-
poses of our discussion. Radical nationalist groups are not al-
ways capable of committing a terrorist act, but given the psy-
chological features of their activists, they are quite capable of 
threatening to commit a terrorist act. Use of firearms is now 
treated as an aggravating circumstance. Article 277, “Attempt 
on the Life of a State or Public Official,” providing for a pun-
ishment of 12 to 20 years imprisonment, life imprisonment or 
capital punishment has been retained. 

Article 208, “Organization of Illegal Armed Forces or Partici-
pation in Such,” has introduced different liability for the or-
ganization of an illegal military unit (from 2 to 7 years in 
prison) and simple participation therein (up to 5 years in 
prison or a lesser term). Earlier (see above), simple participa-
tion was not regarded as a criminal offence. Thus, the new 
Criminal Code has introduced a new and very important 
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clause. Crimes committed by such a military group have been 
removed from this article, since they are being dealt with in 
other articles. 

A similar distinction has been made with regard to the liability 
under Article 209, “Banditry” (the only difference is that a 
lesser sentence is now available, i.e., 8 or 10 years), and Article 
212, “Rioting” (4 to 10 years and 3 to 8 years correspondingly). 

Article 212 contains the following important provision: 

“Calls for active insubordination in response to the lawful 
demands of the authorities, calls for mass riots and calls for 
violence against citizens – 

shall be punishable by parole for a term of up to two years, 
by a jail term of two to four months or by a prison term of 
up to three years.” 

For the first time, calls for violence have been defined as a 
criminal offence. The fact that this rule is part of Article 212 
does not limit its applicability in any significant way, since the 
legislature’s intent here was clearly to view such calls as the 
cause of riots and not make the liability conditional on the 
actual consequences of the violent actions. Section 3 of Article 
212 is quite applicable to numerous written and oral state-
ments of radical nationalists. 

Article 210, “Organization of a Criminal Community (Criminal 
Organization),” has become a major innovation in the new 
Criminal Code. 

1. The establishment of a criminal community (criminal 
organization) for the purpose of committing crimes or 
grievous crimes as well as the leadership of such a 
community (organization) or structural subdivisions 
thereof, as well as the creation of an association of or-
ganizers, leaders or other representatives of organized 
groups for the purpose of preparing plans and condi-
tions to commit crimes or grievous crimes —  
shall be punishable by a prison term of seven to fifteen 
years with or without confiscation of property. 
2. Participation in a criminal community (criminal or-
ganization) or in an association of organizers, leaders or 
other representatives of such organized groups – 
shall be punishable by a prison term of three to ten years 
with or without confiscation of property. 
3. The deeds envisaged under Sections 1 or 2 of this Ar-
ticle committed by a person with the use his or her offi-
cial position – 
shall be punishable by a prison term of ten to twenty 
years with or without confiscation of property. 

As far as our subject matter is concerned, this article has re-
placed and expanded Article 72 of the old Criminal Code. It 
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should be noted that the category of “crimes or grievous 
crimes” includes criminal offences provided for in Article 205 
(terrorism), Section 1 of Article 208 (organization or command 
of an illegal military unit), Article 209 (banditry), Section 1 
and Section 2 of Article 212 (rioting, with respect to organiza-
tion or direct involvement only), Article 209 (seizure of power) 
and Article 279 (mutiny). Thus, under Article 210, calls for 
simple participation in radical nationalist groups or promotion 
of nationalist or xenophobic ideas can not be regarded as 
criminal offences. 

It is noteworthy that the new Code has kept Article 239, 
“Organization of an Association Infringing upon the Liberties 
and Rights of Individuals,” which differs from the old Code 
by raising the upper limit of punishment for participation in 
such associations and making the corresponding propaganda. 
The punishment has been raised from one year in prison to 
two years. 

The article dealing with the desecration of graves has been 
enlarged and rephrased. Article 244 has been enlarged by 
Clause “b” —  “motivated by ethnic, racial or religious hatred 
or enmity, directed against a sculpture or an architectural 
structure dedicated to the struggle against fascism or the vic-
tims of fascism, or the burial places of participants in the 
struggle against fascism” — which along with premeditated 
acts committed by a group, stipulates a prison term of up to 
three years. 

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS DISCUSSED IN 1994–1999 

LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVES OF THE PRESIDENT AND STATE DUMA 

DEPUTIES IN 1994–1997 

FIRST ATTEMPTS AT INTRODUCING THESE BILLS 

The idea of a special “anti-fascist” law was discussed 
throughout 1994 in the State Duma Committee on Public As-
sociations and Religious Organizations, under the chairman-
ship of a communist deputy, Viktor Zorkaltsev (he is still 
heading this Committee in the 3rd Duma). The bill was initi-
ated by a “Russia’s Choice” member of the Committee, Alla 
Gerber. In the meantime, the 1st State Duma witnessed re-
current debates on the issue of fascism. The debate showed 
that some nationalist deputies (Alexander Nevzorov and a 
number of LDPR (Liberal Democratic Party of Russia) mem-
bers, including Vyacheslav Marychev, Vitaly Zhuravlev and 
Yuri Kuznetsov) preferred to use the term “fascism” in refer-
ence to democratic publications and politicians, as well as to 
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Zionists.29 The ideological differences existing at the time sig-
nificantly hindered the passage of the bill. To be more pre-
cise, the process was hindered by V. Zorkaltsev personally, 
whose faction was probably afraid that this law could be, in 
the future, turned against all of the opposition, including the 
Communists, and not just marginal radical nationalists, whom 
the Communists viewed, at best, as unpleasant allies in their 
confrontation with the “Yeltsin regime.” Disagreement in the 
Committee prohibited working out a single version of the bill. 
The parliamentary hearings on this issue, conducted on Feb-
ruary 14, 1995, did not help to rectify the situation.  

The President submitted his version of the bill on June 7, 
1995 addressed to the Speaker of the State Duma.30 The 
presidential bill introduced to the Criminal Code such new 
crimes, as mutiny, propaganda of fascism and organization of 
fascist associations and groups. A recommendation was made 
to amend the Administrative Code with an article about the 
demonstration of fascist symbols and paraphernalia. Special 
anti-fascist amendments were also recommended for the 
Criminal Code article on the desecration of graves or monu-
ments, as well as to Federal Law “On Mass Media.”  

Article 74(2),  “Organization of Fascist Associations and 
Groups,” was formulated as follows: 

Organization of a public association or group of indi-
viduals, that use the theory and practices of fascism as 
the basis for their activities and pursue as their goal the 
creation of a totalitarian state or world order by estab-
lishing the supremacy and superiority of a certain race 
or nation, intolerance, constraints on freedoms and op-
pression of individuals on social, racial, ethnic or reli-
gious grounds, or active involvement in the activities of 
such associations and groups– 
shall be punishable with a prison term of 2 to 4 years 
with confiscation of property or without it. 
The same actions committed repeatedly or by an official 
abusing his official position —  
shall be punishable with a prison term of 3 to 7 years 
with confiscation of property. 

This time, serious criticism can be voiced against the very 
disposition of the article. It its not clear what is meant here 
by fascism. It can hardly mean classical Italian fascism. Pre-
sumably this article is using the definition of fascism devel-
oped by the Academy of Science at around the same time. 
That definition was apparently intended to be used as an offi-
                                                           
29 For more details see: Ye. Mikhailovskaya, “Federal Assembly: Russian 
Parliament as the Mirror of Public Consciousness” in A. Verkhovsky, Ye. 
Mikhailovskaya, V. Pribylovsky, Nationalism and Xenophobia in Russian 
Society. (Moscow: 1998, pp. 140–143). 
30 Document # Reg-775 of June 7,1995. Working Archive of the Committee 
on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

78 

cial definition. However, the Russian Academy of Science is 
not authorized to give legal definitions. Soon this definition 
was forgotten, and there was no other definition to be used in 
court proceedings. The term “totalitarian order” used in the 
Criminal Code is equally obscure. The notion “totalitarianism” 
has raised as much debate in society as the notion “fascism.” 
The general disposition of the article is hardly applicable in 
practice, since it is not clear how to prove the “direction” of 
activities of a group, if its is not plainly stated in its program 
documents. 

However, the most ineffectual of all is Article 74(3), “Propa-
ganda of Fascism,” which offers various examples but again 
fails to provide any definition of this notion.  

The amendment to Article 229 is somewhat more precise. 
“Desecration of monuments and architectural structures dedi-
cated to the struggle against fascism or victims of fascism, 
graves of fighters against fascism, with fascist symbols and 
paraphernalia.” This offence is punishable by a five-year term 
in prison with optional confiscation of property. While it is not 
clear what symbols and paraphernalia should be termed fas-
cist (we intend to elaborate more on this issue further in the 
text), but from the court’s perspective, it was quite obvious 
that fascism in relation to monuments and graves meant na-
zism and fascism that opposed the Soviet Union in World War 
II. Thus it is not surprising that this passage was later incor-
porated into the new Criminal Code, adopted in 1996, while 
the obscure reference to symbols was dropped.  

The same unclear notions of “paraphernalia and symbols” 
have been included into Article 193 of the Administrative 
Code, “Demonstration of Fascist Paraphernalia and Symbols.” 
This offence can lead to a fine in the amount of one to five 
minimum wages, and a repeat offence within one year is pun-
ishable by a fine of 10 to 20 minimum wages or an adminis-
trative arrest for up to 15 days. Strangely enough, this article 
(although without division into sections) was later included in 
the new Administrative Code. 

And finally, Article 4 of Law “On Mass Media,” dealing with 
limitations on freedom of speech, had to be amended by the 
phrase about propaganda of “fascism and other forms of po-
litical extremism.” 

The Presidential Administration was quite content with this 
bill (in late 1998, Mikhail Kasyanov wrote the following about 
it: “this is the most legally sound and accurate bill in the area 
of fighting against extremism. Nevertheless, as we know, the 
bill was rejected. Surprisingly, no one is concerned with this 
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bill now.”),31 but it was not well received in the State Duma. 
The attitude towards this bill was similar to the one towards 
the famous Decree #310 of March 23, 1995, “On Measures to 
Ensure Concerted Efforts of the Government Bodies in the 
Fight Against Acts of Fascism and Other Forms of Political 
Extremism in the Russian Federation.” The bill got tabled in 
the Committee on Legislation and the President was not per-
sistent enough in its promotion. According to Yevgeni 
Proshechkin (the then deputy of the Moscow City Duma and 
chairman of the Moscow Anti-Fascist Center), the presidential 
administration decided that it would be preferable if this bill 
would be introduced by someone other than the President. 
And that was exactly what followed next.  

On July 5, 1995, the plenary meeting of the State Duma had 
to consider four versions of the bill: one sponsored by 
V. Zorkaltsev, the other by Vitali Zhuravlev (LDPR fraction), 
the third — by Andrei Nuikin (Russia’s Choice), and the last 
one sponsored by Yevgeni Proshechkin (this version was en-
dorsed by the Moscow City Duma and introduced to the State 
Duma as a legislative initiative of a regional government). 
During the presentation of the bills, A. Nuikin withdrew his 
bill in favor of Ye. Proshechkin’s bill. Zorkaltsev stated that 
the draft of Zhuravlev32 — “is pretty close to the one I am 
bringing to your attention today.” Zhuravlev, though, did not 
agree with this comment.33 

Various media have reported on the debate that took place on 
July 5, 1995.34 Essentially, deputies from the faction of LDPR 
rejected the very idea that fascism could exist in modern Rus-
sia and, on this basis, demanded that the bill be withdrawn. It 
is not clear though why they submitted their own draft in the 
first place. This might be explained by the fact that similar to 
Zorkaltsev’s draft, Zhuravlev’s draft provided for criminal li-
ability for unsubstantiated charges of fascism. It is not clear 
whether such a law could be effectively used for the defense of 
radical nationalists, but it could definitely be very handy in de-
fending the moderate opposition, including LDPR.  

Generally speaking, Zhuravlev’s draft law had a markedly 
journalistic character, without containing any definitions, it 

                                                           
31 Regional Public Foundation “Informatics for Democracy” (INDEM), 
Report “On the Forms and Methods of Countering Political Extremism in 
Russia.”(Moscow: 1998, p.14). 
32 Federal draft law “On the Responsibility for Disseminating Fascist 
Ideology, Political Methods and Organizational Activities of Fascist 
Organizations.”  
33 Minutes of the Plenary Session of the State Duma of July 5, 1995. Bulletin 
of the State Duma (1995, # 115, p. 40). 
34 Ye. Mikhailovskaya, “Federal Assembly. Russian Parliament as the Mirror 
of Public Consciousness” in A. Verkhovsky, Ye. Mikhailovskaya, V. 
Pribylovsky, Nationalism and Xenophobia in the Russian Society (Moscow: 
1998, pp. 143–145); Anti-Fascist Public Foundation Bulletin (1997, #2). 
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nevertheless equated fascism with charges of fascism. Both 
ill-defined fascism and charges of fascism under this bill pro-
vided for equal criminal liability. If this bill had been passed, 
it would not have added anything of essence to Article 74 of 
the current Criminal Code, but would have achieved one of 
the goals stated by its authors in the draft quite openly, i.e., 
“to prevent the dissemination of distorted information about 
patriotism, as well as to deny the opportunity to purposefully 
use a distorted notion of ‘patriotism’ for making charges of 
fascism.”  

On the other hand, the draft law of the Moscow City Duma, 
as well as the one prepared by Nuikin, was aimed against 
political extremism (which is, in our opinion, easier to define 
from the legal point of view), rather than against ill-defined 
fascism (see above comments on Decree #310 and presidential 
legislative initiatives). In any case, as we have already pointed 
out, the Communists and the Liberal-Democrats viewed the 
Moscow City Duma draft law as a threat to their interests, 
especially because their political opponents initiated the bill. 
The motion filed by Igor Yakovenko (“Yabloko” faction) to 
use both drafts of Zorkaltsev and Proshechkin as a basis for 
further development was also rejected.  

The final vote produced a legislative deadlock: 159 votes 
(35%) for Zorkaltsev’s draft, with 27 against and 2 absten-
tions; 107 votes (24%) for the Moscow City Duma’s draft, with 
64 votes against and 1 abstention; and 64 votes (14%) for 
Zhuravlev’s draft, with 46 votes against. The issue was tabled 
and was addressed again only by the new Duma. 

Since the subsequent polemic followed along the same lines 
that were defined in the bills of Zorkaltsev and Proshechkin, 
we feel it is necessary to give more detailed comments on the 
their contents.  

THE DRAFT LAWS OF YEVGENI PROSHECHKIN  

Proshechkin’s draft law35 was aimed at setting specific limita-
tions on the activities of public organizations and mass media, 
which were only briefly touched upon in Zorkaltsev’s bill. The 
bill recommended closure, by a court’s decision, of those or-
ganizations and mass media outlets that were proven to be 
extremist. Under this bill, the right to start a legal action was 
given not only to the prosecutor’s office or the Ministry of 

                                                           
35 Draft law of the Moscow City Duma “On the Ban of Extremist Public 
Associations.” See: A. Verkhovsky, A. Papp, V. Pribylovsky, Political 
Extremism in Russia (Moscow: 1996, pp. 82–83); The draft law was approved 
by the Moscow City Duma Decision #38 of May 24, 1995, and later 
introduced in the State Duma. See: Document #8-22-2836/5 of June 15, 
1995. Working Archive of the Committee on Public Associations and 
Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
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Justice, but to public organizations as well, which was a sig-
nificant novelty. The following definition was suggested as the 
basis for recognizing an organization as being extremist. 

Article 1. 
Under this law, those public organizations that are en-
gaged in any of the following activities, shall be re-
garded as extremist organizations. 
1. making public calls for the establishment of a dicta-

torship in Russia, i.e., a system of government, 
which would eliminate all political and civil rights 
of Russian citizens; 

2. making public calls for forcible change of the 
constitutional order or seizure of power; 

3. setting up military units; 
4. conducting  propaganda of war in any form; 
5. making public statements about the intention to limit 

the rights of the citizens of the Russian Federation 
on a social, racial, ethnic, language or religious basis; 
instigating social, racial, ethnic, language or religious 
enmity; 

6. representing goals, ideals or other differentiating 
features with the use of symbols, historically associ-
ated with the national-socialist regime of Germany 
and fascist regime of Italy; making use for these 
purposes of swastika in any of its modifications; 

7. voicing public approval of national-socialist, fascist 
or any other totalitarian regimes; denying the crimes 
committed by such regimes and justifying their 
leaders and politics. 

NOTE: Public associations should be found guilty of the 
activities listed in Article 1 of this law if those activities 
were conducted following the decision of its leading bod-
ies or its leader, entitled under the charter documents to 
determine policy or to speak in the name of the public 
association. 

The draft law also provided the following amendment to Ar-
ticle 72(1) of the Criminal Code: 

The organization of an extremist association, as well as 
the leadership thereof shall be punished by a prison term 
of up to five years or a fine of up to 40 minimum 
wages or a penalty under Articles 70 through 74 of the 
present Code. 
Active participation in the activities of an association, 
mentioned in the first section of this article, shall be 
punishable with a prison term of up to three years or a 
fine of up to 20 minimum wages or a penalty under Ar-
ticles 70 through 74 of the present Code.36 

                                                           
36 Bill “On Changes and Amendments to the Criminal Code of the Russian 
Federation.” See: A. Verkhovsky, A. Papp, V. Pribylovsky, Political 
Extremism in Russia (Moscow: 1996, p. 83). 
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Recognizing an organization as “extremist under Proshech-
kin’s bill” was rather easy. To be recognized as such, it had to 
have been proven that an organization’s official activities (in 
the sense of the Note to Article 1 of the bill) met the qualifi-
cation criteria given in the definition on at least one of the 
seven counts. Most of the counts pointed to activities that 
were either criminally punishable or banned under current 
legislation. Thus, the dissolution of an organization involved in 
wrongful activities would be lawful, and quite in line with the 
newly adopted Federal Law “On Public Associations.” The bill 
though did not attempt to remove the uncertainty about a 
number of the definitions (for example, “instigation of en-
mity” or “propaganda of war”) which were commonly used in 
current legislation. 

Nevertheless, Proshechkin’s bill introduced four significant 
novelties.  

Firstly, Cluase 1 of Article 1 classified as illegal all public calls 
for the establishment of a dictatorship. Such a ban was ab-
sent from the existing legislation. Essentially, this article in-
troduced a prohibition on propaganda calling for a change of 
the constitutional order, including a peaceful change.  

Secondly, Clause 6 and Clause 7 presented a new rule, which 
prohibits any positive reference to the experiences and even 
symbols of the Nazi Germany or Fascist Italy. These clauses, 
though, did not contradict similar clauses of the bill intro-
duced by Zorkaltsev. Two points are noteworthy in Proshech-
kin’s bill: a separate ban on the swastika “in any of its modi-
fications,” apparently going beyond those used by the nazis, 
and a ban on the denial of the crimes of totalitarian regimes. 
This bill also introduced a very vague notion of “national-
socialist, fascist or any other totalitarian regimes.” In modern 
Russia there is absolutely no agreement on what regimes 
should be classified as totalitarian. 

Thirdly, the bill refrained, purposefully, from mentioning the 
deliberate character of the activities. This is only natural, 
since none of the actions listed in Article 1 of the bill could be 
done unintentionally. In this part, the bill was strikingly dif-
ferent from the obsolete (and soon afterwards, eliminated) 
notion of “intent” given in Article 74 of the Criminal Code. 

And fourthly, the bill provided for a shortened procedure of 
dissolution/closure of involved association/mass media outlets 
compared to the provisions of the legislation on public asso-
ciations and mass media. Under the then active (and still now 
active) legislation, dissolution/closure had to be preceded by a 
duly served warning. But Proshechkin’s bill bypassed the 
warning stage with regard to organizations and provided for 
a possibility of such action with regard to mass media outlets 
(Article 5 of the bill, dealing with the mass media, is not quite 
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precise in this respect). Such an approach was quite out-
standing, given the relevant legislation.  

Leaders and “active participants” of extremist organizations 
(the authors for some reason omitted the mass media here!)  
were to be tried, after making relevant amendments to the 
Criminal Code, on the mere basis that their organization had 
been recognized as extremist. The bill did not stipulate any 
severe punishments — even the leaders could be penalized 
with a fine. The bill instead emphasized the principle of the 
inevitability of criminal prosecution of the core members of 
an extremist organization. Proshechkin’s bill could not address 
all the existing problems. For example, it did not say a word 
about how to deal with an unregistered extremist public asso-
ciation. Nevertheless, a systematic enforcement of this draft 
law, if it had been adopted, would have been much easier 
than the enforcement of the then active Criminal Code arti-
cles, since Proshechkin’s bill gave clearer formulations. A 
formal suit filed by an entity, like the Anti-Fascist Center of 
Proshechkin, backed by the documents of the radical nation-
alist groups, which often provide plenty of quotations that fell 
under Article 1 of the bill, would be quite enough. 

It should be noted here that the bill introduced by the Mos-
cow City Duma was the first relatively adequate attempt to 
implement in Russian legislation a ban on organized propa-
ganda activities, “which promote or instigate racial discrimi-
nation,” as provided for in Article 4 of the International Con-
vention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimina-
tion.  This approach was later followed in the subsequent bill 
as well. 

A question might arise about the possibility of broad inter-
pretation of Article 1, which might lead to the prosecution of 
moderate communist-patriotic opposition organizations, in-
cluding LDPR and KPRF (Communist Party of the Russian 
Federation) along with outright extremists (in the sense of 
Article 1). It should be admitted that such a possibility really 
existed: LDPR could easily become liable due to numerous 
public statements of its leader, and KPRF could be held liable 
for the “justification” of the crimes committed by the Soviet 
regime. It is quite obvious that the bill could have been 
amended in such a was as to preclude or significantly limit 
any potential misuse of the law, but the communist-patriotic 
majority of the State Duma decided that it would rather 
block the bill entirely.  

Discussion of the above-mentioned bills was carried over into 
the 2nd State Duma.37 

                                                           
37 For the details of this discussion see: Ye. Mikhailovskaya, “Federal 
Assembly. Russian Parliament as the Mirror of Public Consciousness” in 
A. Verkhovsky, Ye. Mikhailovskaya, V. Pribylovsky, Nationalism and 
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LDPR faction withdrew its proposal and consistently de-
fended its position to drop the discussion of the special anti-
fascist and anti-extremist bills altogether.  

The remaining drafts of Proshechkin and Zorkaltsev were 
taken for discussion on April 3, 1996, just twenty minutes be-
fore the lunch break. The first draft reviewed was Proshech-
kin’s bill. Because the communist-patriotic majority had not 
changed its attitude towards the bill during the year that had 
passed since its first introduction, the bill was promptly and 
resolutely rejected with 255 votes against, and only 35 votes 
for, with 2 abstentions. 

Moreover, just before the lunch break the Duma seconded 
V. Zhirinovksy’s motion not to give the floor to the second 
reporter. Thus Zorkaltsev’s bill was postponed for a while. 

Some time later, the Moscow City Duma made a new attempt 
to introduce Proshechkin’s bill in the State Duma. But by that 
time Zorkaltsev’s bill had already been rejected and on June 
19, 1997, the State Duma decided with 241 votes not to put 
the bill on the agenda. 

In the meantime, the Moscow City Duma (also at the initia-
tive of Yevgeni Proshechkin) attempted to introduce changes 
into the Criminal Code. 

On May 24, 1996, the Moscow City Duma passed Resolution 
#46,38 “On Initiating the Introduction of Amendments to Article 
74(1) of the Criminal Code under the Heading ‘Justification of 
Crimes Committed by National-Socialist, Fascist and Other Re-
gimes, Involved in the Acts of Genocide and Other Activities 
that have been Condemned as Criminal by International Crimi-
nal Law.’” The suggested amendment read as follows: 

Public justification, approval, glorification or denial and 
gross diminishing of the crimes of national-socialist, 
fascist and other regimes that had been involved in acts 
of genocide, military crimes, crimes against peace and 
humanity, as well as public glorification and attempts to 
justify the leaders of such regimes that have been called 
criminal by the decisions of international tribunals,  
shall be punishable with a prison term of 2 to 4 years 
with the confiscation of property or without such, or 
with a fine equal to 25 to 100 minimum wages with the 
confiscation of property or without it.  
The same actions accompanied by the use of mass media 
or production and/or distribution of printed, cinema-, 

                                                                                                                     
Xenophobia in the Russian Society (Moscow: 1998, pp. 152–154); Anti-Fascist 
Public Foundation Bulletin, (1997, #2) gives the fullest and most accurate 
coverage.  
38 Resolution. Document of June 13, 1996 Inc. #1.1-4292. Working Archive of 
the Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the 
State Duma. 
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photo-, audio-  and video materials of the same con-
tents,  
shall be punishable with a prison term of 2 to 5 years 
with the confiscation of property or without it or a fine 
equal to 25 to 150 minimum wages with the confiscation 
of property or without it. 
The actions provided for in the first and second sections 
of this article and committed repeatedly, by an organ-
ized group or an official using his official position,  
shall be punishable with a prison term of 3 to 7 years 
with the confiscation of property and a prohibition to 
occupy certain positions or engage in certain activities  
for a  period of up to 5 years or indefinitely. 

This proposal was based on the legal experience of similar 
bans, existing in a number of western countries, and could be 
viewed as a continuation and development of the Nuremberg 
tribunal law provisions and, as such, had a small chance for 
success. Apparently, the time chosen for the introduction of 
this amendment was very inappropriate: the State Duma 
started discussing the new Criminal Code and it was too late 
to amend the old one. 

On February 19, 1997, the same amendment was introduced 
by Resolution #13 of the Moscow City Duma,39 now Article 
282(1) of the new Criminal Code. 

The Legal Department quite rightly pointed out in its re-
view40 that the legal inconsistencies of many of the terms 
used in the text, such as “international criminal law,” “re-
gime,” “gross diminishing,” etc. It also highlighted the mis-
takes made in the definition of sanctions (especially with re-
gard to the confiscation of property). Furthermore, the Legal 
Department recommended being more precise in the defini-
tion of the scope of actions presenting a threat to society and 
thus, leading to penal consequences.  

The State Duma Committee on Legislation and Legal Reform 
in its meeting of April 21, 1997,41 approved of the negative 
review given to the proposal42 and recommended rejecting it. 
The Committee found that the activities covered by the pro-
posal already fall under Article 282 of the Criminal Code. It 
also pointed out that if those activities are not aimed at the 
instigation of ethnic or religious strife, they remain within the 

                                                           
39 Document #8-22-1327/7 of March 14, 1997. Working Archive of the Committee 
on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
40 Document #2.2-15/1898 of May 16, 1997. Working Archive of the Committee 
on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
41 Resolution. Document of April 21, 1997, signed on October 9, 1997. 
Working Archive of the Committee on Public Associations and Religious 
Organizations of the State Duma. 
42 Legal review. Document #3.1. Working Archive of the Committee on 
Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
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scope of ideological pluralism and freedom of speech guaran-
teed by the Constitution. In other words the Committee chose 
not to follow the footsteps of the Western democracies in the 
continuation of the Nuremberg trial cause.  

The position taken by the Committee on Legislation and Legal 
Reform could have been contested (given the interesting colli-
sion existing around this issue in Western Europe), but the 
legislative proposal of the Moscow City Duma failed to gener-
ate any significant support and the proposal was rejected in 
the plenary meeting on October 29, 1997. Fifty- six deputies 
voted for the proposal, 172 — against and one abstained. It 
should also be taken into consideration that the vote was 
taken only a few days after the “anti-extremist” presidential 
Decree #1143 (see below), which outraged the State Duma. 

In its Resolution43 of October 15, 1997, the Moscow City Duma 
came out with another legislative initiative aimed at amend-
ing the Criminal Code with Article 282(2), “On Criminal Li-
ability for the Use of Nazi Symbols in the Russian Federa-
tion,” which reads as follows: 

Public use (i.e., demonstration in the streets and other 
public places, as well as in companies and organizations) 
of nazi symbols (i.e., pictures, swastika, fasciae, banners, 
badges, uniform or its paraphernalia, salutation gestures 
and so on, and so forth, which reproduce in any form 
the corresponding symbols used by the National-Socialist 
Party of Germany and Fascist Party of Italy)  
shall be punishable with a fine of 25 to 100 minimum 
wages or correctional  works for a period of two to six 
months.  
The same actions accompanied by the use of mass media 
or production and/or distribution of printed, cinema-, 
photo-, audio- and video materials of the same contents,  
shall be punishable with a fine of 100 to 500 minimum 
wages or parole for a period of up to two years, or an 
imprisonment for a period of up to one year. 
The actions provided for in the first and second sections 
of this article and committed repeatedly or by an official 
using his official position,  
shall be punishable with a fine of 500 to 1000 minimum 
wages or a prison term of 1 to 3 years. 
NOTE: The activities, provided for in this article, shall 
not be regarded as criminal, if the nazi symbols are used 
in  anti-fascist public gatherings (meetings, rallies, exhi-
bitions, etc), as well as in artistic or scientific publica-
tions, in movies and other materials which condemn 

                                                           
43 Resolution of the Moscow City Duma # 73 of October 15, 1997, “On the 
Legislative Initiative of the Moscow City Duma on the Draft Federal Law 
‘On the Introduction of Amendments to the Criminal Code of the Russian 
Federation,’” Vedomosty of the Moscow City Duma (1998, #1, pp.152–154). 
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fascism, or depict historical realities and are not aimed 
at promoting fascism. 

The new article could be viewed as an attachment to the 
amendments to Federal Law “On Public Associations,” which 
were submitted simultaneously with the current amendment 
and were aimed at banning “the negation or justification of 
fascist crimes, as well as the use in any form of nazi symbols 
or propaganda” (see more on this below). 

The Legal Department in its review of the proposal44 agreed 
that a gap existed in the legislation, which occurred as a re-
sult of the ban on nazi symbols in Federal Law “On Immor-
talizing of the Victory of the Soviet People in the Great Pa-
triotic War of 1941–1945.” The authors of the review ex-
pressed their concern that all the activities described in the 
proposal should qualify as criminal, rather than administra-
tive offences. Moreover, as the new Administrative Code, con-
taining a corresponding article, was adopted in the first read-
ing on July 20, 1997 (although it was eventually signed into 
law only on December 30, 2001!). Some minor criticism was 
leveled at various inconsistencies contained in the proposal, 
for example, the absence of an appropriate amendment to the 
Criminal Procedure Code.  

After that, the proposal went to the Committee on Legislation 
and Legal Reform where it was tabled. The probable cause of 
the ill fortunes of the Moscow City Duma legislative proposals 
of October 15, 1997, could be attributed to the fact that their 
author, Yevgeni Proshechkin, lost his seat in the Moscow City 
Duma in December 1997 elections and the newly elected City 
Duma did not have an appropriate replacement to lobby for 
these proposals. 

VIKTOR ZORKALTSEV’S BILL  

The bill prepared by Viktor Zorkaltsev was titled “On the 
Ban of Fascism Propaganda in the Russian Federation.” Arti-
cle 2 of the first version of the text,45 introduced in 1995 (see 
above), defined fascism as “an ideology and practice of domi-
nation of some nations and races over others that results in 
the infringement of the rights and freedoms of citizens, and 
the establishment of a cult of cruelty and violence.” It went 
on as follows:  

                                                           
44 Document #2.2-15/2878 of February 26, 1998. Working Archive of the 
Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State 
Duma. 
45 Draft law “Federal Law ‘On the Ban of Fascism Propaganda in the Russian 
Federation.’” Working Archive of the Committee on Public Associations and 
Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
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“The propaganda of fascism implies public justification and 
spread of the ideology and practices of fascism in the mass 
media, through public rallies, pickets, meetings, as well as 
public use of fascist symbols and paraphernalia, printed, video 
and audio materials, glorifying fascism.”  

Article 4 contained an unqualified ban of fascism. 

The above definition of fascism is hardly satisfactory and is 
more applicable to aggressive nationalism and racism. Incon-
sistencies in the terminology would hardly provide for the 
successful enforcement of the law, but it should be admitted 
that a law banning the propaganda of aggressive nationalism 
is also quite necessary. This definition also incorporated the 
idea of banning “fascist symbols and paraphernalia,” though 
no attempt was made to define them. 

Section 2 of Article 4 contained a separate ban on “the distri-
bution in public places of materials rehabilitating the fascist 
leaders, clearing them of the blame for genocide and other 
crimes against peace, humankind and humanity.” Such a ban 
by itself could be quite adequate, for example, in the legal 
practices of Western Europe, but if we agree with the defini-
tion of fascism given in this bill, then “fascist leaders” would 
soon turn into nationalist leaders and conqueror-heroes of all 
times. This could hardly have been the original intention of 
the bill. 

An important part of the bill was Article 3, which put some 
limitations on the prohibitions contained in Article 2. These 
limitations are essentially quite sound and we will give them 
here in full: 

The ban on the propaganda of fascism should not limit 
such freedoms of citizens as the freedom of speech and 
conscience, mass media, public processions and other 
public gatherings, organization into public associations, 
disclosure and expression of public opinion. 
The present law does not extend to science, literature, art 
and other creative efforts, if they are not aimed at the 
justification or spread of fascism, but rather at its study 
and objective coverage. 
Personal views can not be subject to a prohibition. 
Public associations, government bodies and local authori-
ties, as well as the citizens of the Russian Federation can 
use information of fascist origin if it is not meant for 
mass communication and thus will not contribute to the 
propaganda of fascism. 

The meaning of the phrase that says that a ban on a certain 
type of propaganda shall not infringe on freedom of speech 
and other freedoms is not quite clear. Most likely, it is merely 
wishful thinking.  
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Certainly, a ban on political propaganda must not, ideally, put 
any limitations on science and art, but it is extremely difficult 
to clearly distinguish between a political text and a piece of 
literature. The authors of the bill seemingly tried to outline 
the limitation, but it is very unlikely that the formulation 
given in the bill would be understood equally by everyone. 
We do not attempt to lay the blame for this on the author. 
This issue is an extremely difficult problem to solve, if it can 
be solved at all under present Russian circumstances, when 
there is no consensus on this issue either within society in 
general, or, as a consequence, within the judicial community. 

Responsibility for the propaganda of fascism in the absence of 
other punishable offences can occur only after the citizen or 
public association involved has been served a written warning 
by a local law enforcement authority (Article 7). Under Arti-
cle 8, liability of public associations and mass media is to be 
governed by the corresponding laws, but the bill did not rec-
ommend any amendments to those laws. A citizen could be 
sentenced by a court ruling to confiscation of the propaganda 
media, a fine of 50 to 100 minimum wages or an administra-
tive arrest for a period of up to 15 days. It should be empha-
sized that unlike the presidential or Moscow City Duma’s 
bills, Zorkaltsev’s bill did not stipulate criminal punishment. 

Various limitations on anti-fascist activities made up an im-
portant part of the bill. It is understandable that Article 6 
pointed out that forcible or unlawful opposition to fascism is 
prohibited. But the meaning of Section 3 of Article 4 is not 
that clear. It reads as follows:  

“Officeholders incur liability or disciplinary action for un-
foundedly calling a public action an act of the propaganda of 
fascism, while ordinary citizens or legal entities wrongfully 
blamed of fascism shall receive monetary compensation for 
the moral and material damage in accordance with the cur-
rent legislation of the Russian Federation.” 

It is quite obvious that those who have been wrongfully ac-
cused can file a civil claim, but the introduction of personal 
responsibility for officials is clearly aimed at curbing their 
anti-fascist activity. It is hard to judge whether the measures 
suggested by the bill were really justified, but their political 
underpinning was eye-catching — to defend the opposition 
against polemical accusations of fascism.  

If we disregard apparent inconsistencies, the bill as a whole 
was aimed at creating an instrument of soft pressure against 
radical nationalists, while at the same time providing protec-
tion to moderate nationalists. From the standpoint of counter-
ing radical nationalism, the creation of an additional instru-
ment of pressure would be a boon. The soft nature of the 
mechanism was supposed to be viewed as a positive counter-
weight to the harsh, but ineffective, provisions of Article 74 
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and other relevant articles of the Criminal Code. Compared to 
the bill of the Moscow City Duma, the soft character of 
Zorkaltsev’s bill is perceived as an unwillingness to put more 
pressure on radical nationalists (most likely, because of politi-
cal considerations, but also for the sake of protection of hu-
man rights and freedoms). Article 6 of the bill, which pre-
scribed to oppose fascism primarily by persuasion, seemed to 
be particularly at odds with reality. 

The Legal Department of the State Duma gave its approval 
to the bill,46 although it made a number of critical remarks 
primarily concerning the most obvious inconsistencies of the 
text like “the promotion of the practices of domination … by 
means of public processions.” It pointed out the inadequate 
definition of fascism and brought the following definition pro-
vided previously by the Russian Academy of Sciences as an 
example. 

Fascism is an ideology and practice proclaiming the su-
periority and exceptionality of a nation or race and aim-
ing at the instigation of ethnic bias. It is based on dis-
crimination against members of other nations, denial of 
democracy, establishment of a leaders’ cult, introduction 
of violence and terror for the suppression of political ri-
vals and other forms of dissent, and the justification of 
war as a means of solving problems between nations. 

It was recommended to rephrase the ban on the rehabilitation 
of fascist criminals in the following way:  

Public distribution of materials rehabilitating nazi (fas-
cist) military criminals, exonerating them from the re-
sponsibility for the crimes committed against peace, 
military crimes and crimes against humanity as defined 
in Article 6 of the Charter of the International Military 
Tribunal, which is an integral part of the Agreement be-
tween the governments of the Union of the Soviet So-
cialist Republics, United States of America and the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
and the Interim Government of the French Republic on 
the legal prosecution and punishment of the main mili-
tary criminals of the European counties of the Axis, 
signed in London on August 8, 1945, and as defined in 
Article 1 of the Convention of November 26, 1968 “On 
the Inapplicability of Time Limitations for Military 
Crimes and Crimes against Humanity,” shall be prohib-
ited. 

The above recommendations of the Legal Department seem to 
be quite sound. The same should be said about the reference 
made for the need to provide amendments to the whole range 
of affected laws. 

                                                           
46 Document #2.2-15/487 of May 17, 1996. Working Archive of the Committee 
on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
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An objection was raised against administrative punishment 
for the propaganda of fascism. Pointing out the fact that the 
Criminal Code already contained some articles which “deal to 
some extent with the propaganda of fascism,” the Legal De-
partment spoke in favor of criminal liability, provided that 
the sanctions would not be less than those provided for by 
Articles 71 and 74 of the Criminal Code. 

It was also recommended to add an article on international 
cooperation in the area of locating and punishing military 
criminals of World War II.  

On July 5, 1996, the bill prepared by Viktor Zorkaltsev was 
finally submitted for the second reading practically without 
any changes. In his statement, Zorkaltsev stressed that his bill 
did not provide for any sanctions against organizations, and 
also linked the danger of fascism with Western influence and, 
surprisingly, with the so-called “totalitarian sects.”47 This en-
sured the highest level of support for the bill: 272 votes for, 
with only 2 against, and 2 abstentions. 

The above considerations of the Legal Department of the 
State Duma were later reiterated one way or another by the 
Legal Department of the Federation Council,48 the Russian 
Cabinet of Ministers,49 the President,50 and the Constitutional 
Court.51 The President, in his turn, also pointed out the ideo-
logical narrowness of the draft. Firstly, the preamble wrong-
fully stated that the ideals of freedom were cherished in the 
Soviet Union in the decades after the war, and secondly, the 
draft was aimed at fighting against only one type of extrem-
ism, while there is a need to fight against extremism in all of 
its forms. The presidential review of the draft was strictly 
negative, while the reviews prepared by other government 
bodies were moderately negative. The experts of the Consti-
tutional Council stated that such a law was practically useless 
and maintained that amendments to the specific existing laws 
could be of a greater value (meaning in this particular case, 
the Administrative Code). They also thought it necessary to 
emphasize that the real goal of the draft was “to divert at-
tention from other equally dangerous manifestations of ex-
tremism [i.e., totalitarianism] like, primarily, Leninism-
Stalinism. In fact, propaganda supporting any kind of totali-
tarianism should have been banned…” 

                                                           
47 “State Duma. Transcript of the Plenary Meetings for 1997. Spring 
Session.” Bulletin of the State Duma (1997, #37, pp. 56–58). 
48 Document #08-709 of August 15, 1996. Working Archive of the Committee 
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Similar amendments were also received from the State Duma. 
The Committee on Ethnic Affairs (chaired by Vladimir Zorin, 
from the “Russia Our Home” faction) recommended to “intro-
duce a ban not only on the propaganda of fascism, but also on 
the propaganda of totalitarianism, nationalism, chauvinism 
and other ideologies akin to fascism.”52 Deputy Speaker of the 
State Duma, Mikhail Yuriev, insisted on changing the admin-
istrative liability to criminal liability.53 Some of the reviews 
were pretty neutral, dealing primarily with technical amend-
ments. 

The Committee on Geopolitical Issues headed by a prominent 
leader of LDPR, Alexander Mitrophanov, prepared a very 
short review calling the concept of the draft infelicitous. The 
Committee recommended returning the draft for further de-
velopment. 

The Legal Department continued to maintain54 that the bill 
required further development in cooperation with the law 
enforcement bodies. It repeated concerns stated in the previ-
ous review (see above) and extended the list of technical in-
consistencies.  

Nevertheless, the bill was taken for the second reading on 
February 12, 1997. It is noteworthy that the reading was con-
ducted without any discussion. The amendments recom-
mended by the Committee on Public Associations and Reli-
gious Organizations proceeded smoothly and the bill received 
298 votes for, with only one vote against.  

Indeed, the bill had been revised substantially on many 
counts, which had raised most vociferous objections, although 
the Committee had turned down some of the amendments.55 
We shall highlight here those amendments that, in our opin-
ion, are the most significant.  

The definition of fascism was rewritten and reads as follows 
(Article 1 of the revised bill): 

“The ideology and practice proclaiming the domination and 
pre-eminence of some races and nations with the discrimina-

                                                           
52 Document #3.18-620 of June 21, 1996. Working Archive of the Committee 
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tion of the others, as well as the cult of cruelty and violence, 
infringement on the rights and freedoms, terror against po-
litical opponents.”  

It was not a significant improvement after all. 

“Glorification of fascism” now had to be intentional. This 
could be considered a step backwards, compared to the article 
on the instigation of ethnic enmity in the Criminal Code.  

Obscure “fascist leaders” (the actions of whom one was pro-
hibited from exonerating), were transformed into, under-
standable for a court, “fascist (nazi) military criminals.” The 
responsibility for the “unfounded calling of a public action an 
act of the propaganda of fascism” was expanded to all citi-
zens, while the specific contents of such responsibility were 
reduced to a reference to the criminal and administrative law. 
It rendered this portion of the bill more consistent, but totally 
meaningless, since it did not recommend any amendments to 
the active legislation. In fact, it was reduced to a mere politi-
cal declaration. 

The article dealing with countering fascism, on the contrary, 
was stripped of its declarative nature and became a clever, 
though not very specific, rule: federal and regional govern-
ment bodies and local self-government bodies shall “cooperate 
with public associations and citizens that fight against the 
propaganda of fascism by providing them with assistance and 
support.” 

But the procedure for prosecution (Article 5 of the revised 
version) has been watered down completely.  

If the activities undertaken by the citizens contain the 
elements essential to the propaganda of fascism, as 
stipulated by Article 1 of this federal law, the law en-
forcement bodies must draw up a protocol of an admin-
istrative infraction.   
The cases of fascist propaganda shall be heard by the 
judges of district (city) courts. 
The operations of public associations or mass media 
engaged in the propaganda of fascism should be sus-
pended and prohibited or terminated and stopped in 
due course, as provided for by the legislation of the 
Russian Federation. 

At the same time, the bill brought in line only statutory acts 
with the future law, not other laws. If other laws were left 
out of the process, it would make bringing ordinary citizens, 
public associations or mass media to account for the “propa-
ganda of fascism” practically impossible. 

By the time the bill went into the third reading, it had seen 
only minor, editing, alterations. The Legal Department con-
tributed a fresh portion of technical objections, noting that 
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the previous objections had not been met.56 This time, though, 
the Legal Department also objected to the rule that provided 
for banning materials that rehabilitated nazi war criminals. 
For some reason, its was claimed that such “activities fall un-
der the propaganda of fascism.”  

It is hardly thinkable though that the sudden rejection of 
the bill in the third reading on March 21, 1997, could be at-
tributed to the customary negative review of the Legal De-
partment. On that day, LDPR deputies, supported by Ana-
toly Greshnevikov (from the moderate nationalist patriotic 
group “Narodovlastye” within the State Duma) and KPRF 
member, General Albert Makashov, came out again with 
sharp criticism of the anti-fascist law as such. Although no 
new arguments were spelled out, the outcome of the vote 
was much more modest: “for” — 119 deputies, “against” — 
87, abstained — 3. Thus, given that less than half of the 
listed deputies had participated in the vote, the bill was re-
jected. Vladimir Ryzhkov stated that the “Our House Rus-
sia” faction considered the bill half-baked and asked for its 
return into the second reading stage. This motion gathered 
only 178 votes. Then, following the motion of deputy Ana-
toly Lukyanov (KPRF), which was seconded by Ryzhkov, 
the bill was finally returned to the first reading, i.e., back to 
square one. 

It could be assumed that the softness and “feebleness” of 
Zorkaltsev’s bill (compared to the more specific and harsher 
drafts of the Moscow City Duma) did not suit the pro-
presidential wing of the State Duma (since the presidential 
amendments had not been taken into account). And the mere 
existence of such a bill did not suit the most radical commu-
nist-patriotic groups.  The votes of moderate communists and 
“agrarians” failed to reverse the situation.  

THE PRESIDENTIAL COMMISSION ON COUNTERING POLITICAL 

EXTREMISM  

While the State Duma was immersed in a heated debate, the 
presidential administration did not pay much attention to the 
issue of political extremism. Nevertheless, on October 27, 1997, 
the President signed Decree #1143 “On the Presidential Com-
mission on the Issue of Countering Political Extremism in the 
Russian Federation.”57 The decree in fact acknowledged the 
need for  preliminary research of the situation and develop-
ment of a more effective plan, in order to “ensure the coordina-
tion of government bodies in the fight against the manifesta-
tions of fascism and other forms of political extremism.” 
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This goal was to be achieved by setting up a Commission, 
which according to the Rules enacted by Decree #1143, was 
responsible for analyzing the problem and participating in the 
development of draft laws, decrees, etc. The Commission was 
to meet at least once every three months and to establish an 
expert council. 

The said decree approved the following membership of the 
Commission: 

1. S. Stepashin — Minister of Justice of the Russian 
Federation (coordinator of the Commission); 

2. V. Gustov — Member of the Federation Council of the 
Russian Federation Federal Assembly (subject to 
agreement); 

3. V. Zorkaltsev — Chairman of the State Duma Com-
mittee on Public Associations and Religious Organiza-
tions (subject to agreement); 

4. N. Kovalev — Director of the Federal Security Ser-
vice of Russia; 

5. V. Kokov — Deputy Chairman of the Federation 
Council of the Russian Federation Federal Assembly 
(subject to agreement); 

6. M. Komissar — Deputy Head of the Administration 
of the President of the Russian Federation; 

7. Kulikov — Deputy Prime Minister of the Russian 
Federation — Minister of Internal Affairs of the Rus-
sian Federation; 

8. O. Kutaphin — Chairman of the Presidential Com-
mission on the Issues of Citizenship; 

9. Laptev — Chairman of the State Committee on the 
Printed Media of Russia; 

10. Loginov — Head of the Presidential Administration 
Department on the Issues of Internal Policies (execu-
tive secretary of the Commission); 

11. V. Ryzhkov — First Deputy Chairman of the State 
Duma of the Russian Federation Federal Assembly 
(subject to agreement); 

12. E. Sevostyanov — Deputy Head of the Administration 
of the President of the Russian Federation. 

The membership of the Commission highlights the effort to 
coordinate the activities of various agencies, the heads of 
which became members of the Commission. The Ministry of 
Justice, headed at the time by Sergei Stepashin, became the 
leading government agency in the fight against extremism. 

The State Duma was naturally represented in the Commission 
by Viktor Zorkaltsev, while the Federation Council, not yet 
affected by the issue of political extremism, was to be repre-
sented by two of its members, subject to further agreement. 
Other government officials on the commission were Andrei 
Loginov, who was included by virtue of his official position 
(and even became executive secretary of the Commission) and 
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Evgeny Sevostyanov, a higher-ranking official of the presi-
dential administration than Loginov (and also an active par-
ticipant in the democratic movement of the late 1980s).  

However, with Sergei Stepashin as its coordinator, such an 
impressive Commission remained in limbo. Incidentally at 
about the same time, a presidential decree of December 17, 
1997,58 was approved, supporting the Concept of National Se-
curity of the Russian Federation where nationalism was men-
tioned only in relation to nationalistic separatism as a source 
of terrorism and a threat to the territorial integrity of the 
country. 

The only significant achievement of Stepashin’s Commission 
was the organization of a conference “Political Extremism in 
the Russian Federation and Constitutional Means of Fight 
Against It” (held on March 31 — April 1, 1998); although 
nothing new came of this conference.59 

The situation drastically changed as a result of Presidential 
Decree #808, signed on July 6, 1998.60 Under the decree, Ku-
likov, who had by that time lost his ministerial position, was 
removed from the Commission and the new Minister of Jus-
tice, Pavel Krasheninnikov, was appointed coordinator of the 
Commission. His appointment to the Commission marked a 
considerable increase in the activity of the Commission and of 
the Ministry of Justice in those areas that are of special inter-
est to us. 

On August 10, 1998, the Cabinet introduced to the State 
Duma the previously prepared bill “On the Ban of Nazi Sym-
bols and Literature.” (The bill could not be highly assessed. 
See below for more detailed discussion of this and other bills.) 
The Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organi-
zations, chaired by Viktor Zorkaltsev, rejected this bill in 
early December of 1998. 

In early December of 1998, the Regional Public Foundation 
“Informatics for Democracy” (INDEM Foundation set up in 
October 1997 by former presidential advisor Georgy Satarov, 
who had been dismissed from his position on September 16, 
1997) prepared a report with the active support of the presi-
dential administration. INDEM’s Vice-President, Mikhail 
Krasnov, headed the project, issuing a final report titled “On 
the Goals and Means of Countering Political Extremism in 
Russia.”61  

                                                           
58 Compiled Statutes of the RF (1997, #52, p.5909). 
59 See: Materials of the Conference “Political Extremism in the Russian 
Federation and Constitutional Means of Fight against it” of March 31– April 
1, 1998. (Moscow, 1998). 
60 Compiled Statutes of the RF (1998, #28, p.3337). 
61 There are several versions of INDEM’s report. One was handed out in 
December 1998 by the Internal Policies Department of the Presidential 
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In all likelihood, INDEM’s experts exerted considerable influ-
ence on the Commission’s work in late 1998 and early 1999. 
The Commission and its Expert Council, headed by Oleg Ku-
taphin, gave initial approval for the development of the bill 
“On Countering Political Extremism” (see below). 

On June 4, 1999, the Cabinet introduced this bill to the Duma 
along with the bill “On Amendments and Changes to the Leg-
islative Acts following the adoption of Federal Law ‘On Coun-
tering Political Extremism’” (see more on these bills below). 

The government agencies, whose jurisdictions overlap when 
dealing with the vast area of political extremism, also became 
more active. However, as in 1995, in the end, everything was 
reduced to issuing departmental rules to “pay special atten-
tion to the manifestations of fascism and other forms of po-
litical extremism.” This quotation, for example, is present lit-
erally both in Order #10 of January 22, 1999, issued by the 
head of Federal Service of Television and Radio Broadcasting, 
and in Order #13 of February 3, 1999, of the Chairman of the 
State Committee of the Russian Federation on the Printed 
Media.62 The latter even provided for the creation of a special 
working group. It is quite obvious though that such orders 
had a very short-lived impact. 

The activities of the Ministry of Justice, the main driving 
force of the Commission, were not very effective either. Nev-
ertheless, on February 19, 1999, the Board of the Ministry of 
Justice approved of the draft “1999–2000 Federal Program 
for Countering Political and Religious Extremism in the Rus-
sian Federation” and submitted it for the Cabinet’s considera-
tion. This program, however, was rejected. After the tragic 
events of July 13, 1999, when an assailant, named Nikita 
Krivchun, nearly killed the director of the Jewish Cultural 
Center, Leopold Kaimovsky, inside the Moscow Choral Syna-
gogue, the Minister of Justice, Pavel Krasheninnikov, ordered 
to draft an “anti-extremist agreement” between public asso-
ciations.63 But such a document has never been developed. On 
August 17, 1999, Pavel Krasheninnikov was discharged from 
his post following the sacking of the entire Sergei Stepashin 
Cabinet.  Yuri Chaika, who until then occupied the position of 

                                                                                                                     
Administration to the members of the Commission and its expert council. It 
was titled as follows: “Report: On the Goals and Means of Countering 
Political Extremism in Russia. Moscow, INDEM Foundation, 1999.” The 
second version (abridged) was published in the Barrier magazine (“On the 
Goals and Means of Countering Political Extremism in Russia,” Barrier 
(1999, #1)). The full version of the report has not been published anywhere 
but exists in the archives of INDEM and the Author. Quotations in this text 
are taken either from the version dated December 1998 and marker 
INDEM-1, or the full version, marked INDEM-2.  
62 Author’s archive contains copies of these orders. 
63 “Ministry of Justice is Developing an Anti-Extremist Document,” Izvestia 
(July 21, 1999). 
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acting Prosecutor General, was appointed the new Minister of 
Justice and became, ex officio, the new coordinator of the 
Commission on Countering Political Extremism. 

The Commission’s membership was revised by Decree #1521 
of November 1464 as follows:  

1. Yu. Chaika — Minister of Justice of the Russian 
Federation (coordinator of the Commission); 

2. V. Zorkaltsev — Chairman of the State Duma 
Committee on Public Associations and Religious 
Organizations (subject to agreement, appointed 
executive secretary of the commission); 

3. V. Kokov — Deputy Chairman of the Federation 
Council of the Russian Federation Federal As-
sembly (subject to agreement); 

4. B. Kuznetsov — First Deputy Chairman of the 
State Duma of the Russian Federation Federal 
Assembly (subject to agreement); 

5. V. Kulakov — Head of the Chief Educational 
Department of the Armed Forces of the Russian 
Federation; 

6. O. Kutaphin — Chairman of the Presidential 
Commission on the Issues of Citizenship; 

7. M. Lesin — Minister of the Russian Federation 
for the Affairs of the Press, TV, Radio and Mass 
Media; 

8. Loginov — Head of the Presidential Admini-
stration Department on the Issues of Internal 
Policies; 

9. V. Makarov — Deputy Head of the Administra-
tion of the President of the Russian Federation; 

10. V. Mikhailov — Minister for the Federative and 
Ethnic Affairs of the Russian Federation; 

11. N. Patrushev — Director of the Federal Security 
Service of Russia; 

12. V. Pivnenko — member of the Federation Coun-
cil of the Russian Federation Federal Assembly 
(subject to agreement); 

13. Rozanov — Deputy Prosecutor General of the 
Russian Federation (subject to agreement); 

14. V. Rushailo — Minister of Internal Affairs of 
the Russian Federation; 

15. V. Surkov — Deputy Head of the Administration 
of the President of the Russian Federation. 

The significance of the changes lay not in the personalities, 
since most of the members joined the Commission ex officio, 
but rather in the relative weight of the different agency rep-
resentation. New members of the Commission included a 
high-ranking official from the Ministry of Defense (Vladimir 
Kulakov), Deputy Prosecutor General (Alexander Rozanov) 

                                                           
64 Compiled Statutes of the RF (1999, #47, p. 5682). 
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and Minister for Federative and Ethnic Affairs (Vyacheslav 
Mikhailov). The position of executive secretary of the Com-
mission went from a presidential administration official, An-
drei Loginov, to the long-time opponent of the executive 
power, Viktor Zorkaltsev. If the inclusion of new officials into 
the Commission was dictated by practical considerations, the 
replacement of the executive secretary, most likely, was 
rooted in politics, i.e., the need to look for a rapprochement 
with the State Duma majority. 

Nonetheless, the new parliamentary elections were to be held 
in just slightly more than one month’s time. The breakdown 
of forces in the new Duma changed dramatically: the com-
munists and patriots lost their majority of the seats and the 
rigid confrontation with the President was over. This opened 
a window of opportunity for a non-confrontational considera-
tion of legislative proposals, including those bills that dealt 
with countering radical nationalists.  

However, the new round of vigorous political life that was 
opened by the 1999 parliamentary campaign and subsequent 
events overshadowed the subject of political extremism for 
quite a long time, which was the main responsibility of the 
Commission. The Commission was not heard from for a 
while, until it was dissolved on April 25, 2001 (together with 
a number of other advisory and consultative bodies under 
the President).65 

A REVIEW OF THE BILLS DISCUSSED IN 1998–1999 

NEW CONSIDERATION OF ZORKALTSEV’S BILL 

In early 1999, Zorkaltsev’s bill was again sent by his Committee 
for review to various government bodies and, quite naturally, 
received more or less the same replies as two years before. 

The first reply was received from the All-Russian Research 
Institute of the Russian Ministry of Internal Affairs.66 The head 
of the institute, major-general of the police force, Alexander 
Gurov (currently one of the leaders of “Unity”), gave his ap-
proval to the bill and recommended merging it with the Cabi-
net’s bill on symbols. But shortly afterwards the Institute of 
State and Law of the Russian Academy of Science67 bluntly 
stated that the bill did not contain any real prohibitions and 
instead was full of tautologies and meaningless declarations. 
The author of the review, Alexander Yakovlev (former presi-
                                                           
65 Compiled Statutes of the RF (2001, #18, p. 1827). 
66 Document #160 of February 23, 1999. Working Archive of the Committee 
on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
67 Document #1-14202-1105/72 of March 11, 1999. Working Archive of the 
Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
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dential representative in the Federation Assembly), recom-
mended  using the formulations of the bill to amend the Crimi-
nal Code with new articles that would deal with “nazi and fas-
cist-type” organizations and the propaganda of fascism.  

It should be noted that by that time the bill had changed 
slightly, primarily in the definitions of Article 1. In any case, 
in March 1999, the Legal Department of the State Duma re-
ceived the bill with the following newly revised definitions 
(that did not change until the end of 2001): 

Fascism means an ideology and practice asserting the 
superiority and exclusiveness of a certain nation or race 
and aimed at the instigation of ethnic enmity, justifica-
tion of discrimination towards representatives of other 
nations, denial of democracy, establishment of a cult of 
personality, use of violence and terror in the suppression 
of political opponents and any other forms of dissent, 
and the justification of war as an instrument for solving 
international problems. 
<…> Fascist symbols and paraphernalia include those 
symbols and paraphernalia, which were used by the Na-
tional-Socialist Labor Party of Germany and Fascist 
Party of Italy and are reproduced today in any of their 
forms and modifications.68 

This definition of fascism is not any worse than many other 
definitions. It defines the notion in the entirety of its elements 
since taken separately they do not yet amount to fascism. 
This conclusion is corroborated in Article 3, which puts a ban 
on “public processions that are aimed at the propaganda of 
fascism and contain all the elements of fascism, as provided 
for in Section 1 of Article 1.” 

From the law enforcement point of view, given the introduc-
tion of an appropriate amendment to the Administrative 
Code, the enactment of this bill would have resulted in a new 
corpus delicti combining several existing elements (instigation 
of ethnic enmity, propaganda of war, etc.) with a number of 
new ones. Therefore, the prosecution of fascism thus defined 
would have become more difficult compared to the current 
Criminal Code, because it would require proving several acts 
simultaneously (see the definition). This would make sense 
only if the punishment under the “fascism article” considera-
bly exceeded punishment under other articles. But instead, 
the bill still offered only administrative punishments. 

The attempt to define symbols was a considerable improve-
ment in the bill, but the specific formulation was not quite 
clear. Viktor Zorkaltsev, most likely, simply paraphrased in 

                                                           
68 Quoted from: Document #3.21-877 of November 16, 2001. Working 
Archive of the Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organiza-
tions of the State Duma. 
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more general terms the formulation given in the 1998 Cabi-
net’s bill on symbols (see below). 

The Legal Department’s reaction to the bill was again quite 
negative.69 Beside technical objections and reminders about 
previously made and unmet objections, it leveled its criticism 
at the definition of fascism, which we have already covered. 
The review recommended replacing it with the one given in 
the Charter and Sentence of the Nuremberg trial. The scope 
of the ban on symbols also raised some objections: the for-
mula of the bill could lead to the prohibition of the red ban-
ner in Russia and the presidential standard of Finland, which 
uses a swastika. 

The Legal Department of the Federation Council added to 
their commentary70 by stating that the propaganda of fas-
cism, as provided for in the bill, is a special case of the activi-
ties already covered in the corresponding articles of the 
Criminal Code and thus, it can not lead under Article 10 of 
the Administrative Code to administrative liability.  

The State Duma Committee on Legislation, headed by 
Zorkaltsev’s fellow party member Anatoly Lukyanov, ap-
proved of the bill in general,71 but nonetheless pointed out 
that there remained a need to submit appropriate amend-
ments to the Administrative Code. Lukyanov was also con-
cerned with the new definition of fascism, but only because 
he did not understand that all the elements of the definition 
should be included in it simultaneously. As a result, the 
Committee on Legislation returned the bill for further devel-
opment despite the generally approving tone of its comments.  

Another fellow communist, head of the Committee on Secu-
rity, Viktor Ilyukhin, was even more critical in his comments. 
In his review, written in an inherently demagogical style,72 he 
complained about the indirect denunciation of a cult of per-
sonality and maintained that Zorkaltsev’s definition of fascism 
would allow the prosecution of opponents of the USA and 
Western Europe. Ilyukhin recommended “a thorough revision 
(of the bill) … in relation to its basic notions.” 

                                                           
69 Review. Document #2.2-15/487 of April 13, 1999. Working Archive of the 
Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
70 Document #5.1-1656 of May 14, 1999. Working Archive of the Committee 
on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
71 Document #3.1-702 of June 01, 1999. Working Archive of the Committee 
on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. 
72 Objections and Recommendations. Document #3.15-1600 of June 07, 1999. 
Working Archive of the Committee on Public Associations and Religious 
Organizations of the State Duma. 
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The Cabinet, meanwhile, also disapproved of the bill.73 Not 
only did it find the definition of fascism too narrow, but it 
was also critical of the definition of fascist symbols. The Cabi-
net recommended adding symbols that are associated with 
historical fascism in the “public opinion of Russians.” But the 
main reason for disapproval was given in the very beginning: 
the Cabinet had already introduced to the Duma its own 
“anti-extremist” bills and thus claimed that “the adoption of a 
bill aimed at fighting against a special case of political ex-
tremism had become less relevant.”  

Thereby Zorkaltsev’s bill entered the same political impasse as 
in 1997 and its author decided against its further promotion.  

AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL LAW “ON PUBLIC ASSOCIATIONS” 

AND THE BILL ON SYMBOLS  

The State Duma started the year of 1998 with a rejection of 
yet another legislative initiative of the Moscow City Duma. 
On October 15, 1997, the Moscow City Duma passed a Resolu-
tion74 on introducing the above mentioned amendments to 
Law “On Public Associations.” 

Two amendments were recommended. The first one provided 
for enlarging the list of limitations on the creation and activi-
ties of public associations, contained in Article 16 of the said 
law, with the following: “denial or exoneration of the crimes 
committed by fascists, as well as the utilization in any form 
and/or propaganda of nazi symbols.” The second amendment 
recommended reducing from two to one the number of notifi-
cations given by the registration authority that provide a le-
gal basis for passing a decision on suspending the activities of 
a public associations.  

The first amendment correlated with the specific limitations 
provided for in the bill of Viktor Zorkaltsev (see above), but 
originated from his political opponents. In their reviews of 
May 1998, both Zorkaltsev’s Committee on Public Associa-
tions and Religious Organizations75 and the Legal Department 
of the State Duma76 pointed out that the first amendment 
was phrased incorrectly from the legal point of view. The ref-
erence to the federal legislation was not precise and the no-

                                                           
73 Official Review. Document #2839p-PZ of June 21, 1999. Working Archive 
of the Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the 
State Duma.  
74 Resolution of the Moscow City Duma #72 of October 15, 1997 “On the 
Legislative Initiative of the Moscow City Duma ‘On the Draft Federal Law’ 
‘On Changes and Amendments in the Russian Federation Law of May 19, 
1995 #82-FZ’ ‘On Public Associations,’” Vedomosti of the Moscow Duma, 
(1998, #1, pp. 150–152). 
75 Review. Document #3.21-305 of May 07, 1998. Author’s archive. 
76 Review. Document #2.2-15/2556 of May 25, 1998. Author’s archive. 
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tions of “fascist crimes” and “nazi symbols” required defini-
tions. These notions were defined somewhat more precisely in 
the new article of the Criminal Code (see above) submitted in 
the same package, but those definitions did not solve the 
problem entirely. The Legal Department also added a more 
powerful argument: the list of limitations given in Article 16 
correlates with Section 5 of Article 13 of the Constitution. 
Any enlargement of this list would not only be contradictory 
to the Constitution, but would also put additional limitations 
on the rights of individuals, and thus change the essence of 
that part of the Constitution that cannot be altered by the 
normal order.  

The second amendment did not raise any objections in both 
reviews, though it did not affect the final verdict of both 
bodies —  the bill was returned for further development.  

The Moscow City Duma refused to revise the bill, instead in-
sisting to put the bill to a vote. Such is the current status of 
the bill.77 

The Cabinet paid attention to the same theme in late 1998, 
within the framework of the recommendations prepared by 
the Commission. Following the Cabinet’s Resolution #1806-ð 
of December 18, 1998,78 Evgeny Primakov sent a letter to the 
State Duma on December 21, 1998,79 which had  the amend-
ments to the same Law “On Public Associations” as an at-
tachment. 

The amendments extended the powers of law enforcement 
bodies, performed under Article 38 of the law, by giving 
them the right to request documents from other government 
bodies, to request various (practically any) documents from 
public associations and even “to receive answers” from the 
activists, and involve outside experts, etc. 

Similar to the Moscow City Duma draft, there was a recom-
mendation to reduce from two to one the number of notifica-
tions necessary for the suspension of activities. 

Under the bill, the right to initiate a legal action for the liqui-
dation of an association was given not only to the Prosecutor 
General and his regional subordinates, in cases of regional 
associations, but also to the Minister of Justice and his 
agency. (This amendment most likely was developed as a re-
sult of the contrast between the inactivity of the prosecutor’s 
office and the activity of the Ministry of Justice in the area of 
countering political extremism. But the formal ground given 
for the amendment was the correction of an apparent incon-

                                                           
77 See, for example, letter of V. Platonov to V. Zorkaltsev, Document #8-18-
1126/0-1 of December 29, 2000. Author’s archive. 
78 Compiled Statutes of the RF (1998, #52, p. 6426). 
79 Document #6096p-PZ of December 21, 1998. Author’s archive. 
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sistency between Article 43 and Article 44 of the said law, 
which probably occurred by mistake.) 

On March 1999, Zorkaltsev’s Committee approved the idea of 
reducing from two to one the number of notifications, but 
was generally negative in its review, protesting against the 
unjustified and ambiguous expansion of the powers of the 
control bodies. In our view, the recommended expansion of 
powers was indeed extraordinary, although this list of powers 
could have been reduced in the course of the bill’s discussion, 
without outright rejection of the bill.  

On April 14, the Legal Department belatedly raised its voice, 
merely making note that it “did not have any objections.”80 

Just about that time Primakov’s Cabinet was dismissed. The 
new Cabinet did not insist on the bill and it was tabled in 
Committee. 

Even before the introduction of the above amendments, on 
August 10, 1998,81 the Cabinet passed Resolution # 1101-ð 
and submitted to the Duma the bill “On Banning Nazi Sym-
bols and Literature” with a letter signed by Sergei Kiri-
yenko.82 The bill stemmed from a similar law of the city of 
Moscow that had been in force since 1997. The goal was to 
refute the declarative and ambiguous accusations against the 
bans and also to escape the fate of the Moscow City Duma 
bill, which had been rejected shortly before (see above). The 
formulation of the bill, however, repeated in many respects 
the amendments to the Criminal Code submitted by the Mos-
cow City Duma (see above). 

Giving an exact definition of the symbols and activities sub-
ject to prohibition is a very complicated task. Thus the au-
thors of the bill tried to provide definitions that could be as 
expandable as possible. The bill is worth being quoted in more 
detail because no better definitions have been formulated 
since then.  

Article 1. 
Production, distribution and demonstration of nazi sym-
bols, literature, audio-, photo-, cinema-, and video prod-
ucts that promote fascism shall be prohibited in the Rus-
sian Federation. The admission of the above goods to the 
territory of the Russian Federation shall be equally pro-
hibited.  
Article 2. 
In the current Federal Law the following notions shall be 
interpreted as follows: 

                                                           
80 Document #04194784.115 of April 14 from the computerized legislative 
support system. Author’s archive. 
81 Compiled Statutes of the RF (1998, #28, p. 3337). 
82 Document #3999p-PZ of August 10, 1998. Author’s archive. 
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Nazi symbols shall constitute banners, badges, uniform 
paraphernalia and salutations, reproduced in any form 
and variation of the symbols, that had been used by the 
National–Socialist Labor Party of Germany and the Fas-
cist Party of Italy, i.e., swastika, fasciae, and salute ges-
tures; 
Nazi literature shall constitute works of the leaders of 
the National–Socialist Labor Party of Germany and Fas-
cist Party of Italy, as well as any other publications jus-
tifying national and racial superiority or exonerating the 
practice of committing military and other nazi crimes 
that had been condemned by the Nuremberg Interna-
tional Military Tribunal, as well as containing calls for 
genocide of ethnic groups or violent acts against indi-
vidual representatives of such groups, and published in 
print or in any other way, including a machine readable 
medium; 
nazi audio-, photo-, cinema- and video-products … shall 
constitute the same; 

Next were given a number of unspecified terms like “produc-
tion” and “distribution.” “Demonstration of nazi symbols… — 
shall constitute public presentation, show, display, portrayal, 
reproduction in the printed media or in photo, cinema and 
video materials of the aforementioned objects, as well as other 
activities, making the symbols available to third persons.” 

Article 3 established an exemption from the prohibition for 
literary and scientific contexts “in materials, condemning na-
zism,” as well as for historical texts “not aimed at the propa-
ganda of nazi ideals.”  

Article 4 made a reference to “the liability under the current 
legislation.” 

The Legal Department of the State Duma reacted promptly 
(in slightly more than one month), by giving a negative re-
view83 to the bill. The review raised objections primarily in 
relation to the layout of the bill. It should be noted that the 
bill had the same formatting as the above-mentioned bill 
submitted later by Primakov’s Cabinet. Most likely this was a 
reflection of the immense difference in the general attitude of 
the State Duma towards Sergei Kiriyenko and his successor 
Yevgeny Primakov. The objections raised by the Legal De-
partment were concerned with essentially the formal aspect 
of the bill (which meant that they could be easily corrected), 
i.e., inconsistencies between the title (dealing with the ban on 
symbols and literature) and the contents (dealing with the 
ban on production, distribution, etc., expanded even to movies 
and other products, which can hardly qualify either as sym-
bols or literature). 
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The Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organi-
zations disagreed with the very concept of the bill, thus de-
fending the concept contained in a broader and less detailed 
bill of Zorkaltsev. The Committee forwarded the bill without 
a review to the Committee on Legislation, headed by Anatoly 
Lukyanov. The latter simply tabled the bill without any in-
tention of submitting it for a plenary discussion. 

THE BILL “ON COUNTERING POLITICAL EXTREMISM” 

Having failed to pass the bill on banning the symbols, the 
Cabinet (headed at the time by Sergei Stepashin, who was also 
a member of the Commission) passed Resolution #855-ð îf 
June 4, 1999,84 submitting to the State Duma (it was the second 
Duma at that time) two more bills, i.e., “On Countering Political 
Extremism” and an accompanying bill “On Introducing 
Amendments to the Legislative Acts with respect to the ap-
proval of Federal Law ‘On Countering Political Extremism.’”  

In the spirit of INDEM’s report, the bill recommended view-
ing extremism as a threat to statehood, needing to be coun-
tered by a special set of measures and, correspondingly, a 
mechanism of coordination between different government 
bodies. The major emphasis was placed on limiting the opera-
tions of public associations, rather than on private individuals. 
In this sense, the bill became a natural successor of the previ-
ous bills of the Cabinet and the Moscow City Duma. 

The definition of political extremism given in Article 3 of the 
bill is in fact a compilation of the existing elements of “ex-
tremist” criminal acts, i.e.: 

activities of public associations or other organizations, 
officials and citizens, aimed at forcible change of the 
constitutional order in the Russian Federation, forcible 
seizure of power or forcible retention of power, violation 
of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Russian 
Federation, organization of unlawful military forma-
tions, instigation of ethnic, racial or religious enmity, as 
well as calling publicly for politically motivated wrong-
ful acts. 

Articles 4 through 10 listed the responsibilities of various public 
and government bodies in the area of countering extremism. 
These articles contained merely a repetition of the rules of the 
existing legal acts, but were aimed at bringing them together 
in a more systematic way (the same principle, for example, was 
applied in Federal Law “On Fighting Terrorism”).  

Article 11, “Major Directions for Countering Extremism,” is of 
a more declarative nature and was apparently added to un-
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derscore the fact that the activities of the government were 
primarily aimed at preventing the development of political 
extremism rather than suppressing it. However this preven-
tive function has not been specified at all. Instead, the bill 
contains an evidently impossible mission, i.e., “the government 
shall create conditions precluding the possibility of the emer-
gence of extremist views in the society.”  

Article 13 of the bill actually states that a public association 
should be considered extremist and be subject to prohibition:  

If it is established that a public association, or its leaders 
and members, with at least one of the leading bodies of 
such association being aware of it, are engaged in ex-
tremist activities using political, organizational, commu-
nications, material or other capabilities of the public as-
sociation, such public association shall be banned by a 
court decision. Continuation of the operations of a pro-
hibited public association entails criminal liability. 

This is a very strict rule. It means that any organization, the 
leading bodies of which just did not pay enough attention to 
the fact that one of its branches got involved in extremist 
activities (in the sense of Article 3 of the bill) can be prohib-
ited. Consistent enforcement of Article 13 would have led to 
an absolute prohibition of all existing radical nationalist or-
ganizations. 

Moreover, Article 14 contains the following provision: 
A public association can be banned by a court’s decision 
if at least one of its branches has been involved in ac-
tivities actionable under this law and furnishing suffi-
cient cause for banning a public association. If a leader 
or a member of a public association makes appeals or 
statements in public about a possibility or advisability of 
forcible change of the constitutional order in the Russian 
Federation, forcible capture or retention of power, viola-
tion of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of the 
Russian Federation, organization of unlawful military 
formations, as well as instigates ethnic, racial or reli-
gious enmity without making a point of expressing his 
own opinion, or if such a person is prosecuted and sen-
tenced for an offence committed by him for political 
purposes and the sentence comes into force, then the 
public association to which such person belongs will 
have to make an immediate and public statement and 
voice its disagreement with those appeals or activities. 
Otherwise such a public association can be banned by a 
court’s decision.” 

This article describes how an association has to distance it-
self from extremist activities of its members (and even its 
leader). However, it leaves some gaps (it is not clear what 
“immediately” and “disagreement” mean in this context), 
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which along with leaving the matter at the court’s discre-
tion create a considerable uncertainty. The intention might 
have been to lessen in this way the harshness of Article 13, 
although any uncertainty in principle can eventually result 
in more severe repression.  

The new law required introducing amendments to the old 
laws. It was recommended to change the formulation of 
unlawful activities given in Article 16 of Federal Law “On 
Public Association,” and replace it with the following defini-
tion from Article 3 of the initial draft law: “The establishment 
and the activities of public associations, whose aims and ac-
tions contain the elements of political extremism, … shall be 
prohibited.” This passage was followed then by the above 
given list, which for some reason lacked “public calls for po-
litically motivated unlawful acts.” 

The probable cause for suspending the operations of an asso-
ciation (Article 42 of the said law) included not only the of-
fences, given in Article 16, but any unlawful acts as well.  

The major amendments however were not about the suspen-
sion of operations, but about liquidation of an association, i.e., 
Article 44 of the said law. Beside the technical corrections (for 
example, violation of Article 16 was replaced here by viola-
tion of laws in general), they reintroduced (see above) the 
idea of liquidation initiated not only by the prosecutor’s office, 
but also by the Ministry of Justice. (If the authors’ intention 
was to bypass the idling prosecutor’s office, they should have 
given all the initiative to the institutions of justice, so the lat-
ter would not be able to “point a finger” at the prosecutor’s 
office.)  

The ban on operations was dealt with as a separate theme in 
Article 44(1). Any association violating “the requirements of 
Federal Law ‘On Countering Political Extremism’” had to be 
banned following a request filed by a prosecutor’s office or 
Ministry of Justice bodies. Importantly, it was equally possible 
to ban a registered as well as an unregistered association. This 
procedure was somehow separated from the liquidation, albeit 
“a ban of a registered public association means its liquidation 
as a legal entity.” Liquidation without a ban was essentially 
applicable to those associations that were being liquidated for 
the violation of other laws. 

The legal ground for the ban, formulated as “violation of the 
requirements,” is not quite precise, but in practice it would 
have, obviously, led to the ban of associations found extremist 
by a court’s ruling under the bill “On Countering Political 
Extremism.”  

The amendments were as vague about the meaning of the 
ban on operations as Federal Law “On Public Associations” 
itself. They did not specify what activities of the members of 
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the banned association would be considered a continuation of 
its operations.  

But then, they transferred the responsibility for these actions 
entirely into the criminal field. For that purpose the bill rec-
ommended canceling Section 2 and Section 3 of Article 41 
that dealt exactly with the responsibility of members of un-
registered associations and were indeed poorly defined. In-
stead it was recommended to amend the Criminal Code with 
the following new article: 

Article 282(1) Management of the Operations of a Public 
Association Banned by a Court’s Decision. 
1. Management of the operations of a public association 
banned by a court’s decision, as well as any actions, 
aimed at the  unlawful recreation of a public associa-
tion, banned by a court decision shall be punished by a 
fine of 700 to 1000 minimum wages or in the amount of 
income for a period of 7 to 10 months, or an arrest for 
the period of 4 to 6 months, or a prison term up to 5 
years.  
2. Active participation in the activities of such an asso-
ciation shall result in a fine of 400 to 700 minimum 
wages or in the amount of income for 4 to 7 months, or 
a prison term up to 3 years.  

The bill also introduced the required amendments to the 
Criminal and Civil Procedure Codes.  In particular the Civil 
Procedure Code was to be amended by an entire Chapter 
24(1), “Cases Regarding Bans on Public Associations.” It in-
cluded both technical and substantial articles. For example, it 
specified that a request for a ban shall be filed either by 
prosecutors or justice officials, or that “a court should verify 
that the elements of political extremism had indeed been pre-
sent in the activities of the public association in question.”  

The bill met serious opposition from the Duma’s Committee 
on Public Associations and Religious Organizations. This oppo-
sition might be explained to a certain extent by the political 
confrontation between KPRF, of which Viktor Zorkaltsev was 
a member, and the Pavel Krasheninnikov’s SPS [Union of the 
Right-Wing Forces] faction (at that time he was a member of 
the movement “New Force” headed by Sergei Kiriyenko). But 
Zorkaltsev’s Committee had some substantial objections to the 
bill as well. 

The Committee maintained that the bill gives a poor defini-
tion of extremism from the legal point of view, does not men-
tion the responsibility of individual citizens not members of 
any associations who do not participate in any mass actions 
(the author of the review imputes the “main extremist activi-
ties” to this category), and gives very broad and ill-defined 
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powers to the executive branch in general and the President 
in particular (although this claim was disputed).85 

The Committee also considered the bill too narrow in its 
treatment of the notion of extremism. The notion wrongfully 
excluded religious extremism (Wahhabites, “religious sectari-
anism,” etc.), some “national-cultural” and “administrative” 
extremism, while containing a lot of ambiguous terms and 
phrases (for example, “identification” of extremism) that 
could lead to abuse of the law. A number of specific objec-
tions were made in relation to individual formulations, for 
example violation of the sovereignty of the Russian Federa-
tion by a public association. The Committee was justifiably 
concerned that the bill might add to the existing legal pres-
sure on registered organizations, while leaving others outside 
of its scope, although some of the arguments used were 
rather odd. For example, it was argued that a blockade of 
parliament (using the recent instance in Macedonia) was not a 
punishable act because it was committed “in the absence of 
lawful and legal ways for the expression of disagreement.”86 

Two conclusions can be drawn. Firstly, the Committee took a 
principal stand in guarding the law “On Public Association” 
that was targeted directly (and some instances indirectly) by 
the bill. Secondly, by criticizing the bill as too ideological, the 
Committee in fact committed the same transgression.  

This opinion was shared by the Committee on Economic Poli-
cies,87 the Committee on Conversion and High Technologies88 
and the Committee on Agrarian Issues,89 which were headed 
at the time by communists and their allies, “agrarians.”  

At the same time, the Legal Department concluded in its 
opinion that the bill “did not contradict the Constitution of 
the Russian Federation and was also in line with Federal Law 
‘On Public Associations’ and other federal statutes. However, 
they pointed out “that many of the bill’s provisions referred 
to other legal acts and as a result did not offer a strong 
mechanism of enforcement for its rules. However, if the bill 

                                                           
85 Review. No date or registration number; most likely related to 1999. 
Working Archive of the Committee on Legislation of the State Duma. 
86 Review. Electronic version taken from the computer of the Committee on 
Public Associations and Religious Organizations of the State Duma. Author’s 
archive. 
87 Document #3.8-1090 of September 29, 1999. Working Archive of the 
Committee on Legislation of the State Duma. 
88 Review. Document #3.25-23-421 of September 30, 1999. Working Archive 
of the Committee on Legislation of the State Duma. 
89 Document #3.10-15/1542 of October 06, 1999. Working Archive of the 
Committee on Legislation of the State Duma. 
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passed the first reading, this weakness might be corrected 
during the preparation of the bill for the second reading.”90 

With these contradicting reviews, the bill was passed for the 
consideration of the Committee on Legislation, but was in fact 
discussed in the new Duma. 

STATE DUMA LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES AND LEGISLATIVE 

INITIATIVES OF THE 2ND
 PRESIDENT OF THE RUSSIAN 

FEDERATION IN 2000–2001 

Vladimir Putin became acting President of Russian on De-
cember 31, 1999, but for quite some time was too busy deal-
ing with various political issues to pay any serious attention to 
the issue of political extremism that had been repeatedly ad-
dressed by his predecessor. This shift of focus was the most 
likely reason for passiveness on the part of the presidential 
administration on this topic.  

The situation changed only after the events of September 11, 
2001. But in line with Putin’s style, the administration did not 
come out with any urgent initiatives. It was only at the very 
end of the year, on December 20, that the presidential repre-
sentative in the State Duma Alexander Kotenkov stated that 
the President was no longer satisfied with the bill on political 
extremism discussed by the Duma and would soon submit a 
new bill on the issue. 

The composition of the 3rd State Duma elected in December 
1999 was notably different from the 1st and 2nd Dumas, both 
in its relationship with the President and in its leadership, 
primarily the heads of the committees. Viktor Zorkaltsev kept 
his chair in the new Duma, while on February 9, 2000, the 
chairmanship of the Committee on Legislation went from 
communist deputy Anatoly Lukaynov to Pavel Krashenin-
nikov, member of SPS faction and former coordinator of the 
Commission on Countering Political Extremism. Accordingly, 
the topic of countering extremism, though overshadowed by 
other more acute political issues, was not totally forgotten.  

OBSOLESCENCE OF PREVIOUS BILLS AND THE PERSPECTIVES FOR 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVES 

The 1998 bill “On Banning Nazi Symbols” had been aban-
doned during the 3rd State Duma. The newly elected Commit-
tee on Legislation, following in the footsteps of its predeces-
sor, did not have a high opinion of the bill and thus did not 
propose it for the chamber’s consideration. 

                                                           
90 Review. Document #2.2-15/5292 of October 19, 1999. Working Archive of 
the Committee on Legislation of the State Duma. 
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The “anti-fascist” bill prepared by Zorkaltsev was tabled as 
well. On April 15, 2001, Sergei Yushenkov (SPS faction) filed 
an official request about the current status of the bill, but 
that was just a short flash of interest towards the bill. Then, 
the President and the Cabinet indicated their growing inter-
est in the problem. Following the lead, Zorkaltsev’s Commit-
tee approved the bill on November 15 and submitted it for 
the consideration of the Duma on the next day.91 However, 
the bill was not taken to the floor in 2001.  

Nonetheless, a number of deputies (including the above men-
tioned Viktor Ilyukhin) initiated a motion to introduce “anti-
terrorist” amendments to Federal Law “On Mass Media.” The 
amendments suggested extending the list of prohibitions con-
tained in Article 4 of the law by adding “propaganda and jus-
tification of terrorism and extremism.” It was also recom-
mended to amend the same article by the phrases “the em-
ployment of mass media shall not be allowed” and “computer 
information networks,” although the meaning of the latter 
term (in all likelihood referring to the Internet) was rather 
ambiguous.  

It was not quite clear how far the ban on “the justification of 
terrorism and extremism” could be expanded. Obviously this 
rule would be quite applicable to a great number of publica-
tions in the radical nationalist press. The phrase has already 
been included in Article 15 of Federal Law “On Fighting Ter-
rorism.” However, the authors of the motion most likely were 
targeting the so-called “Wahhabites,” Chechen separatists 
and the like, rather than radical nationalists.  

This can be derived from the amendment to Federal Law “On 
Fighting Terrorism,” submitted in the same package. It rec-
ommended amending the ban on “propaganda or justification 
of terrorism and extremism” contained in the list of prohibi-
tions for the mass media in Article 15 (to be more precise the 
article reads “dissemination of information shall not be al-
lowed” and the authors of the amendment wanted to include 
here the line “through the mass media or otherwise”), with 
the following words: “as well as statements made by terror-
ists, extremists and other individuals aimed at preventing 
counter-terrorist operations, promoting and/or justifying re-
sistance to counter-terrorist operations in any form.”92 

Given the scope of activities it prohibits, the latter amend-
ment could seriously limit freedom of speech, but would be of 
indirect or marginal importance for curbing the activities of 
radical nationalists. 

Nevertheless, the amendment that was discussed on the floor 
on December 29, 2001, was approved in the first reading with 
                                                           
91 Document #3.21-877 of November 16, 2001. Author’s archive. 
92 Draft #146522-3. Author’s archive. 
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371 votes “for” and only 4 against.  Both the Cabinet repre-
sentative (Andrei Loginov) and the presidential representative 
(Alexander Kotenkov) supported the concept of the bill, al-
though the latter voiced doubts about the feasibility of any 
real limitations on the Internet. Kotenkov also noted that the 
enforcement of the amendment would only be possible after 
the notion of “extremism” was legally defined (see below).93 
(However, the notion of “extremism” was included without a 
hitch in Federal Law “On Fighting Terrorism.”) 

The Committee on Legislation, headed by Pavel Krahsenin-
nikov, made an attempt to submit its own bill “On Fighting 
Political Extremism” along with the package of corresponding 
statutory amendments. But in addition to the already men-
tioned resistance from Zorkaltsev’s Committee, the bill was 
immediately met with a number of other obstacles.  

Firstly, Anatoly Lukyanov, who handed the bill over to Pavel 
Krasheninnikov along with the chairmanship in the Commit-
tee on Legislation, became the head of the Committee on 
Governmental Development and sent a negative review to the 
bill from that Committee.94 The review pointed out that the 
existing statutory rules, primarily in the area of criminal law, 
were quite sufficient. The issue of extremism, they recom-
mended, should be tackled in the spirit of the above men-
tioned and equivocal Statement of the State Duma of March 
19, 1999, “On the Root Causes of Political Extremism.”  

Secondly, the Committee on security, headed by one of the 
leaders of “Yedinstvo” movement, Alexander Gurov, also 
gave a negative review of the bill.95  The authors of the re-
view concluded that the bill did not add anything new to the 
Constitution, the Criminal Code or Federal Law “On Public 
Associations,” claiming that the bill was rather “a political 
declaration” and recommended to reject it. 

Thirdly, the Legal Department this time stated96 that “the bill 
lacked a separate object for legal regulation,” as “extremism” 
by itself did not represent a new offence from the standpoint 
of the current articles of the Criminal Code and the bill did not 
add any new “manifestations of political extremism” to the 
Criminal Code. The rest of the objections were less important, 
or, rather, more easily rectifiable, i.e., that the president could 

                                                           
93 “The State Duma Adopted in the First Reading the Bill, Prohibiting the 
Use of the Mass Media for the Purposes of the Propaganda of Terrorism and 
Extremism,” RossBusiness Consulting Agency Bulletin (December 20, 2001). 
94 Review. Document #3.3-818 of October 05, 2000. Working Archive of the 
Committee on Legislation of the State Duma. 
95 Document #3.15-1715 of September 21, 2000. Working Archive of the 
Committee on Legislation of the State Duma. 
96 Review. Document #2.2-15/1425 of September 21, 2000. Working Archive 
of the Committee on Legislation of the State Duma. 
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not be in charge of the judicial branch or that the bill did not 
contain calculations of the costs for its implementation.  

Fourthly, in the course of 2001, the Cabinet twice asked not 
to take the bill for consideration in a plenary meeting,97 most 
likely due to the massive opposition to the bill. 

And finally, in autumn of 2001, the presidential administra-
tion came out with an idea to prepare a totally new bill that 
would cover both political and religious extremism (although 
the notion of “religious extremism” until then had been used 
solely in the media and was devoid of any legal meaning). The 
intention to prepare a new version of the bill was voiced in 
public on December 20, 2001, by the presidential representa-
tive in the State Duma, Alexander Kotenkov, who character-
ized the bill of Pavel Krasheninnikov as “raw and not meet-
ing current requirement.”98 Indeed the Committee on Legisla-
tion withdrew its bill and on January 10, 2002, the Ministry 
of Justice forwarded to the State Duma a new bill on this 
topic,99 the characteristics of which, however, go beyond the 
chronological scope of this paper.  

THE BILL AGAINST “WAHHABISM” 

To a certain extent, this bill was the result of a legislative 
initiative contained in a resolution of the People’s Assembly of 
the Dagestan Republic of May 25, 2000.100 The Dagestan Re-
public, which already had enacted Republican Law “On the 
Prohibition of Wahhabism or Other Extremist Activities on 
the Territory of the Dagestan Republic,” suggested expanding 
its experience to the rest of the country. 

Two amendments were recommended to this end to the 1997 
Law “On the Freedom of Conscience and Religious Associa-
tions.” The first one made religious groups (i.e., those associa-
tions that do not have the status of a legal entity) responsible 
for notifying government authorities once a year about their 
activities. In the absence of yearly reports for three consecutive 
years the authorities would be entitled to start legal actions to 
“recognize that a particular religious association has discontin-

                                                           
97 This opinion was given to the author by the employees of the Committee 
on Legislation. 
98 Quoted from the RossBusiness Consulting Agency Bulletin (December 20, 
2001). 
99 As of the time this text was being prepared, the bill and its accompanying 
documents (including Decision #72 of the Committee on Legislation îf 
December 26, 2001) were available only on the Internet and could be found 
as of January 22, 2002, on the site “Religious and Organizational Relations” 
at the following address:  
http://www.state-religion.ru/cgi/run.cgi?action=show&obj=1356. 
100 Resolution. Document Inc. #1.1-5088 of June 05, 2000. Author’s archive. 
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ued its activities.” This amendment was most likely aimed 
against clandestine religious groups, but would have been of 
little practical value, because it did not prevent in any way the 
resumption of those activities not requiring registration. 

The second amendment recommended the introduction of a 
new article, Article 14, “Ban on Wahhabism and other Ex-
tremist Activities,” which reads as follows: 

The following activities shall be prohibited on the terri-
tory of the Russian Federation: 
the establishment and operation of Wahhabite and other 
extremist associations (organizations) and religious 
groups, the activities of which are aimed at forcible al-
ternation of the constitutional order, undermining of 
state security, violation of public safety and public or-
der, creation of military formations, propaganda of war, 
instigation of ethnic, racial and religious enmity, en-
croachment on the rights and freedoms of citizens, in-
ducement of citizens to abandon their civil duties under 
the law and to commit other unlawful acts. 

The Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organi-
zation in its review of November 30, 2000, turned in a nega-
tive opinion of the bill.101 It was rightly noted that the list of 
prohibitions contained in the new article is already present 
both in the current law and the Criminal Code and if the rec-
ommended amendment was aimed at regulating anti-state 
activities than it was the purview of a different law. Besides, 
the term “Wahhabism” does not have a universally agreed 
definition in the science of religion [this argument is disput-
able] and is totally undefined in law. Moreover, the Commit-
tee believed that “identification of the so-called “Wahhabism” 
as an unlawful and extremist element in Islam would mean 
that the state views Islam, one of the traditional religious or-
ders in Russia, … as a source of extremism.” 

Leaving aside the issue of whether or not a religious faction 
could be considered extremist in the political sense of the word 
(as well as in the closely associated, legal sense), we believe it 
important to emphasize that the Dagestani statute, as well as 
the corresponding bill, treat the notion of “Wahhabism” in a 
general sense, as it is being used by the mass media and the 
Islamic community of Dagestan. Indeed, there is an ongoing 
confrontation there between the traditional (Sufi) Islamic au-
thorities and the new, fundamentalist groups, called by their 
opponents “Wahhabite.” The new groups do not necessarily 
reject the authority of the Central Religious Agency of Dages-
tan and are not necessarily engaged in extremist activities (in 
the political sense of the word). If the Dagestani version of the 

                                                           
101 Committee’s Decision. Document of November 30, 2000. Author’s archive. 
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“anti-Wahhabite” statute has an apparently unlawful charac-
ter, then bringing this terminology into the Russian law would 
be totally inappropriate, because it would discriminate on the 
basis of religious preferences, or it would introduce a totally 
meaningless rule. 

The debate on this issue flared up during the parliamentary 
hearing on the bills “On Countering Political Extremism” and 
“On Banning Nazi Symbols and Literature” held in the State 
Duma on February 9, 2001.102 Beside the author of this paper, 
only Vladimir Zhirinovsky, surprisingly, shared the position 
against the legal use of the term “Wahhabism.”  Pavel 
Krashninnikov, who acted as moderator in the hearings, was 
of two minds: during the hearings he spoke against prohibit-
ing a specific religious faction, while on April 27, 2001, in 
Dagestan he backed the Dagestani “anti-Wahhabite” stat-
ute.103 On the other hand, the Dagestani lawmakers, who had 
spent about a month with their colleagues in Moscow, devel-
oped second thoughts and started considering a possible with-
drawal of their bill.104  

They did not withdraw their bill after all, but the intensive 
discussion of the bill in the State Duma has stopped since then.  

NEW LEGISLATIVE ACTS 

One of the legislative acts most relevant to this report is Fed-
eral Law “On Political Parties,”105 which was signed into law 
on July 11, 2001, and replaced the corresponding rules of the 
1990 USSR Law “On Public Associations.”106 The major pur-
pose of the said law was to limit the number of electoral asso-
ciations and blocks entitled to conduct election campaigns. 
This purpose was achieved through a combination of requir-
ing that electoral associations must be political parties and 
blocs should be inclusive of political parties (Article 36), on 
the one hand, and the imposition of rigid limitations on the 
size of the parties, on the other hand. 

For example, the requirement of having 10 000 members across 
the country with local branches of at least 100 members in at 
least half of the territories of the federation (Article 3) was 
clearly impossible for all radical nationalist organizations. Even 
the relatively popular and quite moderate LDPR could encoun-

                                                           
102 Minutes of the hearings are available on the site of “Russiki Sbornik” at 
http://rusvladimir.narod.ru and are also present in the Author’s archive. 
103 News from the site “SPS faction in the Duma” (May 03, 2001 — 
http://www.duma-sps.ru/news.html?date=2001-05-03). 
104 D. Lvov, “Wahhabism Won’t Be Banned,” Inostranets, (May 29, 2001). 
105 Compiled Statutes of the RF ( 2001, # 29. p. 2950). 
106 Vedomosti of the Congress of People’s Deputies and Supreme Soviet of 
the USSR (1990, #42, p. 839). 
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ter difficulties in this respect. Moreover, Article 23 prohibits 
dual party membership. It is understandable that the head-
count gives way to all sorts of fraud, but it is equally under-
standable that law enforcement bodies can, if necessary, un-
cover this fraud (and even challenge party membership of 
those, whose membership papers contain errors).  

This limitation alone makes it practically impossible for radi-
cal nationalists to register under the new law even as public 
organizations, not to mention as political parties. To be more 
precise, it might be feasible to obtain the registration but the 
Ministry of Justice would most likely withdraw the registra-
tion in the case of a scrupulous check.  

The said law also contains direct prohibitions, such as those 
contained in Article 9, “Restrictions On the Creation and Ac-
tivity of Political Parties.” It reads as follows: 

1. The creation and activity of political parties whose 
objectives or actions are directed toward achieving a 
forcible change in the fundamentals of the constitutional 
system, violation of the territorial integrity of the Rus-
sian Federation, undermining national security, the for-
mation of military and paramilitary units, incitement of 
racial, ethnic or religious enmity is prohibited. 
2. The inclusion of provisions advocating the ideas of 
social justice in the charters and platforms of political 
parties and the activities of political parties in defense 
of social justice shall not be regarded as incitement of 
societal enmity. 
3. The creation of political parties on a professional, ra-
cial, ethnic or religious basis shall not be allowed.  

In this law, “professional, racial, national or religious basis” 
shall mean the proclamation in the statutes and the program 
of a political party of such objectives as the advocacy of pro-
fessional, racial, national or religious interests and also the 
reflection of these objectives in the name of a political party. 

In addition. Article 6, Clause 1 states that “the name of a po-
litical party, both full and abbreviated, shall not use the 
names of other political parties … which have ceased their 
activity because of liquidation in consequence of violation of 
Clause 1, Article 9 of this Federal Law.” 

Article 6, Clause 5 specifically says that “it shall be forbidden 
for a political party to use a name that offends racial, national 
or religious sentiments.” 

Article 7, Clause 2 indicates that “a political party shall not 
use as its emblem or other symbols the emblems and other 
symbols of … organizations whose activity is banned in the 
territory of the Russian Federation.” (It shall be noted that 
the notion of “a ban on activities” of a public organization has 
not yet been included into the law and exists solely in the 
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drafts. The current Federal Law “On Public Associations” (see 
above) states without further clarification that the activities 
of a liquidated organization are terminated.) 

Article 7, Clause 3 states that “it shall be forbidden to use 
symbols which insult or denigrate the national flag of the Rus-
sian Federation, the national emblem of the Russian Federation, 
the national anthem of the Russian Federation, flags, emblems, 
anthems of the subjects of the Russian Federation, municipali-
ties and foreign states, religious symbols and symbols which 
may offend racial, national or religious sentiments.” 

Article 8 also contained a general ban on the violation of 
rights and freedoms of citizens, as well as a requirement of 
intra-party equality on the basis of nationality. While Article 
23, Clause 10 specifically prohibited denying party member-
ship “on professional, social, racial, national or religious 
grounds.”  

Of course the list of prohibitions is in general similar to that 
contained in Federal Law “On Public Associations” and is no-
tably even more comprehensive.  

Under Article 20, political parties, apart from public organiza-
tions, have to obtain a state registration. The Ministry of Jus-
tice can deny registration (this decision can obviously be ap-
pealed in court) if, for example, “the provisions of the statutes 
of the political party are contrary to the Constitution of the 
Russian Federation, federal constitutional laws, this federal 
law and other federal laws” or “the name and/or the symbols 
of the political party do not meet the requirements of Articles 
6 and 7 of this Federal Law.” 

Control over the activities of political parties is not different 
in principle from that exercised over the activities of public 
organizations, but the procedure for suspending their activi-
ties and liquidation is different.   

Under Article 39, Clause 1, any violation of the law entitles 
the Ministry of Justice to issue a written warning to the po-
litical party, requiring the removal of the violation within a 
two month (or longer) period. If the warning is not appealed 
to a court and the violation is not removed, the activity of the 
political party may be suspended for a period of up to six 
months by a decision of the Supreme Court. If the court has 
not overruled two warnings, the Ministry of Justice is entitled 
to start legal action to suspend the activities of a political 
party (Clause 3). The regional branches operate under the 
same procedures, but the time limit for removing the viola-
tions is only one month (Clause 2). Although the provisions of 
Clause 6 do not allow for the suspension of activities of a po-
litical party since the moment the elections are called, it does 
not apply to the decisions taken under Clause 1 of Article 9, 
i.e., those offences which are most relevant to our topic.  
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If the organization fails to remove the violations during the 
suspension period, the registration body is entitled to apply to 
the appropriate court for the liquidation of the political party. 
Nevertheless, under Clause 3 of Article 41, the Supreme 
Court can liquidate a political party without any prior warn-
ing following an application by the Ministry of Justice based 
on a violation of Clause 1 of Article 9 of the said  law. This 
rule applies (Clause 5) even to those parties that have ob-
tained seats in the State Duma. Article 42 outlines a similar 
provision pertinent to the liquidation of a regional branch of a 
party. 

It can be stated that the law on political parties has created 
enough grounds to prevent the creation and operation of po-
litical parties of the radical nationalist type. 

And finally, on December 30, 2001, the new Administrative 
Code was signed into law.107 (In fact it had been developed 
quite a while ago, but different interests that have no rele-
vance to our topic hampered the adoption of the Code.) The 
new Administrative Code, coming into force on July 1, 2002, 
introduces long-awaited accountability for the use of fascist 
symbols. 

Article 20.3, “Display of Fascist Paraphernalia or Symbols,” 
reads as follows: 

The display of fascist paraphernalia or symbols to 
propagandize such paraphernalia or symbols shall entail 
the imposition of an administrative fine in the amount 
of five to ten times the minimum wage and the confis-
cation of the fascist paraphernalia or symbols or an ad-
ministrative jail term of up to fifteen days with the 
confiscation of fascist paraphernalia or symbols. 

Unfortunately, this article is as clear in its contents as the 
corresponding article of Federal Law “On Immortalizing of 
The Victory of the Soviet People in the Great Patriotic War 
of 1941–1945” (see above). There is no doubt that the 
Administrative Code introduces liability under the prohibitive 
rule of the law, although it does not make it any clearer.  

In the light of unrestrained defense of Russian Orthodoxy by 
some radical nationalist groups, we might also be interested in 
Article 5.26, “Violation of Federal Law ‘On Freedom of Con-
science, Freedom of Religion and  Religious Associations’”: 

1. Obstruction of the exercise of freedom of conscience 
and freedom of religion, including the adoption or rejec-
tion of religious or other convictions, joining the mem-
bership of and withdrawal from a religious association – 
shall entail the imposition of an administrative fine 
upon citizens in the amount of one to three times the 

                                                           
107 “Administrative Code.” Rossiyskaya Gazeta (December 31, 2001).  
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minimum wage and upon officials — in the amount of 
three to eight times the minimum wage. 
2. Insulting the religious sentiments of citizens or the 
desecration of objects, signs and emblems seen as sym-
bols of their beliefs and venerated by them – 
shall entail the imposition of an administrative fine 
upon citizens in the amount of five to ten times the 
minimum wage. 

MOSCOW REGIONAL LEGISLATION.  
THE STATUTE AGAINST NAZI SYMBOLS 

The regional legislation, dealing with countering radical na-
tionalism and political extremism deserves separate notice. 
The most important for federal politics in this respect, to 
date, has been Statute #1 “On Administrative Responsibility 
for Production, Distribution and Demonstration of Nazi Sym-
bols on the Territory of the City of Moscow,” adopted by the 
Moscow City Duma on January 15, 1997. Firstly, the rules of 
this statute became the starting point for the discussion of 
the corresponding federal law, and, secondly, this statute is 
being enforced, although not on a regular basis. 

As of the beginning of 2002, Statute #1 is in force with 
amendments adopted on May 26, 1999, April 25 and October 
24, 2001 (the latter two amendments were of a purely techni-
cal nature). We shall base our comments on the final text of 
Statute #1. 

The purpose of Statute #1, as outlined in its preamble, is to 
fill the gap left as a result of the adoption of the May 19, 
1995 Federal Law “On Immortalizing of The Victory of the 
Soviet People in the Great Patriotic War of 1941–1945,” 
which banned “the use in any form of fascist symbols as 
offensive to the multi-ethnic people of the country and the 
memory of the human losses sustained during the Great Pa-
triotic War,” but did not even roughly establish the ele-
ments of this offence and did not define any penalties for 
this offence. 

The symbols subject to prohibition in Moscow are defined as 
follows in Article 1: 

banners, badges, uniform or its paraphernalia, saluta-
tions and passwords, which reproduce in any form the 
corresponding symbols used by the National-Socialist 
Labor Party of Germany and Fascist Party of Italy: 
swastika and other emblems of state, military and other 
structures which were recognized as criminal by the 
Nuremberg International Tribunal, fasciae, salutation 
gestures, etc., as well as any other symbols and para-
phernalia, resembling those used by the nazis (fascists). 
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It is debatable to what extent a ban on the symbols used by 
organizations that were recognized as criminal in Nuremberg 
is in order. However, it shall be noted that the statute in this 
respect has a very wide scope, covering even “uniform para-
phernalia,” which means probably a ban on the symbols of all 
SS units, the whole list of which is known only to experts. 
Since the symbols are banned “in any form,” even a “resem-
bling” form, then practically any person, having absolutely no 
relationship to nazi ideology, can easily become liable under 
this ban. The wide scope of the statute turned out to be very 
handy for the law enforcement bodies: any depiction remind-
ing a police officer of nazi symbols could entail practical ac-
tions under the law. But the wide scope of the ban means 
selective enforcement, which is both a bad thing in itself and 
also gives grounds to justify official inaction — one cannot, 
after all, base decisions on somebody’s associations. 

Statute #1 is very specific in the description of such notions 
as “production, distribution, demonstration” and even “wear-
ing,” since all of them in respect to the prohibited symbols 
entail administrative liability. The descriptions by themselves, 
as well as their emphasis on detail are quire appropriate here. 
There’s only one objection — it is not quite clear what scope 
of “distribution” is subject to prohibition.  

It is significant that the ban excludes symbols “depicted in reli-
gious articles” (Article 2), and “reproduction of nazi (fascist) 
symbols in feature and scientific films and publications, which 
condemn fascism or display historical events, as well as show 
religious ceremonies and traditions making use of signs of na-
tional heraldry of Russia and other countries, when the sym-
bols cannot be viewed as nazi (fascist) symbols” (Article 3).  

These limitations make a lot of sense but leave some ques-
tions unanswered. It is not clear why it should be allowed to 
use the depictions of swastika in “feature and scientific” pub-
lications, but not in say journalist publications, which should 
have been allowed as well. It would be strange if, for exam-
ple, the followers of Hinduism or Russian Orthodox Church 
were denied the use of swastika, but it is easy to imagine a 
neo-pagan, pro-nazi group using the same swastika for the 
purposes practically indistinguishable of those proclaimed by 
the Russian National Unity organization. Obviously, no law 
could anticipate all specific situations.  

In dealing with this issue, we also encounter a much broader 
problem: freedom of conscience does not specify in any way 
which views in particular qualify as religious. The practical 
activities of new religious movements both in Russian and 
abroad show that some religious views are closely associated 
with politics.   

Under Article 2 of Statute #1, first-time offenders can get 
away with a warning or fine of 20 to 100 minimum wages. A 
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repeated violation of Statute #1 provisions within a year is 
punishable with a fine of 50 to 100 minimum wages. 

It is noteworthy that the fines are not imposed by courts (as 
was provided in the first version of Statute #1), but are ad-
ministered directly by the heads of district police stations 
(Article 4), and 25 per cent of the fines can be used for the 
development of the local police force (Article 5). The aim of 
this procedure is to motivate the police and complicate the 
situation to the maximum for the offender. On the other 
hand, the police can not objectively perceive the hunt for nazi 
symbols as a routine responsibility, like imposition of fines for 
petty hooliganism and other “regular” administrative infrac-
tions. Moreover, a 25 per cent bonus in such a narrow seg-
ment of offences could hardly become a great incentive. Thus 
the practical activities of the police would rather depend on 
the directives of the local authorities. 

A new situation will occur after July 1, 2002, when the new 
Administrative Code enters into force. The Code does not in-
validate regional laws, so Statute #1 discussed above will re-
main active. However, it will now be enforced in parallel with 
Article 20.3 of the Administrative Code, “Display of Fascist 
Paraphernalia or Symbols”: 

The display of fascist paraphernalia or symbols to 
propagandize such paraphernalia or symbols shall entail 
the imposition of an administrative fine in the amount 
of five to ten times the minimum wage and the confis-
cation of the fascist paraphernalia or symbols or an ad-
ministrative jail term of up to fifteen days with the 
confiscation of fascist paraphernalia or symbols. 

It is not clear yet what practical implications it would have on 
the cases dealing with symbols, i.e., whether the two sides in 
the case would agree that both legislative acts address the 
same offence. Generally speaking, from the defendant’s point 
of view, the Administrative Code’s article is more beneficial. 
Although it entails an arrest, the fines are smaller, and, most 
importantly, unlike the corresponding rule of Statute #1, Ar-
ticle 20.3 requires proof that a particular article is indeed 
“fascist paraphernalia or symbol” and proof of the purposes 
for which it was demonstrated.  

Under such circumstances it can be expected that the defense 
would appeal to the Constitutional Court asking to check the 
conformity of the regional statute to the federal law. And the 
Constitutional Court’s ruling on such a complicated and politi-
cized issue is hard to predict. 

Right now it is only clear that as of July 1, Article 4, which 
gives the decisive role to the police, would become unlawful, 
because Article 23.1 of the new Administrative Code assigns 
the responsibility for the provisions of Article 20.3 to the 
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judges. Thus, the situation in Moscow will return to the state 
of affairs seen in 1997–1998. This would definitely afford 
greater protection to potential defendants, but would hardly 
reduce even further the already meager results of the cam-
paign against the public use of what came to be termed in 
the law as nazi symbols. 
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THE MOST RECENT LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVES: DRAFT 

LAW “ON COUNTERING EXTREMIST ACTIVITIES” 

President Putin has summed up, in a peculiar way, many 
years of discussion and political battle surrounding the legisla-
tive aspects of countering the illegal activities of extremist 
political groups. All previous drafts were set aside and a new 
one has been put forth — but the current draft makes one 
doubt whether its authors took the trouble to consider previ-
ous experience at all.  

The authors’ inexperience was even more strikingly evident 
in a draft presented (but not submitted to the State Duma 
officially) by the Ministry of Justice in January 2002. That 
draft was withdrawn and than replaced by another, the one 
that was officially submitted by the RF President on April 29, 
2002. The latter draft did not, for the most part, preserve 
continuity with the earlier draft and copied the language of 
the earlier draft only in certain articles. During editing by the 
State Duma’s Legislation Committee, certain incongruities 
were removed (in particular, the unthinkable mechanism of 
regulating the Internet, i.e., which thus far has been free 
from practically any legal regulation in Russia and is very 
weakly regulated in the West). On the whole however, this 
tinkering did not result in the draft law’s amendment.  

On June 6, it passed its first reading in the State Duma and on 
June 27 it had already passed its third. Some amendments im-
proved the draft bill while others made it worse. On July 10, 
the bill was endorsed by the Federation Council. As there are 
no grounds to assume that it could be vetoed by the President, 
we may expect the new Law “On Countering Extremist Activi-
ties” to come into force as soon as July-August 2002.  

Many human rights activists and some political extremism 
experts have opposed and continue to oppose the adoption of 
a special anti-extremism law. They justify their position by 
arguing that existing legislation is sufficient to fight extrem-
ism whereas a special counter-extremism bill appears in a 
variety of ways to be, deliberately, ideologically repressive.108 

Opponents have argued that the law could have been used to 
improve a number of legislative acts and stimulate law-
enforcement agencies to suppress the activities of truly dan-
gerous extremist groups.109 The most adamant champions of 
this bill argue that the increased danger to the public from 

                                                           
108 See: L. Levinson, “Extremists — Us.” Legislative Process in the State 
Duma: Human Rights Analysis (2002, #41). 
109 This issue is discussed in detail in a book by the “Panorama” Center that is 
currently being prepared for publication. For information on the issue, includ-
ing news, book texts, etc., see: http://www.panorama.ru/works/part/ govpol. 
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extremist, primarily radical-nationalist groups, makes neces-
sary tough, one might even exaggerate by saying, emergency 
measures. But it was always presumed that such tough meas-
ures must clearly target only extremist groups. It was because 
of this that so many disputes took place over the legal defini-
tions of “fascism” and “extremism.”  

But authors of the bill took a principally different route. On the 
one hand, they included in the anti-extremism bill a range of 
previously unintended amendments toughening existing legisla-
tive acts. On the other hand, they defined the notion of ex-
tremism in the broadest possible fashion. In short, in the cur-
rent political atmosphere there is no justification for such tough 
measures even if extremism were defined in the narrowest 
possible way. And so, such a broad definition of extremism has 
absolutely no positive connotations at all and would be inappro-
priate when matched with even the softest of sanctions.  

In addition to terrorism, preparation of a mutiny, and other 
obviously extreme actions, the definition of extremism con-
tains such items as:  

Activities of public and religious associations or other 
organizations, mass media outlets or natural persons in-
volving the planning, organization, preparation and im-
plementation of actions meant to: 

 undermine the security of the Russian Federation 

 stimulate racial, national, religious or social hatred as-
sociated with violence or calls for violence; 

 disparage ethnic dignity; 

 disseminate propaganda of exclusiveness, superiority 
or inferiority of citizens based on their religious beliefs 
or their social, racial, national, religious or linguistic 
affiliation;  

2) Propaganda or public display of Nazi paraphernalia 
or symbolism or paraphernalia and symbolism similar to 
Nazi paraphernalia or symbolism to the extent they may 
be confused;  
4) Funding of specified activities or rendering other 
kinds of assistance contributing to the realization or 
commission of specified acts, including the provision of 
financial means, property, educational and printed ma-
terials, technical means, telephone, facsimile and other 
types of communication, information services, and other 
material and technical means.” 

It is striking that: 

 Ethnic disparagement, stimulation of discord or propa-
ganda of exclusiveness or superiority for whatever rea-
son are limited (as opposed to previous laws) neither by 
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scale nor by the level of danger to the public, so that 
the application of the overly restrictive measures con-
tained in the new law can be justified by relatively in-
significant  offenses; 

 “Propaganda of exclusiveness, superiority” based on 
“religious beliefs” is frequently an integral part of re-
ligious sermons and is considered quite acceptable 
everywhere, but now freedom of conscience is strictly 
limited; 

 The same kind of propaganda based on social charac-
teristics is not defined at all, so that affirming the 
moral inferiority of skinheads falls within the defini-
tion of an assertion of “inferiority” based on affiliation 
with this particular subculture (or stratum of society); 

 The ban on symbolism and paraphernalia is quite 
vague and is not limited contextually, which may re-
sult in obviously negative consequences even in the 
case of swastikas (for example, for Hindus and Ortho-
dox Christians); 

 The notion of “undermining the security” is not de-
fined in the legislation110 and is pregnant with the po-
tential for arbitrariness;  

 The notion of “assistance” in Paragraph 4 is exces-
sively broad and is not related to the goal with which 
the assistance was rendered so that any entity that 
has provided a service to an organization later recog-
nized as extremist can be held liable, i.e., a mechanism 
has been put in place that allows prosecution of those 
who had no knowledge of the nature of their business 
partner’s activities. 

Many of the noted absurdities occur because the definition 
says nothing of the danger that these or other actions pose to 
the public while this criterion, though hardly definite, sepa-
rates criminal offences from analogous administrative viola-
tions. What happens is that actions that do not qualify as 
criminal offences and are not even listed in the Administra-
tive Code are viewed as extremist and are subject to ex-
tremely serious repressive measures. 

Repressive measures, according to the new law and amend-
ments to existing legislation, can be applied to organizations, 
mass media outlets and natural persons.  

In our view, certain novel features of the law would have 
been fully justifiable, i.e. the requirement that an organization 

                                                           
110 It must be admitted, though, that this ban has already appeared in Law 
“On Freedom of Conscience and Religious Associations.” 
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dissociate itself from extremist declarations made by its man-
aging members,111 broadening the “forbidden occupations” list 
for members of extremist associations, and regulating the 
conduct of public actions, had these norms not been corrupted 
by a senselessly broad definition of extremism. 

However, the majority of the bill’s novel features112 look prob-
lematic even if applied to very extreme groups (at least, since 
we are not talking about a state of emergency).  

Liquidation of organizations has been maximally simplified. 
The prosecutor or a registering authority forwards a warning 
citing certain facts and demanding that the situation be recti-
fied. Should rectification not take place, i.e., should something 
similar to that which prompted the warning happen again, a 
liquidation suit is filed. But such a suit can be filed even if the 
organization had simply failed to appeal the initial warning 
“according to established rules!” Although it is true that the 
prosecutor would have to prove the extremist nature of cer-
tain actions (including, of course, oral statements) in court, 
this — see the definition for extremism, above — is rather 
simple. Should it be proven that the actions at issue actually 
resulted in some damage or could have resulted in damage, 
no warning of liquidation is needed.  

In addition to liquidation there is an easier way to halt an 
organization’s activities, i.e., suspension of operations.  This 
may occur only if a liquidation suit has been filed based on 
damage caused or the threat of such damage being inflicted, 
but suspension may result from a decision of the prosecutor 
or an organ of justice. The suspension can be appealed in 
court, but court proceedings may not necessarily begin right 
away and during that time the organization cannot legally 

                                                           
111 Several experts (L. Levinson, N. Belayeva, etc.) believe that such a law is 
unacceptable in principle. For justification of their position, they rely on 
Article 29 of the RF Constitution, which provides that citizens shall not be 
forced to express their opinions. In our view, the law concerns organizations 
and not natural persons, but even more importantly, the Constitution also 
contains Article 55, Section 3 which provides: “The rights and freedoms of 
an individual and a citizen may be limited by federal laws only to the extent 
necessary to protect fundamental constitutional norms, morality, health, 
rights and legal interests of other individuals, and to guarantee the defense 
of the nation and the security of the state.” If the matter concerned actual 
extremist and dangerous political activities, Article 55’s limitation of Article 
29 may be regarded as justified.  
112 The mechanisms listed below are incorporated in Laws “On Public Asso-
ciations,” “On Mass Media,” “On Freedom of Conscience and Religious Asso-
ciations,” “On Parties,” and “On Trade Unions, their Rights and Guarantees 
of Operation.” Most importantly, lists of forbidden activities previously set 
forth in these laws, had more or less been precisely correlated with constitu-
tional restrictions in Article 13, Section 5, and Article 29, Section 2. These 
have now been replaced with “extremist activities,” referring to the defini-
tion of such in the new law.  
It must be born in mind that changes in the legislation described herein are 
related to the laws listed in the Appendix, in the capacity of a normative base.  
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operate — for a period of up to six months,113 regardless of 
the motivation for the suit. The rules governing suspension 
extend to entities other than political parties.  

The procedure for closing mass media outlets is analogous to 
the procedure for organizations. In addition, mass media out-
lets can be issued a warning not only for extremist activities 
as such but also for publication of extremist materials, i.e., 
primarily those that “call for the extremist action or justify or 
excuse taking such action.” For example, justifying the utili-
zation of a swastika for religious purposes or simply quoting 
fascist texts even with anti-fascist purposes; there are no 
limitations in the law.  

On the other hand, only a court may suspend the operations 
of a mass media outlet.  

The simplest is prosecution of publishing houses. Publication 
of “extremist materials” twice a year is sufficient grounds to 
suspend a publishing license.  

New and edited articles of the Criminal and Administrative 
Codes have been preserved for application to a select group 
of individuals.  

The worst example of this is that the previous version of Arti-
cle 280 of the Criminal Code, actually dealing with the crime of 
calling for a mutiny, now deals with calling for the “implemen-
tation of extremist action.” Remembering the definition of ex-
tremism, one may easily say that now one careless statement in 
a newspaper article114 is “worth” up to five years in prison. 

Article 282I of the Criminal Code provides for liability for set-
ting up an “extremist society,” i.e., a formal or informal “organ-
ized group of individuals aiming to prepare to commit or com-
mit criminal offenses founded on ideological, racial, national or 
religious hatred or enmity, as well as hatred or enmity with 
respect to a certain social group, as provided for in Articles 148, 
149, Sections I and II of Article 213, Articles 214, 243, 244, 280 
and 282” of the Criminal Code, or for the membership in such 
a society. Penalties for conviction are up to four years in prison 
for leaders and up to two years — for individual members. This 
article would have been more or less acceptable had it not in-
cluded the “amended” Article 280. 

Article 282II treats as a criminal offense the leadership of or 
participation in an extremist organization, i.e., one that has 
been liquidated or forbidden115 by a court. Penalties for con-

                                                           
113 Further, there is a certain vagueness in the revised version of Article 42 
of Law “On Public Associations.”  
114 What in this book, in the chapter on “Nationalism, Racism and Xenopho-
bia in Russian Media,” is called “soft” hate speech.  
115 The notion of liquidation is applied to registered public and religious 
associations, and that of a ban — only to unregistered organizations. While 
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viction are up to three years and up to two years respectively. 
In essence, the new article is simply an unjustified expansion 
of an already existing (albeit not enforced) law, i.e., Article 
136 of the Criminal Code, “Organization of an association in-
fringing upon the rights of individuals and citizens.”  

Continuation of the same activity following a ban is treated 
only as an administrative violation according to the new Arti-
cle 20.2I of the Administrative Code. This is not the only in-
consistency: calls for the demonstration of Nazi symbols fall 
within Article 280 of the Criminal Code, whereas the demon-
stration of such symbols is only an administrative violation 
under Article 20.3 of the Administrative Code. 

One of the oddest provisions of the law is the responsibility of 
the authorities (represented, it seems, by the Ministry of Jus-
tice) to put together and publish a registry of “extremist ma-
terials.” Bearing in mind that such a registry would include 
not only documents of organizations banned for extremism 
but also any texts “containing characteristics falling within” 
the extensive definition of extremism, it would comprise 
thousands of items at least. In addition, the production and 
distribution of materials included in the registry are subject 
to prosecution. This example alone demonstrates that the law 
is dysfunctional.  

Many expect that the law will at least provide an impetus to 
officials to struggle against truly extremist groups. The law 
even has an article setting forth penalties for officials who do 
not take necessary action. But how can it be applied, if ex-
tremism — as defined by the law — is to be found every-
where, including among officials themselves? Undoubtedly, 
the passage of the law will result in yet another of the nu-
merous campaigns that have already ensued and quickly 
faded away. The law however, will be incapable of having an  
impact on the system because it does not direct the attention 
of the law-enforcement authorities to any particular objective. 

We do not deem it appropriate to discuss here the political 
mechanism that resulted in the development of such a draft 
law. It is hard to believe that someone is planning the total 
repression made possible by the new law. If such is desired by 
the authorities, this law may result in the liquidation or sus-
pension of the operations of all public and political mass me-
dia outlets and all organizations more or less associated with 
work on national, religious, or even ideological issues, as well 
as the activists of such outlets and organizations being sent to 
prison. In practice, it means that federal and local law-
enforcement agencies and, through them, the government 
authorities have obtained a universal mechanism of oppress-
ing “undesirable” elements of society. In addition, owing to 
                                                                                                                     
the meaning of liquidation is quite fully described in the law, the meaning 
and consequences of a ban remain unclear.  
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the “assistance” provision, a new possibility for extortion with 
respect to commercial structures has been created.  

Lastly, one final but important problem, i.e., specialists, jour-
nalists, and human rights activists will no longer be able to 
discuss issues related not only extremism, but also to any 
form of xenophobia, since such discussions may become, on 
one hand, a deliberate denunciation of essentially innocent 
people, and on the other hand, correspondingly, a cause for 
endless lawsuits based on defamation and false accusations of 
serious offenses.  

In sum, the effect of the new counter-extremism legislation 
can be evaluated as solely negative both with respect to ex-
treme manifestations of nationalism and the situation in the 
country in general. 
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APPENDIX: THE STATUS OF DOMESTIC LAW DIRECTED 

AGAINST NATIONALISM, RACISM, AND XENOPHOBIA 

Any activity aimed at inciting ethnic and religious xenophobia 
at the time of the completion of this work (May 2002) may fall 
within the rubric of the following Russian legislation: 

THE CONSTITUTION OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

Article 13, Section 5 

The establishment and activity of public associations, whose 
aims and actions are directed at forcible alteration of the fun-
damentals of constitutional governance, violation of the terri-
torial integrity of the Russian Federation, undermining the 
security of the state, the formation of armed units, or the in-
citement of social, racial, ethnic and religious strife shall be 
prohibited. 

Article 29, Section 2 

Propaganda or agitation inciting social, racial, ethnic or religious 
hatred and strife is impermissible. The propaganda of social, ra-
cial, religious or language superiority shall be prohibited. 

CRIMINAL CODE OF THE RF 

Article 63, Circumstances Aggravating Punishment. 

Section 1, Sub-section “f,” “The committing of a crime moti-
vated by ethnic, racial, religious hatred or enmity, …” 

The same wording is used as an aggravating factor enhancing 
the severity of punishment in the following articles of the RF 
Criminal Code: 

Article 105, Murder.  

Section 2, Sub-section “k” 

Article 111, Intentional Infliction of Grievous Injury. 

Section 2, Sub-section “f” 

Article 112, Intentional Infliction of Moderate Injury.  

Section 2, Sub-section “f” 

Article 117, Torture. 

Section 2, Sub-section “h” 
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(Remarks: Under this Article, the presence of an aggravating 
factor results in a moderate crime becoming a grave one). 

Article 244, Desecration of the Dead and Their Burial Places. 

Section 2, Sub-section “b” was worded more broadly “[The 
activities proscribed by Article 244] motivated by ethnic, ra-
cial or religious hatred or enmity, directed against a sculpture 
or an architectural structure dedicated to the struggle against 
fascism or the victims of fascism, or the burial places of par-
ticipants in the struggle against fascism.” 

BASIC ARTICLES OF THE CRIMINAL CODE PERTAINING  
TO THE TOPIC IN QUESTION: 

Article 136, Violation of the Equal Rights and Freedoms of 
the People as Citizens and Human Beings. 

1. Violation of equal rights and freedoms because of sex, race, 
nationality, language, origin, ownership of property and offi-
cial status, place of residence, religion, beliefs, or affiliation 
with public associations that have caused damage to the 
rights and legitimate interests of citizens – 

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of two hundred 
to five hundred times the minimum wage or the amount of 
wages or salary or any other income of the convicted person 
over a period of two to five months or by a prison term of up 
to two years. 

2. The same deed committed by a person acting in the capac-
ity of his/her official position – 

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of five hundred 
to eight hundred times the minimum wage or the amount of 
a wage or salary or any other income of the convicted person 
over a period of five to eight months or by deprivation of the 
right to hold specified offices or to engage in a specified ac-
tivities for a period of two to five years or by prison term of 
up to five years. 

Article 148, Obstruction of the Exercise of Freedom of Con-
science and Religion 

Illegal obstruction of the activity of religious organizations or 
performance of religious ceremonies – 

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of up to two 
hundred times the minimum wage or the amount of a wage 
or salary or any other income of the convicted person over a 
period of up to two months or by corrective labor for a term 
of up to one year or by a jail term of up to three months.  
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Article 208, Organization of Illegal Armed Forces or Partici-
pation in such.  

1. The establishment of an armed force (unit, detachment, 
squad, or other group) not envisaged under federal law as 
well as the leadership of such a force – 

shall be punishable by a prison term of two to seven years. 

2.  Participation in an armed force not envisaged under fed-
eral law – 

shall be punishable by parole for a term of up to three years 
or by a jail term of up to six months or by a prison term of 
up to five years. 

Article 209, Banditry  

1. The establishment of a stable armed group (a gang) with 
the aim of assaulting individuals or organizations as well as 
the leadership of such a group (a gang) - 

shall be punishable by prison term of ten to fifteen years 
with or without confiscation of property. 

2. Participation in a stable armed group (a gang) or in assaults 
committed by it – 

shall be punishable by a prison term of eight to fifteen years 
with or without confiscation of property. 

3. The deeds envisaged under Sections 1 and 2 of this article, 
when committed by a person with the use of his or her offi-
cial position – 

shall be punishable by a prison term of twelve to twenty 
years with or without confiscation of property. 

Article 210, Organization of a Criminal Community (Crimi-
nal Organization) 

1. The establishment of a criminal community (criminal or-
ganization) for the purpose of committing crimes or grievous 
crimes as well as the leadership of such a community (organi-
zation) or structural subdivisions thereof, as well as the crea-
tion of an association of organizers, leaders or other represen-
tatives of organized groups for the purpose of preparing plans 
and conditions to commit crimes or grievous crimes —  

shall be punishable by a prison term of seven to fifteen years 
with or without confiscation of property. 

2. Participation in a criminal community (criminal organiza-
tion) or in an association of organizers, leaders or other repre-
sentatives of such organized groups – 
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shall be punishable by a prison term of three to ten years 
with or without confiscation of property. 

3. The deeds envisaged under Sections 1 or 2 of this Article com-
mitted by a person with the use his or her official position – 

shall be punishable by a prison term of ten to twenty years 
with or without confiscation of property. 

Article 212, Mass Riots 

1. The organization of mass riots attended by violence, po-
groms, arson, destruction of property, the use of firearms, 
explosives or explosive devices as well as armed resistance 
against a representative of authority – 

shall be punishable by a prison term of four to ten years. 

2. The participation in mass riots envisaged under Section 1 of 
this Article – 

shall be punishable by a prison term of three to eight years. 

3. Calls for active insubordination in response to the lawful 
demands of the authorities, calls for mass riots and calls for 
violence against citizens – 

shall be punishable by parole for a term of up to two years, 
by a jail term of two to four months or by a prison term of 
up to three years. 

Article 239, Organization of an Association Infringing upon 
the Liberties and Rights of Individuals 

1. The establishment of a religious or public association the 
activities of which involve violence against citizens, which 
otherwise cause physical injury to citizens or which induce 
citizens to refuse to perform their civil duties or commit 
other unlawful deeds, and likewise the leadership of such an 
association – 

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of two hundred 
to five hundred times the minimum wage or the amount of a 
wage or salary or any other income of the convicted person 
over a period of two to five months or by a prison term of up 
to three years. 

2. Participation in the activity of said association, and also pro-
motion of deeds envisaged by the first part of this article, – 

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of one hundred to 
three hundred times the minimum wage or the amount of a 
wage or salary or other income of the convicted person over a 
period of one to three months or by a prison term of up to 
two years. 
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Article 282, Incitement of Ethnic, Racial or Religious Enmity 

1. Actions aimed at stirring up ethnic, racial or religious en-
mity, the abasement of ethnic dignity as well as the propa-
ganda of exclusivity, superiority or inferiority of citizens 
based on their religion, or ethnic or racial affiliation, pro-
vided that such actions have been committed in public or by 
using mass media – 

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of five hundred 
to eight hundred times the minimum wage or the amount of 
a wage or salary or any other income of the convicted person 
over a period of five to eight months or with parole for a 
term of up to three years or by a prison term of two to four 
years. 

2. The same deeds committed: 

a) by use of violence or with the threat of violence; 

b) by a person using his or her official position; 

c) by an organized group – 

shall be punishable by a prison term of three to five years. 

Article 354, Public Appeals to Unleash a War of Aggression  

1. Public appeals to unleash an aggressive war —  

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of five hundred 
to seven hundred times the minimum wage or the amount of 
a wage or salary or any other income of the convicted person 
over a period of five to seven months or by a prison term of 
up to three years. 

2. The same deeds committed by use of mass media or by a 
person holding a state post of the Russian Federation or a 
state post of a RF subject – 

shall be punishable by a fine in the amount of seven hun-
dred to one thousand times the minimum wage or the 
amount of a wage or salary or other income of the convicted 
person over a period of seven months to one year or by a 
prison term of two to five years with no right to hold speci-
fied offices or to engage in a specified activity for a term of 
up to three years. 
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LAWS OF PUBLIC ASSOCIATIONS, PARTIES AND MASS MEDIA 

I. LAW “ON MASS MEDIA” OF DECEMBER 27, 1991 

Article 4, Prohibition of the Misuse of Freedoms Afforded to 
the Mass Media  

Section 1 reads: 

It shall be impermissible to use the mass media to incite 
criminally punishable acts, … to call for a seizure of power, to 
call for violent alteration of the constitutional system and vio-
lation of the territorial integrity of the state, to stir up ethnic, 
class, social and religious intolerance and strife, to disseminate 
war propaganda, pornography, and materials that propagan-
dize the cult of violence and cruelty. 

(according to the wording of Federal Law No. 114-FZ of July 
19, 1995) 

The following Articles are cited selectively: 

Article 13, Denial of Registration  

Denial of registration to a mass media organization may be 
permitted only for the following reasons: 

<…> 

3) when a name, proposed topics and/or specialization of a 
mass media organization represents a misuse of the freedom 
afforded to the mass media based on Section 1 of Article 4 of 
this Law; (see above) 

Article 16, Termination and Suspension of Activity  

The activity of a mass media organization may be terminated 
or suspended only by decision of its founder or by a court of 
law in exercising civil proceedings in connection with a suit 
initiated either by a body charged with registering such or-
ganizations or the RF Ministry of Press and Information. 

<…> Judicial termination of the activity of a mass media or-
ganization shall be effected on the grounds of repeated viola-
tions (within a twelve month span) by the editorial board of a 
media organization of the requirements in Article 4 of this law, 
with respect to which the registration body or the RF Ministry 
of Press and Information has issued relevant warnings in writ-
ing to the founder and/or the editorial board (editor-in-chief), 
as well as in the event of non-compliance with a court ruling to 
suspend activity of a mass media organization. 
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The basis for judicial suspension of the activity of a mass me-
dia organization may be only the need for securing a lawsuit 
envisaged under Section 1 of this article. 

Article 51,  Prohibition on Misuse of the Rights Granted to a 
Journalist  

<…> It shall be forbidden to use the right of a journalist to 
disseminate information in an effort to discredit a citizen or 
individual categories of citizens exclusively because of their 
sex, age, racial or ethnic affiliation, language, attitude to re-
ligion, trade, place of residence and work as well as in con-
nection with their political convictions. 

Article 59, Accountability for Misuse of the Freedoms of the 
Mass Media 

The misuse of the freedom afforded to mass media organiza-
tions manifested as a violation of the requirements of Article 
4 of this law — shall entail criminal, administrative, discipli-
nary or other accountability as envisaged by the legislation of 
the Russian Federation.  

The misuse of the rights accorded to journalists manifested as 
a violation of the requirements of Article 50 (unauthorized 
recording) and Article 51 of this law or failure to discharge 
the duties of a journalist —  

shall entail criminal or disciplinary accountability as provided 
for under the legislation of the Russian Federation. 

II. LAW “ON PUBLIC ASSOCIATIONS” OF MAY 19, 1995 

Article 16, Restrictions on the Establishment and Activities 
of Public Associations 

The establishment and activity of public associations whose 
goals or actions are aimed at achieving a violent alteration of 
the fundamentals of the constitutional system, violation of the 
territorial integrity of the Russian Federation, the undermin-
ing of state security, establishing armed forces and stirring up 
social, racial, ethnic or religious strife is forbidden. 

The inclusion in the constituent and policy documents of pub-
lic associations of provisions regarding the upholding of ideas 
of social justice may not be regarded as the stirring up of so-
cial discord. 

The establishment of individual types of public associations 
may be subject to restrictions imposed only by a federal law. 

The following Articles are cited selectively: 
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Article 23, Denial of State Registration to a Public Associa-
tion and the Procedure for Appealing Such a Denial 

A public association may be denied state registration on the 
following grounds: 

— when the charter of a public association is in contradiction 
of the Constitution of the Russian Federation, the constitu-
tions (by-laws) of RF political subjects, provisions of Articles 
16, 19, 20, 21 of this Federal law and the laws on individual 
types of public associations; 

— <…> when the name of a public association is offensive to 
the moral, ethnic and religious sentiments of citizens. 

Article 24, Symbols of Public Associations 

<…> The symbols of public associations must not infringe 
upon the rights of citizens to intellectual property or offend 
their ethnic and religious identities. 

Article 41, Accountability of Public Associations for Violation 
of RF Legislation 

Public associations, including those not registered with agen-
cies of justice, shall, in the event of a violation of RF legisla-
tion, be held accountable as envisaged under this federal law 
and other laws. 

In the event of a violation of RF legislation by public associa-
tions not registered with agencies of justice, accountability for 
said violations shall be incurred by persons who are members 
of the governing bodies of those associations. 

In case of commission by public associations, including those 
not registered with agencies of justice, of criminally punish-
able deeds, persons that are members of the governing bodies 
of those associations may, in the event they have been found 
guilty of the organization of the said acts, be held accountable 
by a court, as leaders of criminal organizations. Other mem-
bers of and participants in such associations shall be held re-
sponsible for the criminal acts in the preparation of or com-
mission of which they were involved. 

Article 42, Suspension of the Activity of Public Associations 

The activities of public associations may be suspended by a 
court order in the event of a violation of the Constitution of 
the Russian Federation, the constitutions (by-laws) of RF po-
litical subjects and the legislation of the Russian Federation, 
in accordance with the procedure envisaged under this fed-
eral law and other federal laws. 

In the event of a violation by exclusively Russian or interna-
tional public associations of Article 16 of this Federal Law as 
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well as upon commission of actions inconsistent with the goals 
of this statute, the RF Prosecutor General shall make a for-
mal presentation to the governing bodies of those associations 
regarding the violations committed and fix time-limits for 
their rectification. If rectification does not occur within the set 
time limits, then the activity of the public associations shall 
be suspended for a period of up to six months, by decision of 
the RF Supreme Court on the basis of an application from the 
RF Prosecutor General. 

The suspension of the activity of interregional, regional and 
local public associations shall be carried out by the courts of 
the respective RF subject in compliance with an application 
by the prosecutor of the given sub-division, according to the 
procedure established under the RF Law “On the Prosecu-
tor’s Office of the Russian Federation.” 

A body in charge of the registration of public associations 
shall have the right to file an application to the court for sus-
pension of the activity of a public association after two warn-
ings in writing have been made to that association, unless 
those warnings have been appealed in court according to the 
procedure established under the law or have been found to 
be unlawful by the court. 

Article 43, Consequences of a Suspension of Activity of a 
Public Association 

In the event of a suspension of activity of a public association 
for a period fixed by a court judgment, its rights as a mass 
media organization shall also be suspended and it shall be 
prohibited to organize meetings, rallies, demonstrations and 
other public events as well as to take part in elections, use 
bank deposits, except for settlements associated with its 
commercial activity and labor contracts, the compensation of 
damages inflicted by its actions and the payment of fines. 

If within a period of suspension of the activity of a public asso-
ciation fixed by the court, it rectifies the violation that served 
as the grounds for the suspension then, upon the expiration of 
the said period, the public association shall resume its activity. 
Should a public association fail to rectify the violation, the body 
which applied to the court for a suspension, shall file an appli-
cation to the court for the association’s liquidation. 

Article 44, Liquidation of a Public Association and Placing a 
Ban on its Activity in the Event that it Violates RF Legislation 

A public association may be liquidated by a court judgment in 
the following cases: 

 violation of the requirements of Article 16 of this federal 
law; 
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 culpable violation by its actions of the rights and 
freedoms of citizens; 

 repeated or gross violations of the law or other legal 
acts or if the activities of a public association are sys-
tematically inconsistent with its prescribed goals. 

Application for the liquidation of a wholly Russian or interna-
tional public association on the grounds specified in this article 
shall be made to a court by the RF Prosecutor General. 

Application for the liquidation of interregional, regional and 
local associations on the grounds specified in the this article 
shall be made to the court by the prosecutor of the respective 
RF political sub-division according to the procedure set forth 
in the RF Law “On the Prosecutor’s Office of the Russian 
Federation.” 

The liquidation of a public association by a court judgment 
shall imply a ban on its activities regardless of its registration. 

III. LAW “ON POLITICAL PARTIES” OF JULY 11, 2001 

Articles 6–23 are cited selectively: 

Article 6, Name of a Political Party  

1. The name of a political party, both full and abbreviated, 
shall not use the names of other political parties existing in 
the Russian Federation, other wholly Russian public associa-
tions and political parties which have ceased their activity 
because of liquidation as a  consequence of a violation of Sec-
tion 1, Article 9 of this federal law. 

5. <…> It shall be forbidden for a political party to use a 
name which offends racial, ethnic or religious sentiments. 

Article 7, Symbols of a Political Party 

2. A political Party shall not use as its emblem or as a symbol 
the emblems and symbols <…> of organizations whose activ-
ity is banned on the territory of the Russian Federation. 

3. <…> It shall be forbidden to use symbols which insult or 
denigrate the national flag of the Russian Federation, the 
national emblem of the Russian Federation, the national an-
them of the Russian Federation, the flags, emblems and an-
thems of the political subjects of the Russian Federation, of 
municipalities, of foreign states, and religious symbols. Sym-
bols which may offend racial, ethnic or religious sentiments 
are also forbidden. 
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Article 8, Basic Principles of the Activity of Political Parties 

2. The activity of political Parties shall not infringe upon the 
rights and freedoms of a people and citizens guaranteed by 
the Constitution of the Russian Federation. 

Article 9, Restrictions on the Creation and Activity of Politi-
cal Parties  

1. The creation and activity of political parties whose objec-
tives or actions are directed toward achieving a forcible al-
teration in the fundamentals of the constitutional system, vio-
lation of the territorial integrity of the Russian Federation, 
undermining national security, the formation of military and 
paramilitary units, incitement of racial, ethnic or religious 
enmity is prohibited. 

2. The inclusion of provisions advocating the ideas of social 
justice in the charters and platforms of political parties and 
the activities of political parties in defense of social justice 
shall not be regarded as incitement of societal enmity. 

3. The creation of political parties on a professional, racial, 
ethnic or religious basis shall not be allowed.  

In this Federal Law "professional, racial, ethnic or religious 
basis" shall mean the proclamation in the charter and the 
platform of a political party of such objectives as the advo-
cacy of professional, racial, ethnic or religious interests and 
also the reflection of these objectives in the name of a politi-
cal party. 

Article 23, Membership in a Political Party  

10. Membership in a political party shall not be restricted on 
professional, social, racial, ethnic or religious grounds or on 
grounds of sex, origin, property status or place of residence.  

Article 39, Suspension of the Activity of a Political Party, Its 
Regional Branches and Other Structural Subdivisions 

1. If a political party violates the Constitution of the Russian 
Federation, federal constitutional laws (i.e. those passed to con-
solidate constitutional rights), this federal law and other federal 
laws, the federal registration body shall issue a written warning 
to the political party, indicating the violations committed, and 
shall set a period for rectification of these violations, which 
shall be not less than two months. If the political party fails to 
rectify these violations within the prescribed period and does 
not appeal the warning of the federal registration body to a 
court, the activity of the political party may be suspended for a 
period of up to six months by an order of the Supreme Court 
of the Russian Federation on the basis of an application from 
the federal registration body. 



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

142 

2. If a regional branch or other structural subdivision of a po-
litical party violates the Constitution of the Russian Federation, 
federal constitutional laws, this federal law and other federal 
laws, the appropriate territorial registration agency shall issue a 
written warning to this regional branch or the other structural 
subdivision of the political party, indicating the violations com-
mitted and shall set a period for rectifying these violations, 
which shall be not less than one month. If the regional branch 
or the other structural subdivision of the political party fails to 
rectify these violations within the prescribed period and does 
not appeal the warning of the territorial registration agency to 
a court, the activity of the regional branch or the other struc-
tural subdivision may be suspended for a period of up to six 
months by an order of the supreme court of the republic,  a 
territorial or regional court, the court of a city of federal sig-
nificance, the court of an autonomous region or autonomous 
district on the basis of an application from the appropriate ter-
ritorial registration agency. 

3. The registration authorities may apply to a court for sus-
pension of the activity of a political party, its regional branch 
or other structural subdivisions following the issuance of two 
written warnings as provided in Sub-section "c," Section 1, 
Article 38 of this federal law, unless these warnings have 
been appealed to a court as per the procedure established by 
law or have been found to be contrary to law by a court. The 
federal registration body or a territorial agency shall not ap-
ply to a court for suspension of the activity of a political 
party, its regional branch or other structural subdivisions 
while the court is considering the appeals contesting such 
warnings. 

4. If a local branch of a political party is not a legal entity, the 
liability established by this federal law for violations commit-
ted by the local branch shall be borne by the respective re-
gional branch of the political party. 

5. The activities of a political party, whose list of candidates 
for election to the State Duma of the Federal Assembly of the 
Russian Federation has been accepted for distribution of dep-
uty mandates, may not be suspended on the grounds envis-
aged in Sub-sections “d” and “e” of Section 3, Article 41 of 
the this federal law, within four years from the day of voting 
in the said elections.  

6. It shall be impermissible to suspend the activity of a politi-
cal party for the period beginning on the day of official publi-
cation of the decision to hold elections for deputies to the 
State Duma of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federa-
tion or the election of President of the Russian Federation 
and ending on the day of official publication of the election 
results, subject to the exceptions provided for by Sections 1, 4 
and 5, Article 9 of this Federal Law. 
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7. It shall be impermissible to suspend the activity of a re-
gional branch of a political party for the period beginning on 
the day of official publication of the decision to hold elections 
for deputies to the representative legislative body of the re-
spective subject of the Russian Federation or the top execu-
tive of the respective subject (head of the highest executive 
organ of state power of the given subject) and ending on the 
date of official publication of the election results, subject to 
the exceptions  provided for by Sections 1, 4 and 5, Article 9 
of this federal law. 

Article 40, Consequences of Suspension of the Activity of a 
Political Party, its Regional Branch and Other Structural 
Subdivisions 

1. If the activity of a political party, its regional branch or other 
structural subdivision has been suspended for a period estab-
lished by a court order, the rights of the political party, its re-
gional branch or other structural subdivision as a mass media 
organization shall also be suspended, it shall be forbidden to 
make use of state-run and municipal mass media; organize and 
hold meetings, rallies, demonstrations, marches, pickets and 
other public events; participate in elections and referenda; use 
bank deposits, except for making payments required to carry 
on the economic activity of the political party, its regional 
branch or other structural subdivision, pay compensation for 
damage caused by its actions, pay taxes and fines and make 
settlements under labor contracts. 

2. If, within the judicially determined period of suspension of 
activity of a political party, its regional branch or other struc-
tural subdivision, the violations for which such suspension 
was imposed have been rectified, the political party, its re-
gional branch or other structural subdivision shall resume its 
activity upon expiration of said period. 

3. If a political party, its regional branch or other structural 
subdivision fails to rectify the violations for which their activ-
ity was suspended, the federal registration body or the terri-
torial registration agency which applied to the court for sus-
pension of the activity of the political party, its regional 
branch or other structural subdivision shall apply to the ap-
propriate court for liquidation of this political party, its re-
gional branch or other structural subdivision. 

Article 41, Liquidation of a Political Party  

1. A political party may be liquidated by a resolution of its 
supreme governing body or congress or by a decision of the 
Supreme Court of the Russian Federation. 

2. A resolution of the congress of a political party on the liq-
uidation of the political party shall be adopted according to 
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the procedure established by Section 1, Article 25 of this Fed-
eral Law and the by-laws of the political party. 

3. A political party may be liquidated by a decision of the Su-
preme Court of the Russian Federation if the political party: 

a) fails to meet the requirements of Sections 1, 4 and 5, Arti-
cle 9 of this federal law; 

b) fails to rectify the violations for which its activity was sus-
pended within the period established by a court decision; 

c) does not participate in elections as provided in Article 37 of 
this federal law; 

d) does not have regional branches with more than one hun-
dred party members in more than half of the subjects of the 
Russian Federation; 

e) does not have the necessary number of members required 
under Section 2, Article 3 of this federal law. 

4. An application for liquidation of a political party shall be 
filed with the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation by 
the federal registration body. 

5. A political party, whose list of candidates for election to the 
State Duma of the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation 
has been accepted for distribution of deputy mandates shall not 
be liquidated on the grounds provided for in Sub-sections "d" 
and "e," Section 3 of this article within four years from the day 
of voting in said elections. 

6. It shall be impermissible to liquidate a political party by an 
order of the Supreme Court of the Russian Federation within 
the period from the day of official publication of a decision to 
hold elections for deputies to the State Duma of the Federal 
Assembly of the Russian Federation or the election of the 
President of the Russian Federation to the day of official publi-
cation of the election results, subject to the exceptions provided 
for in Section 1, Article 9 of this federal law. 

Article 42, Liquidation of a Regional Branch and Other 
Structural Subdivisions of a Political Party  

1. A regional branch and other structural subdivision of a politi-
cal party may be liquidated by a decision of the body of the po-
litical party duly authorized to do so by its by-laws, by a court 
order and also in the event of liquidation of the political party. 

2. Liquidation of a regional branch or other structural subdi-
vision of a political party by a decision of the body of the po-
litical party duly authorized by its by-laws shall be carried 
out based on the grounds and consistent with the procedure 
established by the by-laws of the political party. The said au-
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thorized body shall immediately notify the federal registration 
body in writing about its decision and the federal registration 
body shall make an appropriate entry in the combined state 
registry of legal entities. 

3. A regional branch or other structural subdivisions of a po-
litical party shall be liquidated by a court decision if:  

a) it fails to meet the requirements of Sections 1, 4 and 5, Ar-
ticle 9 of this federal law; 

b) within the period established by a court decision, it fails to 
rectify the violations for which its activities were suspended; 

c) the regional branch of a political party does not have the 
number of party members required under Section 2, Article 3 
of this federal law. 

4. An application for liquidation of a regional branch or other 
structural subdivision of a political party shall be filed with the 
respective supreme court of a republic, a territorial or regional 
court, a court of a city of federal significance, a court of an 
autonomous region or district by the federal registration body 
or by an appropriate territorial registration agency. 

5. It shall be impermissible to liquidate a regional branch of a 
political party by a court order within the period from the 
day of official publication of a decision to hold elections of 
deputies to the representative legislative body of the respec-
tive subject of the Russian Federation or election of the top 
executive of the subject (the head of the highest executive 
body of the state) to the day of official publication of the 
election results, subject to the exceptions provided for in Sec-
tion 1, Article 9 of this Federal Law. 

IV. LAW ON THE ELECTION OF DEPUTIES TO THE STATE DUMA OF 
THE FEDERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

As of June 24, 1999 

This law is obviously not the only law regulating elec-
tions in Russia, however, the provisions of interest to us 
are the same in all such laws 

Article 34, The Name and Emblem of an Electoral Associa-
tion, Electoral Bloc  

The symbols of an electoral association or electoral bloc shall 
not infringe upon the intellectual property rights of citizens, 
offend or denigrate state symbols (flags, coats-of-arms, na-
tional anthems) of the Russian Federation, Subjects of the 
Russian Federation, other states, religious symbols and ethnic 
sentiments and shall not violate the generally recognized 
moral norms.  
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Article 60, Inadmissibility of Misuse of the Right to Election 
Campaigning 

1. Misuse of the freedoms afforded mass media in the con-
duct of election campaigning shall not be allowed. Election 
programs of registered candidates, electoral associations, 
electoral blocs, election propaganda materials and speeches 
at meetings and rallies, and articles in the mass media shall 
not contain calls for a forcible seizure of power, violent al-
teration of the constitutional system, violation of the territo-
rial integrity of the Russian Federation, and war propa-
ganda. Propaganda exciting social, racial, ethnic, religious 
hatred or enmity, and misuse of the freedom afforded the 
mass media in other ways banned by legislation of the Rus-
sian Federation shall be prohibited. <…> 

5. If a registered candidate, an electoral association, or electoral 
bloc which has registered a federal list of candidates breaches 
Section 1 of this Article, the election commission and other 
bodies, organizations and citizens specified in Section 1 of Arti-
cle 90 of this federal law may apply to a court for withdrawal 
of the registration of the candidate or list of candidates. If a 
registered candidate, an electoral association or electoral bloc 
which registered a federal list of candidates breaches other 
election campaigning rules laid down by this federal law, an 
election commission may issue a warning to the candidate, the 
electoral association or electoral bloc, or request appropriate 
law-enforcement and other bodies to put an end to unlawful 
propaganda activities. In this case the election commission shall 
be entitled to annul the decision to register a candidate or fed-
eral list of candidates. <…> 

7. If a TV and radio broadcasting organization or an editorial 
office of a periodical violates the election campaigning rules 
laid down by this federal law the appropriate election com-
mission may apply to law enforcement bodies, courts, or ex-
ecutive bodies of state power which implement the state mass 
media policy and request their intervention to stop illegal 
propaganda activities and bring the TV and radio broadcast-
ing organization, editorial office, and their officials to account 
as provided by the laws of the Russian Federation. 

V. OTHER LAWS 

Law “On Perpetuating the Victory of the Soviet People in 
the 1941–1945 Great Patriotic War of May 19, 1995” 

Article 6, Combating Manifestations of Fascism 

A resolute struggle against any manifestation of fascism repre-
sents a major aspect of the RF state policy regarding perpetu-
ating the Victory of the Soviet People in the Great Patriotic 
War. The Russian Federation has assumed an obligation to 
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make every effort to prevent the establishment and operation 
of fascist organizations and movements on its territory. 

In the Russian Federation it shall be forbidden to use Nazi 
symbols in any form, as being insulting to the multiethnic 
nature of Russian people and the memory of the victims of 
the Great Patriotic War.  

CODE ON ADMINISTRATIVE OFFENCES (EFFECTIVE AS OF JULY 1, 2002) 

Article 20.3, Display of Fascist Paraphenalia or Symbols 

The display of fascist paraphenalia or symbols to propagandize 
such paraphenalia or symbols shall entail the imposition of an 
administrative fine in the amount of five to ten times the 
minimum wage and the confiscation of the fascist paraphenalia 
or symbols or an administrative jail term of up to fifteen days 
with the confiscation of fascist paraphenalia or symbols. 

Article 5.26, Violation of the Law on Freedom of Conscience, 
Freedom of Religion and  Religious Associations 

1. Obstruction of the exercise of freedom of conscience and 
freedom of religion, including the adoption or rejection of re-
ligious or other convictions, joining the membership of and 
withdrawal from a religious association – 

shall entail the imposition of an administrative fine upon citi-
zens in the amount of one to three times the minimum wage 
and upon officials — in the amount of three to eight times 
the minimum wage. 

2. Insulting the religious sentiments of citizens or the desecra-
tion of objects, signs and emblems seen as symbols of their 
beliefs and venerated by them – 

shall entail the imposition of an administrative fine upon citi-
zens in the amount of five to ten times the minimum wage. 

The Russian State is to ensure full observance all international 
agreements ratified, including the norms on non-discrimination 
and protection of ethnic and religious minorities. 

It should be also noted that, according to Article 15, Section 4 
of the RF Constitution: 

The commonly recognized principles and norms of interna-
tional law and the international treaties of the Russian Fed-
eration shall be a component part of the legal system of the 
Russian Federation. If an international treaty of the Russian 
Federation stipulates other rules than those stipulated by the 
law, the rules of the international treaty shall apply. 
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THE PLACE OF XENOPHOBIA IN GOVERNMENT POLICIES  

THE ISSUE IDENTIFIED 

Of late, Russia’s top-level government officials, starting with 
the President of the Russian Federation, with a certain regu-
larity (now more often than in the 1990s) have made public 
pronouncements resolutely condemning any and all manifes-
tations of nationalism and denouncing any move aimed at in-
citing ethnic or religious hatred. It is important to note that, 
those statements likewise have been released in connection 
with the military operations in Chechnya. Understandably, 
Russian officials across the board can hardly afford to make 
any public statements out of line with the presidential policy 
stance on that or any other issue. Hence, it can be concluded 
that xenophobia, either ethnic or religious, is not a part of 
official government policy in Russia.  

Of course, this hardly means that behind this presentable 
front one cannot come across discriminatory practices, but 
discrimination per se is not the focus of this book. We have 
also excluded xenophobic statements by minor government 
officials or members of the domestic law-enforcement au-
thorities, limiting ourselves to the activities of the country’s 
political leadership. Regrettably, even at this high level, a 
good deal has happened that prevents one from concluding 
that xenophobia is totally absent from government policy.  

Since Soviet times, the bureaucratic apparatus has developed 
certain standards of behavior meant to preclude officials from 
being accused of nationalism. As far as the political national-
ism of the 1990s is concerned, it is still present, in the begin-
ning of this new decade, at the level of “big politics” (at least 
in the form of such political parties as the Communist Party 
of the Russian Federation (KPRF) and the Liberal Democratic 
Party of Russia (LDPR)), while it’s influence on governmental 
bodies is represented by a few separate, though quite distinct 
examples, which we will dwell on later in the text.  

Conversely, religious xenophobia was never taboo under the 
Soviet regime. Coupled with an almost profound ignorance 
(especially on the side of officials) of religious matters, the 
1990s saw a sharp upsurge in xenophobic attitudes. These 
were counterbalanced to some extent only by the liberal 
rhetoric prevalent in the early 1990s among those who did 
not belong either to the opposition or to the “centrist” camps. 
However, the rapid growth of new religious movements and 
the accompanying wave of scandalous publications and misin-
formation (the totally absurd figure of three-five million con-
verts to these movements is still being widely repeated) insti-
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gated and fostered xenophobia. As a result, religious xeno-
phobia is noticeably more popular among politicians and gov-
ernment officials (which is equally true for outright forms of 
religious discrimination) than ethnic xenophobia. 

ETHNIC XENOPHOBIA 

Starting in the Soviet era, government officials have been 
nearly habitually rejecting any accusation of nationalism. As 
regards to political nationalism during the 1990s, it needs to 
be admitted that this phenomenon continued to be a feature 
of “big politics” (translated as including such political parties, 
as Ziuganov’s KPRF and Zhirinovsky’s LDPR), with the gov-
ernment merely including some rather conspicuous players 
that are the subject of this material.  

Though radical xenophobic pronouncements by federal-level 
government officials have been few and far between, one can 
not help pointing out the September 2000 print media article 
“Strategy for Russian Global Leadership”116 released by A. 
Ignatov, General Director of the Informational Research Of-
fice, in the Presidential Property Management Administration. 
In his analysis, A. Ignatov presents his own version of the 
global Jewish conspiracy and calls upon Russia to make a 
preemptive move in order to secure control of some World 
Government, the reason being that “control of the World 
Government has been wrongfully established by a group of 
Hasidic and para-Masonic elements, and the existing situation 
needs to be urgently corrected.” To get the job done, the au-
thor suggests that measures ought to be taken to establish a 
state religion, set up a ministry of ideology and propaganda, 
etc. A. Ignatov’s piece, however, has been an exception to the 
general rule.  

First, one should highlight cases of Russian government agen-
cies collaborating with explicitly nationalistic organizations, 
with radical and extremist organizations being on par with 
those. To be precise, we are talking about “collaboration,” 
rather than about domestic law-enforcement bodies being 
unusually tolerant of the activities of such groups (see the 
chapter on national-radicals). This sort of “collaboration” has 
been illustrated in a particularly striking manner in the south 
of Russia, where some Cossack groups now operate as quasi-
governmental (“registered”) agents. Notably, all this tran-
spires against the backdrop of certain Cossack elements being 
repeatedly involved in mounting organized attacks on local 
ethnic and religious minorities and distributing nationalistic 
propaganda materials. To emphasize, the nation’s southern 

                                                           
116 A. Ignatov, “Strategy for Russian Global Leadership,” Nezavisimaya Ga-
zeta (September 7, 2000). 
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provinces make up a rather distinct region of the Russian 
Federation (see more below).  

Importantly, there have been some cases of local authorities 
directly cooperating with Russian National Unity  (RNE) — 
the country’s largest nationalist-radical organization (now 
split up). For example, in the spring of 2000, N. Trofimchuck 
from the Saratov regional RNE chapter was allowed to sit on 
a public advisory board with the Governor. In the summer of 
the same year, he was allowed to sit on a public advisory 
board in the regional legislative assembly.117 

The same lack of discrimination has even been practiced by 
presidential agents assigned to oversee the newly established 
federal districts of the Russian Federation. People in 
St. Petersburg, for one, were particularly outraged by V. 
Cherkesov (former head of the federal security service ad-
ministration for St. Petersburg and the Leningrad region and 
currently the presidential plenipotentiary representative in 
the North-Western federal district) releasing an article in the 
early 2001 issue of the Admiralteystvo magazine, whose edi-
tor-in-chief is M. Liubomudrov, a noted “patriotic author” and 
anti-Semite and whose other editors include Yu. Riverov, vet-
eran of the St. Petersburg chapter of the nationalistic “Pa-
miat” organization. 

In principle, national-radicals can be used by the authorities 
to perform less seemly functions. To underscore, RNE is ru-
mored to have been backed up by the country’s special ser-
vices. But then, there is some very conspicuous evidence sug-
gestive of this. According to Novaya Gazeta,118 A. Bespalikov, 
Deputy Governor of the Novosibirsk region, has been sup-
porting and even maintaining the Workers’ Party of Russia 
led by A. Kubanov, a regional administration official (cur-
rently heading some kind of “specialized forecasting center”) 
and a former regional legislature’s deputy from Zhirinovsky’s 
LDPR party. Notably, some of the said party’s activists have 
recently been prosecuted for breaking into the grounds of the 
local bottling facility for alcoholic and non-alcoholic beverages 
in order “to protest against the Russian people being purpose-
fully intoxicated out of existence.”  

Admittedly, government officials have explicitly condemned 
the use of violence with nationalistic motivations. However, it 
matters what modalities have been used in the process of 
condemnation. Following the largest ever October 30, 2001 
pogrom at the marketplace near the Tsaritsino metro-station 
in Moscow, the Mayor of Moscow, Yu. Luzhkov, condemned 
the criminal attackers and pointed out that “ethnic intoler-
ance appeared to be the only powder keg capable of blowing 
                                                           
117 Ì. Shirokova, “RNE Sharing Power in Saratov.” Kommersant (July 11, 2000). 
118 P. Voloshin, “Deputy Governor’s Tamed Storm Troops.” Novaya Gazeta 
(August 6, 2001). 
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Russia to smithereens.”119 Of course, it was good to hear 
Mayor Luzhkov say those words, especially given his earlier 
scandal-triggering pronouncement following the August 8, 
2000 explosion in the Pushkinskaya metro underpass when he 
offhandedly indicated that “one should allow for the possibil-
ity of a Chechen connection in this matter.”120 Then again, his 
comment about “ethnic intolerance” was wholly off point: the 
October 30 pogrom could hardly be passed off as a conflict 
between Russians and some other ethnic community. Firstly, 
even a large gang of teenagers can hardly be perceived as 
representative of the entire Russian ethnic community, and 
secondly, that pogrom’s targets comprised a disparate collec-
tion of persons, ethnic Russians included.  

It was precisely the “ethnic version” that Major-General 
Pronin, head of the Moscow City Police Department, had in 
mind when he sought to immediately meet with leaders of 
the local Caucasian communities in order to avert protests 
and ordered the police to run checks on Moscow-based Cau-
casians to see if they intended to take revenge. Recall that 
Moscow has had not a single retaliatory pogrom, with Azeris 
only staging a peaceful protest march following one of their 
compatriots being killed by skinheads in the Luzhniki mar-
ketplace. Though that sort of rhetoric, to say nothing of prac-
tical moves, is generally aimed at warding off any manifesta-
tion of extreme xenophobic violence, it somehow appears to 
be supportive of moderate forms of xenophobia. Those nega-
tive sentiments certainly were promoted by speedy calls to 
toughen the residence registration regime, which was primar-
ily perceived by society as a measure against the “southern 
mafia” or “persons of the Caucasian nationality.”121 

Also, a totally inappropriate comment was made by O. Mi-
ronov, Ombudsman of the Russian Federation, who pointed 
out that conflicts had usually been generated by poverty.122 
That observation is not only untrue, (though it certainly can 
be debated) it had nothing to do with the situation in that 
particular pogrom. As a matter of fact, this attitude holds a 
concealed element of justification for xenophobia against mi-
grants (particularly ethnic ones), the rationale being that the 
latter prosper while constraining opportunities of the “titular 
people.” This perception happened to be explicitly voiced by 
V. Iliukhin, State Duma Deputy from KPRF: “Why are the 
migrants of today so actively penetrating all of the institu-
tions of government, of the economy and others? Why should 
a member of the titular community not get what migrants 

                                                           
119 Quote from “Government Efforts to No Avail.” Moskovskie Novosti (No-
vember 6, 2001). 
120 Lenta.Ru (August 8, 2000). 
121 V. Yakov, “Racism Represented by Government Officials.” Noviye Izves-
tiya (November 2, 2001). 
122 “Government Efforts Remain Ineffective.” Moskovskie Novosti (Novem-
ber 6, 2001). 
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get? Should the balance struck in years past be upset, all of 
the traditions of co-habitation will be disturbed. Should that 
be the case, conflicts are inevitable.”123 

Just to emphasize, the important thing is not what has been said 
by a radical member of the political opposition. What matters most 
is that the RF Ombudsman actually shares that very view.  

Once out of their administrative centers, Russian regional 
leaders tend to be less constrained in their pronouncements. 
Particularly odious was a remark made by A. Mikhailov 
shortly after he was elected Governor of the Kursk region. 
This is what he had to say: 

You know who Rutskoy [the former Kursk Governor] is? 
He was backed up solidly by Berezovsky, and we de-
feated them. I think this development is quite indicative. 
In Russia we are beginning to incrementally get rid of 
all the scum accumulated over the past decade. In this 
we stand together with the President, rather than oppos-
ing him. Remember, Vladimir Vladimirovich is a Rus-
sian. So am I. To those who might not know, Rutskoy’s 
mother, Zinaida Iosifovna, is a Jew.124 

Furthermore, A. Mikhalov’s remark was not some loose talk 
by some novice unaccustomed to public appearances on be-
half of KPRF. First, he repeated the very same comment 
when he appeared on Kursk television,125 and second, within 
ten days (November 19) S. Maksachev, former Deputy Gov-
ernor of the same region, happened to be beaten up right in 
the regional administration building, with anti-Semitic “battle 
cries” being shouted in the process.126 

Importantly, neither the President nor his Administration 
(unlike even G. Ziuganov, leader of KPRF) released any 
statements regarding the incident. 

However, the Mikhailov incident just pales in comparison to 
what has been said by other top regional officials in the south 
of Russia.  

At the close of 2000, V. Volodatsky, Deputy Governor of the 
Rostov region and Chief of the Great Don Cossack Force, 
called on the President of the Russian Federation to have the 
Rostov region declared a special residence registration terri-
tory. The purpose of the appeal was to restrict the rights of 
“regular and involuntary migrants, no matter where they 
might come from” (either from other parts of Russia or for-
eign lands). The Cossacks demanded that migrants or out-
                                                           
123 S. Aleksandrov, “The Friendlies in Town.” Profil ( 2001, #42). 
124 E. Kondratyeva, “Kursk Governor’s First Moves.” Kommersant (Novem-
ber 9, 2000). 
125 “Mikhailov is Unlikely to be Prosecuted for his Anti-Semitic Pronounce-
ments.” NTV.Ru (December 6, 2000). 
126 Anti-Semitism and Xenophobia in the Russian Federation Bulletin ( 2000, #9). 
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landers (non-Cossacks) should be registered on a regular ba-
sis, have their stays in the region limited, be expelled even 
for minor transgressions, undergo tests for knowledge of local 
laws or language, and be barred from settling close to strate-
gic facilities (like nuclear power plants, water basins, dams, 
military bases, federal borders or airports).127 

Leaders of the Krasnodar territory have been engaged in a 
protracted battle against the Meskhetian Turks (that were 
moved to the territory following the Ferghana valley pogroms 
in 1989 and authorized to stay there after the Georgian au-
thorities refused to accept them) settled in the territory. No-
tably, the official policy position has been motivated by the 
Meskhetian Turk community being perceived as inherently 
criminalized. To provide an example of this, an excerpt from a 
report (“On the State of Migration Trends and Ethnic Rela-
tions in the Krasnodar Territory”) released by N. Khar-
chenko, Deputy Governor of the Krasnodar territory:  

The local Meskhetian Turks have for the most part been 
engaged in the business of unlawfully buying and resell-
ing farm products at inflated prices. They deal particu-
larly in trading meat that they acquire through shady 
arrangements. In compact settlements they have taken 
control of marketplaces, conducted themselves arro-
gantly, dictate their prices and insult members of the lo-
cal communities. Drug use is common among them. 
Some of the Meskhetian Turks traffic in drugs, which 
only serves to boost the number of local drug addicts. 
People have been particularly outraged by their crimes 
which include murders, robberies, rapes, batteries, abu-
sive behavior in public places and assorted thefts of pri-
vate property. The Meskhetian Turks (just like all Cen-
tral Asian residents) are inclined to believe that Slavic 
women are easy sexual prey, this perception drives 
younger Meskhetian Turks to behave accordingly. They 
have all sufficiently compromised themselves creating a 
persistent negative perception of their diaspora. Even 
worse, certain members of the Meskhetian Turk commu-
nity have been voicing their claims to the Krasnodar ter-
ritory, regarding it as part of traditional Muslim lands. 
Some of the more aggressive elements directly threaten 
the local Slavic communities, insisting that the latter 
will one day be driven out of the area or exterminated.128 

Small wonder that N. Kharchenko’s words have been repli-
cated by the heads of district administrations, among them, 
D. Tsymbal, head of the Krymsky district administration.129 

                                                           
127 A. Yuzhny, “Cossacks Introducing Special Regime in Rostov Region.” 
Segodnya (January 5, 2000). 
128 Quote from Human Rights in Russian Regions — 1999 (Moscow: Moscow 
Helsinki Group, 2000). 
129 Ibid. 
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To remind the reader, the trend had been set and continues 
to be fed by former Governor N. Kondratenko (1996–2000), 
who is now representing the new Governor, A. Tkachev (his 
protege) in the Federation Council in Moscow. Importantly, 
the country primarily knows N. Kondratenko as an active and 
consistent anti-Semite and a radical nationalist-patriot, rather 
than as a persecutor of the Meskhetian Turks. By way of ex-
ample, here is a small excerpt from his remarks at a confer-
ence held by his regional “Fatherland” [Otechestvo] move-
ment (not to be mixed with the organization of the same 
name set up by Moscow Mayor Yu. Luzhkov): 

I have always been calling on the people to come out and 
rebel. However, the Russian people have chosen not to 
support me. As a consequence, it was not the “red” 
Ziuganov who was elected President of Russia but “Yel-
tsin’s” Putin. The papers refuse to carry what the Gov-
ernor wants them to and nobody cares a fig! So, people 
decided to go to the polls. And look what happens: the 
Communists got 37% of the vote, while the kikes secured 
60%! And now I can hear you begging me, “Nikolay Ig-
natovich, please save us!” … Just look at what is hap-
pening in Moscow. One can already see the outlines of a 
new Kazan-type Zionist state taking shape. You can 
hardly see any Russians in the upper echelons of gov-
ernment. Those offices are kept for agents of the Mos-
sad, the CIA, NATO and other foreign elements! 

Importantly, during the 1990s Kondratenko would prefer to 
use the term “Zionism” to identify his primary adversary. In 
his remarks at that memorable conference he appeared to be 
more straightforward on that score: “Those who sell them-
selves out to the highest bidder know well that three kikes 
are more active than a hundred Russians…” He emphasized, 
“Let me tell you, if I had stolen as much as a cent, the kikes 
would have me destroyed.” And so on, and so forth.130 

Notably though, the new Governor, A. Tkachev, tries to avoid 
making anti-Semitic remarks, he generally emulates 
N. Kondratenko in other respects however. Whenever he 
speaks on pressing regional issues, he inevitably refers to the 
“shady activities” pursued by the local Meskhetian Turks and 
Roma,131 while repeating the following outright racist slogans: 
“Kuban is for Kubanites! Though Kuban is a land with many 
ethnic communities, Russians make up the principal local 
community. Any person coming to settle here should adapt 
his ways to our ways, customs and traditions!”132 

                                                           
130 Quote from Human Rights in Russian Regions — 1999 (Moscow: Moscow 
Helsinki Group, 2000). 
131 “Krasnodar Governor Fans out Nationalistic Passions.” Kolokol.Ru (De-
cember 20, 2001) . 
132Quote from Human Rights in Russian Regions — 2000 (Moscow: Moscow 
Helsinki Group, 2001). 
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When it comes to the supreme federal representative body — 
the Federation Council — it has been the venue for a slew of 
xenophobic pronouncements by isolated Russian parliamen-
tarians. We are not going to focus on those. After all, those 
are only their personal perspectives or purely partisan 
views.133 We shall only refer to the national parliament, mean-
ing the State Duma because the Federation Council has yet to 
develop an identity of its own.  

We should start by pointing out that A. Dougin (a noted Rus-
sian nationalist-radical) has, for more than a year now, been 
employed as advisor to G. Seleznev, Speaker of the State 
Duma. Though it is not easy to measure the degree of 
Dougin’s influence on Speaker Seleznev’s policy initiatives, it 
should be underscored that A. Dougin’s official position en-
abled him to hold the founding congress of his “Eurasia” 
movement in 2001 in the sumptuous interiors of the Moscow-
based “President Hotel.” 

The State Duma (even the current one, in which Communists 
and nationalists have a good deal less influence than in the 
previous Duma) has persistently refused, not only to take any 
practical measures to counter increasingly aggressive nation-
alism but also to pass any policy declaration to that effect. 
Most indicative in this regard has been the fate of Deputy A. 
Fedoulov’s draft appeal to the Russian President, “On Cen-
suring the Ongoing Manifestations of Anti-Semitism in Con-
nection with Relevant Developments in the Kursk Region.” A. 
Fedulov wanted other members of the State Duma to endorse 
the document and forward in to the President as a response 
of the Duma to Kursk Governor Mikhailov’s statements and 
subsequent events in the region. To highlight, A. Fedoulov 
then was a member of the pro-presidential Duma faction.  

On November 29, 2000, the State Duma even declined to 
have the matter put on the legislative agenda, with the initia-
tive being backed by only 73 deputies out of 450.134 Impor-
tantly, the total number of votes, supporting the initiative, 
from the “Unity” faction was also insignificant. The Fedoulov 
draft appeal was apparently seen as excessively harsh: it held 
a latent threat of possible sanctions against KPRF — the po-
litical party that refrained from condemning the anti-Semitic 
statements made by KPRF members A. Mikhailov, N. 
Kondratenko and A. Makashov.  

                                                           
133 For analysis of such presentations made in both Federal Assembly houses 
within 1994–1997 see E. Mikhailovskaya, “Federal Assembly. Russian Parlia-
ment as Model of Public Conscience” in A. Verkhovsky, E. Mikhailovskaya, V. 
Pribylovsky, “Nationalism and Xenophobia in Russian Society.” (Moscow, 1998). 
As a matter of fact, few things have changed since then.  
134 “The State Duma Refused to Condemn Anti-Semitism and Outlaw 
KPRF.” Lenta.Ru. (November 29, 2000). 
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April 26, 2001, the State Duma finally put the Fedoulov mo-
tion to a vote; it failed to pass. The initiative was supported 
by 129 deputies, with “Nay” votes totaling a mere 17: the 
remaining deputies chose to abstain rather than revealing 
their stand on the issue in question. To protest against his 
“Unity” faction colleagues being evasive on this sensitive mat-
ter, State Dume Deputy Fedoulov decided to leave the 
“Unity” faction ranks. Notably, the appeal not only held such 
universally accepted items as suggestions to censure anti-
Semitism and improve verification of “human rights and civil 
freedoms compliance in the area of ethnic relations” but also 
carried the demand (unacceptable to most of the Duma mem-
bers) to “accelerate passage by the State Duma of the federal 
law banning Nazism” or toughen  liability under Article 282, 
the applicable provision of the RF Criminal Code135 (see the 
chapter on evolution of  Russian legislation). 

On May 17, 2001, the State Duma, once again failed (though 
by a narrow margin) to pass the Fedoulov appeal to the Rus-
sian President, 219 Deputies voted “Yay,” (the minimum 
number of votes necessary for passage is 226) just 73 deputies 
voted “Nay.”136 

Trying to maneuver his colleagues into passing his motion, 
A. Fedoulov chose to have a passage about the censure of 
“Russophobia” also included in his draft. This turned out to 
be an unfortunate move because the very term has been 
steadily associated not with xenophobia against Russians but 
with the anti-Russia conspiracy (mostly Jewish) theory (ad-
vanced by R. Shafarevich, one of the ideologues of the Rus-
sian nationalist-patriotic movement), rather than with xeno-
phobia against ethnic Russians. On June 14, 2001, the Fedou-
lov motion even failed to win the support of many of the 
deputies on the moderate right, securing merely 163 votes.137 

An even more expressive illustration of xenophobia in the 
State Duma occurred on April 19, 2001, when Deputy S. 
Ivanenko suggested that the deputies should all rise to honor 
the memory of Holocaust victims. One could see just half of 
the attending deputies sheepishly looking around and finally 
standing up as requested, with other parliamentarians never 
rising from their seats.138  

                                                           
135 “Duma Deputies Chose Not to Tell Putin About the Rising Anti-Semitism 
in the Country.” Lenta.Ru (April 26, 2001). 
136 “The State Duma Again Refused to Condemn Anti-Semitism.” Lenta.Ru 
(May 17, 2001). 
137 L. Levinson, The State Duma Legislation Process Bulletin (2001, #30). 
138 O. Volkov, M. Nikiforova, “Failing to Rise.” Vremya Novostey (April 20, 2001). 
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RELIGIOUS XENOPHOBIA 

With regard to this section of the chapter, we think it neces-
sary to repeat that our topic is xenophobia, in this case xeno-
phobia based on religion, rather than discrimination in gen-
eral. Although discriminatory practices in this area remain 
the same as they were in the 1990s, the main target of dis-
crimination today, as in the past, are the so-called “totalitar-
ian sects,” which for various politicians and government offi-
cials correspond to a vaguely defined circle of religious asso-
ciations. The core of this circle is formed by the new religious 
movements, (further referred in the text as NRM) primarily 
the most widely known movements in Russia, movements like 
Scientology, the Unification Church (known in Russia as the 
Church of Moon), Krishnaism, etc. Xenophobia however, ex-
tends well beyond these. 

Politicians and government officials have been talking about 
two things — the criminal aspect of NRM activities and the 
danger they pose to the state in general. The criminal side of 
the problem has been more or less clarified. Following the 
heated debates of the 1990s, every government official now 
knows that they are not allowed to make frivolous charges of 
criminal involvement against a religious organization or a relig-
ion, and that is appropriate to talk only about specific crimes 
committed by specific groups. Some exceptions to this rule still 
occur, but in our opinion, they are not decisive in determining 
government policies in relation to public and religious organiza-
tions. In this sense, for example, they sometimes talk about the 
crimes committed by Satanist groups. It is not always clear, 
and for that matter not that important, whether those crimes 
were motivated by Satanic religions or were just committed by 
some individual members of a Satanist group (most frequently 
by teenagers) for no special reason whatsoever. It should also 
be noted that any talk about Satanists is full of exaggerations, 
but it should also be granted that the enmity towards them is 
not totally unfounded. 

A number of the accusations made against the NRM are 
shared by the vast majority of our (and not only our) popula-
tion. So officials repeatedly state that their claims merely 
voice the prevailing general opinion. The NRM are accused of 
extorting money, psychological subjugation of their followers, 
(or, to use a common expression, “turning them into zombies”) 
and promoting the “abandonment of society.” Undoubtedly, 
such things do happen. The question remains whether these 
accusations should be addressed exclusively to the NRM, since 
similar things also happen inside  established, “traditional” 
religious associations. It can be maintained that what we are 
dealing with here is a case of xenophobia based on the un-
usual social behavior of people because of their religion. Such 
xenophobic attitudes are held by a significant number of peo-
ple and are not specifically sponsored by the government. 
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However, there is no need for any special support. These is-
sues have been thoroughly covered139 already and we would 
like now to consider in greater detail those types of religious 
xenophobia, which are backed up one way or another by the 
government.  

There is a view very common among politicians and, corre-
spondingly, among government officials that some religions or 
religious organizations present, through their preaching, a 
clear danger to national security. It is worth quoting here a 
statement of Viktor Zorkaltsev, head of the State Duma 
Committee on Public Associations and Religious Organiza-
tions, made at a press conference on the relationship between 
the government and various religions on January 25, 2002: 

Our Committee has been developing a statutory act 
aimed at ensuring the spiritual security of Russia. 
<…> Spiritual security is a key factor in the system of 
national security. It is a shield against the “fifth col-
umn,” the major defense of our multi-ethnic culture, 
our multi-century civilization, and the keystone for sus-
taining its identity. 
<…> Finding a legislative solution to the problem of 
spiritual security means erecting a barrier not only 
against religious extremism, but also against the flood of 
base and shallow drivel that has engulfed our mass me-
dia. 
<…> All mass media outlets addressing an audience of 
multiple millions have to set up public oversight boards, 
which would have the capability of influencing the in-
formational policies of the print, television and radio 
mass media companies …. This is not censorship, it is a 
governmental information policy.140 

One could certainly argue that being a member of KPRF fac-
tion in the State Duma, Viktor Zorkaltsev speaks only for his 
party, which has been advocating the above outlined views 
on statehood, freedom of speech and freedom of conscience. 
But another speaker at the same conference, presidential 
plenipotentiaty representative in the Central federal district, 
Georgy Poltavchenko seemed to be in full accord with 
Zorkaltsev, saying that “our major task today is to bring to-
gether those forces, for which the issue of spiritual integrity 
of Russia is the highest priority.”141 

                                                           
139 See, for example: A. Barker, New Religious Movements (St. Petersburg: 
1997); Lev Levinson, “Notes on Faith and Insanity.” Dia-Logos: Religion and 
Society 1998–1999 (Moscow: 1999). 
140 V. Zorkaltsev, “Specificity of the Current Relationship Between the State 
and Religions in Russia and the Prospects of its Further Evolution” 
(http://www.russian-orthodox-church.org.ru/nr201253htm). 
141 G. Poltavchenko. No title (http://www.russian-orthodox-church.org.ru/ 
nr202075.htm). 
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The same standpoint is also shared and actively promoted by the 
department of religious studies of the Russian Academy of Civil 
Service (RAGS), in particular in its draft concept of the state-
religion relationship (see the article on religious associations).142 
The same position can be expressed in a more radical way. For 
example, Vladimir Zbankov, deputy head of the Chief Depart-
ment of the Ministry of Justice for Moscow (temporarily sus-
pended in January 2002), who became known for having denied 
re-registration to the Moscow branch of the Salvation Army, 
stated in the same press conference that “non-traditional relig-
ions” are penetrating Russia “primarily from the USA,” and that 
the West in general is trying to “purposefully undermine our … 
spiritual foundations.”143 

Bringing in ideology can serve as a basis for specific discrimi-
natory measures and xenophobic actions, taken by federal 
and local authorities. For example, the Ministry of Education 
recently sent a letter to all educational institutions that reads 
as follows. 

Missionary organizations in Russia have been consistently 
trying to develop the necessary conditions  and create a 
mechanism for the implementation of the idea of 
“substitution of the social-psychological code” of the 
population of our country, which would automatically 
lead to the removal of the more than one thousand-year 
history of Russian statehood from the memory of our 
people, revision of such notions as self-identification of 
the nation, Motherland, patriotism and cultural heritage.144 

Jehovah's Witnesses, which are very active in preaching their 
views, are the most commonly employed example of such 
“subversive” activities.  They were selected as a model, for 
example, in the city of Krasnoyarsk by the Public Relations 
department of the mayor’s office, which organized a series of 
meetings with the representatives of educational, cultural and 
medical institutions on the topic of “The Spiritual Aggression 
of Religious Sects.”145 

The only official federal publication, Rossiyskaya Gazeta, of-
ten publishes articles on “totalitarian sects.” In particular the 
Jehovah’s Witnesses were the subject of an article, where the 
author not only accused the Jehovah’s Witnesses of present-

                                                           
142 For the text of the RAGS concept, see: http://www.state-religion.ru/cgi/ 
run.cgi?action=show&obj=1269. 
143 Quoted from the author’s notes taken at the conference. 
144 I. Suprunova, “And the False Prophets Would Arise.” Parlamentskaya 
Gazeta (October 9, 2001).  
145 “The public relations department of the Krasnoyarsk city administration 
is organizing a series of meetings with the representatives of educational, 
cultural and medical institutions on the topic ‘Spiritual Aggression of Reli-
gious Sects.’” See: Radio-Church (March 23, 2001). 
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ing a threat to national security, but also alleged that they 
were practicing ritual killings.146 

The administration of the city of Nizhnii Novgorod published 
a list of religious organizations, for which the cooperation of 
municipal services, educational and cultural institutions was 
not recommended. Besides the Jehovah’s Witnesses, the list 
included all known NRMs, but for some reason also referred 
to “truly-orthodox” religious communities.147 

The “anti-sectarian” rigor of local authorities can sometimes 
attain a larger scope. Thus, for example, a conference titled 
“Mordovia on the Threshold of the Millenium: the Problem of 
Totalitarian Sectarianism” was held in the city of Saransk, 
the capital of the Mordovia Republic. It was organized by the 
local diocese of the Russian Orthodox Church with the assis-
tance of the Council for Cooperation with Religious Organiza-
tions under the head of the Mordovia Republic and the Mor-
dovia State Pedagogical University. The conference dealt with 
the methods of countering the activities of NRMs, and also 
the activities of Baptists, Evangelists and Pentecostals.148 

The above example shows that the Russian Orthodox Church 
can and often does play the role of official expert for the au-
thorities, which by itself can be regarded as discrimination 
against other religious associations. Thus, a purely religious 
rejection of Protestantism as a form of heresy, quite natural 
for an Orthodox bishop, is translated through government 
bodies into specific policies, gaining a purely secular character 
and transforming itself into outright religious xenophobia.  

Public figures, actively involved in the campaign against “to-
talitarian sects,” serve as intermediaries of a sort between the 
Russian Orthodox Church and government officials. They are 
organized around the Center of Jeriney of Lion, headed by 
Alexander Dvorykin. Without going into the details of their 
“anti-cultist” activities, we shall note here that A. Dvorykin is 
closely linked with the Moscow Patriarchate, is heading a de-
partment at the St. Tikhon Orthodox Theological Institute 
and his assessment of NRM is of an outright theological na-
ture. Nevertheless, government officials are eager to quote 
the texts prepared by A. Dvorykin and his associates as ex-
pert opinions.  

The chairwoman of the human rights commission under the 
Governor of the Chelyabinsk region, Ekaterina Gorina, for 
example, turned to the Prosecutor General’s office for infor-
mation about the unlawful activities of the Jehovah's Wit-
                                                           
146 I. Lopatin, “Why Did Jehovah Choose Them as his ‘Witnesses’?” Rossiy-
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147 “The ‘Black List’ of Religious Organizations in Nizhny Novgorod.” NG — 
Religions (June 14, 2001).  
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Kestone News Service (February 27, 2001).  
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nesses, while preparing for a court hearing following a ban on 
the meeting of a Jehovah's Witnesses local chapter. Deputy 
Prosecutor General Evgeny Chuganov replied that although 
his office did not have any such data, he could recommend a 
book by Alexander Dvorykin, Introduction to Sectology (it is, 
in fact, a transcript of the course of lectures read at the St. 
Tikhon Orthodox Theological Institute) or the handbook New 
Religious Organizations of a Destructive and Occult Character 
in Russia, prepared by the Missionary Department of the 
Moscow Patriarchate (experts in the field have raised a lot of 
objections against this handbook).149 References of this kind 
can hardly be called the exception. 

Dvorykin’s associates in the anti-cult struggle also include 
public officials, like the head of expert department of the V.P 
Serbsky State Research Center for Social and Forensic Psy-
chiatry, Fedor Kondratyev. The professional arguments (we 
shall not attempt here to make any judgments of their qual-
ity) of the latter are constantly combined with ideological pas-
sages of the following kind: “Each of the parishioners [Jeho-
vah Witnesses] has a supervisor. The word of the supervisor 
is the word of God. As a result, fifty-thousand Russian pass-
port holders are Russian citizens by law, but in fact are get-
ting their orders from Americans, with the strings pulled 
from New-York, from Brooklyn.”150 

The growing role of radical Islamic fundamentalism 
(“Wahhabism”) within the Chechen separatist movement, the 
emergence of Wahhabite groups in other parts of the North-
ern Caucasus, primarily in Dagestan, is a matter of serious 
concern to the government. This concern is partially an exag-
geration, as is the importance of the religious factor in the 
Chechen war. Nevertheless, the government is facing a real 
problem of security here, unlike the chimerical threat posed 
by the new religious movements of Western origin, which we 
touched upon earlier. Although government officials and poli-
ticians realize the fact that the government is not fighting 
against Muslims in general, but against a relatively small 
group of Muslims, they find it naturally hard to draw the line 
between the two. This fact gives rise to elements of anti-
Islamic xenophobia. It also seems that at least partially this 
attitude contributes to the “legalization” of the widespread 
ethnic xenophobia against the migrants from the Caucasus 
and Central Asia. 

For example, in a special meeting held in the city of Yekater-
inburg on September 12, 2001, representatives of the local 
government bodies called for more stringent policies towards 
migrant-workers from Islamic regions because they were per-
                                                           
149 S Ivanenko, “Liberation of Chelyabinsk against Non-Orthodox Believers.” 
Moskovskie Novosti (February 6, 2001).  
150 Quoted from: V. Velichko, “Road to an Alien Shrine.” Vremya MN (July 
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ceived as the most criminalized group. Governor Eduard 
Rossel consented to this proposal ordering control measures 
stepped up and to preparation of corresponding amendments 
to regional legislation.151 (No amendments, however, were in-
troduced following that meeting).  

About the same time, Governor of the Khanty-Mansiisky 
autonomous district, Alexander Philippenko, and Governor of 
the Yamalo-Nenetsky autonomous district, Yuri Neyelov,152 
also made public statements against the arrival of Muslims. 

Even the deputy chairman of the Commission on the Affairs of 
Religious Associations under the Russian Cabinet, Andrei Se-
bentsov, who has a reputation of being a generally liberally 
minded official, supported the initiative of the State Council of 
Dagestan that suggested banning Wahhabism as a form of ex-
tremism.153 In fact, Wahhabism by itself is a fundamentalist 
religious teaching (dominant, for example, in the kingdom of 
Saudi Arabia) that does not necessarily imply political violence.   

More often than not though “anti-Wahhabite” statements 
lead to a new round of “anti-sectarian” rhetoric in general. 
Thus, in the wake of the tragic events of September 11, Gov-
ernor of the Saratov region, Dmitry Ayatskov, for example, 
spoke against peaceful coexistence in his region with 
“Islamists, Krishnaites, and other sects.”154 

The theme of “Wahhabism,” treated as a form of political 
extremism on Islamic soil, has naturally led to the situation 
where the problems (real or imagined) related to the new re-
ligious movements are being mixed with the theme of ex-
tremism and are generalized, in our opinion, in the totally ri-
diculous notion of “religious extremism.” The following illus-
tration of this point is a passage from the above quoted 
speech of the presidential penipotentiary representative in the 
Central federal district, Georgy Poltavchenko:  

The events of  September 11  have brought to the fore the 
need to counter extremism, political as well as religious. 
Our country had to face this horrible evil several years 
earlier. Sometimes, it originates in foreign religious or-
ganizations that aim their activities at undermining the 
spiritual security of our country. We must stop by all 
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available means any religious extremism and consciously 
distinguish it from good-minded followers of traditional 
religions. The activities of a number of new religious 
movements cannot be qualified as anything but extremist. 
We must hinder the spread of destructive pseudo-religious 
organizations, which impose their views and values on 
people against their will, call on them to abandon their 
duties as citizens and leave their families.  
Stepping up the measures for countering religious ex-
tremism is one of the highest priorities in the area of re-
lations between the government and the churches. The 
fight against religious extremism requires a further de-
velopment of the legislative foundation, improvement of 
the work of law-enforcement and executive bodies. The 
spiritual security of the state can be based only on an 
unwavering opposition against any manifestation of re-
ligious or political extremism. The omnibus measures of 
countering extremism must include, along with the legis-
lative and law-enforcement measures, certain steps in 
the area of education, scientific research, promotional 
activities, aimed at the development and communication 
of an ideological and theoretical alternative to the views 
and concepts of the extremists. At the same time it is 
equally important to contribute to the dialogue and coop-
eration between different religions.  
 
We are holding this conference together with the Inter-
Religious Council of Russia. I can see here representa-
tives of many religious communities. I’m sure that the 
traditional religions in our country can and must for-
mulate a common answer to the challenges of our time, 
they can and must act together in finding the solutions 
to existing social problems.155  

G. Poltavchenko then makes a smooth transition from the 
international Islamic terrorists to the Russian “Wahhabites” in 
the above mentioned sense of the word, and after that to all 
“destructive” new religious movements (given that there is no 
generally acceptable classification of NRMs by their “destruc-
tiveness,” regardless of the true meaning of the term). Finally, 
he dwells on the need to create, as an alternative, a new state 
ideology on the basis of the alliance between the government 
and a number of “traditional religious organizations,” mem-
bers of the Inter-Religious Council of Russia. 

This new ideology has already been implemented in the Min-
istry of Justice bill “On Countering Extremist Activities” that 
was made public on January 10, 2002.156 Without going into an 
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analysis of the bill, we shall only note that its religious com-
ponent (expressed in amendments to the law on the freedom 
of conscience) is overtly aimed against Islamic radicalism and 
the new religious movements. For example, “coercing to 
commit suicide or denying medical assistance to people due to 
religious motives under circumstances posing a danger to 
their life or health” shall be banned as “religious extremism” 
(we cannot write this ridiculous term without quotation 
marks). This clause immediately makes one recall the Jeho-
vah's Witnesses, who prohibit blood transfusions, including 
for their children. Besides, some Orthodox priests sometimes 
compel their parishioners to give up the intake of prescribed 
drugs. Those priests could also be charged with some form of 
“religious extremism” as “coercion to destroy the family” 
(since the clergy can apply “coercion” only through their own 
authority).  

The remedy against extremism offered in the bill is rather 
simple. “If it is established that a public (religious) association, 
or equally its sub-structures, leaders and (or) members at the 
request of or with the knowledge of at least one of its leading 
bodies have been involved in extremist activities, it shall be 
recognized by a court’s decision an extremist organization and 
thus banned.” In the meantime, a justice department or a 
prosecutor can also suspend the activities of such an association.  

Since it would be rather easy to prove that the Patriarch, 
members of Synod and bishops have been aware of the above 
mentioned “extremist” activities committed by a number of 
priests, this can serve as the main ground for suspending or 
even terminating the activities of the Russian Orthodox Church 
or some of its various dioceses and institutions. The same ap-
plies to many other religious associations. Obviously, such a fate 
will not befall the Russian Orthodox Church, and no one in-
tends to ban all organizations summarily, but the current Min-
istry of Justice would simply like to have compromising mate-
rials against them in order to make their manipulation easier. 
These materials could be used primarily against those religious 
associations that have already become the target of xenophobic 
pronouncements of government officials.  

The bill developed by the Ministry of Justice has, of course, a 
long way to go. It is being actively opposed both by the chair-
man of the “relevant” State Duma Committee, Viktor Zorkalt-
sev (he authored an alternative bill,157 less stringent in nature, 
but more absurd in essence) and the Russian cabinet official 
overseeing religious issues, Andrei Sebentsov. Nevertheless, the 
emergence of such odious bills is an indication of a certain shift 
in the attitudes within the Russian government.158 
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While the fear of Wahhabism is quite real, though exagger-
ated, and while the concerns about the new religious move-
ments are somewhat relevant to the real problems of individ-
ual citizens, who have been affected by those active religious 
associations (conflicts within families, medical, property and 
other problems resulting from the pursuit of the rules of a 
chosen religion), the anti-Catholic campaign that was staged 
in February-March of 2002 was, to the contrary, of a purely 
ideological nature.  

An upsurge of xenophobic emotions was caused by the Pope’s 
decision to transform, as of September 11, 2002, the tempo-
rary Catholic structures in Russia (Apostolic administrations) 
into regular dioceses. Though it is possible to understand (but 
difficult to share) the indignation about this decision on the 
side of the Russian Orthodox Church, it is totally unclear why 
this administrative reform within the Roman Catholic Church 
should have evoked any reaction from the Russian govern-
ment. And the reaction, for that matter, was quite strong.  

On February 12, 2002, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs sent a 
note to the Vatican,159 stating that after the official notifica-
tion from the Vatican received on February 4, the Ministry, 
though not questioning the right of the Catholic Church to 
organize itself according to canonical rules, but considering 
the fact that this issue primarily affected relations with the 
Orthodox Church and could lead to their serious deterioration, 
recommended that the Pope should presently suspend the 
transformation of Apostolic administrations into dioceses and 
settle this issue first with the Russian Orthodox Church.  

By doing so, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs attempted to in-
terfere with the internal organizational matters of a religious 
association, which not only runs contrary to corresponding 
Russian law, but also to the international commitments of the 
Russian Federation. 

Then, on February 15, the State Duma approved a motion of 
Vladimir Zhirinovsky to recommend that the Ministry of For-
eign Affairs should “deny visas to Vatican representatives in 
view of the deterioration of the situation and their unilateral 
actions aimed at changing the status of Catholic dioceses.”160 

The President, though, refrained from making any statements 
on this issue. Following his meeting with the first deputy 
head of the Chief Department of Foreign Affairs of the 

                                                                                                                     
impossible that the said law would come to be passed so soon, and the majority 
of experts hoped that many “odious” provisions would be stricken from the bill 
in the course of its subsequent readings. However, today we know that those 
hopes have failed. The new law can be effectively used againt any and all 
religious associations. And the “shift in the attitudes within the Russian Gov-
ernment,” to which the author of this chapter refers, is now quite evident. 
159 Vatican News Service (February 13, 2002).  
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Presidential Administration, Sergei Abramov, the head of 
Russian Catholics, Metropolitan (formerly archbishop) Ta-
deush Kondrusevich, stated that S. Abramov did not question 
the right of Roman Catholics to organize themselves accord-
ing to their canonical order.161 

Individual politicians also commented on this issue. On Febru-
ary 14, the above quoted Governor of the Saratov region, 
Dmitri Ayatskov, said as follows: “I am concerned that the 
Orthodox Church of the Russian state is losing its position. I 
am especially concerned with the opening of a Catholic dio-
cese in the city of Saratov. The Russian Orthodox Church 
should be more active in this regard. We are loosing the Or-
thodox religion. Whenever there is a gap, a niche, other relig-
ions will eagerly step in.”162 

The upper chamber of the Parliament did not stay out of the 
debate. The first deputy chairman of the Federation Council, 
Valery Goreglyad, not only made sharp comments against the 
creation of Catholic dioceses on the territory of Russia, but 
also spoke against Catholicism itself: “We should ask ourselves 
principally what could Catholicism bring to Russia compared 
to the Orthodox religion? What has it given to the ‘traditional 
catholic countries’ besides the dogma of Papal infallibility, the 
ineffective social doctrine of the II Vatican Council and an 
incessant debate over abortion?”  

V. Goreglyad made a very typical assessment of the situation, 
which amounts to the following: the “expansion” of Catholi-
cism means an expansion of the West (to quote, “the plans of 
the West have not changed at all, only the methods have 
changed. Once the sects have failed, now it’s the Pope’s 
turn”) and that presents a clear “danger to our national iden-
tity.”  The following comment of V. Goreglyad is quite amus-
ing though: “If the two churches are indeed like two sisters, 
then why doesn’t the more stable, financially sound Church 
give a helping hand to its sister-church that experiences fi-
nancial difficulties?” He finished his statement with an appeal 
that is easy to understand: “When there is a danger to par-
ticular industries, it is time to resort to protectionist customs 
tariffs. When the national identity is in danger, it is time for 
cultural protectionism.”163 

Xenophobic attitudes toward alien NRMs, of Catholics, and 
even Russian Protestants, who were made legal in Russia as 
early as 1905, naturally lead to a desire to somehow attach a 
special, privileged status to the “main” or, as they are more 
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often called, “traditional” religions. This desire often surfaces 
in various concepts of the relationship between state and re-
ligion, like the bill “On Traditional Religious Organizations,” 
and a number of declarations (see more on this subject in the 
article on religious organizations). But it has not been incorpo-
rated yet into government policies and still remains at the 
activity level of individual political leaders. The President, 
who is firmly in charge of the government today, despite his 
personal sympathy towards the Russian Orthodox Church, 
has not allowed himself to make any xenophobic or discrimi-
natory remarks about other religions.  

At the most, Putin very vaguely stated that Russia has other 
religions beside “traditional religions,” but the “traditional 
ones can firmly rely on the government’s support.”164 Neither 
the Presidential Administration, nor the Cabinet give any 
solid support to the idea of granting a special status to the 
Russian Orthodox Church and several other religious organi-
zations friendly to it (primarily, the Spiritual Administration 
of the Muslims of Russia and the European CIS countries, 
headed by Talgat Tadjutdin).  

It should be noted, though, that in 2001, for a period of sev-
eral months, Gleb Pavlovsky’s Foundation for Effective Poli-
cies (FEP), which is reputedly close to the Presidential Ad-
ministration, provided direct support not only to the Russian 
Orthodox Church, but also to its fundamentalist wing, associ-
ated with the name of Archimandrite Tikhon (Shevkunov). At 
that time FEP’s Internet site “Strana.Ru,” which serves as a 
mouthpiece of the government on the web, maintained a reli-
gious page, the editors of which openly identified themselves 
with Archimandrite Thkhon. In late August of 2001, the page 
as well as access to its articles archive were closed. 

The current situation in the State Duma is more complex. The 
Duma does not have a consolidated opinion on the issue, while 
religious and social themes remain only marginally important 
to the parliament (which is only natural for a predominantly 
non-religious society). Therefore the activities of a small 
group of deputies, lobbying for the interests of the Russian 
Orthodox Church, assume a special importance. It is due to 
the proactive position of this group that materials and decla-
rations are being generated, which become de-facto associated 
in the eyes of the public with the position of the whole Duma. 
Among other things, these materials include the bill spon-
sored by Alexander Chuyev, “On Traditional Religious Or-
ganizations,” as well as recommendations prepared for the 
parliamentary hearings with a characteristic title “The Legis-
lative Problems of the Relationship between State and Relig-
ion in the Light of the Social Concept of the Russian Ortho-

                                                           
164 “Vladimir Putin Receives the Islamic Leaders of Russia at the Kremlin.” 
NTV.RU (December 17, 2001). 
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dox Church.” In full accordance with the title, hearings held 
on July 6, 2002, recommended modifying the current legisla-
tion in favor of the “traditional religious organizations” and 
against “religious extremism.” This same group of deputies 
came out in support of the Yekaterinburng diocese of the 
Russian Orthodox Church, which was involved in a criminal 
case for instigating national and religious enmity  in its publi-
cations (for a detailed account, see the chapter on anti-
Semitism) . The intervention was quite successful as the case 
was dropped.  

It is important to note that what fails at the federal level of-
ten takes place at the regional level. As we have seen in the 
above example of Nizhnii Novgorod, expert councils working 
for the local authorities recommend prohibitive actions 
against “totalitarian sects.”  Ludmila Stebenkova, a Moscow 
City Duma member, recently suggested setting up a similar 
council in Moscow, involving the representatives of the “tradi-
tional religious organizations.”165 Several regions have enacted 
local statutes limiting missionary activities despite the fact 
that such limitations violate the RF Constitution, which re-
quires that only federal legislation can regulate  human rights 
matters (including freedom of conscience).  

The general political trends are also a cause of some concern. 
If we summarize and somewhat oversimplify the prevailing 
political commentaries, we can say that there is a continuous 
struggle for influence in the presidential retinue between the 
old Kremlin elite and those who were brought into power by 
V. Putin from various security agencies  (primarily from the 
special services). The latter group is more willing and inclined 
to communicate with the representatives of the “traditional 
religious organizations” and especially the Moscow Patriar-
chate. They are more outspoken about the need to involve 
these organizations in laying down the ideological groundwork 
of the state. This group is allegedly linked to a business ty-
coon and current Federation Council member, Sergei 
Pugachev, who is famous for his relationship with the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church and especially with its most conserva-
tive and even fundamentalist circles (e.g., Archimandrite Tik-
hon). S. Pugachev’s businesses control the only openly xeno-
phobic program on national television called “Russian House.”  
There is no doubt that if this group gets the upper hand in 
the Kremlin power struggle, there will be a further shift to-
wards a more ideological state, which, in turn, will result in 
an upsurge of government-sponsored religious xenophobia. 

                                                           
165 I. Sukhov, “A Cult Show.” Vremya Novostey (June 4, 2001).  
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RACISM, NATIONALISM AND XENOPHOBIA 
AMONG POLICE OFFICIALS 

Pursuant to Russian law, actions instigating ethnic hostility 
qualify as criminal offenses, and the culprits are supposed to 
face fairly severe punishments. Obviously, the country’s law 
enforcement agencies, primarily the Ministry of Internal Af-
fairs (MVD) and the Prosecutor General’s Office, must protect 
society from this sort of criminality. However, today, not only 
human rights organizations, but also many other public organi-
zations and figures maintain that Russia’s law enforcement 
agencies are not performing this task well at all. What is more, 
law enforcement officials, though not openly advocating any 
nationalistic ideology, often adhere to ethnic profiling and 
xenophobic attitudes when carrying out their duties. While the 
heads of government structures have now and again felt com-
pelled to partially admit to mishaps when publicly reproached 
for the inappropriate acts of their subordinates, they have al-
ways hastened to add that one could hardly draw a dividing 
line between the sentiments of law enforcers and the rest of 
society. The overriding argument is that members of law en-
forcement bodies have been operating for the most part to pro-
vide security for the entire Russian people. They say that 
whenever they have to violate somebody’s rights (those of mi-
grants, for example), they normally seek to stand up for the 
rights of a given local community. The situation is such that, 
the relevant authorities — especially the regional ones — often 
initiate the violations because they issue the regulatory statutes 
or directives that law enforcement bodies (just like in any other 
law-governed state) are to implement. While being interviewed 
informally, Russian MVD staffers and prosecutors consistently 
point to the ethnic diversity in domestic crime and to the divi-
sion of criminal activity, with certain ethnic crime gangs stick-
ing to specific criminal activities.  

Though this characterization might be reflective of the way 
things really are in Russian law enforcement agencies, the mat-
ter is by far not that simple. Indeed, members of the local law 
enforcement structures have never lived in isolation from local 
communities. And inasmuch as nationalistic, anti-Semitic, and 
anti-Caucasian sentiments have been on the rise in Russian 
society, one can hardly expect that MVD members and prose-
cutors would not be influenced by these attitudes. However, it 
is precisely the domestic law enforcers that have most often 
been used as the tool to have these deplorable attitudes trans-
lated into discriminatory and arbitrary actions. One may point 
out that the mythology about excessive and inborn criminality 
(and the danger for the general public) of this or that ethnic 
minority also derives from police reports about the crimes 
committed by the “aliens” (like some elements from the Cauca-
sus) and the stories being spread by mass media. Surprisingly, 
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local law enforcers have begun to view one’s affiliation with 
any of these ethnic communities as sufficient grounds for sus-
picion and in-depth checks.  

As a result, at least two vicious cycles appear to exist. First, 
society’s xenophobic attitudes have been variously embraced 
by the local law enforcers. As they perform their daily func-
tions, they mostly focus on the targeted ethnic minorities and 
find evidence to confirm their views. Keeping in mind these 
influences, they release their reports on specific felonies and 
crime in general. Then, those revelations get picturesque cov-
erage by mass media, with the public’s xenophobic sentiments 
being either confirmed or inflamed.  

The second vicious cycle is somewhat more sophisticated. It is 
known that ethnic minorities have been targeted by society 
and law enforcement bodies. Given this situation, the existing 
ethnic communities tend to become increasingly cautious to-
wards law-enforcement. Clearly, the current circumstances 
prevent them from enjoying normal living conditions, with 
the more disadvantaged ethnic communities actually becom-
ing impoverished within Russian society. Understandably, 
such communities can be fruitful recruiting grounds for crime 
gangs, and some crime gangs are ethnically based. More im-
portantly, ethnic crime ganges always seek to maintain links 
with their ethnic communities, and they pose as advocates of 
their communities’ interests and portray isolated criminal 
cases as examples of the war that federal law enforcers are 
waging against given ethnic communities. All this usually re-
sults in ethnic minorities’ refusal to cooperate with the police 
when the police investigate crimes. This circumstance merely 
makes the domestic law enforcers and society even less toler-
ant of those communities.  

While ending the first vicious cycle appears, in principle, to 
be possible within a relatively short period of time (given the 
right amount of political will and a proactive awareness drive 
in society and in the law enforcement bodies), the second vi-
cious cycle can only be ended if the social conditions for Rus-
sia’s ethnic minorities radically improve.  

The comparison noted above between MVD, the prosecutor’s 
office officials, and the society as a whole has yet another 
perspective. Just as in society, law enforcers are not one sin-
gle mass with the same views. Besides the always existing 
inter- and intra-departmental distinctions, today social strati-
fication deeply divides the members of those agencies. 

Inadequate social protection for the majority of Russian law 
enforcers along with their meager compensation packages is 
visibly at odds with the growing well-being of government 
officials, including those from MVD and prosecutor’s offices. 
Many rank-and-file members empathize with the opposition 
organizations that demand that the “national wealth should 
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be distributed more fairly.” They empathize with groups such 
as the Russian National Unity (RNE) and several Cossack or-
ganizations in the south of Russia. 

Obviously, nationalistic feelings and ethnic biases also derive 
from the rather low educational levels of most MVD mem-
bers, ranging from the lower ranks to the senior ranks. As a 
matter of fact, over the past few decades the country’s law 
enforcement jobs have been filled by members of the very 
same social groups that have been supplying replacements for 
organized crime mobs. For example, the prosecutors’ offices in 
the past selected employees — often descendents of the intel-
ligentsia — with a high level of education. Today, the prose-
cutors’ offices are rapidly losing that advantage. The prohibi-
tively low social status of Russian law enforcers, the poor 
paychecks, the excessive corruption rates, the ongoing lack of 
training, and the never-ending flight of the brighter minds to 
the private sector clearly suggest that there is a risk that 
things will get even worse and that the law enforcement sec-
tor will be further criminalized.  

The ethnic biases of law enforcers are not the same, and the 
motives on which the activities of law enforcement officials are 
based can differ. A Moscow-based police sergeant who extorts 
a kickback from a visiting Azeri, whose residence registration 
happened to have expired, might be inclined to believe that he 
is just expropriating a part of the revenue that was unlawfully 
secured through commercial operations at a local market for 
farm products. A student from the Krasnodar Institute of Law, 
who is  helping evict a Roma family, might very well be certain 
that he is working to shut down another source of illegal drugs 
in the region. A police operative might be easily tempted to 
plant a grenade at a Chechen’s place in order to get the “sus-
pect” apprehended because “all Chechens are either bandits or 
advocates of the bandits, and they ought to be put behind 
bars.” Gathering the right evidence would take too long, and 
the backlog of cases is too heavy. Also, there are quotas to be 
met, and the Chechens are still “killing our brothers (our Rus-
sian people)” in Chechnya. An investigator from a local prose-
cutor’s office, who has failed to put together the evidence on 
this or that terror act or crime, would still readily bring the 
matter before a court, where a judge can pass a suspended 
sentence (at best) or order a prison sentence that happens to be 
the same as the time already served in the pretrial detention 
facility. While explaining to his troops in Chechnya why the 
war still goes on, a senior commanding officer would most 
probably say that the “counter-terrorist operation” has to be 
continued because international terrorists are still very active 
and Chechen bandits receive handouts from Western special 
services, and from B. Berezovsky and V. Gusinsky — Russian 
citizens with non-Russian-sounding family names.  
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Manifestations of ethnic biases can be varied, but they are 
not always the main reason for the violation of the rights of 
citizens. After all, money has been extorted for breaking the 
established residence registration rules from many newcomers 
that easily stand out in a local crowd because of their ethnic 
appearance. Illegal drugs and firearms can be planted on any 
detained person. However, it is the “visually recognizable” 
ethnic and racial minorities that law enforcers have linked 
with criminal dangers in Russia.  

Mention should be made of a very representative case that 
transpired on June 8, 2001, in Moscow. Four strangers (that 
subsequently turned out to be plain clothes city police agents 
from the City Police Department’s Drug Enforcement Office) 
tried to apprehend George Blema, a man of African descent 
residing in Moscow. The law enforcers were waiting for 
G. Blema on his stairway. According to one version, the police 
thought that he was another African suspect. According to a 
different version, he was seized as an accomplice. Since the at-
tackers failed to appropriately introduce themselves and pre-
sent their credentials, G. Blema just took them for bandits, 
broke free, and ran to his apartment. Unfortunately, he never 
managed to shut the door behind him. The attackers got inside 
and fired two shots at the desperately struggling G. Blema. One 
bullet penetrated his shoulder muscle, and the other one got 
him in the stomach, rupturing his intestines and remaining in 
the pelvic bone. As the policemen attacked him, they kept yell-
ing “Kill the nigger!” Then, they set about to beat up his son, 
without noticing that George escaped onto the balcony and 
somehow descended from the seventh floor to the fourth. Mak-
ing it to the balcony of an apartment in the fourth floor, he 
tried to come into the room and ask the dwellers to hide him. 
However, the kind neighbors just threw him off the balcony 
even though he was only begging them for safety. 

In the aftermath, the local police inspector expressed his re-
grets and condolences on behalf of his office. George Blema had 
to undergo a major surgery, and a part of his intestine was re-
moved. However, the bullet in his pelvic bone could not be ex-
tracted. Surprisingly, Esipova, the deputy prosecutor for the 
Liublinsky district, brought criminal charges under Section 2, 
Article 31 of the RF Criminal Code against George Blema for 
resisting the attackers. Esipova took this action even though 
the members of the said Drug Enforcement Office (who failed 
to identify themselves) had absolutely no right to break into 
G. Blema’s apartment, especially given that by then he had 
committed no crime. Understandably, the ethnic prejudice un-
derpinning the policemen’s actions failed to be viewed as suffi-
cient grounds to warrant a special investigation into the matter.  

In the chapters relating to the plight of Chechens and Roma 
in Russia, there are dozens of cases in which either racial or 
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ethnic affiliations were evidently used as grounds for suspi-
cion or insults by the law enforcers.  

However, there are other, no less relevant, manifestations of 
nationalism and xenophobia in the actions of Russian law en-
forcers when they seek to protect the people who have com-
mitted crimes based on nationalistic or xenophobic motiva-
tions from legal prosecution. Local law enforcers would each 
time discount any nationalistic motives when local market 
pogroms or neo-Nazi attacks on foreign nationals took place. 
All such crimes have inevitably been prosecuted under the 
provisions of Article 105 and Article 213 of the RF Criminal 
Code (manslaughter and hooliganism). For example, in Octo-
ber 1998, a group of local skinheads purposefully targeted 
and beat the son of the Ambassador of Guinea-Bissau in Mos-
cow. The local police passed the whole thing off as just an-
other street fight. 

Since early 2000, many Russian cities have seen the emergence 
of Nazi-skinhead formations that are reported to have partici-
pated in the following three, particularly revolting, incidents: 
the massive attack on a police patrol in Likhobory, Moscow re-
gion; the pogrom against a Vietnamese dormitory building near 
the Sokol metro-station in Moscow;  and the defamation of a 
Jewish cemetery in Nizhny Novgorod. Notably, out of the 
three, only the first crime was somewhat covered by the Rus-
sian media. The Jewish cemetery case was quickly hushed up, 
while the Vietnamese dormitory pogrom scandal largely “went 
unnoticed.” In 2001–2002, the number of neo-Nazi-skinhead-
engineered assaults have been on the rise incrementally, with 
the gangs growing more and more organized and disciplined. 
The police have mostly paid no heed, while meaningfully re-
sponding only in isolated cases. Following the 2001 Yasenevo-
market pogrom in Moscow, the Itogi magazine carried 
S. Krivosheev’s article entitled “Skinhead’s Birthday.” In the 
article, S. Krivosheev reported his conversation with a local 
police official. That senior police official was quoted as saying 
these words at one point in the interview:  

Should we recognize that there are Nazi groups in the 
city, we would be automatically compelled to admit that 
their operations are organized. Of course, this would 
mean that half the local police chiefs would have to be 
dismissed for failing to prevent the emergence of an or-
ganized crime gang that had not been mentioned either 
in  progress or annual reports. On the other hand, we 
are not equipped to counter the skinheads as a political 
force. We, the police, are out of politics. We are just 
compelled to treat them as some regular hoodlums. 

The beatings of foreign students in the city of Tver, north of 
Moscow have acquired a high measure of notoriety.  As a re-
minder, the initial indications of chauvinism were reported out 
of that city in December 1999, and that things radically turned 
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for the worse in the summer of 2000. By the late fall of the 
same year, the situation was close to desperate with local police 
stations receiving reports of foreign student beatings nearly on 
a daily basis. Notably, not only young black males were subject 
to the attacks of the enraged teenagers; the young racists also 
attacked females. Following such an “encounter” with skin-
head-teenagers, two female students from Sri Lanka had to be 
taken to a local hospital for medical treatment.   

Naturally, Tver-based foreign students started to pack up 
and go home, and the city faced a risk of losing a very mean-
ingful source of hard currency income. That was exactly the 
time when the local police finally showed its mettle: the pre-
viously ignored “playful” teenagers that harassed and beat up 
the black foreigners were suddenly identified and detained 
without any problems. They were actually school kids, 15–16 
years of age, and none of them could explain clearly why 
they attacked foreign students. 

Given the facts, nearly 25 criminal cases were opened to 
prosecute the suspects. The local officials vowed to have the 
culprits severely punished so that other criminals would be 
taught a lesson. All of those cases were taken under advise-
ment by A. Belousov, Tver Mayor, and S. Duka, the deputy 
head of the regional police authority (responsible for law en-
forcement tasks within the city limits). A dedicated working 
panel was created within the Tver regional police authority 
under the criminal investigation office to examine the rele-
vant materials. The path taken by the foreign students to go 
to and from their dormitory building to university classrooms 
is now safeguarded by plainclothes policemen from the local 
district police station (The city is already desperately short of 
the law enforcers due to deployment to Chechnya on a rota-
tional basis.) What is more, security guards can now be found 
on the beat in the student dormitory building’s lobby at any 
and all hours of the day.166 

Admittedly, there have been a few cases in this or other re-
gions where the police have tried to apply some preventive 
measures, however, these strategies could hardly be called 
adequate. For example, the Moscow police keep detaining the 
distributors of nationalistic leaflets, while the Saratov-based 
law enforcers seized and manhandled V. Sosnin, an activist 
against global Zionism and author of the incendiary book 
Time to Take Up the Sword. 

However, the sentiments and actions of Russian nationalists 
have often been supported by local law enforcers. According 
to some statements from the skinheads themselves, the police 
would often release the “patriots” and advise them to “beat 
up the blacks.” Not much is known about how thoroughly the 
                                                           
166 For details, see: I. Mandrik, “Afanassy Nikitin’s Descendants Beating Up 
Indian Guests.” Noviye Izvestia (January 19, #8). 
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neo-Nazi organizations have penetrated the domestic law en-
forcement bodies. Such cases are completely covered up by 
the government and the extremists themselves. In the early 
1990s, there was a good deal of talk about the local police and 
RNE elements joining forces to patrol the streets. However, 
following the October 1993 events in Moscow when RNE 
sided with the former Supreme Soviet that was in confronta-
tion with President Yeltsin, those links started to be kept se-
cret. Revealingly, the law enforcers continue to work together 
with the nationalistic Cossack elements that have been 
unlawfully performing some police functions (after receiving 
the relevant clearances from local officials) related to safe-
guarding the public order. 

Particularly illustrative of this connection is the incident of 
October 29, 2000, involving the 25-year-old R. Gusseynov, an 
assistant manager of the Moscow-based Azeri Society for 
Humanitarian Aid who happened to be detained by a police 
officer on Vernadsky Prospekt, not far from his office. As the 
police officer did an ID check and saw that R. Gusseynov’s 
residence registration had expired, the police officer immedi-
ately grabbed the man and forced him into a patrol car. “As 
R. Gusseynov tried to protest and ask the policeman to iden-
tify himself, the latter just slugged him on the head and re-
fused to say a word. Incidentally, under the regulations at the 
time, R. Gusseynov was not a law-breaker. The law read that, 
if a registration expired on a holiday or on a non-business day 
(the event actually took place on Sunday, October 29, 2000), 
no special registration to account for those days was re-
quired.”167 The law enforcer in question turned out to be Y. 
Adaniayev, a 37-year-old police sergeant from the local police 
precinct in the western administrative district of Moscow, 
who only a year and a half before was employed as police 
patrol car driver. Leading the patrol team was A. Evdokimov, 
a 43-year-old police major. They took the detained Azeri over 
to the police station, brought him into a briefing room, or-
dered him to face the wall, and launched an interrogation 
procedure. As the rookie Y. Adaniayev slugged the Azeri in 
the kidneys, liver, and legs — all the while trying not to leave 
any visible traces — the more experienced A. Evdokimov just 
looked on. Then the policemen filed a report for the detain-
ment that said that R. Gusseynov ‘offered resistance,’ and 
then they submitted it to their chief. R. Gusseynov was lucky 
to have been allowed to make a telephone call to a friend who 
was a reporter. The reporter was quick to respond by getting 
in touch with the police and threatening to kick up a row 
over that matter. The law enforcers somehow got scared and 
let the man go. 

                                                           
167 Å. Moskovkina, “Slug to the Kidneys to Get the Nation Cleaner. “Fair 
Cops” Saluted with “Hail Hitler!” in a Court Room.” Moskovsky Komso-
molets (November 16, 2001, #256).  
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Following his hazardous ordeal, R. Gusseynov immediately 
headed for the Nikukino prosecutor’s office. The investigation 
was duly completed and the case was taken to court. Notably, 
the was under some pressure from RNE elements who staged 
rallies at the court building and backed up the local police in 
various ways. The defendants never pleaded guilty. They just 
kept saying they had “never touched the Azeri.” They fur-
ther insisted that they merely carried out an ID check, de-
tained him for a while, filed a report, and let him go. Major 
Evdokimov was impatient enough to point out that the 
‘blacks’ deserve to be treated more roughly. The law en-
forcer’s racist comments ran as follows: “The blacks do have 
some nerve. Look, they have filled out the whole of Moscow 
now. We, honest cops, work like dogs, and they try to prose-
cute us!” Occasionally the major would use some expletives to 
fully express his sentiments, which nearly served to get him 
banned from the room for contempt of of court. 

Nonetheless, the policemen were eventually found guilty due 
to the conclusion of experts regarding the injuries on 
R. Gusseynov’s body, eye witness reports by a few passers-by 
who saw the Azeri being dragged into a police patrol car, and 
some other evidence. While Sergeant Adaniayev received a 
six-month suspended sentence for abusing his position, Major 
Evdokimov was sentenced to six months of corrective labor 
(suspended), and 10% of his salary was withheld. Clearly, the 
judge was too lenient in this case. But even this mild court 
ruling triggered the audience into yelling: “It’s a shame! Rus-
sian judges are friends of the Azeris!”  

As they left the court building, the convicts were welcomed 
as national heroes, with the skinheads forming a live corridor 
originating at the court building’s doors. A. Evdokimov and 
Y. Adaniayev appeared to be proud of that reception. The 
skinheads saluted the newly created role-models and shouted 
“Hail Hitler! Glory to Russia!”168 

Interestingly enough, in the course of the trial one of Major 
Evdokimov’s colleagues reportedly said that nearly 95% of the 
Moscow-based police force just hate the “blacks.” He pro-
ceeded to comment as follows: 

They have nothing to be loved for. Local crime has been 
produced and maintained mostly by the Caucasians. I 
have known Major Evdokimov for ten years now, and 
let me tell you: he is a good guy, very respectful, always 
ready to help you out with money, and he never forgets 
to pay his debts. Well, we never thought they had any-
thing to do with RNE people. Generally speaking, I am 
no backer of that movement. 

                                                           
168 Ibid.  
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This police officer, who refused to identify himself, was very 
precise about highlighting a current reality — Russian law 
enforcers do suffer from xenophobia. At the same time, as a 
rule, they refrain from openly supporting the domestic na-
tionalistic organizations. However, this situation appears 
unlikely to remain for long. This is particularly evident in 
light of joint street patrolling by the police and RNE with na-
tionalistic Cossacks noted in some regions of Russia and men-
tioned in other chapters of this book. 
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NATIONALISM, RACISM, AND XENOPHOBIA  
IN THE MASS MEDIA 

MONITORING SUBJECT AND CONSTRAINTS169 

Mass media has been used to incite ethnic, religious or other 
types of hatred for quite some time. More often than not, it 
has been noted in the nationalistic or radical press, a high-
profile example of which is the infamous Zavtra newspaper. 
Admittedly, the problem also exists (though not as apparent) 
in the mainstream press, including non-Russian sources. Eng-
lish-speaking countries have broadly labeled this problem us-
ing the term “hate speech.” 

This term arise in countries that allow practically unlimited 
freedom of expression. Therefore, the issue is not about mass 
media constraints or threats of criminal prosecution. In Rus-
sia, just like in most European countries, one faces a set of 
rather rigorous (though rarely applied) administrative and 
legal bans on actions aimed at provoking racial, ethnic or reli-
gious discord. We, therefore, need to make a distinction be-
tween various degrees of hate speech. Even the term itself 
should not be translated in a straightforward way as incite-
ment of ethnic or other hostility, because this would precisely 
reflect the formulas contained in the applicable Russian legal 
provisions. Meanwhile hate speech often takes the form of 
negligence or personal gaffs, known in English-speaking 
countries as breaching the rules of “political correctness.” In 
order to avoid the error of categorizing as hate speech only 
that which is prohibited by law, we suggest that the term 
should be understood as a combination of media materials 
(including headlines, images and other elements) that either 
directly or indirectly serve to spread ethnic or religious ha-
tred or animosity.  

We believe it advisable to proceed from the aforementioned 
description of the notion of hate speech in order to research 
its presence in printed material rather than use the term 
“hate speech” as it is understood abroad. 

It is necessary to point out from the very start that the goal 
of this monitoring effort is not to expose specific periodicals, 
broadcast media, or reporters. While some journalists, indeed, 
employ racist propaganda knowingly, the majority resort to 

                                                           
169 For the compilation of this chapter, materials of the project “Racism and 
Xenophobia in Russian Mass Media: Monitoring and Public Actions” were 
used. The project is carried out by the Moscow Helsinki Group in coopera-
tion with the Information and Research Center “Panorama,” Center for the 
Development of Democracy and Human Rights, and Glasnost’ Defense 
Foundation with the support of the Open Society Institute.  
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hate speech without any racist motivations at all. The latter 
category of writers use inflammatory language for many 
poorly understood reasons. These journalists are largely un-
aware of what wordings should, in principle, be taboo in the 
area of journalism. We do not claim to be wholly unbiased 
judges in this matter. Of course, we fully realize that the 
risque nature of many wordings can be subjective and that 
the boundaries of “political correctness” are tentative and 
flexible. In our country, all these parameters have yet to be 
appropriately defined. The categorization of the monitoring 
results suggested in this report should provide some guide-
lines for a common broad-based effort to consider why and 
where hatred comes from and how the relevant issue ought 
to be covered, rather than just condemning the most able 
propagators of hate speech.  

Understandably, hate speech can reveal itself in a variety of 
ways. Firstly, any given material’s content can be expressed by 
very different words, some of which may either call for geno-
cide or “simple” disparagement of a nation or people. There-
fore, hate speech should somehow be categorized by type, 
which we shall discuss below. Secondly, hate speech is not nec-
essarily revealed through factual content: it can be found in an 
article’s thrust or tone, style of chosen headlines, selection of 
supporting pictures, etc. Though the monitors can hardly be 
completely unbiased, we should not be particularly concerned 
about this. After all, hate speech aims at generating a reader’s 
personalized perception and/or reflects the author’s or another 
person’s subjective vision of a given reality. 

Our monitoring effort focuses primarily on hate speech used 
to arouse ethnic and/or religious hatreds. We do realize that 
an effort to provoke hatred should generally be preceded by 
an effort to identify the target for that hatred, a task not 
without some difficulty. Americans were the most frequent 
target encountered in the materials monitored during this 
project. To most scholars, Americans do not form an ethnic 
community nor, possibly, even a nation. However, we would 
rather put this largely academic argument aside. To the 
overwhelming majority of the Russian people, including jour-
nalists, Americans are a unique and uniform nation. In this 
respect, the media merely becomes a reflection of the con-
sciousness of the masses, leaving ethnic identification and re-
lated ambiguities aside. The above could be said for the 
French; a citizen of France may or may not actually be of 
French origin. It should be also noted that the Jews, for ex-
ample, could be viewed as both an ethnic group and a reli-
gious community.  

It is important to emphasize that whenever we say “Ameri-
cans” we normally have in mind the American people or typi-
cal representatives of such, rather than the United States 
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government. Politicized enmities, including hatreds of other 
governments, were not the subject of our monitoring efforts.  

Given that the Russian Federation currently has a very large 
number of media sources, we chose to concentrate our efforts 
on just a small segment of those. A number of federal print 
media and web-sites, as well as some print media from five 
regions of the Russian Federation have been the focus of our 
research. Those regions are: 

 Kemerovo region, 

 Krasnodar territory, 

 Perm region, 

 Ryazan region, 

 St. Petersburg (city with federal status). 

These regions were selected to achieve a diverse sample re-
flecting the following criteria: known high and low levels of 
hate speech, more and less advanced economic performance, 
varied political preferences displayed by the local leadership, 
and different geographic regions of the Russian Federation. 
The controlling rationale underlying the choices was that a 
focused effort to research a megalopolis, two industrial re-
gions with a high number of urban dwellers, a standard “red-
belt” region, and a region in southern-Russia whose local au-
thorities are notorious for crudely violating the rights of eth-
nic minorities would provide a reasonable cross section of the 
Russian Federation.  

We chose not to investigate Russia’s ethnic republics, which 
certainly do deserve to be looked into separately. For the most 
part, this decision has to do with the fact that the term 
“domineering nation” carries a double meaning: either an eth-
nic community or a religious group within a given ethnic 
republic. As an example, the “domineering” position of ethnic 
Russians in Tatarstan appears to be at odds with the concept 
of the “titular” nation of Tartars in the republic, to say noth-
ing of the fact that the “domineering” position of the Russian 
Orthodox Church exists against the backdrop the prolifera-
tion of Islam in the region. In addition, many local periodicals 
are printed in the local languages, a circumstance that would 
create extra difficulties for our researchers.  

We also tried to select representative print media, i.e., periodi-
cals with different levels of circulation (leaders necessarily 
being included), dailies, weeklies, specialized publications 
(ranging from newspapers for “decision-makers” to magazines 
perceived as “gutter” press) that have been suspected of us-
ing hate speech. The material selected at the federal-level for 
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expert examination included ten dailies, five weeklies and five 
news-cast web-sites.  

Initially, we planned to single out five dailies and two-three 
weeklies per region. However, as it turned out, most of the 
selected regions could not boast of so many high-profile peri-
odicals. Given this difficulty, we treated each region individu-
ally in selecting local press for researching. 

From the very start we decided to steer clear of the offen-
sively nationalistic periodicals perceived generally (both re-
gionally and nationally) to be overtly marginal, rationalizing 
that such operations make using hate speech a matter of pol-
icy. Evidently, one should pursue a different approach to as-
sess those sorts of publications (ranging from the Zavtra 
weekly to assorted low-distribution publications released 
rather irregularly), discussed briefly in an overview at the 
end of this report.  

It should also be noted that the monitoring and analysis of 
the federal-level mass media were carried out by the Infor-
mation and Research Center “Panorama.” Monitoring and 
analysis of regional media, on the other hand, were conducted 
by the Moscow Helsinki Group and five competent regional 
human rights organizations, namely, the Ryazan branch of 
the “Memorial” Society, the Perm Human Rights Center, the 
Krasnodar Human Rights Center, the Kemerovo Center of 
Independent Journalism, and the Harold and Selma Light 
Center of St. Petersburg. 

Monitoring on the federal-level was begun on October 1, 2001, 
one month prior to the launch of monitoring on the regional 
level. This approach enabled us to fine-tune the methodology 
and revise the database rubricator (see below) before expand-
ing our work from the center to the regions. Then, in order to 
synchronize the processes and avoid corruption of the compara-
tive analysis, we chose to suspend our federal-level monitoring 
activities for one month (January 2002).  

While this monitoring schedule still introduces a certain level 
of inaccuracy into the comparison of federal and regional 
data, we believe this inaccuracy to be of little significance as 
our experience shows that most of the content of the publica-
tions is not necessarily, directly linked to events of major sig-
nificance immediately after their occurrence. The one excep-
tion is September 11, but even in that case the difference has 
proven to be relatively unimportant: the topic of global con-
frontation was discussed in the press long after the day of the 
attacks. 

Thus, the given report covers federal monitoring for the period 
of October 1 — December 31, 2001, and regional monitoring for 
the period of November 1, 2001 — January 31, 2002. During 
this entire period, 260 different entries were introduced into 
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the monitoring database, reports from federal or regional publi-
cations containing hate speech statements and remarks of dif-
ferent kinds presented in different ways. It should be taken 
into account that this report is based on our preliminary find-
ings, calculations and conclusions only. After January 31, 2001, 
this monitoring effort will continue for another three months 
both in the center and in the regions. 

ÌONITORING METHODOLOGY 

The monitoring methodology was devised by the Informational 
and Research Center “Panorama” and the Moscow Helsinki 
Group. As was already pointed out, the presence of printed 
hate speech (in the broader meaning of the term) has been as-
sessed rather subjectively. We suggested that monitors should 
primarily proceed by placing themselves in the shoes of the 
given ethnic community or religious group and judging 
whether the material in question seemed biased or offensive. 
On the other hand, we did draft a detailed categorization of 
hate speech manifestations. The techniques used to categorize 
were thoroughly explained to each monitor individually and 
during a special workshop. Project participants continually 
tracked and developed the reports filed by the monitors.  

Apart from the standard information identifying each publi-
cation, the following two basic hate speech characteristics 
were recorded: type and target.  

Initially, the categorization of type was to be rather specific so 
that a sort of a hate speech hierarchy could be developed. The 
scale was to range from hard-core (directly criminal) calls to 
violence or ethnic (religious) discriminatory practices to the 
mildest possible and seemingly inoffensive jokes about an eth-
nic community, including perhaps just a mention of the latter 
in some derogatory context (the classic example being “Ivan 
Petrov and two persons of the Caucasian nationality  [ethnicity] 
robbed a stand”). Our perception was that one and the same 
material could carry several types of hate speech.   

However, things turned out to be much more complex. More 
often than not, it was impossible to classify a phrase or sen-
tence of hate speech as any specific type. The boundaries of 
the suggested types were not demarcated clearly and largely 
overlapped with one another. We do not see this discovery as 
a major drawback of the monitoring effort, particularly given 
that the primary goal was to identify some principal land-
mark for a more focused study at a later date, rather than to 
provide well-defined categories of hate speech manifestations. 
Given this objective, a tentative vision of the desired end re-
sult appears to be more achievable at this point in time than 
a definitively fixed pattern.  
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Admittedly, greater challenges emerged from the need to up-
date and review the list of hate speech types as the monitors 
proceeded with their effort. Understandably, any change to 
the initial list of types only served to compound the difficul-
ties relating to the project’s implementation. Fortunately, 
nearly all of the updates were introduced during the initial 
stage (primarily in the very first month of monitoring). Im-
portantly, in nearly each case the relevant changes could be 
introduced retroactively, with the pertinent database entries 
being either corrected or updated accordingly.  

Nearly all of the aforementioned considerations are fully ap-
plicable to the creation of a list of hate speech targets, the 
only difference being that in this particular matter we never 
sought to secure a definitive system of classification. On the 
contrary, the initially-compiled list of targets carried such 
“broad-based” xenophobia targets as “non-Russians,” “non-
Orthodox,” “non-whites,” along with some smaller and less 
specific target groups that a priori (from personal media-
related experiences) also seemed to be relatively common hate 
speech targets. As a result, the list turned out to be too gen-
erous for some and too constricting for other groups, resulting 
in a measure of corrective inputs. What is more, the events of 
September 11 (rather the military operations in Afghanistan 
that produced such hate speech targets as Afghans and Paki-
stanis) also had their effects. For example, locally-relevant 
and short-lived targets (e.g., Ukrainians, following a passenger 
airliner being shot down by a Ukrainian missile) also quite 
unexpectedly became featured on the target list.  

The monitor was required to record both the author (or au-
thors) of the text and the character (or characters) in the 
text, that is, the persons responsible for producing the hate 
speech effects of a given article. Notably, the character could 
be the author himself, especially if directly or indirectly he 
identified with somebody expressing himself in the spirit of 
hate speech. Though, in principle, the “author” is considered 
to be different from the “character.”  

The monitor was also required to indicate the author’s atti-
tude towards the hate speech element contained in his mate-
rial. While being fully aware of the difficulties inherent in this 
exercise, we nonetheless recognized the possibility of making 
a subjective classification into one of the following three lev-
els: “rather positive” (author mostly supportive of the hate 
speech practices), “rather negative,” or “neutral.”   

Now, let us look into the lists of hate speech types and targets 
as they have come to be shaped by the middle of the report-
ing period. These lists are expected to create the underlying 
structure for the entire statistics-gathering effort.  
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HATE SPEECH TYPES 

Based on preliminary analysis of media publications, we have 
identified the following range of  hate speech types:  

A. Making direct and straightforward calls for violence 
(related to specific situations and targets); 

B. Calling for violence in the form of generalized slogans 
(calling on readers of articles, documents or other 
print materials to use violence as an acceptable tool, 
including calls of the type; “down with the Jews!”); 

C. Advancing direct and straightforward calls for dis-
criminatory practices; 

D. Issuing calls for discriminatory practices in the form 
of generalized slogans; 

E. Releasing veiled calls for violence and discriminatory 
practices (spreading the knowledge of “positive,” his-
toric or contemporary, examples of violence and dis-
criminatory practices; using the catch-phrases of the 
type “It is high time they should be given …” or 
“They certainly deserve to be …”); 

F. Creating a nefarious image of a given ethnic commu-
nity or religious group (related to the material’s thrust 
and tenor, rather than the presence of concrete accu-
sations); 

G. Justifying historic cases of violence and discrimination 
(related to the use of such phrases as “After what the 
Chechens have done, it is only natural that…”); 

H. Releasing publications and/or pronouncements de-
signed to cast doubt on universally recognized histori-
cal facts of violence and discrimination (related, for 
example, to the Holocaust or the theory that “The 
Chechens were evicted from their homeland under 
Stalin for having collaborated with Hitler”); 

I. Mentioning the name of an ethnic community or reli-
gious group in a derogatory way (usually in head-
lines); 

J. Making statements to the effect that an ethnic com-
munity or religious group is inherently deficient (i.e. 
lacking in culture or intellectual capacity, being un-
able to undertake creative pursuits; e.g., “Azeris are 
only good for working in farmer’s markets” or “Ka-
zakhs are all a bit dim-witted”); 

K. Claiming that certain historical crimes had been 
committed by an ethnic community or religious group 
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(pertinent examples include: “Muslims have always 
spread their religion by sword and fire” or “Polacks 
have always schemed against Russia”); 

L. Pointing out (for the purpose of getting the target dis-
credited) that an ethnic community or religious group 
has been maintaining links with Russian or foreign po-
litical or governmental agencies (“The Meskhetian 
Turks are Turkish agents of influence in Russia” or 
“Catholics are all Western agents here,” etc.); 

M. Claiming that an ethnic community or religious group 
is criminal by nature (for example, “All Gypsies are 
thieves”); 

N. Pointing out that an ethnic community or religious 
group has some inherent moral deficiencies (“Jews 
will do anything for money” or “Gypsies are liars and 
cheats”); 

O. Making remarks that an ethnic community or religious 
group is disproportionately well-off, over-represented 
in government agencies or the media, etc.; 

P. Accusing an ethnic community or religious group of 
negative influences on society or the government (for 
example, “The Russian national identity is being di-
luted by …” or “With all these aliens, Moscow isn’t a 
Russian city” or “The Mormons are seeking to destroy 
the nation’s Orthodox identity”); 

Q. Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious 
groups or their representatives in a derogatory or in-
sulting context (particularly in crime reports); 

R. Calling for action to prevent migrants representing an 
ethnic community or religious group from settling in a 
given region (community, neighborhood, etc.), an ex-
ample being provided by “a group of protesters com-
ing out against a mosque being erected in an ‘Ortho-
dox town’”; 

S. Printing quoted observations or phrases without 
commentary (an author referring to explicitly xeno-
phobic pronouncements without proper commentary 
that would enable the reader to distinguish between 
the opinion of the interviewee and the interviewer; or 
editors allowing for a piece of clearly nationalistic 
propaganda to be carried by a periodical without 
commentary or contrary opinion). 
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HATE SPEECH TARGETS 

Hate speech targets are likewise listed here in the same order 
as they have been entered into the database. As was already 
pointed out, the list contains both very broad groups and 
rather specific and small ethnic and religious targets. Under-
standably, not only cases of non-differentiated xenophobia but 
also more specific manifestations of enmity that happened to be 
unlisted by category are attributed to the broader categories 
(“non-Russians,” for example). We believed it was not a good 
idea to precisely categorize any and all cases. We included a 
target category only when we confirmed that the given target 
had received more than a single hit.  

1. Non-whites 
2. Non-Slavs 
3. Africans 
4. Asian ethnic communities 
5. Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic communities 
6. Central Asian ethnic communities 
7. Americans 
8. Jews 
9. Ukrainians 
10. Roma 
11. Chechens 
12. Azeris 
13. Non-Russians 
14. Non-Christians 
15. Non-Orthodox (possible Christians) 
16. Muslims 
17. Catholics (and Uniats) 
18. Jehovah’s Witnesses 
19. Scientologists 
20. New and small religious groups 
21. Estonians 
22. Arabs 
23. Afghans 
24. Pakistanis 
25. Armenians 
26. Meskhetian Turks 
27. Kurds 
28. New Muslim teachings 
29. Russians 
30. Tartars 
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1. GENERAL HATE SPEECH TYPE AND TARGET TABLES  

(please note that here and further, the definitions “positive,” 
“negative,” and “neutral” refer to the alleged feelings (posi-
tion) of the author of the text towards the hate speech state-
ments comprised within). 

Òàble 1.1. Hate Speech Types 

Hate Speech Type 
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Making direct and straightforward calls for violence  0 5 2 7 

Calling for violence in the form of generalized slogans  0 3 3 6 

Advancing direct and straightforward calls for discriminatory practices 0 3 4 7 

Issuing calls for discriminatory practices in the form of generalized slogans 0 1 1 2 

Releasing veiled calls for violence and discriminatory practices 0 3 11 14

Justifying historic cases of violence and discrimination  1 0 9 10

Releasing publications and/or pronouncements designed to cast doubt on 
universally recognized historical facts of violence and discrimination 

1 2 11 14

Pointing out (for the purpose of getting the target discredited) that an eth-
nic community or religious group has been maintaining links with Russian or 
foreign political or government agencies 

0 3 0 3 

Making statements to the effect that an ethnic community or religious group 
is inherently deficient (i.e., lacking in culture or intellectual capacity, being 
unable to undertake creative pursuits)  

5 0 15 20

Claiming that certain historical crimes had been committed by an ethnic 
community or religious group as a whole  

0 0 5 5 

Claiming that an ethnic community or religious group is criminal by nature  10 7 57 74

Pointing out that an ethnic community or religious group has some inherent 
moral deficiencies  

5 2 18 25

Making casual remarks that an ethnic community or religious group is dis-
proportionately well-off, over-represented in government agencies or mass 
media operations, etc. 

1 6 13 20

Accusing an ethnic community or religious group of negative influences on 
society or government (for example, “The Russian national identity is being 
diluted by...”, etc.) 

1 7 17 25
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Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious groups or their represen-
tatives in a derogatory or insulting context  

5 0 18 23

Calling for action to prevent migrants representing an ethnic community or 
religious group from settling in a given region (community, neighborhood, 
etc.) 

3 7 16 26

Printing quoted observations or phrases without proper commentary  3 1 5 9 

Mentioning the name of an ethnic community or religious group in a deroga-
tory way 

5 1 14 20

Creating a nefarious image of an ethnic community or religious group  22 7 73 102

Total 62 58 292 412

Note: The total number of hate speech types and targets can 
exceed the total number of filed entries (260) because one 
entry frequently contains several categories. 

This table shows numbers higher than 10 in boldface type. Of 
course, this is only a tentative indicator, merely used to high-
light the more “popular” hate speech types. 

The general category of “creating a nefarious image” was en-
countered most frequently. We regard this type as a special, 
broad category, since any hate speech manifestation can easily 
be thrown into this category. The same material can then also 
be placed into a more specific category. Those coming very 
close to the “creating a nefarious image” category have been 
other highlighted types related to references about moral defi-
ciency, creative inability and derogatory descriptions. 

Creating a criminal image for a given ethnic community or 
religious group appears to be the obvious leader among the 
more specific hate speech types. 

A comparable figure is provided by xenophobia-related types 
that could be interpreted as reflective of a defensive kind of 
hate speech. This composite figure could be viewed as an indi-
cator of a belief that a certain group or community has a dis-
proportionately large presence relative to the majority in a 
given area giving rise to a perception that this group has the 
capability to negatively impact the identity of the majority. 
Also, it could be indicative of certain calls for a given ethnic 
community or religious group to be prevented from settling in 
specific region or the country in general. It is not for nothing 
that the term “xenophobia” implies both hatred and fear.  

To add, the ongoing talk about criminality of an ethnic com-
munity is largely reflective of persisting fear. As interpreted 
by the domestic nationalistic and patriotic columnists, this is 
indicative of the defensive character of Russian nationalism.  



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

194 

Admittedly, we have already seen quite a large number of 
calls for violence and discriminatory practices in this country. 

 
Table 1.2. Targets 

Targets Neutral (20) 
Negative 

(18) 
Positive (27) Total 

Non-whites 1 1 0 2 

Non-Slavs 1 3 4 8 

Africans 2 1 3 6 

Asian ethnic communities 1 3 12 16 

Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic 
communities 

4 14 22 40 

Central Asian ethnic communities 3 5 9 17 

Americans 5 3 16 24 

Jews 5 8 15 28 

Ukrainians 1 0 7 8 

Roma 1 2 11 14 

Chechens 5 2 17 24 

Azeris 1 2 10 13 

Non-Russians 6 7 27 40 

Non-Christians 0 1 3 4 

Non-Orthodox (possible Christians) 0 0 2 2 

Muslims 2 8 21 31 

Catholics (and Uniats) 0 0 4 4 

Jehovah’s Witnesses 0 0 2 2 

Scientologists 0 0 1 1 

Estonians 2 0 2 4 

Arabs 1 0 5 6 

Afghans 2 3 5 10 

Pakistanis 0 1 1 2 
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Armenians 1 2 8 11 

Meskhetian Turks 3 0 18 21 

Kurds 0 0 3 3 

Russians 0 0 3 3 

New Muslim teachings 0 1 0 1 

Tartars 1 0 1 2 

Total 48 67 232 347 

Note: for the sake of brevity, categories containing entries of 
zero will be omitted from this and subsequent tables. 

In this table “new and small religious groups” are omitted, a speci-
fied target that was not encountered by the monitoring effort.  

The more focused tables below will, obviously, have more omissions. 

This table also shows numbers higher than 10 in boldface 
type. There were no surprises as to which categories were 
most frequently encountered. The list is as follows: “Non-
Russians” (which might otherwise be called “Others”), fol-
lowed by Caucasus and Central Asian ethnic communities, 
Chechens, Jews and Muslims. Notably, the Muslims category 
has definitely increased following the September 11 attacks. 
This circumstance likewise explains the high results for 
Americans and Asian ethnic communities (meaning non-CIS 
Asians). Meskhetian Turks, as one will see further below, 
have been mentioned only in the print material from the 
Krasnodar territory, where they are concentrated.  

Notably, “new Muslim teachings” (generally known as 
“Wahhabites”) have been targets close to zero times, and “new 
religious groups” (commonly known as “totalitarian sects”) zero 
times. Other “religious” indicators likewise appear to be rather 
negligible. Aside from attitudes towards Muslims, religious 
xenophobia over the monitoring period was not that popular. 

Estonians, Tartars, Kurds and Pakistanis should not have 
been included in the list in the first place. Apparently, they 
had been included because of old surveys. But now, especially 
after the events of September 11, they need to be removed as 
separate targets for the given monitoring effort.  
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Table 1.3. Character Types 

Character Type neutral Negative positive Total 

Politician 7 11 12 30 

Journalist 15 9 99 123 

Official 3 1 1 5 

Cultural Worker 0 1 6 7 

Expert 3 2 13 18 

Layman 3 4 6 13 

Judge 0 1 0 1 

Law Enforcement Personnel 1 3 2 6 

Public Figure 0 0 6 6 

Religious Figure 0 0 1 1 

Total 32 32 146 210 

In our monitoring effort, the “characters” are not necessarily 
the authors of the given materials. They are the persons from 
whom the hate speech emanates. However, it is no small won-
der that reporters are most frequently encountered in the 
monitoring effort’s findings, since articles by reporters are the 
most prominent in the output of any publication. It is simply 
a question of probability.  

Importantly, pronouncements by government officials and pub-
lic figures have not been encountered often (their attitudes to-
wards hate speech phenomenon being appropriately moderate). 
But experts, public figures and cultural workers have all come 
out in support of hate speech. This finding is very significant: 
one should not forget that hate speech is primarily generated 
by the society rather than by the state. What is more, one can 
assume that this phenomenon emerged not so much in the po-
litical (in the narrow sense of the term) arena as in that of pub-
lic life (comparisons of the results in bold face and italics are 
rather revealing in this regard).  

“Layman” primarily refers to the writer of “readers’ letters to 
the editor,” which are always selected for publication with a 
specific purpose in mind.  
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2. FEDERAL-LEVEL MASS MEDIA 

A few comments need to be made before we consider the re-
sults of monitoring federal-level print media. Understandably, 
the very notion of “federal-level” is rather a subjective one, 
because it is difficult to draw a line between federal periodi-
cals and print media aimed primarily at the Moscow region. 
Though we selected materials published in Moscow, we real-
ized that papers and web-sites reflect local events and devel-
opments to varying degrees, which, in turn resulted in vary-
ing usage of hate speech. As can be seen from Table #1.1, hate 
speech most frequently can be placed into the categories of 
“creating a nefarious image of an ethnic community or reli-
gious group” and “claiming that an ethnic community or reli-
gious group is criminal by nature.” This type of hate speech 
was most often found in the local news items and crime re-
ports. Therefore it would be incorrect to separate the federal-
level from regional-level media as something totally distinct. 
This being said, the volume of federal-level materials proc-
essed was much greater than the regional-level materials, for 
obvious reasons already noted. This explains the fact that the 
total number of hate speech entries for the federal-level moni-
toring effort is for all practical purposes equal to the total 
number of entries from the regions.  

Table 2.1. Hate Speech Types 
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Making direct and straightforward calls for violence 0 5 0 5 

Calling for violence in the form of generalized slogans 0 3 0 3 

Advancing direct and straightforward calls for discriminatory prac-
tices 

0 3 0 3 

Releasing veiled calls for violence and discriminatory practices 0 1 0 1 

Justifying historic cases of violence and discrimination 0 0 3 3 

Making statements to the effect that an ethnic community or religious 
group is inherently  deficient (i.e. lacking in culture or intellectual capac-
ity, being unable to undertake creative pursuits) 

1 0 7 8 

Claiming that certain historical crimes had been committed by an 
ethnic community or religious group 

0 0 3 3 

Claiming that an ethnic community or religious group is criminal by 
nature 

4 4 30 38 
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Pointing out that an ethnic community or religious group has some 
inherent moral deficiencies 

3 2 14 19 

Making remarks that  an ethnic community or religious group is dis-
proportionately well-off, over-represented in government agencies or 
mass media operations, etc. 

0 3 1 4 

Accusing an ethnic community or religious group of negative influ-
ences on society or government (for example, “The Russian national 
identity gets diluted,” etc.) 

0 7 3 10 

Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious groups or their 
representatives in a derogatory or insulting context 

1 0 7 8 

Calling for action to prevent migrants of an ethnic community or 
religious group from settling in the given region (community, 
neighborhood, etc.) 

0 6 4 10 

Providing quoted observations or phrases without commentary 0 0 1 1 

Mentioning the name of an ethnic community or religious group in a 
derogatory way 

2 1 11 14 

Creating a nefarious image of a given ethnic community or religious 
group 

2 6 16 24 

Total 13 41 100 154

Observations noted in the general table are for the most part 
true for the federal-level findings, although some distinctions 
do need to be made.   

Calls for violence or discrimination were completely absent in 
our federal-level survey: the central press, apparently, has 
rejected all tolerance for such extremist manifestations. Also 
of note, “defensive xenophobia” is disproportionately low. 
Clearly, direct defamation (lack of moral integrity, etc.) and, 
of course, crime-fighting topics predominate in the Moscow-
based media. 

 

Òàble 2.2. Hate Speech Targets 

Targets Neutral (8) Negative (13) Positive (17) Total 

Non-whites 0 1 0 1 

Non-Slavs 0 2 1 3 

Africans 0 0 2 2 
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Asian ethnic  

communities 
0 3 10 13 

Caucasus and trans-

Caucasus ethnic commu-

nities 

3 13 14 30 

Central Asian ethnic 

communities 
1 3 4 8 

Americans 2 1 3 6 

Jews 1 5 3 9 

Ukrainians 1 0 5 6 

Roma 0 0 6 6 

Chechens 1 1 8 10 

Azeris 1 1 5 7 

Non-Russians 1 3 0 4 

Muslims 0 4 11 15 

Estonians 0 0 1 1 

Arabs 0 0 3 3 

Afghans 0 2 2 4 

Pakistanis 0 0 1 1 

Armenians 0 1 0 1 

Russians 0 0 1 1 

Total 11 40 80 131 

The Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic communities (Cau-
casians and Transcaucasians), Roma, Chechens, Muslims and 
Azeris appear often as hate speech targets, with Jews and 
Americans appearing as targets many fewer times.  
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Òàble 2.3. Materials by Category  

Category of Material Neutral Negative positive Total 

Direct speech 1 0 0 1 

Editor’s perspective 1 1 1 3 

Interview 2 2 2 6 

Article 6 22 54 82 

News report 1 0 7 8 

Reader’s letter 0 0 1 1 

Fiction 0 0 1 1 

Total 11 25 66 102 

 

Òàble 2.4. Character Types 

Character Type neutral Negative positive Total 

Politician 3 10 0 13 

Journalist 3 5 50 58 

Government official 2 1 1 4 

Cultural worker 0 1 4 5 

Expert 0 0 3 3 

Layman 1 4 3 8 

Law Enforcement Personnel 0 2 0 2 

Total 9 23 61 93 

Journalists on the federal level appear more often than in the 
regions on average.  

3. REGIONAL TABLES 

At this point in time it is nearly impossible to define the prin-
cipal distinctions between federal-level and regional-level 
print media. However, in comparing federal-level and re-
gional-level indicators, there is one finding that stands out. 
While on the federal level the neutral-positive hate speech 
perception ratio is 3/1, the similar comparison for the re-
gional-level is 13/1.  
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3.1. Kemerovo Region 

Òàble 3.1.1. Hate Speech Types 

Type 
neutral 

(8) 
negative 

(2) 
positive 

(9) 
Total

Releasing veiled calls for violence 

And discriminatory practices 
0 0 1 1 

Justifying historic cases of violence  
and discrimination 

1 0 0 1 

Pointing out (for the purpose of getting the target 
discredited) that an ethnic community or religious 
group has been maintaining links with Russian or 
foreign political or government structures 

0 1 0 1 

Making statements to the effect that an ethnic 
community or religious group is inherently  defi-
cient (i.e. lacking in culture or intellectual capacity, 
being unable to undertake creative pursuits) 

3 0 2 5 

Claiming that an ethnic community or religious 
group is criminal by nature 

2 1 3 6 

Pointing out that an ethnic community or religious 
group has some inherent moral deficiencies 

1 0 1 2 

Making remarks that  an ethnic community  
or religious group is disproportionately well-off, 
over-represented in government agencies or mass 
media operations, etc. 

0 0 1 1 

Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious 
groups or their representatives in a derogatory or 
insulting context 

2 0 3 5 

Providing quoted observations or phrases without 
commentary 

1 0 2 3 

Mentioning the name of an ethnic community or 
religious group in a derogatory way 

1 0 1 2 

Creating a nefarious image of the given ethnic 
community or religious group 

3 0 3 6 

Total 14 2 17 33 
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Òàble 3.1.2. Hate Speech Targets 
 

Targets Neutral (6) negative (2) positive (7) Total 

Caucasus and trans-Caucasus 

ethnic communities 
0 0 2 2 

Central Asian ethnic communi-

ties 
1 0 0 1 

Americans 2 0 1 3 

Jews 2 1  3 

Ukrainians 0 0 2 2 

Roma 0 0 1 1 

Chechens 0 0 1 1 

Non-Russians 1 1 2 4 

Estonians 1 0 0 1 

Russians 0 0 1 1 

Tartars 1 0 0 1 

Total 8 2 10 20 

We have eliminated the “materials by category” and “charac-
ter types” tables because of scarcity of the pertinent regional-
level articles. Those tables would be unlikely to yield any sig-
nificant information.  

3. 2. Krasnodar Territory 

The region’s primary distinction comes in the nearly total ab-
sence of articles where the author has censured the hate 
speech examples cited.   

Accordingly, the following tables have lost one column.  
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Òàble 3.2.1. Hate Speech Types 

Type 

n
eu

tr
al

 (
6)

 

p
os

it
iv

e 
(8

) 

T
ot

al
 

Making direct and straightforward calls for violence 0 1 1 

Advancing direct and straightforward calls for discriminatory practices 0 2 2 

Claiming that an ethnic community or religious group  

is criminal by nature 
3 10 13 

Making remarks that  an ethnic community or religious group is  

disproportionately well-off, over-represented in government agencies  

or mass media operations, etc. 

1 1 2 

Accusing an ethnic community or religious group of negative  

influences on the society or government  

(e.g., “The Russian national identity is being diluted by...”, etc.) 

0 5 5 

Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious groups  

or their representatives in a derogatory or insulting context 
0 2 2 

Calling for action to prevent migrants of an ethnic community 

 or religious group, from settling in the given region  

(community, neighborhood, etc.) 

2 11 13 

Providing quoted observations or phrases without commentary 1 0 1 

Mentioning the name of an ethnic community or religious group  

in a derogatory way 
1 0 1 

Creating a nefarious image of the given ethnic community  

or religious group 
7 24 31 

Total 15 56 71 
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Òàble 2.3.2. Hate Speech Targets  

Targets Neutral (7) Positive (13) Total 

Non-Slavs 1 0 1 

Africans 0 1 1 

Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic communities 0 2 2 

Jews 0 1 1 

Roma 1 3 4 

Chechens 2 0 2 

Non-Russians 3 11 14 

Non-Christians 0 1 1 

Non-Orthodox (possible Christians) 0 2 2 

Muslims 1 0 1 

Catholics (and Uniats) 0 1 1 

Jehovah’s Witnesses 0 2 2 

Scientologists 0 1 1 

Armenians 1 6 7 

Meskhetian Turks 3 18 21 

Kurds 0 2 2 

Total 12 51 63 

Òàble 3.2.3. Materials by Category 

Category of Material Neutral Positive Total 

Editor’s perspective 0 2 2 

Interview 5 3 8 

Article 0 15 15 

News report 2 6 8 

Reprint 1 1 2 

Reader’s letter 1 4 5 

Total 9 31 40 
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Òàble 3.2.4. Character Types 

Character Type Neutral Positive Total 

Politician 4 11 15 

Journalist 2 15 17 

Government official 1 0 1 

Layman 1 3 4 

Law Enforcement Personnel 1 0 1 

Public figure 0 2 2 

Religious figure 0 1 1 

Total 9 32 41 

3.3. PERM REGION  

Results for negative and neutral findings are zero, and there-
fore these result columns have been omitted in the tables for 
the Perm region monitoring. Admittedly, there have been 
rather few reports of hate speech in the region. 

 

Òàble 3.3.1. Hate Speech Types 

Type 
Positive 

(5) 

Making statements to the effect that an ethnic community or religious group is inher-
ently  deficient (i.e. lacking in culture or intellectual capacities, inability to undertake 
creative pursuits) 

1 

Claiming that an ethnic community or religious group is criminal by nature 6 

Making remarks that  an ethnic community or religious group is disproportionately 
well-off, over-represented in government agencies or mass media operations, etc. 

1 

Accusing an ethnic community or religious group of negative influences on the society 
or government (for example, “The Russian national identity is being diluted by...”, etc.)

1 

Creating a nefarious image of the given ethnic community or religious group 4 

Total 13 
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Òàble 3.3.2. Hate Speech Targets 

Targets Positive (9) 

Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic communities 2 

Central Asian ethnic communities 2 

Americans 1 

Chechens 1 

Azeris 1 

Arabs 1 

Afghans 1 

Armenians 1 

Tartars 1 

Total 11 

 
Òàble 3.3.3. Materials by Category 

Category of Material  

Interview 3 

Article 3 

News report 2 

Reprint 2 

Fiction 1 

Total 11 

 

Table 3.3.4. Character Types 

Character Type  

Journalist 8 

Law Enforcement Personnel 2 

Total 10 
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3.4. RYAZAN REGION 

Table 3.4.1. Hate Speech Types 

Type 
Neutral 

(5) 
Nega-
tive (6)

Posi-
tive 
(18) 

Total 

Making direct and straightforward calls for violence 0 0 1 1 

Calling for violence in the form of generalized slogans 0 0 3 3 

Advancing direct and straightforward calls  
for discriminatory practices 

0 0 2 2 

Issuing calls for discriminatory practices  
in the form of generalized slogans 

0 0 1 1 

Releasing veiled calls for violence and  
discriminatory practices 

0 2 10 12 

Releasing publications and/or pronouncements designed  
to cast doubt on  universally recognized historical facts  
of violence and discrimination 

0 1 6 7 

Pointing out (for the purpose of getting the target  
discredited) that an ethnic community or religious group 
has been maintaining links with Russian or foreign  
political or government agencies 

0 2 10 12 

Making statements to the effect that an ethnic  
community or religious group is inherently deficient  
(i.e. lacking in culture or intellectual capacity,  
being unable to undertake creative pursuits) 

0 0 4 4 

Claiming that certain historical crimes had been  
committed by an ethnic community or religious group 

0 0 2 2 

Claiming that an ethnic community  
or religious group is criminal by nature 

1 2 3 6 

Pointing out that an ethnic community  
or religious group has some inherent moral deficiencies 

0 0 2 2 

Making remarks that ethnic community or religious group is 
disproportionately well-off, over-represented in government 
agencies or mass media operations, etc. 

0 3 8 11 
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Accusing an ethnic community or religious group of negative 
influences on the society or government (for example, “The Rus-
sian national identity is being diluted by...”, etc.) 

1 0 8 9 

Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious groups or 
their representatives in a derogatory or insulting context 

0 0 2 2 

Calling for action preventing migrants  
of an ethnic community or religious group, from settling  
in a given region (community, neighborhood, etc.) 

0 0 1 1 

Providing quoted observations  
or phrases without commentary 

1 1 2 4 

Mentioning the name of an ethnic community  
or religious group in a derogatory way 

1 0 2 3 

Creating a nefarious image of the given  
ethnic community or religious group 

2 0 12 14 

Total 6 11 79 96 

 

Table 3.4.2. Hate Speech Targets 

Targets Neutral 
(4) 

Negative 
(16) 

Posi-
tive(18) Total 

Non-Slavs 0 1 3 4 

Africans 0 1 0 1 

Asian ethnic communities 0 0 1 1 

Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic communities 0 1 2 3 

Central Asian ethnic communities 1 2 1 4 

Americans 0 2 6 8 

Jews 1 1 9 11 

Roma 0 2 0 2 

Chechens 0 1 4 5 

Azeris 0 1 1 2 

Non-Russians 0 3 13 16 

Non-Christians 0 1 2 3 

Muslims 0 3 3 6 

Catholics (and Uniats) 0 0 1 1 

Estonians 0 0 1 1 
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Arabs 1 0 1 2 

Afghans 1 1 2 4 

Pakistanis 0 1 0 1 

Armenians 0 1 1 2 

Kurds 0 0 1 1 

Russians 0 0 1 1 

New Muslim teachings 0 1 0 1 

Total 4 23 53 80 

 
Table 3.4.3. Materials by Category 

Category of Material Neutral Negative Positive Total 

Editor’s perspective 0 0 1 1 

Interview 0 2 1 3 

Article 2 4 12 18 

News report 0 1 0 1 

Reprint 0 0 6 6 

Joke 0 0 5 5 

Classified and commercial ads 0 0 2 2 

Total 2 7 27 36 

 
Table 3.4.4. Character Types 

Character Type Neutral Negative Positive Total 

Politician 0 1 1 2 

Journalist 1 4 16 21 

Cultural worker 0 0 1 1 

Layman 1 0 0 1 

Judge 0 1 0 1 

Law enforcement personnel 0 1 0 1 

Public figure 0 0 4 4 

Total 2 7 22 31 
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3.5. ST. PETERSBURG 

Table 3.5.1. Hate Speech Types 

Type 
Neutral 

(6) 
Nega-
tive (4)

Positive 
(7) 

Total 

Issuing calls for discriminatory practices in the form of 
generalized slogans 

0 1 0 1 

Releasing publications and/or pronouncements designed to 
cast doubt on universally recognized historical facts of 
violence and discrimination 

1 1 1 3 

Calling for action to prevent migrants of an ethnic com-
munity or religious group, from settling in the given re-
gion (community, neighborhood, etc.) 

0 1 0 1 

Making statements to the effect that an ethnic community 
or religious group is inherently deficient (i.e. lacking in 
culture or intellectual capacity, being unable to undertake 
creative pursuits) 

1 0 1 2 

Claiming that an ethnic community or religious group is 
criminal by nature 

0 0 5 5 

Pointing out that an ethnic community or religious group 
has some inherent moral deficiencies 

1 0 1 2 

Making remarks that  an ethnic community or religious 
group is disproportionately well-off, over-represented in 
government agencies or mass media operations, etc. 

0 0 1 1 

Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious groups 
or their representatives in a derogatory or insulting con-
text 

2 0 4 6 

Calling for action to prevent migrants of an ethnic com-
munity or religious group, from settling in a given region 
(community, neighborhood, etc.) 

1 0 0 1 

Creating a nefarious image of the given ethnic community 
or religious group 

8 1 14 23 

Total 14 4 27 45 
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Table 3.5.2. Hate Speech Targets 

Targets 
Neutral 
(13, 11) 

Negative 
(2,2) 

Positive 
(27, 10) 

Total 

Non-whites 1 0 0 1 

Africans 2 0 0 2 

Asian ethnic communities 1 0 1 2 

Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic communities 1 0 0 1 

Central Asian ethnic communities 0 0 2 2 

Americans 1 0 5 6 

Jews 1 1 2 4 

Roma 0 0 1 1 

Chechens 2 0 3 5 

Azeris 0 0 3 3 

Non-Russians 1 0 1 2 

Muslims 1 1 7 9 

Catholics (and Uniats) 0 0 2 2 

Estonians 1 0 0 1 

Afghans 1 0 0 1 

Total 13 2 27 42 

 
Table 3.5.3. Materials by Category 

Category of Material Neutral Negative positive Total 

Editor’s perspective 0 0 2 2 

Interview 2 0 0 2 

Article 7 1 16 24 

News report 0 1 4 5 

Joke 3 0 0 3 

Total 12 2 22 36 
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Table 3.5.4. Character Types 

 
Character Type Neutral Negative Positive Total 

Journalist 9 0 10 19 

Expert 3 2 10 15 

Cultural worker 0 0 1 1 

Total 12 2 21 35 

GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE REGIONS 

The press in the Krasnodar territory (40 entries) appears to be 
particularly focused on local problems. Over half of the filed en-
tries are dedicated to the issue of migrants (Meskhetian Turks, 
Armenians, Roma, Kurds, Chechens, “non-indigenous” communi-
ties). The material that was surveyed, for the most part, was re-
lated to public appearances by the regional authorities, primarily 
by A. Tkachev, Governor of the Krasnodar territory. The re-
gional leadership’s sentiments could generally be characterized as 
following an observation made by the Governor: “Kuban is for 
Kubanites! Yes, Kuban is a multiethnic region; however, Rus-
sians are the core ethnic community. Everybody who comes here 
needs to adapt to our ways, our customs and traditions …” Not 
only “non-indigenous” communities are unwelcome and unloved 
by local authorities but also “foreign” religions (Catholics, Protes-
tants, and particularly Jehovah’s Witnesses and Scientologists). 
The two major issues that have been the focus of public atten-
tion are “non-Russian” migrants and the persisting ethnic ten-
sions allegedly generated by the criminal nature of the local “mi-
grants.” Following the substitution of A. Tkachev for N. 
Kondratenko as regional head, “anti-Zionism” has become less of 
an issue, although it is still very much present. For example, ac-
cording to A. Tkachev, the federal-level NTV television network 
keeps attacking the Kuban authorities because it employs people 
like V. Shenderovich and S. Shuster. Unlike other Russian regions 
where puns could be exchanged on the topic of ethnic relations, 
within the Krasnodar territory such mundane things appear to 
carry high-level official connotations.  

Out of the 29 Ryazan-origin hate speech entries, six were po-
litically incorrect and basically harmless jokes. The Ryazan-
based newspapers and magazines are keen on printing his-
torical-philosophical and geopolitical articles smacking of na-
tionalistic supremacy. One can easily find for example an RNE 
(Russian National Unity) leaflet carried by a local daily as a 
congratulatory message on the organization’s eleventh anni-
versary or excerpts from the book by David Duke (former 
Grand Dragon of the Ku Klux Klan) on the true role of Jews 
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in today’s world. Overall, the publications originating in Rya-
zan have been rather discursive, with personalized observa-
tions on historical topics relating little to pressing regional is-
sues of the day. The regional media appear to be rather toler-
ant of calls of the “Jews get out of Russia!”-type. What is 
more, the local papers can tell you that D. Dudaev “disap-
peared” because he was a Jew and that the Jews who owned 
the industrial facility on the Lena River at the beginning of 
the XIX century were responsible for the execution-by-fire of 
Russian industrial workers there. Reporters in Ryazan sought 
to criminalize Caucasus-origin migrants, though this topic ap-
pears to be tertiary in relevance to subjects reported upon. 
Residents of Ryazan and the region seem to be so fond of 
reading about history and geopolitics that hate speech prac-
tices with regard to members of the larger migrant communi-
ties have been reported as nearly negligible. However, one 
might conclude that a migrant-related problem (should it 
ever become significant there) would be handled just as in 
the Krasnodar territory. This conjecture seems to be plausi-
ble, particularly given that the Ryazan region, with its popu-
lation being 96% Russian, has always been characterized by a 
very high level of nationalistic sentiments. 

St. Petersburg (34) rests in a middle ground, between “soft” 
Perm and Kemerovo and “hard” Ryazan and Krasnodar. 
Nearly half the mentions are attributed to the September 11 
attacks, anti-Americanism and anti-Islamism; the remaining 
responses address the criminality of Chechens, Azeris, Tajiks, 
Roma and Syrians. In addition, there have been other external 
political attacks (against Jews and Arabs) and discussion of a 
high-profile pop-star’s father-in-law being Jewish by origin. At 
this point in time, we do not have enough data to conclude 
whether the situation in St. Petersburg is the result of the city 
being a megalopolis or its “inferiority complex,” a by-product of 
its “second capital” status. Whatever the reason, while Mos-
cow’s “amateur-politicians” have been marginalized, those from 
St. Petersburg have been placed in the “‘mainstream.” 

In Perm (11) hate speech practices appear to be limited to the 
following: articles written to promote stereotyping an ethnic 
group as criminal, ethnic humor, defaming statements with 
regard to aliens and Chechens, the latter statements being 
war-related. 

In Kemerovo (30) the relevant hate speech examples, while 
basically rather soft (limited to unintentional turns of speech), 
appear to be somewhat defamatory with regard to certain 
ethnic communities (Ukrainians, Uzbeks, Afghans, Ameri-
cans). One report refers to a local resident alleging that “all 
Chechens are thieves.”  

Rather low levels of hate speech manifestations in the latter 
two Russian regions seem to be explained by the fact that 
those provinces have few migrants, though Ryazan clearly is 
an exception to this logic.  



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

214 

4. GENERAL MATCHING TABLES FOR HATE SPEECH TYPES AND 

TARGETS 

Unlike in the previous chapters, the tables in this chapter 
contain all data, including zeros, in order to more conveniently 
make comparisons.  

In order to be able to place the tables on a single page, hate 
speech types have been identified with the use of capitalized 
letters of the Roman alphabet.  

For the sake of convenience, we once again provide the list 
types, although without comments: 

A. Making direct and straightforward calls for violence; 

B. Calling for violence in the form of generalized slogans; 

C. Advancing direct and straightforward calls for discrimina-
tory practices; 

D. Issuing calls for discriminatory practices in the form of 
generalized slogans; 

E. Releasing veiled calls for violence and discriminatory 
practices; 

F. Creating a nefarious image of the given ethnic community 
or religious group; 

G. Justifying historic cases of violence and discrimination; 

H. Releasing publications and/or pronouncements designed 
to cast doubt on universally recognized historical facts of 
violence and discrimination; 

I. Mentioning the name of an ethnic community or religious 
group in a derogatory way; 

J. Making statements to the effect that an ethnic commu-
nity or religious group is inherently deficient; 

K. Claiming that certain historical crimes had been commit-
ted by an ethnic community or religious group; 

L. Pointing out (for the purpose of getting the target dis-
credited) that an ethnic community or religious group has 
been maintaining links with Russian or foreign political or 
government structures; 

M. Claiming that an ethnic community or religious group is 
criminal by nature; 

N. Pointing out that an ethnic community or religious group 
has some inherent moral deficiencies; 
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O. Making remarks that an ethnic community or religious 
group is disproportionately well-off, over-represented in 
government structures or mass media operations, etc.; 

P. Accusing an ethnic community or religious group of nega-
tive influences on the society or government (for example, 
“The Russian national identity gets diluted,” etc.); 

Q. Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious groups or 
their representatives in a derogatory or insulting context; 

R. Calling for action to prevent migrants of an ethnic com-
munity or religious group from settling in the given re-
gion (community, neighborhood, etc.); 

S. Providing quoted observations or phrases without 
commentary. 

4.1. MATTER JUDGED TO BE SUPPORTIVE OF HATE SPEECH  

Total articles selected: 165 

 A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S 

Non-
whites 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Non-
Slavs 

1 1 1 1 1 3 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 2 1 2 0

Africans 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

Asian 
ethnic 
commu-
nities 

1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 4 1 1 0 3 1 1 1 2 3 0

Caucasus 
and 
trans-
Caucasus 
ethnic 
commu-
nities 

1 1 1 1 2 8 2 1 0 2 2 0 13 3 1 2 2 2 0

Central 
Asian 
ethnic 
commu-
nities 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 6 1 1 1 3 3 0

Ameri-
cans 

1 3 1 1 4 9 3 4 0 5 1 0 0 4 2 2 2 1 2
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Jews 1 1 2 1 3 10 2 5 1 1 3 0 1 4 4 5 2 1 2

Ukraini-
ans 

0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 0

Roma 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 1 0 0 1 0 0

Che-
chens 

1 2 1 1 1 10 3 2 0 2 2 0 9 2 1 3 3 2 0

Azeris 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 0 0 1 0 5 1 1 1 1 2 0

Non-
Russians 

1 2 1 1 9 11 5 6 1 1 1 0 2 1 6 7 2 5 0

Non-
Chris-
tians 

1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 1 1 0

Non-
Ortho-
dox 
(possible 
Chris-
tians) 

0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Muslims 1 1 1 1 1 6 1 2 0 2 1 0 8 6 1 3 3 1 0

Catholics 
(and 
Uniats) 

1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 1 0

Jeho-
vah’s 
Wit-
nesses 

0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Scien-
tologists 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

New and 
small-
sized 
religious 
groups 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estoni-
ans 

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0

Arabs 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 0 0 1 0 2 2 1 2 1 1 0

Afghans 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 1 0 1 1 2 2 2 1 0

Paki-
stanis 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Armeni-
ans 

1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 0 0 1 0 2 1 2 3 2 4 0

Mesk-
hetian 
Turks 

1 0 2 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 1 4 2 8 0

Kurds 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 3 0

New 
Muslim 
teach-
ings 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Russians 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1

Tartars 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

 
Numbers above five are in boldface type.  

We are aware of the dominant hate speech types and targets 
from the first tables. What conclusions can be drawn from the 
above information? 

Roma and Central Asian ethnic communities appear to have 
been mentioned primarily because of perceived connections 
with local crime gangs. Though it hardly comes as a surprise, 
(particularly given the drug trafficking problem) the same 
could be said of the Azeris, though the latter have also been 
slandered and defamed in other ways. Suffering the same 
general fate have been Caucasus-origin ethnic communities 
and Meskhetian Turks. Notably, the Chechens appear to be 
more defamed for their “overall image” rather than for their 
alleged relations to criminal activities.   

The dominant hate speech types were expected to be more 
applicable to Armenians, Jews or Americans, so it seems to be 
rather strange that Jehovah’s Witnesses, for one, have been 
made a target for such perceptions.  

Admittedly, the data is too sketchy to allow categorization of 
the type of hate speech directed against the Jehovah’s Wit-
nesses.  
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4.2. MATTER JUDGED AS CENSURING HATE SPEECH  

Total articles selected: 35 

 A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S

Non-
whites 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Non-
Slavs 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0

Africans 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Asian 
ethnic 
commu-
nities 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0

Caucasus 
and 
trans-
Caucasus 
ethnic 
commu-
nities 

3 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 4 0 6 0

Central 
Asian 
ethnic 
commu-
nities 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 0 2 0

Ameri-
cans 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

Jews 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 4 0 0 0 0

Ukraini-
ans 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Roma 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Che-
chens 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Azeris 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Non-
Russians 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 3 0 1 1

Non-
Chris-
tians 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Non-
Ortho-
dox 
(possible 
Chris-
tians) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Muslims 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 0 0 1 0
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Catholics 
(and 
Uniats) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jeho-
vah’s 
Wit-
nesses 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Scien-
tologists 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

New and 
small-
sized 
religious 
groups 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Estoni-
ans 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Arabs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Afghans 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 0

Paki-
stanis 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Armeni-
ans 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Mesk-
hetian 
Turks 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Kurds 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

New 
Muslim 
teach-
ings 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

Russians 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tartars 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

 
The media community has been particularly active and “con-
sistent” in condemning hate speech practices directed against 
the Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic communities, Mus-
lims and Jews. There are several reasons for this, the first of 
which is the fact that the media’s condemnation comes in re-
sponse to a torrent of hate speech directed at these groups 
(i.e., the more hate speech exists, the more there is to con-
demn). Second, a concerted effort was made to prevent the 
post September 11 propaganda campaign from causing anti-
Muslim hysteria (with an analogous campaign was and is still 
being carried out related to the war in Chechnya). Third, 
anti-Semitism has traditionally been associated with aggres-
sive and harsh encroachments on democratic values.  
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5. REGIONAL COMPARISON TABLES 

A variety of parameters can be used to make comparisons of 
the federal center and some Russian regions. We chose only 
two major and most relevant particulars: hate speech by type 
and target indicators.  

In order to avoid repetition, we decided to provide just one 
table (including positive and neutral hate speech perceptions 
by the author) rather than three. 

 The totals of entries for each region varied greatly because 
the monitoring efforts were unequal.  

5.1. Hate Speech Type Comparisons 

Hate Speech Type 
F
ed

er
al

 

K
em

er
ov

o 
R

eg
io

n
 

K
ra

sn
od

ar
 T

er
ri

to
ry

 

P
er

m
 R

eg
io

n
 

R
y
az

an
 R

eg
io

n
 

S
t.
 P

et
er

sb
u
rg

 

T
ot

al
 

Making direct and straightforward calls for violence 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 

Calling for violence in the form of generalized slo-
gans 

0 0 0 0 3 0 3 

Advancing direct and straightforward calls for dis-
criminatory practices 

0 0 2 0 2 0 4 

Issuing calls for discriminatory practices in the form 
of generalized slogans 

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

Releasing veiled calls for violence and discrimina-
tory practices 

0 1 0 0 10 0 11 

Creating a nefarious image of the given ethnic 
community or religious group 

18 6 31 4 14 22 95 

Justifying historic cases of violence and discrimina-
tion 

3 1 0 0 6 0 10 

Releasing publications and/or pronouncements de-
signed to cast doubt on  universally recognized his-
torical facts of violence and discrimination 

0 0 0 0 10 2 12 

Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious 
groups or their representatives in a derogatory or 
insulting context 

13 2 1 0 3 0 19 

Making statements to the effect that an ethnic 
community or religious group is inherently  defi-

8 5 0 1 4 2 20 
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cient (i.e. lacking in culture or intellectual capacity, 
being unable to undertake creative pursuits) 

Claiming that certain historical crimes had been 
committed by an ethnic community or religious 
group 

3 0 0 0 2 0 5 

Pointing out (for the purpose of getting the target 
discredited) that an ethnic community or religious 
group has been maintaining links with Russian or 
foreign political or government structures 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Claiming that an ethnic community or religious 
group is criminal by nature 

34 5 13 6 4 5 67 

Pointing out that an ethnic community or religious 
group has some inherent moral deficiencies 

17 2 0 0 2 2 23 

Making remarks that  an ethnic community or reli-
gious group is disproportionately well-off, over-
represented in government structures or mass me-
dia operations, etc. 

1 1 2 1 8 1 14 

Accusing an ethnic community or religious group of 
negative influences on the society or government 
(for example, “The Russian national identity gets 
diluted,” etc.) 

3 0 7 1 9 0 18 

Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious 
groups or their representatives in a derogatory or 
insulting context 

8 5 2 0 2 6 23 

Calling for action to prevent migrants of an ethnic 
community or religious group, from settling in the 
given region (community, neighborhood, etc.) 

4 0 11 0 1 15 19 

Providing quoted observations or phrases without 
commentary 

1 3 1 0 3 0 8 

Totals 113 31 71 13 85 55 368

 

Similar conclusions can be made to those following analyses of 
previous tables. Some additional observations do, however, 
need to be made. 

The Ryazan region had, by far, more frequent calls for vio-
lence and discrimination than the other Russian regions cov-
ered by the given monitoring effort. Ryazan has become in-
famous for such types as “releasing publications and/or pro-
nouncements designed to cast doubt on universally recognized 
historical facts of violence and discrimination” or “justifying 
historical cases of violence and discrimination.” It is precisely 
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in that Russian region where one can readily encounter the 
marginal calls for “proportional representation” in the gov-
ernment. As a matter of fact, the Ryazan-based “mainstream” 
media continues to contain hate speech types long since 
pushed to the margins (for now?) by other regions.  

The federal center is clearly the leader in making claims as-
saulting moral integrity and other similar assertions about a 
“target,” to say nothing of the “crime” issue that is increas-
ingly attracting public attention. Notably, similar proportions 
have been reported in the Kemerovo and Perm regions — the 
more benign provinces in terms of hate speech practices.  

It is not surprising that migrant-related types of hate speech 
(“calls for migrants not to be allowed to settle in the region”) 
continue to be widespread in the Krasnodar territory, but it is 
most unusual that such calls are still heard in St. Petersburg.  

It is important to point out that some regions report the pres-
ence of hate speech types of “claiming that some ethnic com-
munities are criminal by nature.” The less “advanced” (in the 
sense of hate speech  levels and diversities) Perm and Ke-
merovo regions show that the aforementioned “type” has fig-
ured in more than one-half of the entries, while in Ryazan 
and St. Petersburg this “type” has been mentioned in only 
one-fifth of the entries. A different pattern is seen in the 
Krasnodar territory, with this type of hate speech seen in just 
one-third of the entries. Claims that the local Meskhetian 
Turks and migrants in general are criminal by nature are 
particularly common in the Krasnodar territory.  
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5.2. Hate Speech Target Comparisons 

Hate Speech Target 
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Non-whites 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Non-Slavs 1 0 1 0 3 0 5 

Africans 2 0 1 0 0 2 5 

Asian ethnic communities 10 0 0 0 1 2 13 

Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic communities 17 2 2 2 2 1 26 

Central Asian ethnic communities 5 1 0 2 2 2 12 

Americans 5 3 0 1 6 6 21 

Jews 4 2 1 0 10 3 20 

Ukrainians 6 2 0 0 0 0 8 

Roma 6 1 4 0 0 1 12 

Chechens 9 1 2 1 4 5 22 

Azeris 6 0 0 1 1 3 11 

Non-Russians 1 3 14 0 13 2 33 

Non-Christians 0 0 1 0 2 0 3 

Non-Orthodox (possible Christians) 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 

Muslims 11 0 1 0 3 8 23 

Catholics (and Uniats) 0 0 1 0 1 2 4 

Jehovah’s Witnesses 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 

Scientologists 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Estonians 1 1 0 0 1 1 4 

Arabs 3 0 0 1 2 0 6 

Afghans 2 0 0 1 3 1 7 

Pakistanis 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 

Armenians 0 0 7 1 1 0 9 

Meskhetian Turks 0 0 21 0 0 0 21 

Kurds 0 0 2 0 1 0 3 

Russians 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 

New Muslim teachings 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tartars 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 

Total 91 18 63 11 57 40 280
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Not much new information can be derived from this table. 
While the Krasnodar territory has its own “migrants,” the 
Ryazan region “luckily” can boast of having the, politically 
essential, Jews.  

It is rather odd that Ukrainians almost exclusively appear on 
the federal level, while Muslims are particularly “popular” in 
St. Petersburg (though a little bit less visible than in the fed-
eral center, where they were “showered” with numerous arti-
cles). Notably, Americans figure more prominently in the 
“second capital” than in Moscow.  

6. COMPOSITE TABLES 

The hate speech monitoring project’s total number of hate 
speech types and targets is much higher than the total num-
ber of articles selected for investigation. As a result, the com-
parison of these numbers is somewhat arbitrary.  

In addition, many hate speech types and targets overlap and 
have indistinct boundaries.  

One solution would be to cluster the types and targets into a 
smaller number of groups, the variations of which are many.  

Thus, we suggest that the following kinds of groupings.  

It is advisable to group hate speech types according to the 
degree of severity. We are fully aware of the subjective na-
ture of this type of assessment. First, it is hardly possible to 
clearly and definitively distinguish between levels of “hard-
ness.” Second, the severity of hate speech is not only the re-
sult of the given type but also of the expressive intensity of 
each case.  

Thus, we suggest that the hate speech types should be con-
densed into the following three groupings: 

The hard hate speech types can be grouped as follows: 

 Making direct and straightforward calls for violence; 

 Calling for violence in the form of generalized slogans; 

 Advancing direct and straightforward calls for dis-
criminatory practices; 

 Issuing calls for discriminatory practices in the form 
of generalized slogans; 

 Releasing veiled calls for violence and discriminatory practices. 

 The medium (not so hard) hate speech types can be grouped as 
follows: 
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 Justifying historic cases of violence and discrimination; 

 Releasing publications and/or pronouncements de-
signed to cast doubt on  universally recognized his-
torical facts of violence and discrimination; 

 Claiming that certain historical crimes had been 
committed by an ethnic community or religious group; 

 Pointing out (for the purpose of getting the target 
discredited) that an ethnic community or religious 
group has been maintaining links with Russian or for-
eign political or government structures; 

 Claiming that an ethnic community or religious group 
is criminal by nature; 

 Making remarks that  an ethnic community or reli-
gious group is disproportionately well-off, over-
represented in government structures or mass media 
operations, etc.; 

 Accusing an ethnic community or religious group of 
negative influences on the society or government (for 
example, “The Russian national identity is being diluted 
by…”, etc.); 

 Calling for action to prevent migrants of  an ethnic 
community or religious group, from settling in the 
given region (community, neighborhood, etc.). 

And finally, the soft hate speech types, or impolite comments 
and improper attitudes on the part of reporters can be 
grouped as follows: 

 Creating a nefarious image of the given ethnic com-
munity or religious group; 

 Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious 
groups or their representatives in a derogatory or insult-
ing context; 

 Making statements to the effect that an ethnic com-
munity or religious group is inherently deficient (i.e. 
lacking in culture or intellectual capacity, being un-
able to undertake creative pursuits); 

 Pointing out that an ethnic community or religious 
group has some inherent moral deficiencies; 

 Portraying certain ethnic communities or religious 
groups or their representatives in a derogatory or insult-
ing context; 

 Providing quoted observations or phrases without 
commentary. 
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In the tables below, we shall simply call the groupings 
“hard,” “medium” and “soft.”  

Grouping the hate speech targets is a much more challenging 
task. Any effort to do so would be somewhat artificial.  

We suggest the following grouping, not so much to link the 
targets together but to simplify our efforts of analysis.  

These are the categories: 

1. Residents of (or emigrants from) non-CIS Muslim countries. 
This category also includes “Muslims” and “new Muslim 
teachings” (the relevant corrective factor being 0.5) whose 
mention might be attributed either to non-CIS Muslims or 
to domestic Muslims. In the tables below, this grouping is 
called “non-CIS Muslims”: 
• Asian ethnic communities; 
• Muslims; 
• Arabs; 
• Afghans; 
• Pakistanis; 
• Kurds; 
• New Muslim teachings. 

2. Residents of (or emigrants from) Caucasus and Central 
Asian communities. By “Caucasus,” we mean both trans-
Caucasus countries and Russian northern Caucasian re-
gions. (We are discussing ethnic communities only; ethnic 
Russian residents of the northern Caucasus are considered 
“Russians”). The same corrective factor of 0.5 is applied 
here. In the tables below, this grouping is called “Caucasus 
and Central Asia.”  
• Caucasus and trans-Caucasus ethnic communities; 
• Central Asian ethnic communities; 
• Chechens; 
• Azeris; 
• Muslims; 
• Armenians; 
• Meskhetian Turks. 

3. All non-Russian -Orthodox religious groups (Jews are not 
considered as a religious group because they have rarely 
been targets of religious hatred, except for attacks from 
the radical and nationalistic media). In the tables below, 
the grouping is called “non-Orthodox.”  
• Non-Christians; 
• Non-Orthodox (possible Christians); 
• Muslims; 
• Catholics (and Uniats); 
• Jehovah’s Witnesses; 
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• Scientologists; 
• New and small-sized religious groups; 
• New Muslim teachings. 

4. Americans. 

5. Jews.  
Group 4 and Group 5 can hardly be put into any other 
category, so they need to be distinct judging by the 
quantitative indicators. 

6. Others. This category includes the less often mentioned 
targets that could not be put to other categories (“Roma,” 
for example) and all other “non-Russian” groups. As was 
previously mentioned, the latter is often a target for xeno-
phobic sentiments and is a catch-all for small ethnic com-
munities that could not be placed in any of the aforemen-
tioned categories. 
• Non-whites; 
• Non-Slavs; 
• Africans; 
• Ukrainians; 
• Roma; 
• Estonians; 
• Russians; 
• Tartars. 

For the sake of brevity, the following tables contain only 
“positive” and “neutral” data. The numbers in the generalized 
tables bellow represent fractions from the total number of 
times each type of hate speech was mentioned. 

6.1. Hate Speech Types 

Hate 
Speech 
Type 

Federal Kemerovo Êuban Perm Ryazan St. Peter-
surg 

Mean 
value 

Hard  0.00 0.11 0.03 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.07 

Medium 0.42 0.21 0.47 0.29 0.45 0.25 0.35 

Soft 0.58 0.68 0.51 0.71 0.26 0.75 0.58 

Total 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Once again, one can see that on the federal level the “main-
stream” media does not engage in hard hate speech. As far as 
other indicators are concerned, the federal-level data is not 
different from that obtained in surveys of regional material. 

Now it is perfectly clear how far ahead Ryazan is in this re-
spect. The federal center and the Krasnodar territory display 
nearly identical indicators for hard hate speech.   
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6.2. Hate Speech Targets 

Hate Speech 
Targets 

Federal Kemerovo Kuban Perm Ryazan St. Peters-
burg 

Mean 
value 

Non-CIS Mus-
lims 

0.22 0.05 0.05 0.29 0.21 0.13 0.16 

Caucasus and 
Central Asia 

0.37 0.21 0.55 0.43 0.26 0.36 0.36 

Non-Orthodox 0.10 0.05 0.11 0.00 0.13 0.21 0.10 

Americans 0.05 0.13 0.00 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.09 

Jews 0.06 0.12 0.01 0.00 0.12 0.05 0.06 

Others 0.20 0.44 0.28 0.14 0.20 0.12 0.23 

Total 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

There are few surprises in this table, with the Caucasus and 
Central Asian ethnic communities clearly the most frequent 
targets. Understandably, interest in the “non-CIS Muslims” 
and “Americans” is a result of the September 11 attacks in 
the United States, with the religious elements of the speech 
likewise being anti-Muslim to a significant degree.  

It was more or less expected that “anti-Americanism” would 
turn out to be stronger than “anti-Semitism.” Interestingly 
enough, the hate speech directed towards “non-CIS Muslims” 
was found to have been tougher than those directed towards 
domestic “Caucasus and Central Asian ethnic communities,” 
although conventional wisdom would suggest that the Afghan 
war was more removed from Russia than the Chechen war.  

Ideological hatred against “external” Muslims predominates in 
the Perm region (the reason, possibly, having something to do 
with the recent conflict between the two local muftis). More-
over, this enmity is above the average level not only in Rya-
zan but also on the federal level. Notably, the Perm region 
has no indication of any meaningful level of religious xeno-
phobic sentiments, which appear to be raging rather high (for 
whatever reason) in St. Petersburg.  

Quite unexpectedly, Perm has shown rather high indications 
of hate speech towards the Caucasus and Central Asian ethnic 
communities, with the Krasnodar territory in the lead. Rya-
zan is far behind the leader this time around. Also, Ryazan 
performed “poorly” on “anti-Americanism” where the leaders 
(percentage-wise) are the quiet Perm and Kemerovo regions, 
along with St. Petersburg. Interestingly enough, the federal 
center unexpectedly lags behind on this indicator. 
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ATTACHMENT: HATE SPEECH IN THE NATIONALISTIC MEDIA170 

Common Features of Nationalistic and Patriotic media 

In the nationalistic press in today’s Russia, the hate speech 
phenomenon is a mandatory rather than common feature. 
Many periodicals of this type dedicate more than 50% of their 
material to the focused effort of shaping a negative image of 
an ethnic community or religious group.  

Not surprisingly, this situation is the logical outgrowth of the mod-
ern Russian nationalistic and patriotic movement’s political and 
propaganda efforts. The boundaries of the arena within which it is 
acceptable (i.e., to all politicized movements and groups) to pursue 
self-identity has turned out to be very small. Not quite all national-
ists in today’s Russia would identify themselves with the contem-
porary state. Many have very different perceptions of the prevail-
ing religion and its role in the life of the Russian nation, to say 
nothing of the fact that many continue to differ on the definition 
of the Russian nation — a fundamental issue for all nationalists. 
Notably, most of the materials with a positive emotional charge 
have been written on historical issues. Conversely, articles about 
current problems have been more inclined to carry a sour note. 
Nationalists have been particularly inclined to shape their propa-
ganda to strike “in opposition;” rather than to “go for” or support 
something, in the usual case they “go against something” or better 
still “against somebody.” To achieve the goal of uniting ethnic Rus-
sians, the local nationalists have mostly sought to inspire fear or 
anger towards a common enemy against which action must be 
taken, rather than to stand up for common values. It is only natu-
ral that the hate speech materials carried by the nationalistic and 
patriotic media have been so numerous, with the sentiments of 
intolerance being so sharp. Additionally, nearly all nationalistic and 
patriotic newspapers and magazines have been tottering on the 
verge of breaking provisions of Federal Law “On the Mass Media 
in the Russian Federation” and the Criminal Code of the Russian 
Federation, which contains bans on provoking ethnic hatreds. Some 
of the domestic nationalistic media have gone so far as to exceed 
these constraints on occasion.  

While proceeding to research the local nationalist media, one 
should bear in mind that those newspapers and magazines are 
marginal operations within the larger context of Russian mass 
media. In terms of circulation, regularity of printing, and 
quality of the materials carried, the nationalistic press is gen-
erally outperformed by the Russian “mainstream” mass media 
by a whole order of magnitude. The average current national-
istic print media circulation is in the range of 5 000 — 15 000 
copies, with the issues or editions coming out only once or 
twice a month. The only exception to this rule has been the 

                                                           
170 This concise overview is based on the on-going monitoring of nationalistic 
press in all regions of Russia. 
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more popular nationalistic newspaper Zavtra (its circulation 
reaching 100 000 copies and editions coming out on a weekly 
basis), which appears to be coming close to being “main-
stream” press, if assessed by the more relevant technical indi-
cators. Given the above factors, it would hardly be justified to 
conclude that the current nationalist media have had any 
meaningful impact on the minds of contemporary Russians. 
The committed audience for this kind of press seems to be 
negligibly small.  

Dominant Hate Speech Trends in the Nationalistic Mass Media 

The principal hate speech targets for nationalistic mass media 
have traditionally been migrants from the Caucasus, Ameri-
cans and Jews. Following the September 11 attacks in the 
United States, there has been some increase (although insig-
nificant) of anti-Islamic publications. This particular theme 
had been rather heavily pushed in Russia following the 1999 
Moscow and Volgodonsk apartment building explosions. But 
by now, those sentiments are somewhat on the wane. Impor-
tantly, the more radical domestic nationalists heavily push the 
idea that the September 11 attacks had been arranged by the 
Americans themselves (in order to kick off a new global arms 
race) or by the Israeli special services. 

The Jews have become the main hate speech targets for such 
newspapers as Nashe Otechestvo (St. Petersburg), Russkie Ve-
domosti, Slavianin (Vologda), Alex-Info (Samara), Kolokol (Vol-
gograd). These periodicals have been most vigorously exploiting 
the persisting idea of the global Jewish conspiracy, while claim-
ing that power in the Russian Federation has been seized by 
the smarter Jews who continue to ruthlessly rob the nation and 
work to eliminate the Russian people. What is more, a whole 
array of Orthodox and patriotic periodicals devote a good deal 
of attention to the effort to shape a nefarious image of the 
Jewish people, with the relevant arguments primarily being 
religious in character. The anti-Judaic pathos has been fully 
applicable to such newspapers as Oprichnina, Tsarsky Oprich-
nik, Russky Partizan, Russkaya Falanga  and, to a lesser de-
gree, to the magazine Russky Dom, as well as to such newspa-
pers as Rus Pravoslavnaya (St. Petersburg), Russky Vestnik  
and Novy Vek. Starting from the summer of 2001, the Era Ros-
sii newspaper (given its increasingly cooperative links with do-
mestic fundamentalist circles) has been more and more recep-
tive to this kind of hate speech. Importantly, this periodical has 
become a leader in releasing materials attacking migrants from 
the Caucasus.  

The Caucasus-phobia has started to be shared by any and all 
nationalist and patriotic mass media sources. While you can 
still find a newspaper without Anti-Semitic materials (for ex-
ample, Pravoye Soprotivlenite and Limonka), nationalist peri-
odicals without materials attacking the Caucasus migrants are 
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practically impossible to locate. The acknowledged leaders in 
this respect have been the following newspapers: Nashe Oboz-
reniye (St. Petersburg), Ya — Russky and Russky Vostok 
(Irkutsk).  

Notably, anti-Americanism has been another topic actively 
pushed by all nationalistic publications, moderate ones not 
excepted. The nefarious image of the US and Americans has 
been continuously perpetuated by the domestic nationalist 
media. This particular theme has been the principal hate 
speech type found in Zavtra, Duel and Limonka newspapers.  

Other, though less popular, hate speech targets could include: 

 Members of non-traditional (for Russia) religious 
groups (however, the volume of materials against the 
so-called “totalitarian sects” has been on the down-
swing of late);  

 Chinese (because of their alleged expansionist schemes 
in the Russian Far East); 

 Africans (limited to outright racist periodicals); 

 migrants from Central Asia.  

Normally, the aforementioned hate speech targets are accused 
of criminal intentions, insidiousness with respect to Russians, 
moral and cultural deficiencies. There have been occasions 
when the extreme nationalist press would resort to direct 
calls for violent actions against hate speech targets. 
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RELIGIOUS XENOPHOBIA: WITHIN RELIGIOUS ORDERS 

AND BETWEEN RELIGIOUS ORDERS 

First and foremost, it should be noted that religious xenophobia 
is fundamentally different from ethnic xenophobia. And it is 
not because one can choose to change his or her religion at will, 
but primarily because negative attitudes towards other nations 
is not a necessary component for national self-identity, while a 
more or less hostile disposition to other religious beliefs is a ma-
jor prerequisite for practically any religious identity. This hos-
tile attitude can vary from slight arrogance, which is always 
implied in phrases like “after all they believe in the same God 
in their own way,” up to an outright rejection of any deviation 
from religious doctrine.  

Disapproval of this kind of negative attitude means a disap-
proval of the very essence of religious identity and would 
amount to the outside observer having the same kind of 
negative attitude toward religion (or worse). Even if the ob-
server does not have any religious feelings, he or she cannot 
deny the presence of this feeling in others. Therefore, we be-
lieve that the subject area of religious xenophobia as a de-
plorable social phenomenon is much narrower than the area 
of national (ethnic, racial, etc.) xenophobia.  From the very 
beginning, we would like to exclude specifically from our 
analysis any pronouncements about the faith or ideology of 
others no matter how harsh they are. 

It does not mean though that this analysis would disregard 
any negative pronouncements altogether. We agree to hold as 
deplorable those pronouncements that instigate enmity to-
wards others due to their origin, social practices or their way 
of life, rather than because of any particular provisions of 
their faith. We disapprove of any statements that directly or 
indirectly call on the authorities to resort to any kind of dis-
crimination. In other words, sermons preached by religious 
authorities (including, quite naturally, the preaching of reli-
gious exceptionality and superiority) cannot be viewed as a 
socially objectionable xenophobia, while the statements given 
by the same authorities on social issues, including also the role 
of religions in the society, can and must be perceived in the 
same way as statements of any other public leaders.  

The breakdown of religions based on how deeply rooted they 
are in the country or in a particular part of it is not very 
clear-cut. It is obvious, for example, that Islam is more tradi-
tional in Russia than the teachings of Ron Hubbard. It should 
be appropriate to talk about “traditional religions” in the 
above sense. However, introduction of this phrase as a notion 
should be accompanied by an explanation saying that tradi-
tion is a relative thing. (For example, the disciples of Lama 
Ole Nidal do not look very traditional, but they represent one 
of the branches of orthodox Tibetan Buddhism, which has 
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been present in Russian for a long time, while the rituals of 
Old-Believers, which might seem rather exotic to some, are in 
fact more traditional than the “Nikonian” Russian Orthodox 
Church.) In addition, what is most important, the historical 
length of a religion’s presence on the territory of a country 
does not give any indication of the depth of its influence on 
the society. Jehovah’s Witnesses are more numerous in Russia 
than Lutherans, while in the Marii El Republic the ancient 
pagan cults are less powerful than the Russian Orthodoxy. 
Thus the notion of “tradition” cannot be reduced to any for-
mal criteria and for that reason alone should be kept in the 
purview of religious studies.  

Nevertheless, this term is seemingly gaining political and even 
legal ground, which may potentially result and in some in-
stances has already resulted (see below) in quite dangerous 
conflicts. At the level of legislation, the notion of “tradition” 
has so far affected only the legally non-biding preamble to 
the 1997 Federal Law “On the Freedom of Conscience and 
Religious Associations.” This document first singles out the 
Russian Orthodoxy and then lists as traditional religions the 
following sequence: Christianity, Islam, Buddhism, Judaism, 
and “other” religions. Since the adoption of this law, the pub-
lic debate has acquired another new notion, “traditional reli-
gious organizations,” which is especially ridiculous given the 
fact that right after the Bolshevik revolution the legal conti-
nuity of all religious organizations in this country, including 
the Russian Orthodox Church (which even had a different 
name before the revolution), was terminated. Meanwhile, Is-
lam and Judaism do not place any importance on the legal 
continuity of religious organizations. 

Still, a small circle of religious organizations has already been 
formed. Not only do these organizations call themselves and 
their counterparts “traditional,” but they are also being rec-
ognized in this somewhat privileged capacity both by the gov-
ernment and by a significant portion of the society. These or-
ganizations include the Russian Orthodox Church, headed by 
the Moscow Patriarch, the Central Spiritual Department of 
Muslims (TsDUM) in Russia, the European countries, and 
members of the C.I.S., headed by mufti Talgat Tajutdin, the 
Traditional Buddhist Sangha of Russia, headed by hambo-
lama Damba Ayushev. They are further joined by the Council 
of Muftis of Russia under mufti Ravil Gainutdin (the status of 
this organizations is somewhat ambiguous because of intra-
religious competition), the Federation of Jewish Communities 
of Russia (FEOR), headed by rabbi Berl Lazar and the Con-
gress of Jewish Religious Communities and Organizations of 
Russia (KEROOR) under rabbi Adolph Shayevich. Of course, 
no one would attempt to question whether the Old-Believers 
were “traditional,” or the respectability of the Lutherans or 
even Baptists, but nonetheless they are not part of the above-
mentioned circle. Those organizations also form the Inter-
Religious Council of Russia (although the Council of Muftis is 
substituted here by a friendly organization, the Coordination 
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Council of the North Caucasus Muslims), thus reducing even 
further the small number of organizations, selected by the 
government as dialog partners within the Presidential Council 
for Cooperation with Religions Associations. 

It is rather difficult to suggest a generic term for those organi-
zations that make up the Inter-Religious Council of Russia 
(MSR). They are not any more “traditional” that many others, 
they are not even the most populous. However, they are the 
recognized leaders in the relationship with the government and, 
largely, the society as a whole. Therefore, we will also call them 
here “the leading religious organizations.” What we are inter-
ested to find out is to what extent these organizations contrib-
ute to the xenophobic trends in our society. 

Because an organization’s position is expressed primarily 
through its official documents and the statements of its lead-
ers, it is also important to differentiate between the position 
of the leadership of these organizations and the positions of 
individual clergymen (not to mention the ordinary worship-
pers). Consequently, we would not touch in the current paper 
upon various and more or less radical xenophobic groups in-
side the Russian Orthodoxy, Islam, etc.  

We are going to deal separately with three aspects of xeno-
phobia — religious, ethnic and “inter-civilization” aspects (the 
latter is about relationship towards other cultures and whole 
groups of countries). There could also be other aspects to this 
problem, for example, the relationship towards sexual minori-
ties. But such type of xenophobia, in our opinion, could not in 
principle be blamed on the leading religious associations, since 
strict rejection of homosexuality and any deviations from sex-
ual morality form the essence of these religious teachings and 
are inseparable from the faith. Any pronouncements to this 
effect should be viewed as an essential element of the sermon.  

The questions of morality were raised, for example, in the 
letter of Patriarch Alexii II written in connection with the 
European Union Charter of the Fundamental Rights. The Pa-
triarch wrote in this letter that the Charter articles on non-
discrimination can not be fully applicable to the Church, and 
it should be specifically noted that the Church, as a free asso-
ciation, could establish different rules. In particular it relates 
to the issue of equality between the two sexes. The wording 
of the letter is even harsher when it deals with the discrimi-
nation based on sexual orientation. It says, “differentiation on 
the basis of ‘sexual orientation’ cannot be recognized as essen-
tially inherent in human nature.” The letter also expressed 
discontent with the absence of any limitations on creative ef-
forts in science and art.171 

                                                           
171 Communication of the Department for External Church Relations 
(OVTsS) of December 14, 2001 (http://www.russian-orthodox-church.org.ru/ 
nr012141.htm). 
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RUSSIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH: THE ROOT CAUSE IS NOT  
IN NATIONALISM, BUT RATHER IN THE GROWTH  
OF FUNDAMENTALISM 

Quite commonly, of the major religious associations, most ac-
cusations of nationalism are directed against Orthodox believ-
ers or the Russian Orthodox Church (RPTs). However the 
Russian Orthodox Church as an organization does not display 
any signs of nationalism at the doctrinal level and even more 
so directly rejects it. The “Bases of the Social Concept” 
adopted in August 2000 by the Hierarchs’ Council of the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church reads as follows. 

Nationalist feelings can become the cause of sinful acts, 
such as aggressive nationalism, xenophobia, national su-
periority, and inter-ethnic enmity. Brought to their ex-
treme, these acts often entail the abridgement of the 
rights of individuals and whole nations, wars and other 
acts of violence.  

Orthodox ethics abhors the division of peoples into better and 
worse ones, and the disparagement of any ethnic or civil group. 
Thus the teachings, putting a nation on par with God or reduc-
ing the faith to one of the aspects of national conscience are all 
the more inconsistent with the Orthodox faith.172 

Leaders of the Russian Orthodox Church, as well as those of 
other “leading religious organizations,” practically do not al-
low themselves to make any nationalist statements. 

However, in politics the church leaders, for some reason, 
choose to cooperate with the more or less nationalist or at 
least imperial-minded politicians, rather than with the liber-
als. (This observation, by the way, equally pertains to Islamic 
leaders as well.) The nine-year old history of the main cleri-
cal-political forum, held under the auspices of the Patriar-
chate and called the International Council of the Russian 
People (VRNS), could serve as a vivid confirmation of that.173 

On the other hand, the head of the Patriarchate’s Depart-
ment for Education and Catechizes hegumen Ioann (Eko-
nomtsev) became one of the founders of the Eurasia Move-
ment that was created on April 21, 2001 by an outright politi-
cal extremist, Alexander Dugin. It is obviously true that 
A. Dugin is a “respectable extremist” —  he is an adviser to 
the State Duma Speaker, Gennady Seleznev, and an ardent 

                                                           
172 “Bases of the Social Concept of the Russian Orthodox Church.” Public 
All-Russian Reading of the Bases of the Social Concept of the Russian Or-
thodox Church (2001, Information Bulletin #1). Subsequent quotations refer 
to this source. English translation of the text is available at the following 
address: http://www.orthodox.org.ru/sd00e.htm.  
173 See the essay by A. Verkhovsky “Church in Politics and Politics in the 
Church” in A. Verkhovsky, E. Mikhailovskaya, V. Pribylovsky, Political Xeno-
phobia (Moscow: 1999, pp. 89, 108–109). 
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supporter of President Putin. But hegumen Ioann’s represen-
tative looked nevertheless quite out of place at the side of 
A. Dugin, when the latter spoke about the unity of funda-
mentalist forces in support of the President standing under a 
“Eurasia above all!” poster. An even greater role in the crea-
tion of Eurasia was played by the Spiritual Department of 
Talgat Tajutdin. He personally sat in the presidium of the 
conference and one could see many mullahs in the audience. 
In late March, Talgat Tajutdin and many of his colleagues 
entered as individual members and formed a political party 
on the basis of Eurasia.174 (Buddhists and Hebrews were rep-
resented only sparsely and by insignificant figures at the 
founding conference.)  

The root cause of the problem lies in the lenient attitude to-
wards nationalism inside the Church. A lot has been written 
already about nationalism inside the RPTs and we will touch 
on this topic only slightly. Aggressive Russian nationalism is a 
widespread phenomenon in our country and it would be 
strange to suggest that it would not be present in the Church 
as well, as it is in any other broadly-based public association 
that does not rigidly require that its members to categorically 
abandon nationalism. 

There is also an ill-famed pre-Revolutionary legacy of close 
ties between many church Hierarchs and clergy with the 
“black-hundred” ultra-nationalist organization. Moreover, 
these ties have never been officially condemned and several 
“black-hundred” activists have been canonized in the recent 
decade, in particular during the mass canonization of new-
martyrs at the Anniversary Hierarchs’ Council held in August 
of 2000.175 

Since the 1991 incident when several of the monasteries 
stopped (for a while) to remember in their prayers Patriarch 
Alexii II because of his conciliatory speech in front of Ameri-
can rabbis, the RPTs leadership does not allow itself to openly 
come out against anti-Semitism, which is the linchpin of the 
ideology of nationalism in Russia. The “Bases of the Social 
Concept” do not even mention anti-Semitism at all. 

Anti-Semitic literature is readily sold in Orthodox churches 
and sometimes even with the local bishop’s consent, as was 
demonstrated in a recent incident in Ekaterinburg. On De-
cember 13, 2001, the regional prosecutor’s office opened a 
criminal investigation under Article 282 of the RF Criminal 
Code (“incitement of ethnic and religious hostility”) following 
numerous complaints filed by leaders of local ethnic commu-
nities outraged by such practices. The complaints accused not 

                                                           
174 “Tajutdin is Joining the Army,” Islam.Ru (Quoted from the Russian Line 
newscast). 
175 For a short list of “black hundred” nationalists see: “Triumph of the 
Truth.” Orthodox Russia (2000, #9). 
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only the sellers of the Anti-Semitic literature, but also the 
editors of the Pravoslavnaya Gazeta (Orthodox Gazette) and 
Pravoslavny Vestnik (Orthodox Messenger) periodicals that 
are being distributed with a priestly blessing of Ekaterinburg 
and Verkhotursk bishop Vikenty (Morar).  

The Pravoslavny Vestnik magazine has frequently published 
the verses written by an Orthodox singer and heiromonk, 
Roman. One of his verses has the following line: “Shalom! — 
scream the men with the peises: the Antichrists are going to 
meet the Antichrist. Their time has come! On the throne — a 
Kike!” or “worse than the first kind — is the third: when 
Russia is being run by Kikes.”176 

Commenting on the criminal investigation, the press-secretary 
of the Ekaterinburg diocese, Boris Kosinsky, stated that a lin-
guistic analysis of  Neilus’s book “Close to the Doors,” which 
includes the “Protocols of the Elders of Zion” has been con-
ducted many times and for many years none of the representa-
tives of the “traditional religious orders” has had any objections 
to the author. Neilus was not a political but a spiritual writer, 
which, in B. Kosinsky’s opinion, is reason enough to deny the 
presence of any incitement to religious enmity in his writings. 
The same argument applies also to the Pravoslavnaya Gazeta 
newspaper which is a spiritual, rather than a secular publica-
tion.177 (The criminal investigation was dropped in March of 
2002 according the General Prosecutor’s Office.) 

The inconsistent position taken by the leadership of the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church (we do not intend to go here any fur-
ther into the discussion of its reasons) allows the Church’s 
clerics to cooperate with aggressive nationalist groups. The 
evidence of that is abundant, especially with regard to Rus-
sian National Unity (RNE), the largest nationalist organiza-
tion, which is not fully Orthodox but maintains close ties with 
the RPTs clergy in many regions of the country.178  

Although there is no hard evidence pointing to the direct ap-
proval of such a relationship by the RPTs bishops, there have 
been instances of open, yet limited, patronage. It would suffice 
to mention here an episode when a complimentary letter of the 
Patriarch was read on January 10, 2001 at a reception given to 
commemorate tenth anniversary of the Pravoslavny Vestnik 

                                                           
176 Quoted from: Viktor Belimov, Not Your Diocese: The Clergy is Accused 
of Inciting Ethnic Enmity.” Vremya Novsotey (December 19, 2001). 
177 “Sverdlovsk Region: the Ekaterinburg Diocese Is Not Worried about the 
Charges of Anti-Semitism.” Regiony Rossii (January 14, 2002). 
178 For more information on this subject see: V. Likhachev, V. Pribylovsky, Rus-
sian National Unity: Politics, History and Ideology (Moscow: 2000); A. Verkhovsky 
“Church in Politics and Politics in the Church” in A. Verkhovsky, E. Mik-
hailovskaya, V. Pribylovsky, Political Xenophobia (Moscow: 1999, pp. 89, 108–109); 
Albert Shatrov, “The Retributive Vicars of God.” NG-Religii (1998, #4); “Fascism 
and Religion.” Informational Analytic Bulletin of the “Antifascist” Public Founda-
tion (1998, #6).  
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magazine, which is undoubtedly one of the most influential 
radical nationalist newspapers. Among other things, it reads as 
follows: “For a period of ten years Pravoslavny Vestnik has 
managed, in spite of numerous difficulties, to defend with 
courage and zeal the traditional values of our people, to guard 
it’s shrines against desecration, and to give a moral assessment 
of the current events in the society.”179 

However, nationalist-minded insiders, i.e., politicized Orthodox 
brotherhoods and other groups, are much more important 
than any contacts with outside nationalists. The Church lead-
ership does not support them but since there is no “expul-
sion” from the Church for political views, the nationalist 
brotherhoods continue their active operation.180  Moreover, 
they are an integral part of the “Orthodox community,” so 
the Orthodox nationalist activists are present at practically 
any Orthodox-political event. The above mentioned Interna-
tional Council of the Russian People (MRS) is such an exam-
ple. Speaking about the Sixth Council that was held on De-
cember 13–14, 2001, the head of the Department for External 
Church Relations (OVTsS), Metropolitan Kirill (Gundyayev), 
said that there were no radicals present in that gathering. In 
fact, they were represented slightly less than usual (Vladimir 
Osipov was absent, but Vyacheslav Klykov, Mark Lyubomud-
rov, hegumen Kirill (Sakharov) were nevertheless present, 
although they were given the floor less frequently than in the 
past). It is important to note that the Council is not an ordi-
nary event. It always enjoys wide media coverage as an event 
for deciding the public, social, and political positions of the 
Church, for defining the Church’s relationship with the gov-
ernment, and with various politicians. The Sixth Council was 
addressed for the first time by the Russian President. 

And what is most important, the nationalism and anti-Western 
sentiments of politicized brotherhoods and similar organizations 
are just a by-product of their general ideological attitude, 
which would be most appropriately called “Russian Orthodox 
fundamentalism.” This ideology, based on an extremely mytho-
logical perception of the pre-revolutionary Orthodox monarchy, 
is very widespread within the Church. Without making any 
attempt to analyze this phenomenon within the framework of 
this report, we shall only note that “Russian Orthodox funda-
mentalists” (further on — fundamentalists) stand for the resto-
ration of monarchy, imposition of limitations on Jewish and all 
non-Orthodox believers in general, introduction of the imperial 
principle of statehood, national status for the Russian Orthodox 

                                                           
179 Quoted from the OVTsS Communication of January 12, 2001 (http:// 
www.russian-orthodox-church.org.ru/nr012141.htm).  
180 For more information about politicized Orthodox brotherhoods see: 
A. Verkhovsky “Church in Politics and Politics in the Church” in A. Verkhovsky, 
E. Mikhailovskaya, V. Pribylovsky, Political Xenophobia (Moscow: 1999, pp. 89, 
108–109); S. Rock, “Fraternal Strife: Nationalist Fundamentalists in the Russian 
Orthodox Brotherhood Movement” (unpublished work). 
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Church, complete abandonment of the concepts of democracy 
and human rights (including, in particular, the freedom of con-
science), opposition to any forms of Western influences inside 
the country and fight against them abroad, rigid paternalism of 
the government in all spheres of life, compulsory introduction 
of “Orthodox values” in every day life, culture, and even in 
economics. 

These sentiments are spread so widely that the Patriarchate 
can intervene only in extreme cases. However, some of the 
moderate fundamentalist circles manage to coexist with the 
Patriarchate quite peacefully. Moreover, the fundamentalist 
trends inside the Church have been on the rise since the early 
1990s, this trend is still continuing, and there are no indica-
tions that this upswing will reverse itself in the next several 
years. We can not afford to write here about all the details of 
relationship between the fundamentalists and the Patriar-
chate (they are even represented in the administrative bodies 
of the Patriarchate), but we shall say that the unstable equi-
librium that emerged in the early 1990s is gradually shifting 
towards fundamentalism.181 

It is this fundamentalism and not nationalism, as such, that is 
the major anti-modern, xenophobic phenomenon, produced by 
the Church as a whole. The Patriarchate’s leadership evi-
dently has to cover for the fundamentalists, does not distance 
itself from them, and thus gives them legitimacy and support 
in the eyes of the public. Therefore, the activities of a small 
number of radicals are objectively backed up by the authority 
of the Russian Orthodox Church and some of the other lead-
ing religious organizations largely because of their indecisive 
policies in this area.  

“TRADITIONAL” VERSUS “NON-TRADITIONAL” 
RELIGIOUS ORDERS 

As we have already mentioned, we are not inclined to blame 
religious authorities for their rejection of other religious or-
ders. However, it is noteworthy that the leaders of the major 
religious organizations do not allow themselves even the 
slightest insinuations against each other, but voice only calls 
for peace and inter-faith dialog. A striking exception to the 
rule is the relationship between the organizations belonging to 
the same faith. For example, the two competing Jewish or-
ganizations and especially the two leading muftis do not spare 
any insults when speaking of their opponent. It is easy to as-
sume that the peaceful attitude of the “leading” organizations 
is grounded in repeated declarations of the mutual renuncia-
                                                           
181 This process extending from the early 1990s till the spring of 1999 is cov-
ered in: A. Verkhovsky “Church in Politics and Politics in the Church” in 
A. Verkhovsky, E. Mikhailovskaya, V. Pribylovsky, Political Xenophobia (Mos-
cow: 1999, pp. 89, 108–109). 
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tion of proselytism, i.e., “competition” for the flock. To achieve 
this goal, religious leaders continuously link faith with ethnic 
origin, which is, by the way, an indirect manifestation of na-
tionalist thinking (not in terms of interpersonal, but rather in 
terms of inter-ethnic relations), shunned formally by all ex-
cept the Hebrews.  

As a result, the attitude towards other religious organizations, 
which do not bundle the two things together and conse-
quently do not avoid “competition” is totally different.182 They 
are being blamed for enticing people from “traditional” faiths 
into “non-traditional” ones, which by itself is a covert form of 
xenophobia. This statement implies deficiency on the side of 
the other religion not on purely religious grounds, which 
could be acceptable, but on some other criteria like the length 
of existence, the number of followers, “contribution to the 
culture,” etc. It is totally understandable that the new reli-
gious movements (“new religious movement” has become a 
fixed notion in religious study183) often spark bewilderment or 
moral protest among people because of the behavior of their 
leaders or adherents, but this can hardly qualify as grounds 
for displaying enmity towards them. After all, everyone has a 
right to their own religious choice.  

The matter is getting somewhat complicated because there is 
no list of “non-traditional religions,” thus all accusations are, as 
a rule, addressed to no one in particular and therefore are be-
ing perceived as all-embracing. In order to narrow down the 
target circle, use is made of such terms as “totalitarian sect,” 
“destructive cult,” “pseudo-religious structure,” etc. None of 
these terms has any clear or general meaning, as there is no 
more or less generally recognized list of such “sects” and 
“cults.” Therefore, all attempts to narrow down the list have 
failed and it is still impossible to draw a dividing line between 
the prohibited Auom Sinrike that has indeed resorted to ter-
rorism and, for example, the quite “traditional” Baptists.  

The most frequently used register of “totalitarian sects,” is a 
reference manual entitled New Religious Organizations of a 
Destructive and Occult Character in Russia, published by the 
Missionary Department of the Moscow Patriarchate led by Bel-
gorod and Starooskol Archbishop Ioann (Popov). This book has 

                                                           
182 In real life, there are certainly cases of conversion from Orthodoxy to 
Islam, or from Buddhism to Judaism etc, but the enlargement of the flock 
at the expense of the “neighbors” is not seriously regarded as a practical 
goal of none of the four major faiths (while the Hebrews do not consider 
this option even theoretically). The position taken by the Protestants, espe-
cially neo-Protestants, in this regard is more flexible. The new religious 
movements are ready to actively fight for enticing the followers of “others.” 
Nevertheless the proselytism can hardly be regarded as a fault of a religious 
organizations. Religions after all assume preaching, and the flock is not the 
property of its pastors. 
183 See a very informative book by Aileen Baker, New Religious Movements 
(St Petersburg: 1997). 
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been repeatedly subjected to sharp criticism for inherent big-
otry and misrepresentation of facts. As far as Archbishop Ioann 
is concerned, speaking at a January 26, 2000 panel discussion 
“The World of Religious Sectarianism. Practical Experiences of 
Resolving the Problem” and held within the framework of the 
VIII International Christmas Educational Readings, he stated 
that “the sects present a clear danger to the national security 
of Russia” and “our major task today” is to amend the Criminal 
Code with an “article for ritual killing.”184 We could continue 
quoting indefinitely various harsh pronouncements of the 
Church Hierarchs against “totalitarian sects.”  

This opinion is shared by practically all leading religious or-
ganizations. For example, on September 20, 2001 the members 
of the Inter-Religious Council of Russia expressed their re-
sentment at the Expert Council of the Ministry of Justice for 
“not fulfilling its major obligation to protect the country and 
its people against the influence of sects, which should only be 
registered by the Ministry of Justice with the consent of this 
body,”185 i.e., he directly called for discrimination based on re-
ligious affiliation.  

In this respect, the most frequent target for malevolence are 
foreign missionaries. Some of the Russian regions have passed 
local discriminatory statutes against them and when the fed-
eral authorities started rectifying these violations, the Russian 
Orthodox Church strongly objected. For example, a quite 
moderate Metropolitan Juvenaly (Poyarkov) made the follow-
ing statement to the Deputy-Minister of Justice, Yevgeni Si-
torenko, on May 30, 2001 in a meeting of the Presidential 
Council for Cooperation with Religious Associations: “if the 
local statutes have been adopted, there must have been valid 
grounds and therefore we must look at the root cause of their 
appearance.” He also suggested inviting the representatives of 
the Russian Federation regions so they could express their 
opinion on how they would not be able “to live once those 
laws are repealed.”186 

One of the most severe critics of foreign missionaries among 
the major religious leaders is mufti Talgat Tajutdin. We bring 
here one of his statements as an example. 

If we today turn a blind eye to the spread of foreign 
Christian structures in the Russian Federation, tomor-
row Russia will be engulfed by new organizations, re-
lated to foreign Islam. Not to mention the flow of for-
eign exotic missionaries of destructive cults, which until 
recently had been foolishly welcomed by the authorities. 
A sectarian activist of obscure origin or an occultist ar-

                                                           
184 Report of the Blagovest-Info Agency (January 26, 2002). 
185 Quoted from the Radonezh newscast (http://www.radonezh.orthodoxy.ru 
/news_text.asp?id_news=3212). 
186 Keston News Service Report. Quoted from the Russian Line newscast 
(June 2, 2001 –http://www.rusk.ru/News/01/6/new02_06a.htm). 
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rives in a traditionally Christian or Islamic land. He will  
actively preach. He will publish newspapers, hand out 
souvenirs and humanitarian aid. He will buy airtime on 
TV, and  build a three-story mansion in six months 
while the followers of traditional faiths cannot always 
afford to pay their electricity or central heating bills. Do 
you really believe that the local populations should 
watch it in silence? You are wrong.187 

It is obviously rather easy for Talgat Tajutdin to speak so 
bluntly. Islamic foreign missionaries often belong to funda-
mentalist organizations involved in political extremism (in-
cluding the separatist movement in Chechnya) and therefore 
are a matter of justified concern to the government.  

However, the new religious movements are not the only cause 
of strong emotions. The attitude of the Russian Orthodox 
Church towards Catholics has been traditionally negative. The 
Church leadership obviously does not allow itself to make the 
same kind of remarks about them as about the “new religious 
movements,” but in a crisis situation it is not always manage-
able to maintain a neutral attitude. The Pope’s decision of 
February 11, 2002 to transform the temporary administrative 
structures of the Roman-Catholic Church in Russian into 
regular dioceses stirred up a fury of protests in the Russian 
Orthodox Church. Leaving aside the substance of the canoni-
cal conflict over the dioceses, we shall only note that the 
RPTs had every right to criticize the Pope’s actions (since any 
public association has a right to criticize any other associa-
tion), but it failed to refrain from making openly xenophobic 
remarks. Patriarch Alexii II stated as follows: “We view this 
as an aggression against Russia.”188 It is noteworthy that 
Alexii II made this statement in relation to the establishment 
of dioceses. When commenting on the satellite conference be-
tween the Pope and Moscow Catholics scheduled on March 2, 
2002 he found it necessary to add that March 2 is the day 
commemorating  Patriarch Hermogen, “who in tumultuous 
times opposed similar attempts of the Roman-Catholic Church 
to penetrate into Russia.”189 

Sadly enough, the struggle against “non-traditional” organiza-
tions sometimes makes people resort to direct calls to violence. 
And this applies not only to the behavior of the rank-and-file 
clergy. Archpriest Dmitri Smirnov, Acting Chairman of the Pa-
triarchate’s Department for Relations with the Armed Forces 

                                                           
187 Talgat Tajutdin, “Who is posing a threat to the Russian spiritual ex-
panse?” Nezavisimaya Gazeta (March 13, 2002). 
188 Russian Line (March 4, 2002 –http://www.rusk.ru/News/02/3/new04_03.htm). 
189 “Head of the Russian Orthodox Church Denounced the TV-Bridge be-
tween the Roman Pope and Moscow.” NTV.RU (March 4, 2002 — 
http://www.ntvru.com/religy/04Mar2002/alexis_most_print.html). 
It should be mentioned that Patriarch Hermogen’s “opposition” consisted in 
calling for armed struggle against the Polish invasion. This is a quite treach-
erous analogy.  
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and Law-Enforcement Agencies and Pro-Rector of the St. Tik-
hon Theological Institute (as well as one of the leading ideolo-
gists of fundamentalism) thus spoke on September 17, 2001 in 
his interview to the “Radonezh” radio station:  

Don’t they have enough bricks in Moscow to crush all 
those sex-shops? <…> If people had cared about it, 
there would be no problems at all. Or take, for example, 
sects. If, say, 800 people come to disperse the sectarians, 
how many police officers would be necessary to prevent 
them from doing so? After all, local authorities and 
mayors do not like when people get rebellious. Fifteen 
hundred people will come into a public office and de-
mand: “Make our life free of Mormons! Give us the laws 
that we need! Otherwise ten thousand people will gather 
and let no one go to the State Duma! Go back home and 
develop a bill  to banish all sects altogether!” <…> There 
is a legal way, but there is also a popular way. Choose 
anything you like. But God forbid to resort to murder, 
arson, etc. Because people can get hurt.    

ATTEMPTS TO INVOLVE THE GOVERNMENT IN THE FIGHT 

AGAINST “NON-TRADITIONAL” RELIGIOUS ORDERS 

The task of fighting against “sects” (this Christian theological 
term has been expanded indiscriminately to a great variety of 
religious movements and groups) is being conducted quite 
officially. Under the “Bases of the Social Concept,” “counter-
ing the activities of pseudo-religious structures, who present a 
danger for individuals and the society as a whole,” should 
become one of the areas of cooperation between the Church 
and the government.  

Emergence of two alternative concepts of the relationship be-
tween the state and religion has become a major development 
in this respect. A draft concept of government policies in the 
religious sphere,190 developed jointly by the Chief Department 
of the Ministry of Justice for the city of Moscow, and the In-
stitute of Church-State Relations (the main authors of the 
draft are Vladimir Zhbankov and Igor Ponkin,  respectively) 
was made public and widely promoted on June 5, 2001. We 
do not intend to analyze this document entirely but will high-
light some of its major provisions. 

The proclaimed purpose of the Concept was to particularize 
the preamble of Federal Law “On Freedom of Conscience and 
Religious Associations,” which had declared that there are 

                                                           
190 The Concept of Government Policies in the Area of Relations with Reli-
gious Associations in the Russian Federation. The full text, a lot of related 
publications and most of the debate on this issue can be found at the web-
site called “Church-State Relations,” maintained by the second author of the 
draft concept — the Institute of Church-State Relations, founded in 2000 
(http://www.state-religion.ru). 
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“traditional” and “other” religions, but did not list which reli-
gious organizations were “traditional.” The Concept suggests 
that the “traditional” religious orders have their privileges 
and relationship with the government legalized and regulated 
by law. The question of which religious orders should be 
ranked as “traditional” is answered in the Concept in a fun-
damentally unlawful and discriminatory way: religious asso-
ciations are to be grouped by three categories, namely, num-
ber of followers, historical contribution to the development of 
the country, and work “as a creative and unifying spiritual 
force of the Russian society for the maintenance of peace and 
stability in the Russian Federation.” It is quite obvious that 
none of the above criteria (in the current situation even the 
numerical strength) could be applied in an objective manner.  

The justification for the reform and its generally conserva-
tively xenophobic disposition are also very significant. Some of 
the problems singled out in the draft concept (in its first ver-
sion) are as follows: 

 the presence of threats to the maintenance and devel-
opment of the cultural identity and spiritual unique-
ness of the peoples of Russia;  

 deterioration of the general situation related to out-
bursts of religious enmity and the growth of religious 
extremism in the society; 

 foreign religious expansion into Russia as an element 
of the foreign policy of a number of foreign nations. 

Despite their imprecise nature, the wording of the above 
formulations are generally reminiscent, not of the rhetoric of 
Church leaders, but rather of the statements made by the 
communist-patriotic opposition leaders throughout the 1990s. 

The text of the Concept was continuously revised.191 Some of 
its provisions were smoothed out. The term “traditional reli-
gious organizations” was substituted for the term “traditional 
religions,” which is of principle importance. This substitution 
is significant because some of the Islamic and Christian asso-
ciations can hardly qualify as “traditional organizations” 
(given the widespread use of the term “Christian” for the 
purposes of self-identity).  

A concept developed by a narrow group of experts would 
certainly not deserve too much attention. But immediately 
after its publication, the concept was given an unusually 
warm and friendly endorsement by the leaders of the major 
“traditional” religious associations — the Moscow Patriar-

                                                           
191 The text is being constantly updated and the latest version of it can be 
found at the above mentioned site. 
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chate, both aforementioned muftis, Hebrew, Buddhist and 
even some of the Protestant leaders.192 

An alternative bill193 emerged just three days after the publi-
cation of the Concept. It was prepared by the Religious Stud-
ies Department of the Russian Academy of Civil Service 
(RAGS), headed by Professor Nikolai Trofimchuk, member of 
the above mentioned Presidential Council for Cooperation 
with Religions Associations. The text prepared by RAGS is 
definitely more professionally done and does not contain any 
openly propagandistic constructions. This draft firmly states 
that implementation of religious equality is more important 
than any practical utility resulting from the preferential rela-
tionship between the government and the Russian Orthodox 
Church or any other religious association.  

It should not be forgotten that Nikolai Trofimchuk is not a 
stranger to the authors of the first bill: he edits a page titled 
“Church-state relationship” on their web-site. The same site 
is also posting his book Expansion,194 which is an elaboration 
on the theory of Western geopolitical expansion through reli-
gious missionaries. One of the major conclusions of his book is 
that “in its relationship with the West, Russia has to empha-
size the inherent uniqueness of its civilization and defend it-
self with all sorts of ‘social-cultural screens.’” These screens 
“shall be transparent to information related to new technolo-
gies but should be semi-transparent or impenetrable to any 
information having an immediate harmful effect on the sys-
tem, which is based on traditional religious values, as well as 
on the axiological sphere as a whole.”  

Thus, the alternative bill turned out to be almost as xenophobic 
as the first one. N. Trofimchuk and his colleagues also recom-
mended attaching a legal status to “traditional religions.” The 
differences with the first bill primarily related to details.  

Nevertheless, religious leaders were united in giving their 
preference to the bill of V. Zhbankov and I. Ponkin. Firstly, 
the RAGS bill was perceived by many, primarily by the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church, as “atheistic” because it emphasized 
the need for the state to distance itself from the Church and 
clearly stated the impossibility of any restitution of church 
property or the introduction of Russian Orthodoxy (or any 
other religion for that matter) into compulsory school curricu-
lums. Secondly, the RAGS bill spoke about “traditional relig-
ions” rather than “traditional organizations,” which did not 
allow many such organizations to solve their problems with 
internal “competitors” within the framework of their own 
religious orders. (And thirdly, the RAGS bill suggested re-
establishing a united coordination body for faith-based poli-
                                                           
192 See also the site “Church-State Relations.” 
193 See : http://www.state-religion.ru/cgi/run.cgi?action=show&obj=1269. 
194 N. Trofimchuk, M. Svishchev, Expansion (Moscow: 2000). 
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cies of the government, which could potentially lead to a 
more stringent control over religious affairs. In contrast, the 
major religious associations, including the Russian Orthodox 
Church, prefer to establish direct ties with the high-ranking 
politicians without the assistance of any intermediaries.195)  

As a result, it was the Zhbankov-Ponkin bill that mufti Tal-
gat Tajutdin pompously presented to President Putin on Sep-
tember 24, 2001, along with the favorable reviews of religious 
leaders. 

Nevertheless, the idea of passing the amendments provided 
for in this concepts to the 1997 Federal Law “On Freedom of 
Conscience and Religious Associations” encountered rigid op-
position from the more liberally minded officials of the Cabi-
net of Ministers. Therefore, the Russian Orthodox Church and 
the Central Spiritual Department of Muslims leaders changed 
their tactics, dropping the idea of amending the Law. Instead, 
they suggested adopting a new law that would be directly 
related to the privileges of “traditional religious organiza-
tions.”  

It was this idea that became a focal point of discussion at the 
conference “The State and Religious Associations: Conceptual 
Basis of their Relationship as Shown by the Practical Experi-
ence of the Russian Federations Territories Comprising the 
Central Federal District” that was held on January 25, 2002. 
In their presentations to the conference, Metropolitan Kirill 
and, especially, mufti Talgat Tajutdin again came out against 
foreign preachers, in favor of a special status and special role 
of “traditional religious organizations” in the state (primarily 
in the education sphere), meaning unequivocally the Russian 
Orthodox Church and some major organizations of Muslims, 
Buddhists and Hebrews. 

Deputy-Chairman of the State Duma Committee on Public As-
sociations and Religious Organizations Alexander Chuev (a poli-
tician traditionally lobbying for the interests of the Patriarchate 
and the leader of a smallish Christian-Democratic Party of 
Russia) told the participants about his own bill on “traditional 
religious organizations.”196 A. Chuev came out against the impo-
sition of new limitations on “non-traditional” religions, but, at 
the same time, spoke in support of granting privileges to the 

                                                           
195 Mitropolitan of Smolensk and Kaliningrad Kirill (further on — Mitropoli-
tan Kirill), “Church and State: Major Issues in the Relationship” 
(http://www.russian-orthodox-church.org.ru/nr201252.htm). 
196 Alexander Chuev spoke twice about his bill. For the first time, he spoke at the 
conference given on February 5, 2002; quoted from: A. Chuev, “The Larger a Relig-
ion, the More Traditional It Is.” Internet Site “World of Religions” (February 5, 2002 
-http://www.religio.ru/news/relisoc/3106_print.html). Then, he spoke on the subject 
in his interview to the “Mayak” radio station; quoted from Russian Line newscast of 
February 7, 2002 (http://www.rusk.ru/News/02/2/new07_02.htm). The full text 
of the bill is available at: http://www.state-religion.ru/cgi/run.cgi?action 
=show&obj=1362. 
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“traditional” ones, e.g., access to schools and social work, free 
access to the mass media, etc. He even suggested returning tax 
credits to them that were cancelled as of January 1, 2002, as a 
result of the enactment of the new Tax Code). As he pointed 
out, “We believe that traditional religious organizations should 
be given tax credits, which should be applicable not only to the 
organizations themselves but also to the businesses and non-
commercial organizations they establish.” (The implementation 
of this measure would be equal to the creation of an internal 
“religious offshore zone.”)  

A. Chuev put forward a complex system of classifying “tradi-
tional” religious orders into federal, regional and “historical” 
ones (the latter group would most likely include the Old-
Believers). As a separate proposal he introduced the notion of 
“a mission of foreign traditional religious organizations,” 
which would probably help to differentiate, for example, the 
Catholics from some foreign “totalitarian sects.”  

The status of a traditional organization should be 
granted in Russia to an organization that has at least a 
million believers or followers, has been active in the 
country for at least fifty years and, most importantly, is 
recognized as an integral part of the spiritual, historical 
and cultural heritage of the peoples of Russia. For a his-
torical traditional organization the numerical strength is 
of lesser importance than the length of its life. It should 
be at least eighty years old. In the case of an organiza-
tion that is traditional for specific peoples of Russia the 
criterion of strength should be 100 000 people. Foreign 
religious organizations or their missions can be granted 
the status of a mission of a traditional religious organi-
zation, provided they can back up this claim by an offi-
cial letter from their embassy testifying that a particular 
religious organization is regarded as traditional on the 
territory of its native country. 

The responsibility of granting statuses should be vested in a 
federal commission that should be formed initially on a parity 
basis by the President, both Chambers of the Federal Assem-
bly and organizations of “traditional religions” already men-
tioned in the preamble to the 1997 Federal Law “On Freedom 
of Conscience and Religious Associations.” The representation 
of Christians is, by the way, reserved for the Russian Ortho-
dox Church. Among other things, the commission would be 
responsible for the verification of the headcount of the fol-
lowers, although the verification procedure is totally unclear: 
in fact all the major religious organizations in Russian do not 
have any fixed membership. Having realized the problem, A. 
Chuev soon dropped the numerical strength criterion, increas-
ing instead the required minimum life qualification to 95 
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years.197 Those religious organizations that receive the status 
of “a traditional organization” would be allowed to delegate 
their representatives to the commission. 

In his letter to A. Chuev, published on March 1, 2002, Metro-
politan Kirill, writing in his capacity as the head of the De-
partment for External Church Relations (OVTsS), supported 
in principle the bill’s concept but pointed out some inconsis-
tencies and suggested setting up a special working group. A 
review prepared by the OVTsS experts was attached to the 
letter. Their objections were partially related to various legal 
and technical issues (although quite serious ones) and partially 
tackled some essential problems, namely: 

 the bill does not specify the privileges to be granted 
to “traditional organizations”; 

 the mechanism of proving traditionality is not purely 
spelled out; 

 the bill gives almost equal rights to the representative 
missions of foreign organizations and to “native” tra-
ditional organizations (A. Chuev simply made a blun-
der here. He probably meant Catholics or Mormons, 
but all major religious organizations get registered as 
Russian organizations, while missions are extremely 
rare and have a purely “technical” nature).  

Simply speaking, the OVTsS recognized the soundness of 
Chuev’s initiative, but gave a bad mark to its technical im-
plementation. It was probably decided that the introduction of 
the bill the way it was presented would not give the Russian 
Orthodox Church (as well as other “traditional organizations”) 
enough advantages. Hence, further development of the bill 
and its promotion within the parliament and the society will 
probably be carried out in this direction (this is most likely a 
long-term campaign: the government is (still?..) very unlikely 
to accept such a bill).  

RUSSIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH’S CLAIMS TO A SPECIAL STATUS 

IN THE COUNTRY 

Projects of a discriminatory nature developed by the Moscow 
Patriarchate are not reduced only to the confrontation with 
“non-traditional religions.” The Patriarchate claims a special 
status even among other “traditional” organizations. The claim 
is based on the following argument of the aforementioned 
“Bases of the Social Concept”: “When a nation, civil or ethnic, 
is entirely or predominantly an Orthodox community, all of one 

                                                           
197 K. Vasilenko, “The Starting Point — Tsar’s Manifesto. Traditional Relig-
ion Cannot be Younger than 95 Years.” Vremya Novostei (March 22, 2002).  
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faith, it can be perceived in a certain sense as a single spiritual 
community — the Orthodox people.”  

In the Russian Orthodox Church’s opinion, the Russian people 
are “predominantly of one faith” both in the ethnic and even 
in the civil sense of the word “Russian” (according to a sur-
vey run within the framework of the project “Religions and 
Values after the Fall of Communism,” 50 to 80% of the re-
spondents call themselves Orthodox, though the same polls 
also show that less than one half of the population believes in 
God, therefore it would be more accurate to talk here about a 
cultural rather than a religious identity).198 Correspondingly, a 
question arises about whether an “Orthodox people” should 
have a more or less Orthodox state.  

As for the “Bases of the Social Concept,” they bluntly reject 
the idea of immediate transformation of the current state into 
an Orthodox one. Neither do the “Bases of the Social Con-
cept” provide for granting the Russian Orthodox Church a 
special status within the state (the idea of a state Church 
status is also rejected). Nevertheless, the desire to obtain a 
special status is still present among the Church leadership. 

In its ultimate form this idea was outlined by Metropolitan 
Mephody (Nemtsov) at the conference “The Role of the Ortho-
dox Church in the Creation and Development of the Russian 
State” that was held December 10–11, 2001 (among the organ-
izers of the conference, beside the ROC, were the Presidential 
Administration, Institute of Russian History of the Academy of 
Science and other reputable organizations). Metropolitan 
Mephody argued that unlike Western society, Russian civic so-
ciety should be founded on wholesome unity, rather than on 
individualism. This gives the Church a special role to play, 
which, in his opinion, should be set along the guidelines of the 
Russian Orthodox Church Local Council of 1917–1918.199 Those 
decisions put a significant dividing line between the Church 
and the state, especially given the previous state of affairs in 
the Russian empire, but for a modern reader could sound quite 
radical (we shall quote them selectively): 

 being an integral party of the Universal Christian 
Church, the Russian Orthodox Church occupies a 
leading public and legal position among other faiths, 
which is only appropriate for her as the greatest holy 
treasure of the vast majority of the population and as 
a great historical force that built the Russian state;  

                                                           
198 Collection of Essays Old Churches — New Believers (Moscow: 2000). 
199 Metropolitan of Voronezh and Lipetsk Mephody, “The Role of the Ortho-
dox Church in the Development of Civil Responsibility in the Present His-
torical Stage of the Development of Russian Statehood” Russian Line (De-
cember 15, 2001). 
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 State laws, related to the Orthodox Church, shall be 
adopted only with the consent of the Church authori-
ties; 

 the Head of the Russian state, Minister of Religious 
Orders and Minister of Public Education and as well 
as their deputies shall be Orthodox Christians; 

 the Orthodox Church shall have precedence in all 
public life events when the state affairs involve relig-
ions; 

 the low, medium and high level schools, both theologi-
cal and general education, created by the Orthodox 
Church shall enjoy all the rights of public educational 
institutions without exemptions. 

It should be repeated that this is a long-term program. At the 
same time, it is truly indicative of the direction chosen by the 
moderates like Patriarch Alexii II or Metropolitan Kirill, who, by 
the way, refrained from making any comments on the statement 
of Metropolitan Mephody.  

Metropolitan Mephody, whose views lie somewhere between those 
of Metropolitan Kirill and of the leader of “respectable fundamen-
talism” Archimandrite Tikhon (Shevkunov), has been keeping an 
increasingly high profile in the church-government relations re-
cently. It was Metropolitan Mephody who in November of 2000 
chaired the discussions at a round-table on the issues of church-
government relations that was organized by the Presidential Ad-
ministration in the President-Hotel and was attended by numerous 
representatives of the Russian Orthodox Church. In March of 2001, 
he joined the Presidential Council for Cooperation with Religions 
Associations.200 

By early 2002, the Patriarchate’s “offensive” against the principles 
of religious equality and separation of Church from the state con-
centrated on two major issues — mass media and school. 

For the last year, Church leaders have been actively cam-
paigning against various manifestations of immorality in the 
mass media, especially on TV, and that, by itself, is only 
natural. But unlike the past, when positive proposals were 
largely confined to the appeals to the government to take ap-
propriate measures, now a new set of ideas has emerged. 
Firstly, the above mentioned conference “The State and Reli-
gious Associations: Conceptual Basis of their Relationship as 
Shown by the Practical Experience of the Russian Federation 
Territories Comprising the Central Federal District,” held on 
January 25, 2002, actively discussed the idea of supervisory 
boards for TV broadcasting, with the active involvement of 

                                                           
200 For more information see: A. Verkhovsky, “The Dilemma of Kirill and 
Mephody.” Russkaya Mysl (March 29, 2001). 
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Church representatives. Secondly, the new Chairman of the 
Publishing Council of the Patriarchate, Archpriest Vladimir 
Solovyev, came out with an idea to create within the Russian 
Orthodox Church a media holding, including radio and televi-
sion broadcasting stations and a number of print publications. 
At this stage, the plan is obviously to merely reorganize the 
Publishing Department, but the long-term goals have been 
defined quite ambitiously: since 70% of the Russian population 
are Orthodox Christians, they must have 70% of the air time 
on television. Archpriest Vladimir stated in this regard: “We 
must compel the members of parliament to take a pledge that 
our children would learn the Christian scriptures and the TV 
screens would be rid of everything that we do not like.”201 

Mufti Talgat Tajutdin, by the way, also actively backed the idea of 
supervisory boards on television in the conference of January 25. 

Two days later, on January 27, Patriarch Alexii delivered a 
speech in the opening ceremony of the Tenth Christmas 
Readings. Among other things, he said the following: 

In our opinion, it is time to expand the experience of teach-
ing “The Principle of Orthodox Culture” to all public schools 
in Russia. The legislation of our country allows introducing 
this subject as an ethnic-regional component into the core 
school curriculum or as an additional component. 
We should not be discouraged by the fact that the pupils may 
also include the children of Muslims, Hebrews or Buddhists. 
The achievements of the Russian Orthodox culture make up 
an essential part of the world spiritual heritage and constitute 
the core of our way of thinking and life, which for many 
centuries have united our people.202 

It is noteworthy that until recently the leaders of the Patriar-
chate have been speaking exclusively about the extracurricular 
teaching of Orthodox Christianity (which is provided for by 
law). Even now, they are talking not about a full-scale intro-
duction of the “Word of God” but rather about some kind of a 
palliative suitable for both the society and the state. 

Most likely this bold proposal became possible due to the fa-
vorable outcome for the Church of an almost a yearlong dis-
cussion about the introduction of theology into the programs 
of state-sponsored colleges. On January 28, the Ministry of 
Education of the Russian Federation approved of the educa-
tional standard for the “Theology” specialty. It shall be noted 
that in the second stage of higher education the students’ 

                                                           
201 The Russian Orthodox Church Aspires to Create an Orthodox Media 
Holding and Lays Claims to 70% of air time on the Television.” Lenta.Ru 
(January 29, 2002 — http://lenta.ru/most/2002/01/29/orthodoxmedia/). 
202 “The Welcoming Remarks of His Holiness the Patriarch of Moscow and 
All Russia Alexii II at the Opening of the Tenth International Christmas 
Educational Readings,” OVTsS Communication of January 28, 2002 
(http://www.russian-orthodox-church.org.ru/nr201285.htm). 
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choice of specialty subjects is restricted to just four options: 
Christian, Islamic, Hebrew and Buddhist theology.203 It looks 
like the first practical example of fixing at a statutory level 
the privileges of the four “traditional religions” from the pre-
amble of the 1997 Federal Law “On Freedom of Conscience 
and Religious Associations.” 

The new standard is not markedly xenophobic in its nature, 
although it is still not clear what problems may result from 
its practical implementation. In particular, it remains to be 
seen what direction the specialization will take within the 
Christian theology (for example, would it take into considera-
tion the views of Old-Believers and Protestants, or the Catho-
lics for that matter).  

“NON-TRADITIONALITY” AS AN EXCUSE TO INCITE ENMITY 

TOWARDS OTHER ORGANIZATIONS WITHIN THE SAME RELIGION 

We have already mentioned that unlike “traditional religion,” 
the notion of “traditional organization” is required primarily 
to justify the fight against other organizations within the 
same religion. However, it is useful only for those, who can 
prove to the government and society its greater “traditional-
ity.” The Moscow Patriarchate has used this argument against 
the secessionist Russian Orthodox Autonomous Church of 
Valentin Rusantsev (totally non-canonical from the theological 
point of view but quite legitimate from the legal viewpoint) 
or against the Russian Orthodox Church Abroad (the parishes 
of which are quite “traditional” outside the boundaries of the 
former USSR and “non-traditional” inside them).  

This argument is most frequently employed, though, by the 
head of the Central Spiritual Department of Muslims, Talgat 
Tajutdin, who accused mufti Ravil Gainutdin and his followers 
of “Wahhabism.” By doing so, T. Tajutdin misused the meaning 
of the word as a synonym of extremism within Islam (although 
he personally knows its right meaning). The head of the Cen-
tral Spiritual Department of Muslims also equated the followers 
of the Muftis’ Council with genuine Wahhabite preachers (pri-
marily of Arab origin). At one time, Talgat Tajutdin made an 
attempt to directly scare the public, saying that “this extremist 
religious schism had already infiltrated into Moscow,” that one 
mosque had already been captured and “in spite of our protests 
they had already been given official ownership documents for 
the mosque.”204 In fact, he was talking about a mosque in the 
district of Zemlachka in Moscow that had been occupied by his 
main competitor Ravil Gainutdin’s followers about six months 
earlier in March of 2000. 

                                                           
203 The OVTsS Communication (http://www.russian-orthodox-church.org.ru 
/nr202041.htm). 
204 RIA Novosti Agency (September 20, 2000).  
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A specific situation has been unfolding in Dagestan where 
Wahhabism has a significant fellowship and is in opposition to 
the dominant Sufi schism of Islam (armed clashes between 
the two peaked in 1999). Sufi sheiks have practical control 
over the Spiritual Department of Dagestani Muslims (DUMD) 
and exercise significant influence over local political leaders. 
As a result, Dagestan has actually introduced religious censor-
ship. In March of 2000, the Spiritual Department of Dagestani 
Muslims created an Expert Council that is responsible for 
monitoring all Islamic literature published in the republic as 
well as any audio- and video-material with religious contents, 
while any materials being sold without prior permission of the 
Expert Council are subject to confiscation and destruction by 
law-enforcers.205 (A similar council was established in the 
Urals in March of 2002, but its evaluations and conclusions 
only take the form of recommendations. Such a situation, in 
our opinion gives no grounds for concern.)  

Then the parliament of Dagestan passed a regional law ban-
ning Wahhabism and introduced a similar bill to the State 
Duma (see the article on legislation). Mufti Ravil Gainutdin 
expressed his righteous indignation over it and said that it 
was inadmissible to ban a whole faction of Islam. However, 
the alternative proposed by the mufti, i.e., to ban the “ex-
tremists,” does not sound any better:  

Those people who in the name of Islam are engaged in 
criminal activities cause harm to our religion. On this 
basis, we attempted to develop criteria that would allow 
us to differentiate between extremists and true believers. 
There are three major characteristics of extremism. I 
can name them all. They include the rejection of the 
fundamental traditions of Islam, a teaching of one’s own 
exclusiveness and pre-eminence that serves as a justifi-
cation of the self-acquired right to call traditional believ-
ers non-Muslims, and finally proclamation of one’s right 
to abridge other people’s rights. In my opinion, these cri-
teria must be taken into account while considering the 
issues related to Wahhabites.206 

But obviously it is not only Orthodox Christians and Muslims 
who lapse into calling on the government to abridge the 
rights of their “competitors.” Following is a passage taken 
from the interview of the head of Central Spiritual Depart-
ment of Buddhists of the Russian Federations, hambo-lama 
Damba Ayushev:207 

— The law [Federal Law “On Freedom of Conscience 
and Religious Associations”] is actually limiting our op-

                                                           
205 Russian Regions Agency ( March 13, 2000).  
206 A. Astakhova, “A Good Muslim is a Bad Wahhabite.” Segodnya (July 26, 
2000).  
207 A. Lampsi, “Law and Tradition.” NG — Religii (November 28, 2001).  



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

254 

portunities. While giving  freedom to new religious or-
ganizations, it imposes certain limitations on us.  
— What limitations are you referring to?  
— It is about the flock. Under this law it is permitted to 
create new Buddhist organizations called by people the 
“red-hats” (religious scientists also call them the same 
name and it is not a new schism in Buddhism — com-
ment of A.V.). They are engaged in active propaganda 
and thus steal away our followers. Our influence on the 
believers is diminishing. That means that the law gives 
more advantages to new religions at the expense of the 
old ones.  
— What changes could be introduced into this law?  
— The changes should be as follows: the central concept 
of the law should be the tradition of a people and tradi-
tional religion of this people. The law should serve for 
better harmonization of the relationship between a relig-
ion and its followers. It must work for the people, for 
the preservation of the people. This is the direction I 
would recommend. 

This passage aptly demonstrates not only the desire to impose 
limitations on “competitors,” but also an emphasis on creating 
a rigid relationship between religion and ethnicity.  

And finally, xenophobia of this kind can also serve as an in-
strument in a dirty struggle. For example, in 2001 the  Pente-
costal bishop of the Samara region, Vasili Lyashevski, sent a 
letter addressed to the law-enforcement bodies of the city of 
Samara, the regional prosecutor’s office and the Federal Secu-
rity Service demanding to ban a religious conference of his ri-
vals among the Pentecostals. In particular, he wrote as follows: 

I believe that the groups “New Jerusalem” and “Open 
Sky” are extremist groups and try to stage a political 
show under the disguise of a religious conference. Their 
promotional materials say that the conference will be at-
tended by a politician from Minsk, Yuri Karmanovich. I 
don’t know who this person is, but I’m afraid that the 
guise of missionaries can be misused by spies and all 
sorts of people, who have nothing in common with 
Christianity. I consider it an implementation of a direc-
tive of the West aimed at destroying the spiritual values 
of the Russian people. 

In his letter to the regional prosecutor of the Samara region, 
Vasili Lyashevski, spells out a lot of complaints against one of 
his competitors, Pentecostal bishop Sergei Ryakhovsky, in-
cluding accusations of Masonry, heresy and instigation of in-
ter-religious enmity.208 

                                                           
208 A. Golik, “The Last Straw of Samara Pentecostals.” NG — Religii (Sep-
tember 12, 2001). 
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ANTI-WESTERN XENOPHOBIA, ANTI-ZIONISM AND ANTI-
GLOBALIZATION 

The previous example was not the only example given in this 
report to highlight the theme of a confrontation with the 
West.  In fact, such examples are very are numerous. There is 
nothing surprising in this, since many religious leaders in 
Russia, even those who do not share nationalist ideas, per-
ceive their confrontation with other religious associations as 
part of an all-Russian confrontation with the ever-hostile 
West. Following is a passage from a statement of Metropolitan 
Kirill, the second man in the Russian Orthodox Church com-
mand and leader of the liberal-conservative wing of the 
Church.  

We believe that fighting against sectarianism by making 
the religious legislation more stringent would not bring 
the desired results … Because in the case of sectarianism 
we deal not with freedom of choice, but rather with the 
attempts of well-known forces to spiritually divide our 
society and to add religious differences upon the exist-
ing ethnic, property and political divisions.209 

If we take into account that the absolute majority of those 
who are now called “sectarians” in Russia belong to religious 
associations that were brought to Russian ten or a hundred 
years ago from abroad, it will become clear that the “well-
known forces” are also located somewhere abroad. If we add 
to this that the “sects” of western origin outnumber the 
“sects” of eastern origin, we can also conclude that the anti-
sectarian rhetoric has an outright anti-Western character. 

The pronouncements of fundamentalist activists of the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church and their patrons among the bishops 
contain a lot of even harsher verbal outbursts to this effect. 
But the position taken by a moderate Metropolitan Kirill is 
more significant.  

The Patriarch’s position was stated in a Diocesan Assembly 
on December 15, 2000. He said the following: 

We must realize that there is a well-coordinated bloodless 
war being waged against our people, which is aimed at 
destroying us. A powerful industry of debauchery is at 
work in the Western countries, supplying to Russia in-
credible amounts of pornographic literature, manuals on 
so-called sex-education that promote lewdness of all 
kinds and de-facto organize everyday life in the pattern 
of Sodom and Gomorrah. In Russia today there is an 
immense market of alcohol, drugs, pornography, and 
contraceptives, which bring profits to foreign companies 
and mafias. The activities of the latter have resulted in 

                                                           
209 A. Korolev, “It Is Dangerous to Mix Religion with Politics.” Trud (March 
14, 2001).  
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an unprecedented demographic crisis in our country that 
brings about an incredibly rapid degeneration and ex-
tinction of our people.210 

Muslim leaders also follow suite. On September 12, 2001, Tal-
gat Tajutdin considered it necessary to state that “the USA 
have the same problem as the ancient pharaohs — haughti-
ness and pride, a desire to become a master of the world, 
while this position can be claimed only by the Almighty Crea-
tor.”211 

However, the most vehement language is characteristic of 
Ravil Gainutdin’s deputy in the Muftis’ Council, mufti 
Nafigulla Ashirov. Commenting on the start of a military op-
eration in Afghanistan, Nafigulla Ashirov stated that this ac-
tion gives every Muslim the right to reciprocate in kind, 
though he also emphasized that his Spiritual Department will 
not call for any acts of violence.212 After the infamous pogrom 
in the street market at Tsaritsino on October 30, 2001, he 
commented  that the views of the skinheads are quite appeal-
ing to him but the skinheads have chosen the wrong tar-
get — instead of beating Muslims, they should have beaten 
some Westerners.213 

Speaking of Islamic leaders, we can not avoid the subject of 
their anti-Zionist attitude that is so militant (unlike, say, decla-
rations of the Patriarchate in support of Yaser Arafat), that it 
can be characterized as a form of anti-Semitism. The same 
mufti Nafigulla Ashirov stated in the spring of 2001 as follows: 

Although there are many people who would disapprove 
of the methods of “Hezbulla,” they have proved their ef-
fectiveness. “Hezbulla” and its allies have achieved good 
practical results. The Israeli army has withdrawn from 
Southern Lebanon.  
 
<…> It is very important that for the first time the 
highest political elites have taken an armed popular 
struggle against the Israeli regime, which is fair, just 
and necessary.  
 
One could ask in this regard what sort of justification is nec-
essary here? Who would in his right mind would attempt to 
question the lawfulness of the operations of Kovpak’s guerril-
las?214 

Immediately after the tragedy of September 11, Nafigulla 
Ashirov and Vali-Azmed Niyazov, leaders of the Eurasian 

                                                           
210 The OVTsS Communication of December 15, 2000.  
211 Quoted from: “Supreme Mufti of Russia: Terrorist Attacks in the USA 
Are an Echo of Events in the “Hot Spots.” Mir Religii (September 12, 2001).  
212 Russian Regions Agency. (October 8, 2001). 
213 “Supreme Mufti Forecasts the Disintegration of Russia.” Prima Agency 
(November 6, 2001). 
214 O. Karabaagi, “Intifada Goes International.” NG-Religii (May 16, 2001).  
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Party, who are very close to Ravil Gainutdin, gave a press 
conference and commented on those events as follows: “Who 
stands to benefit from all this? Who was the first to rip the 
benefits of this situation?” They emphasized that the first 
commentaries came “not from Americans or Russians, but 
from the same Scharansky and Liberman [ministers of the 
Israeli Cabinet], who seemed as if they had been waiting for 
this with the NTV cameras.” N. Ashirov also added the fol-
lowing: “We know which country has a well-developed net-
work of secret services. These are Zionist secret services. Bin 
Laden does not have their capabilities. This was not done by 
Arabs or Muslims, but by those who had the necessary capa-
bilities and who stood to benefit from it.”215 

Anti-Western feelings in Russia have taken on, in recent 
years, a new form (ironically, borrowed from the West) — 
anti-Globalism. The Russian Orthodox Church leaders are of-
fering to the government and the society their own strategic 
concept with regard to globalization, or more precisely with 
regard to Russia’s relations with the outside world, primarily 
with the West. We are talking about the concept that has 
been developed by Metropolitan Kirill, approved by the Pa-
triarch and included in the “Bases of the Social Concept of 
the Russian Orthodox Church” in the 2000 Hierarchs’ Council. 
Instead of quoting numerous articles and documents of the 
Council,216 we shall give a brief summary of them.  

The Church condemns liberal (Western) ideology as non-
religious and individualistic, but acknowledges its right to ex-
ist in the modern sinful world. The Church maintains that the 
“traditional” ideologies — Islamic, Orthodox and others have 
an equal right to exist. The World Order should take account 
of all these ideologies in equal measure. The process of inter-
mixture of civilizations is being assessed rather negatively, 
while the maintenance of religious, ethnic and civil identity is 
being viewed as its alternative.  

The Church maintains that the Russian people should identify 
itself within this paradigm as an Orthodox Christian people. 
This means a categorical rejection of liberalism, a demand to 
shift the balance towards traditional values and public 
mechanisms based on pre-revolutionary traditions. 

Metropolitan Kirill always expresses himself very diplomati-
cally, but he also perceives the situation as critical and requir-
ing urgent action: “The current ongoing global process of estab-
                                                           
215 A. Sigida, “Muslims Have Found the Guilty Party — Those Are the Jews 
and Americans.” Kommersant (September 19, 2001).  
216 Patriarch of Moscow and All Russia Alexii II, “The World at the Cross-
Roads.” NG-Religii (June 23, 1999); Metropolitan Kirill, “The Rule of Faith 
as a Rule of Life.” Nezavisimaya Gazeta (February 16–17, 2000); “Bases of 
the Social Concept of the Russian Orthodox Church; Metropolitan Kirill’s 
Report at the VI International Russian People Council (December 14, 
2001 — http://www.russian-orthodox-church.org.ru/nr112143.htm). 
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lishing liberal values as allegedly the pinnacle of the multi-
century history of human civilization is today a bigger danger 
than was formerly presented by communistic atheism.”217 

Thus, the Russian Orthodox Church offers Russia a policy 
that could be called  civilizationary isolationism (it is worth 
comparing it to the above quotations from different concepts 
of state-religious relations) and that represents a defensive 
form of xenophobia. 

Radical anti-Globalism, if presented in a respectable manner, 
is not being rejected by the Church either.  The 
St. Petersburg Theological Academy, headed by Bishop Con-
stantine (Goryanov), held (in partnership with two secular 
institutes) a conference on May 3–4, 2001 on “The Spiritual 
and Social Problems of Globalization.” The conference 
adopted a final document218 that is worth being quoted: 

The ideology of globalization is in opposition to Chris-
tian ideology and is incompatible with it; it is being in-
troduced and promoted to the public and Church by the 
world elite and is representative of the latter’s interests. 
Globalization is becoming an embodiment of the utopian 
ideas of mondialism about the creation of a unitary su-
pra-national rigidly-governed state on Earth… 
<…> The Russian Orthodox Church and the Russian 
State have become the main obstacles in the way to the 
world domination… 

This text displays certain parallels to the philosophy and 
propaganda of radical nationalists, but in general it repeats 
more clearly and resolutely the paraphrased ideas from the 
“Bases of the Social Concept.” Thus, it is not surprising that 
the Synod did not raise any objections against it, at least in 
public.  

Therefore, the fundamentalist anti-Globalism, although not in 
its extreme forms, has been actually legitimized within the 
Russian Orthodox Church. It has also led to a simultaneous 
legitimization (as well as promotion in the name of the 
Church) of anti-Western xenophobia.  

                                                           
217 Metropolitan Kirill, “The Icon of the Mother of God of Filerm and Mod-
ern Challenges to Christianity” — the OVTsS Communication of December 
17, 2001. 
218 Document from the website of the movement “For the Right to Live 
Without an INN” at: http://infolab.spb.ru/anti-inn/info09.htm. 
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NATIONALIST RADICALS IN CONTEMPORARY RUSSIA: 
IDEOLOGY, ACTIVITIES,  
AND RELATIONSHIP TO THE AUTHORITIES 

Nationalist-radical parties and movements219 make up a sig-
nificant part of the political system of today’s Russia. But the 
place they occupy in the political scene is rather distinctive.   

On the one hand, radical nationalists openly state that they 
have set for themselves the tasks of comprehensively trans-
forming society and changing the constitutional system of the 
Russian Federation. Their propaganda and actions are either 
balanced on the brink of overstepping the law or sometimes, 
actual violation of law. Radical nationalist-patriots realize that 
they cannot achieve their goals through “normal” parliamen-
tary methods restricted as they are by federal legislation and 
therefore engage in alternative, non-parliamentary methods 
in waging their struggle. Some groups and their leaders 
openly favor the idea of attaining power by means of an 
armed coup and revolutionary rhetoric is an important part of 
the activities of nearly all nationalist-radicals.  

On the other hand, nationalist organizations took part in the 
elections and promoted their views, sometimes very extreme 
ones, practically without having to face any obstacles at all 
until the late 1990s. Authorities’ attempts to counter national-
ist-radicals became more or less systematic only at the end of 
1998. During essentially the whole of the first post-Soviet 
decade, anti-fascists were justifiably criticizing the authorities 
for their passive conduct, lack of political will and even open 
connivance in favor of radicals who were engaged in very 
aggressive and at times illegal activities. There is no doubt 
that this dramatically destabilized the political situation in the 
country and was damaging to Russia’s image internationally. 
The increased activity of nationalist-radicals with the conniv-
ance of the authorities combined with general social instabil-
ity in the country and wide-spread vengeful feelings in the 
early 1990s generated a pessimistic (if not “panic” inspiring) 
idea of “Weimar Russia,” similar to Weimar Germany.  

There is no doubt that the situation changed somewhat by 
the year 2000. However it is clear that the state’s opposition 

                                                           
219 In this article we are not specifically covering issues of political terminol-
ogy, which in the context of political trends of interest to us certainly con-
stitutes problem. On the whole, our terminology follows Vladimir Priby-
lovsky (see V. Pribylovsky, Totalitarism, Communists, Nationalist-Patriots, 
Fascism. Terms and Reality — Does Russia Need Hitler? (Moscow: 1996, pp. 
13–20); V. Pribylovsky, “Great Claims — Little Abilities. Tupological Tree: 
Fascism and Boardering Phenomena, Diagnosis,” Antifashistskoye Obozrenie 
(April 1997, # 1, pp. 10–11). The terms “ nationalist-radicals” and “radical 
nationalist-patriots” are used here synonymously.  
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to nationalist-extremists is basically situational. Sometimes 
specific measures by officials were rather ambiguous, ethi-
cally and legally. The fact that radical nationalist-patriots’ 
influence upon society has considerably diminished is only in 
part explained by the interference of the authorities. To a 
much greater extent this is a result of changes in the social 
and political life of the country as a whole and the evolution 
of nationalist-extremists in particular.  

This article deals with, first, the internal dynamics of the ac-
tivities of radical nationalist-patriots during the years 1990–
2002, and second, with specific actions on the part of the au-
thorities, aimed at countering extremists during this time pe-
riod. The developments in recent years are of special interest 
to us.  

NATIONALIST-RADICALS: GREAT HOPES AND GREAT 

DISAPPOINTMENTS  

There is no doubt that the scope of this article prevents a 
detailed description of all aspects of the radical nationalist- 
patriots’ activities. Those who wish to have more information 
may consult the very detailed analytical materials published 
by the “Panorama” Information and Research Center.220 Also, 
there is some literature in English221 and French222 which pro-
vides an overview on Russian radical nationalist-patriots.  

This article looks primarily into the general ideology and or-
ganizational forms of nationalist-radicals, the extent of popu-
larity of their ideas in society, and their illegal activities.  

                                                           
220 A. Verkhovsky, A. Papp, V. Pribylovsky, Political Extremism in Rus-
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hailovskaya, V. Pribylovsky, Nationalism and Xenophobia in the Russian 
Society (Moscow: “Panorama,” 1998); A. Verkhovsky, E. Mikhailovskaya, V. 
Pribylovsky, Political Xeniophobia : Radical Groups, Leaders’ Ideas, Role of 
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(Washington, 1999); J. Dunlop, “Alexander Barkashov and the Rise of National 
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S. Shenfild, Russian Fascism: Traditions, Tendencies and Movements, (New 
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WHO IS WHO: BACKGROUND INFORMATION  
ON NATIONALIST-RADICALS  

Despite their ideological diversity, radical nationalist-patriots 
can be hypothetically subdivided into several main categories.  

Naturally, nationalist-patriotic organizations can be grouped 
by their political views: their view of Russia’s ideal political 
system, (monarchists, nationalist-republicans, etc.) their inter-
pretation of the nature of a national state, (ethnic nationalists, 
supraethnic empire nationalists) religious leanings, (Orthodox 
fundamentalists, neopagans, non-religious nationalists) views 
on property ownership, (ranging from Nationalist-Bolsheviks 
and nationalist-socialists to proponents of aggressive national 
capital) etc. If we base our classifications on the above pa-
rameters we achieve maximum accuracy but fail to provide 
an integrated picture of what nationalist-radicals are like in 
today’s Russia.  

In order for us to draw such a picture of the nationalist-radical 
movement, we shall embark on the simplified path of dividing 
this movement into “old” and “new” right-wingers.223 Such a 
division is based on the most general, informal indices of out-
look, rather than program-oriented characteristics. The key 
parameter which helps distinguish between “new” and “old” 
right-wingers is the degree of revolutionary drive, not in politi-
cal programs but as a mind-set. As a rule, revolutionary con-
sciousness means the establishment of paramilitary detach-
ments, readiness to resort to violence, apology for war, and ag-
gressive fanning of inter-ethnic discord in  propaganda.  

This broad approach to classification based on mentality and spe-
cific features of behavior is indispensable since it is next to im-
possible to properly distinguish between those groups on the ba-
sis of political agendas, which are often rather academic. In this 
article we shall primarily examine the “new” right wingers — 
nationalist-revolutionaries, (nationalist-socialists, Nationalist-
Bolsheviks and outright fascists), not the relatively moderate (in 
comparison with the new generation) “old right-wingers” (“Black 
Hundreds,” Orthodox fundamentalists). 

The Russian National Unity (RNE), headed by Alexander 
Barkashov, has remained for a long time the largest such or-
ganization.  

                                                           
223 Such a classification is already reflected in the literature, (see, for in-
stance: A. Verkhovsky, New Opposition; A.Verkhovsky, A. Papp, V. Priby-
lovsky, Political Extremism in Russia,(Moscow: Institute of Experimental 
Sociology, 1996, pp. 70–73); but what is even more important, it is perceived 
as an objective fact by nationalist-radicals themselves (see, for instance : 
A. Dugin, “New Against Old,” Limonka (1994, # 1); V. Vanyushkina, “Rus-
sian New Rules,” Natsiya (1996, p. 37, #2).  
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RNE was established during the period between March 1990 
(when a group headed by A. Barkashov and V. Yakushev 
withdrew from the Nationalist-Patriotic Front “Pamyat” 
(Memory)) and October of the same year (when the A. Barka-
shov — V. Yakushev tandem dissolved). October 16, 1990, is 
regarded as the official date of RNE’s establishment.  

RNE ideology is a mixture of Black Hundreds nationalism and 
outright  nazism. RNE members pursue aggressive anti-
liberalism, anti-communism and anti-Semitism, cherish ideals 
of a pure Russian nation (the initial version of RNE program 
contained provisions on criminal prosecution for mixed mar-
riages and the introduction of eugenics)224 and Russian spiri-
tual values (the Orthodox religion, but in its “true, initial 
form”). Stylistic imitation of German nazis by A. Barkashov’s 
people is obvious. Unambiguous associations are created by 
RNE symbols, which include a swastika, their way of greeting 
each other by a raised right hand, black uniforms etc. 
A. Barkashov did not hesitate to call himself a nazi and spoke 
with admiration about Hitler.  

RNE functioned as a paramilitary organization. Its members 
wore uniforms, practiced sports that developed physical 
strength, and learned how to shoot. The organization’s leaders 
repeatedly stated that the organization’s members were pre-
paring themselves for a civil war.225  

RNE was very active during the events of September-October 
1993. The Barkashov detachment was one of the main units 
defending the White House and they were among the support-
ers of the dismissed Supreme Soviet. On October 3,1993, 
A. Barkashov and his fighters seized the City Hall (then located 
in the vicinity of the White House) in an assault.  

In the mid-1990’s, RNE went through a period of intense de-
velopment, but by 1998 the organization started to see some 
internal instability. Beginning in September 2000, RNE went 
through a number of serious schisms and actually ceased to 
exist as a single organization. Several major fragments of 
RNE claim the name of the initial organization, one group is 
called “Russian Revival,” another — “Slavonic Union” (Rus-
sian abbreviation — SS) (this organization claims to be a Mos-
cow regional branch of the National Russian public movement 
of RNE, but it does not recognize A. Barkashov’s leadership. 
Many leaders of “alternative” versions of RNE are in a state 
of overt or covert confrontation with one another. Some re-
gional RNE groups exist independently and do not maintain 
any communication with any central organization, others, on 
the contrary are in touch with alternate “RNE management.” 

                                                           
224 Russky Poryadok (August 20, 1993, #8 (11)).  
225 See for instance: Yu. Petukhov, “Russia's Hope” (interview with K. 
Nikitenko), Golos Vselennoi (1994, #3). At the time of this interview, Kon-
stantin Nikitin was in charge of RNE’s Moscow regional organization.  
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Local RNE groups often coordinate their activities at the re-
gional and interregional levels.  

In the best years of the organization, RNE membership was 
most accurately estimated at around 15 000 active members 
(the registered number of members was even higher). The 
2000 split in the party was accompanied by aggressive strife 
in the party management which resulted in a massive with-
drawal of its members. At present the two main fragments of 
the former RNE (RNE-1 of A. Barkashov and RNE-2 of the 
Lalochkin brothers) account for 2 000–3 000 members each. 
Regional organizations of RNE operate in most of the regions 
of Russia and in Belarus, Latvia, Ukraine, and Estonia.  

Leaders of the major fragments of RNE are the brothers Ev-
geny and Michail Lalochkin (“RNE-2” or “The Group of the 
Lalochkins”), Oleg Kassin and Yury Vasin (“Russia’s Re-
vival”), Dmitry Demushkin (SS). In 2002, O. Kassin became 
Deputy Chairman of the “Revival” movement, (Chairman — 
State Duma member Evgeny Ischenko) and Yu. Vasin became 
Deputy-Chairman of the National Revival Party “People’s 
Will” (Chairman — Sergei Baburin). Some groups of the for-
mer RNE which were initially part of the “Russian Revival” 
have joined the National Party of Great Russia, (Leaders — 
Stanislav Terekhov, Boris Mironov and Alexander Sevast-
yanov) as well as some former members of the Slavonic Un-
ion’s management.  

The newspaper Russky Poryadok (initial circulation fluctuated 
from 25 000 to 500 000 copies, but lately the paper has not 
been publishing more than one issue a year) is the official pa-
per of RNE. There are some regional RNE publications as well.  
In 1999 Russky Poryadok’s registration was revoked by a court 
decision on the basis of an administrative pretext (details will 
be provided below), but in 2000 the newspaper was reregis-
tered in Belarus and started to come out again. Control over 
the newspaper after the split was retained by A. Barkashov.  

We can say for certain that RNE had its best times in the 
mid-90’s. The heroic halo of the “White House defenders” 
attracted radical nationalists to Barkashov’s organization — it 
was this very organization which managed to be among the 
few who directly benefited from the 1993 crisis. However, 
internal stagnation, an information policy detrimental to the 
organization, a passive stance during the elections on the one 
hand and pressure on the part of the capital authorities on 
the other resulted in RNE starting to plummet into oblivion in 
1999–2000.  

Another major radical-nationalist organization is the National-
ist-Bolshevik Party (NBP).  

NBP leader is Eduard Limonov, from whom Anatoly Tishkin 
took over after his arrest in April of 2001.  
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NBP has about 7 000 members and official branches in 51 
regions of Russia. The first NBP Convention was attended by 
party representatives from 38 regions. NBP branches also op-
erate in Belarus, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Ukraine.  

The newspaper Limonka is the official party publication, with 
a circulation of about 10 000 copies. It comes out once every 
two weeks. There are also a number of regional publications.  

NBP established itself gradually, between November 1992, 
when a group of radicals headed by E. Limonov and A. 
Arkhipov withdrew from V. Zhirinovsky’s party (Liberal De-
mocratic Party of Russia) and formed the Nationalist-Radical 
Party (which subsequently split into two “camps,” Limonov’s 
and Arkhipov’s) and November 1994, when the first issue of 
Limonka was published. November 28, 1994, is regarded as 
the official date of the party’s founding.  

The peculiar feature of NBP is its pro-Soviet orientation and 
cultural (and to a lesser degree — etatist) rather than ethnic 
nationalism. The main symbol of the party is a black hammer 
and a black sickle in a white circle against a red background. 
NBP activities focus on the protection of the Russian population 
on territory of the former Soviet Union. NBP members (both 
from Russia and from local groups in former Soviet states) take 
an active part in various events, (often illegal and at times, 
overt acts of hooliganism) which, in the opinion of Nationalist-
Bolsheviks, are aimed at protecting the Russian population’s 
interests in Latvia, the Ukraine, and Kazakhstan. Although 
these actions, as a rule, do not have any direct effects, they 
attract public attention to the problem, which in the long run 
results in growing popularity for the party. Among the best 
known actions are non-violent protests by Nationalist-
Bolsheviks in Latvia (seizure of the bell tower of St. Michael’s 
Cathedral in Riga in 2001), in the Crimea (seizure of the Sail-
ors’ Club tower in Sebastopol in 2000), and the support given to 
Russian separatists in Northern Kazakhstan (a failed uprising 
of Cossacks in Kokchetav in 1997).  

NBP was registered as an interregional organization in early 1997 
and then reregistered on February 9, 1998. Despite repeated at-
tempts, NBP failed to obtain national Russian registration.  

Although NBP can hardly be called a broad-based organiza-
tion, it has managed to occupy its own political niche. Due to 
its flamboyant style and successful propaganda, the party has 
had a considerable impact on Russian youth, who are not al-
ways nazi or communist-oriented. NBP had been actively de-
veloping until the late 1990s, restricted only by external fac-
tors i.e., the lack of national Russian registration, for instance. 
The arrest of NBP leadership in April 2001 and pressure from 
law enforcement agencies considerably hampered the work of 
the Nationalist-Bolsheviks. To say that NBP has been de-
stroyed by repression would be an overstatement; though be-
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yond any doubt the Nationalist-Bolsheviks cannot be as active 
and potent as they were in the past, particularly in the cur-
rent environment of active opposition by the authorities and 
law enforcement.  

Apart from NBP and RNE other “new right-wingers” have 
failed to expand their activities to the national stage. Never-
theless, some organizations in the radical right-wing part of 
the political spectrum are rather noteworthy.  

Of those organizations still active, one of the most dynamic is 
the overtly racist People’s National Party (NNP) of Alexander 
Ivanov-Sukharevsky. The party numbers 500–700 members. 
Party organizations officially exist in 38 regions. The central 
party newspaper is Ya–Russky (circulation of 15 000, perio-
dicity — one or two issues a month). NNP’s particular feature 
is its work with skinheads — teenage racists.226 The skinhead 
movement represents a relatively significant trend in youth 
subculture. Their numbers are sizable and their worldview 
has as its base, an aggressive racism. The skinheads’ main 
occupation is assaulting representatives of various ethnic mi-
norities (people from the Caucasus, Roma, foreign students 
from Africa and Asia, etc.). Sometimes such actions turn into 
large-scale pogroms. The most notorious and bloody of the 
skinheads’ recent actions was the Tsaritsino marketplace po-
grom in October of 2001.  

Skinheads themselves are not a political movement, but Na-
tionalist-Radicals recruit them as “soldiers.” Yet not all or-
ganizations succeed in this because teenage skinheads detest 
party discipline, avoid ideological intricacies and maintain that 
parties, unlike themselves, talk much but do very little. NNP 
is a rare example of a nationalist party working successfully 
with skinheads.  

NNP Deputy Chairman, Semyon Tokmakov is a skinhead, 
who became “famous” in 1998 because he beat up a black 
security guard at the US Embassy in Moscow. S. Tokmakov, 
who joined the party in 1999, right after he was released 
from prison, brought with him a sizeable number of skin-
heads. In actuality, it was at that moment that teenage skin-
heads became the backbone of NNP.  

The specific feature of NNP propaganda is its radicalism, es-
pecially by perpetuating anti-Semitic and anti-Caucasus 
stereotypes. At present, the party leader is being sued for 
inciting ethnic hostility.  

                                                           
226 See for more details on skinheads: V. Likhachev “Skinheads in Russia,” 
Mezhdunarodnaya Evreiskaya Gazeta (2001, #39–41); V. Likhachev , 
V. Pribylovsky, “Skinheads Beat and Kill Non-Slavs,” Russkaya Mysl (No-
vember 15–21, 2001, #4385); A. Tarasov, “Skinheads a Natural, Interview 
and Comments,” Neprikosnovenny Zapas (1999, #5 (7)); A Tarasov, “Born of 
the Reforms: Skinheads,” Svobodnaya Mysl XXI (2000, #5).  
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There is another party which actively works with skinheads, 
Yury Belyaev’s Party of Freedom, (PS) — before 2000 it was 
the National-Republican Party of Russia, (NRPR) formed as a 
result of the split of Nikolai Lysenko’s party with the same 
name — with its headquarters in St. Petersburg. In North-
western regions of Russia (Leningrad region, Pskov region) 
PS is one of the main nationalist-radical parties.  With the 
help of the former leader of the St. Petersburg branch of 
NBP, Andrei Grebnev, who joined Yu. Belyaev in 2000, PS 
managed to attract skinheads and get them involved in party 
activities. Today, A. Grebnev is the chief editor of the PS 
daily, Nashe Obozrenie (circulation — approximately 10 000 
copies).  

In the mid-1990s, in Moscow and several other cities (St. Pe-
tersburg, Yaroslavl), the most radical of all legal nationalist or-
ganizations — the Russian National Union (RNS) of Konstan-
tine Kasimovsky was quite prominent. The membership of RNS 
was never very numerous (at its height it numbered 150–200 
members in Moscow), but the party’s active and aggressive 
propaganda was hard to overlook. Its main periodical, the 
newspaper, Shturmovik (in its prime, it was a weekly), was 
closed down by a court decision in 1998, not because of some 
formality, like Russky Poryadok, but actually because of its 
contents. In 1999, RNS leader and Shturmovik’s chief editor K. 
Kasimovsky was sentenced to two years imprisonment (sus-
pended sentence) for promoting hatred between nationalities.  

After this court judgment, K. Kasimovsky returned to his 
activities but became more cautious. RNS, which for a short 
time was called the Russian Nationalist-Socialist Party, now is 
named Movement “Russian Action” (RD). In fact, RD today 
consists of a group of ideologists (Kasimovsky himself, in the 
first place, Alexander Yeliseev and Viktoria Vanyushkina) 
who promote their views through the Pravoye Soprotivlenie 
newspaper, which is much less radical than Shturmovik. Af-
ter the confrontation with law enforcement authorities, 
K Kasimovsky seems to have dropped his idea of coming to 
power “as a result of a civil war,” and modestly claims to be 
an ideologist of a future national revolution.  

The 1990s saw repeated attempts to unite nationalist radicals. 
In 1996, for instance, the Radical Nationalist Party Coordina-
tion Committee (KSRNP) was established. It included NBP, 
NNP, Yury Belyaev’s NRPR, Georgy Shepelev’s New Public 
Russian Movement (NORD) and Oleg Bakhtiyarov’s Kiev 
Party of Slavonic Unity (PSE). The basic objective of this coa-
lition was to determine the platform of the nationalists in the 
presidential election of 1996 (see below). After the election, 
KSRNP practically ceased to exist.  

The most recent attempt of this kind has been the establish-
ment of the National Party of Great Russia (NDPR). Initially 
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the documents of the NDPR organizational committee were 
signed by representatives of many, if not most of the nation-
alist-radical groups. NDPR began publishing the Russky Front 
newspaper in the form of special editions whose editors were 
members of the organizational committee (Ya–Russky, Nazi-
onalnaya Gazeta, Soyuz Ofitserov). However, after internal 
conflicts during the founding convention of the party in Feb-
ruary 2002 only several initial members of the organizational 
committee joined NDPR. The convention elected S. Terekhov, 
A. Sevostyanov and B. Mironov as Co-Chairmen of the party. 
NDPR plans to get national Russian registration and to take 
part in the parliamentary elections of 2003. But it is obvious 
that the party organizers will hardly manage to unite all radi-
cal nationalists, and the party is very unlikely to succeed. Na-
tionalists critical of NDPR are of the opinion that the attempt 
to establish a single nationalist party was initiated by com-
munists to force nationalist-radicals to drop their claim of an 
independent political role. 

“Old right-wingers” appear more moderate than revolution-
ary minded “new right wingers.”  

We may label neo–Black Hundreds (“neo” in a very tentative 
way since they follow pre-revolutionary Russian conservative 
ideology without any, or just slight, modifications) and Ortho-
dox Church fundamentalist groups as “old right-wingers.” In 
this article, Black Hundreds are of lesser interest to us since 
illegal activities on their part are much less intense than the 
actions of the “new” nationalist-radicals. Accordingly, rela-
tions among the former are much less conflict-ridden. Never-
theless, it pays to briefly describe the evolution of “old right-
wingers” in the 1990s.  

During the collapse of the Soviet regime, the Black Hundreds 
seemed to hold a rather strong position. They had an impres-
sive political history, claiming to have preserved continuity 
with pre-revolutionary Russian Nationalists through emi-
grants and dissident groups. “Old Right-wingers” were among 
the very few groups (practically the only group) that by late 
1991 had a clear vision of what an ideal Russia might be like. 
In the late 1980s — early 1990s, public consciousness changed 
in a direction favorable for the Black Hundreds i.e., idealiza-
tion of Tsarist Russia, revival of the Orthodox Church, in-
creased interest towards Russia’s cultural heritage.  

However, the strength of the Black Hundreds soon turned 
into their weakness. Dogmatically restrained by the ideologi-
cal heritage of pre-revolutionary organizations, anti-Semitic 
paranoia, excessive attention to history at the expense of con-
temporary realities, sectarianism, conservatism, and their in-
ability to function in a principally new political environment, 
“Old right-wingers” could not but face a decline. The most 
active of their leaders began withdrawing from the Black 
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Hundreds groups (mainly from Dmitry Vasilyev’s Nationalist-
Patriotic Front “Pamyat,” which happened to be a real “forge 
for the production cadres,” of right wing radicals) and form-
ing new organizations. The new organizations were, as a rule, 
even more radical and looked to the European fascist experi-
ence, rather than to pre-revolutionary conservatism. Incipient 
associations of nationalists (shaded with the Soviet state pa-
triotism) and Alexander Sterligov’s Russian National Council, 
had completely disintegrated by the mid-1990s.  

“Old right wing” groups (Dmitry Vasilyev's “Pamyat,” Alex-
ander Shtilmark’s Black Hundred, various monarchist groups) 
still exist and continue to influence some sectors of the popu-
lation, but they are deep in crisis and have been pushed to 
the margins of the political process. The only sphere of public 
life where the platform of the Black Hundred continues to 
resonate is in pseudo-religious Orthodox organizations. Or-
ganizations like the Union of Orthodox Brethren, the Union of 
Orthodox Citizens, the Union “Christian Revival” and most 
recently, the Union of Orthodox Gonfalon Carriers provide 
examples of pseudo-religious activity. Most of the popular Or-
thodox publications (newspapers Russky Vestnik, Rus Pra-
voslavnaya, and the Russky Dom magazine) occupy “old 
right-winger” positions of fundamentalist nationalism.  

However, the mentality of “old right-wingers” is such that 
radical ideology is rarely translated into extremist activities. 
Therefore, while reviewing the activity of the nationalist-
radicals (participation in elections and illegal activities), “new 
right-wingers” hold more interest for us.  

ELECTION PARTICIPATION  

Electoral statistics provide important information about the 
popularity of nationalist-radical organizations and their 
chances of constitutionally coming to power in the country.  

In the State Duma of 1993–1995 there was only one national-
ist-radical (in the fullest sense of the word) representative, 
i.e., Nikolai Lysenko, who won election in a single-mandate 
constituency in the Saratov region. However, no radicals could 
repeat the NRPR leader's success in later federal level elec-
tions.  

The first time a nominee of the overtly fascist movement 
RNE ran for the State Duma was during the run-off elections 
on October 30, 1994, in the single mandate Mytishchi con-
stituency #109. Alexander Fedorov won 5.92% of the votes, 
which guaranteed him sixth place out of 12 contenders. This 
result happened to be the best obtained by an RNE candidate 
in federal elections for all the following years. At that time, 
however, RNE leadership hoped to win, and after A. Fedo-
rov's defeat, stated that he was not an official nominee of the 
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movement. A. Fedorov took it as an insult, withdrew from 
RNE and established his own organization, which since 1998 
has been called the Russian Patriotic Popular Movement 
(RNPD).  

The State Duma elections of 1995 in the federal election dis-
trict (i.e., party lists) featured the equally unsuccessful at-
tempts of a number of nationalist-patriotic associations. The 
only actually radical organization listed on the ballot was 
N. Lysenko’s NRPR which won 0.48% of votes.  

Some nationalist-radicals ran for the State Duma in single-
mandate constituencies with similarly poor results.  

RNE nominees were running in two Moscow constituencies 
(Yury Kapralny in the Universitetsky constituency #201 and 
Larisa Dementyeva in the Babushkinsky constituency #192) 
in the Dzerzhinsky constituency #85 of the Kaluga region, 
(Alexander Ushakov), in the Vladimir constituency #66, (Mik-
hail Borovkov) and in the Stavropol constituency #55 (Andrei 
Dudinov).  

Yu. Kapralny got 0.62% (16th place out of 17 candidates), L. 
Dementyeva — 2.53%, (9th place out of 23) A. Ushakov — 
1.43%, (13th place out of 15 candidates) A. Dudinov — 1.51% 
(14th place out of 20).  

Former member of RNE Alexei Vedenkin, who was running 
in a single- mandate Lubertsy constituency #107 of the Mos-
cow region got 1.93% of votes, securing 12th place out of 14 
candidates.  

E. Limonov’s and Alexander Dugin’s attempts to get seats in 
the State Duma through a single mandate constituency were 
equally unsuccessful.  

The nationalist-radicals’ participation in the 1996 election was 
a complete failure as well.  

A determined group supported the candidacy of A. Barka-
shov. RNE members actively collected signatures for him but 
in April the organization’s leader stated that he was not run-
ning and the signatures were not submitted to the Central 
Election Commission (TsIK).  

Other nationalist-radicals, comprsing the aforementioned 
KSRNP, attempted to decide on a nominee for the upcoming 
presidential elections. After a short period of uncertainty (at 
first, nationalist-radicals even stated that they supported B. 
Yeltsin, then the President of the country), KSRNP intro-
duced their nominee for the presidency — legendary weight 
lifter, writer and public figure Yury Vlasov. Despite the fact 
that Yu. Vlasov submitted to the Central Election Commission 
the required number of signatures in support of his candi-
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dacy, his participation in the elections was a complete failure, 
he gained only 0.25% of votes.  

The main nationalist-radical organizations (RNE and NBP) 
failed to get national Russian registration, no matter how 
hard they tried and consequently they were not entitled to 
run in federal districts. NBP tried to join the bloc of Victor 
Anpilov’s “Working Russia” and Stanislav Terekhov’s “The 
Officers’ Union,” (at first, this association was called “The 
Front of Working People” and then “Stalin’s Bloc”) but NBP 
representatives were not listed as the bloc’s nominees.  

Members of RNE leadership were nominated as candidates 
from the “Spas” Movement,” whose registration was cancelled 
by a court decision on the eve of the elections (details are 
provided below).  

The Black Hundreds’ association, “Russian Deed” had some 
candidates on the ballot but they managed to win only 0.17% 
of votes in the federal district in which they ran.  

In addition, RNPD of A. Fedorov and the radical Orthodox-
monarchistic movement “For Faith and Fatherland” of Father 
Nikon (Belavenets) had registered federal candidates, but they 
were unable to meet the time limits for opening an electoral 
bank account and thus could not participate in the election.  

During the Duma election, RNE nominated several candidates 
in single-mandate constituencies (some of them did not publi-
cize their party affiliation).  

Fifteen nominees for single-mandate constituencies stated their 
RNE membership in official and unofficial documents; seven 
submitted documents for registration, and three were denied 
registration (in Karelia, the Voronezh region and Kaliningrad).  

The election results of RNE were as poor as in 1995. Andrei 
Dudinov (Stavropol constituency #55) won 3.4% of votes; Ser-
gei Galkin (Kavminvodobsky constituency #53 of the Stavro-
pol territory) — 4.03% of votes; Nikolai Dengin (Kirov con-
stituency #92) — 1.26%; Andrei Yeremin (Volzhsky constitu-
ency #68 of the Volgograd region) — 3.1%.  

Anatoly Tishin, NBP candidate in the Mytishchi constituency 
of the Moscow region got 2% of votes. 

Other radical nationalists ran in single-mandate constituencies 
with approximately the same results. Vladimir Miliserdov, 
leader of the Russian Party got 1.15% of votes. The leader of 
the Russian National Union, Igor Artemov, fared best of all. 
He won 14.94% of votes in the Vladimir region. Nikolai Bon-
darik, a rather prominent nazi from St. Petersburg, got 6.08% 
of votes. Both candidates were waging very aggressive and 
expensive campaigns but, despite rather broad support, lost 
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the election. During the presidential election of 2000, national-
ist-radicals did not even nominate their own candidate and 
called upon the electorate to vote for other candidates, 
(namely, for Vladimir Putin and Alexei Podberezkin, a rather 
moderate independent national patriotic ideologist) or against 
all candidates.227  

On the whole, we may state that today nationalist-radicals do not 
enjoy broad electoral support in Russia. This is related to both 
objective (the country is tired of radicalism; people want to live 
in stability; negative associations related to the second world war 
still exist) and subjective (lack of a sound financial base; the low 
level of propaganda carried out by nationalists; an initial orienta-
tion towards a non-parliamentary strategy) reasons.  

ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES OF NATIONALIST-RADICALS  

Electoral victory has never been the ultimate goal of right-
wing radicals. Nationalistic organizations in Russia are not 
electable parties. However, nationalist-socialists and National-
ist-Bolsheviks do favor the types of activities addressed in the 
Criminal Code.228 Even the creation of paramilitary groups by 
a political organization exceeds the limits of current legislation 
and not a single nationalist-radical movement can practically 
do without them. Officially, those groups are referred to as 
“military-patriotic clubs,” sports clubs etc., but their struc-
tured chain of command, military uniforms and other details 
undoubtedly reveal that they are illegal paramilitary forces. 
Naturally, members of these detachments have not been idle, 
and what they have been  doing has not been limited to legal 
or semi-legal activities. During the 1990s, nationalist-radicals 
were permanent characters in the criminal news columns, 
accused of various crimes — from illegal weapons possession 
to murders and racketeering. RNE members especially ex-
celled in this.  

The discrepancy between the declared “toughness” and the 
routine of party life sometimes disappointed rank-and-file 
party members. That is why it is no small wonder that de-
spite the leadership’s emphasis on “being law abiding,” 
                                                           
227 For more details about the results of the 1999–2000 elections for nation-
alist-radicals, see: A. Verkhovsky, E. Mikhailovskaya, V. Pribylovsky, , Na-
tionalist-Patriots, the Church and Putin, Parliamentary and Presidential 
Campaigns of 1999–2000 (Moscow: “Panorama,” 2000). This book is also 
available in English. 
228 Only to list all illegal deeds committed by nationalist-radicals would take 
up a lot of space. A detailed description of the facts is given in the book: V. 
Likhachev, Nazism in Russia (Moscow, “Panorama,” 2002); see also: V. Lik-
hachev, V. Pribylovsky, “Making Bandits out of “Patriots” and Patriots out 
of Bandits,” Russkaya Mysl (December 17–23, 1998, #4250); Russkaya Mysl 
(December 24–30, 1998, #4251); E. Mendelevich, Swastika Over the City of 
the First Salute. Barkashov Fighters Trial in Orel — Voronezh (Small Press 
Support Center: 1998); Nazi Games (Moscow: Pik, 2000); A. Khinshtain, “Six 
Moments of Russian Fascism,” Moskovsky Komsomolets (December 5, 1997).  



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

272 

A. Barkashev’s fighters often resorted to violence against 
their political opponents and “enemies,” identified by their 
ethnicity. The cases of A. Barkashev’s opponents, representa-
tives of ethnic and religious minorities being beaten up, are 
numerous. But often the crimes committed by A. Barkashov 
fighters had no “ideological” grounds. A. Barkashev’s people 
got too used to imagining themselves as the demonic “fas-
cists,” portrayed in Soviet films, and turned into merciless 
murderers, hired killers, robbers, racketeers and sadists.  

It is obvious that a large number of illegal deeds can be ex-
plained primarily by the mentality of RNE members. They 
are aggressive and inclined to violence. The movement’s lead-
ership, on the one hand, tried to keep rank-and-file members 
from actions which could directly compromise the movement, 
but on the other hand, leaders attempted to harness their 
latent aggressiveness. “We believe that the golden moment 
will come when our fist strikes out in rage,” says the party 
anthem. The fighters were anticipating the leadership’s com-
mand indicating that it was time to start. The most impatient 
members did foolish things. Those who were more patient 
were making and purchasing arms.  

The same typical features of illegal activities characterize 
practically all Russian right-wing radicals, members of the 
Russian Party, NRPR or RNS, for instance. There were also 
such outright terrorist right-wing radical organizations like 
the “Werewolf Legion” or “Heaven’s Aryans.”  

Illegal actions of Nationalist-Bolsheviks are of a somewhat dif-
ferent nature. Crimes committed by NBP members have more 
ideology behind them. Often such actions are acts of hooligan-
ism against political opponents or embassies of various coun-
tries, (this is a kind of a NBP “calling card”) or symbolic at-
tacks on individuals. It is the Nationalist-Bolsheviks’ style to 
throw a bottle with paint (or a Molotov cocktail in the worst 
case) at an embassy building, an egg at the face of an oppo-
nent, or to strike the ex-president of the USSR across the face 
with a bunch of flowers for “ruining the country,” rather than 
beat up a person who does not look Russian. NBP leadership, 
basing their judgment on a rational analysis of the situation in 
the country, came to the conclusion that it is possible to coun-
teract the national passivity and political indifference of the 
population in the post-Soviet environment by playing “the Rus-
sian card.” The party bulletin NBP-Info (1999, #3) published 
the “Second Russia” project, which recommended specific ac-
tions targeted against post-Soviet countries with sizable Rus-
sian-speaking minorities — Kazakhstan, the Ukraine and Lat-
via. Actions against those countries varied in nature. The most 
aggressive action recommended was attempting to gain control 
over some of those countries’ territory. The creation of a “Sec-
ond Russia” was considered by Nationalist-Bolsheviks to be 
only the first stage of a national revolution in Russia itself. “To 
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create a second Russia and then use it to move against the 
first.” In some other publication, E. Limonov wrote, “It is im-
possible to start a rebellion in Moscow for many reasons. The 
initial spark should be kindled outside Russia… It should be 
understood that the emergence of a conflict is not the ultimate 
goal, but only an indispensable first stage of an armed revolt to 
replace the powers in Moscow.”229  

It is no coincidence that E. Limonov and his comrades were 
arrested on the territory of Altai, not far from the Kazakh 
boarder. After E. Limonov’s arrest it became obvious that the 
Nationalist-Bolsheviks were quite serious about statements 
like, “we shall organize revolts on the territories that we like 
and which are of vital importance to a Nationalist-Bolshevik 
empire. I basically mean Southern territories given away to 
CIS countries. There is only one country fit for the organiza-
tion a guerilla base for the Russian liberation movement. That 
country is Kazakhstan … Obviously, it is there that guerillas 
must be sent.”230 

The Stringer newspaper (February 2002, #3 and March 2002, 
#4) published the reminiscences of Artem Akopyan, one of 
the Nationalist-Bolsheviks who visited Altai. A. Akopyan’s 
article unambiguously indicates that NBP members were at 
the very least conducting reconnaissance on the Russian-
Kazakh border. But it should be noted that following this ar-
ticle, a statement by NBP Central Council was published. The 
statement emphasized that everything reported by the author 
of the article was fictional. However, no obvious discrepancies 
or exaggerations could be pinpointed in the text. Besides, 
A. Akopyan’s information seems quite plausible for a differ-
ent reason: E. Limonov himself did not try to conceal that in 
1997 he went to Kokchetav with a group of his party com-
rades to take part in a separatist riot by Northern Kazakh-
stan Cossacks. The riot never occurred. Most likely, the 
statement by NBP Central Committee was triggered by the 
fact that the investigation into E. Limonov’s case was still on-
going and any word uttered without due caution might add 
evidence to prove E. Limonov’s guilt.  

STATE POLICY WITH RESPECT TO NATIONALIST-RADICALS 

In the late 1990s, after a long period of passivity and indiffer-
ence towards even blatant violations of the law, politicians 
started to actively oppose nationalist-radicals. Since 1998 the 
authorities’ pressure on radicals has drastically increased. For 
the past two years this “clamp down” has been happening in 

                                                           
229 E. Limonov, Anatomy of Hero (Smolensk: Rusich, 1998, pp. 456–472). 
230 NBP-Info (1999, #3); see also: S. Petrachkov, “Dangerous Ambitions or 
How Savenko Dreamt of Rebuilding Russia, and not only Russia, according 
to his Own Tastes,” Krasnaya Zvezda (March 12, 2002).  



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

274 

the context of a more general change in the political life of the 
country and appears quite natural in this new environment.  

Registration Denial  

The first time nationalist-radicals ran into some obstacles in 
their activities was when they were trying to obtain national 
Russian registration. The registration was essential for an enti-
tlement to take part in the State Duma elections in federal dis-
tricts in 1999. Since only two nationalist-radical organizations — 
RNE and NBP — were indeed operating on a national scale, 
the following discussion deals with those two organizations. 
RNE convened a national Russian convention required for reg-
istration, in February 1997. By the end of the same year, the 
Ministry of Justice managed to deny RNE registration twice 
under various pretexts. Initially, having found some formal ir-
regularities, the Ministry of Justice sent back RNE's charter-
documents for revision. When the registration documents were 
resubmitted, the Ministry of Justice ruled that the registration 
procedure had been violated because amendments may be in-
corporated into a charter only by the convention and not by 
the Central Council, to which the convention transferred its 
powers. A. Barkashov’s organization decided to bring a com-
plaint against the resolution of the Ministry of Justice in court. 
On January 5, 1998, the Tagansky district court refused to up-
hold the complaint, confirming that any modifications in the 
charter could be made only by the convention. On April 22, 
1998, a Moscow city court refused to vacate the ruling of the 
Tagansky district court.  

It should be noted that experts at the Ministry of Justice did 
not even try to prove that the program and propaganda ma-
terials of RNE contradict the RF Constitution and federal leg-
islation, or that the use of the swastika in the party’s emblem 
and the formation of paramilitary units are illegal activities. 
Instead, they were trying to find formal errors, enabling 
them to find fault with the charter of the organization. In  
connection to this Sergei Stepashin, the Minister of Justice 
stated that if RNE attempted to register again, denial would 
be based on substance, not on form.  

NBP's situation was exactly the same. The party held its na-
tional founding convention on October 1–2, 1998. On Novem-
ber 6, 1998, the Ministry of Justice denied the party registra-
tion because of faults with the charter and because of alleg-
edly forged records of regional organizations. On November 
14, NBP held a second “emergency” national convention, 
which introduced all necessary modifications into the charter. 
On December 18, the Ministry of Justice for the second time 
denied registration. On August 18, 1999, the Tagansky district 
court refused to grant relief to NBP on a complaint against 
the resolution of the Ministry of Justice.  
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However, the authorities’ pressure on RNE was not limited to 
denial of national registration. The leadership embarked on a 
policy of open conflict with the authorities in the capital, 
which took the form of a protracted lawsuit.  

Doing their utmost to get national Russian registration and 
participate in the elections, RNE decided to hold their second 
convention, which was supposed to incorporate all necessary 
amendments into the charter. The convention was scheduled 
for December 19, 1998. But Moscow Mayor Yuri Luzhkov 
made a decision to ban the convention. The anti-fascist drive 
of Yu. Luzhkov was, most likely, linked with the beginning of 
the election campaign. Yu. Luzhkov’s image during the cam-
paign was supposed to be that of a respectable person with a 
good measure of toughness and democracy, balancing patriot-
ism with anti-fascism. A command was given to raise a wave 
of public protest that would enable the authorities to prohibit 
the convention.231 After the rallies (initiated by the authori-
ties) of indignant anti-fascists, the government of Moscow 
made a decision on December 15 to ban the convention, on 
the ground that it “posed a threat to Muscovites’ tranquil and 
safe life” (decision #951, dated December 15). Luzhkov stated 
that “such gatherings cannot be held now and will not be 
held in Moscow in the future.”232  

It is obvious that the legal justification for the ban was 
equivocal. RNE was operating in Moscow legally and, in ac-
cordance with their registered charter, the organization was 
entitled to conduct their events within city limits. Thus, there 
were no formal grounds to prohibit the convention. Using this 
rationale, A. Bakashov stated his intent to turn to the prose-
cutor’s office with a complaint against the illegal decision on 
the part of the Moscow Mayor.233 Even the then FSB Director, 
Vladimir Putin, was doubtful about the legality of the Mos-
cow government resolution, “while they (Barkashov’s organi-
zation) operate within the framework of current legislation, 
they are entitled to hold their events as long as they are legal. 
Law enforcement agencies must not act on the brink of ille-
gality, let alone in violation of law.”234 

On December 16, 1998, the Moscow prosecutor’s office replied 
stating that nothing illegal had been found in the resolution 
of the Moscow government. The sports hall “Ismailovo,” 
where the convention was supposed to take place, had been 
closed down for emergency repairs related to the “wrecked 
conditions of its chairs.”  

                                                           
231 A verbal report by E. Proshechkin. See also : M. Deich, “Yury Luzhkov in 
an Interesting Situation,” Moskovsky Komsomolets (December 15, 1998).  
232 D. Babichenko, “Moscow Banned the Black Hundreds’ Convention,” Se-
godnya (December 16, 1996). 
233 Ibid  
234 Y. Amelina, “Ban on RNE Convention Is Illegal,” Express-Khronika (De-
cember 21, 1998).  
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After the scandal, RNE administration was promptly ousted 
from the Terletsky park on the formal ground of not comply-
ing with fire safety regulations. At the same time, tax police 
started an inspection of RNE’s security services with the aim 
of finding violations. Businessmen who used A. Barkashov’s 
men as security guards were given hints that they had better 
cancel their agreements.  

On January 18, 1999, RNE started a law suit in a Moscow city 
court to have the convention ban cancelled. On February 11, 
1999, the court refused to grant relief based on the complaint 
filed by RNE leadership. Moscow government legal council, 
Alexander Tarasenko, managed to prove that the goals stated 
in the charter did not correspond to the actual deeds of the 
movement.  

In January 1999, the government of Moscow ruled that RNE 
emblem was a “nazi” one. This gave grounds to fine 
A. Barkashov’s people for carrying their badge and sleeve 
band, or for distributing their newspaper, under the Moscow 
law of January 15, 1997, “On Administrative Responsibility for 
Producing, Disseminating and Displaying Nazi Symbols in the 
Territory of the City of Moscow.” It should be noted that a 
year before that, in February of 1998, the Moscow prosecutor’s 
office had already examined RNE symbols for their similarity 
with the nazi ones.235 Experts studied the matter. According to 
the Institute of General History of the Russian Academy of 
Sciences, it is only the symbols of Germany of 1935 — 1945 
that could be referred to as nazi symbols, that is a “black, dia-
mond-shaped swastika in a white circle against a red back-
ground.” So, experts stated that in the context of this law, RNE 
emblems cannot be regarded as nazi symbols.”236 

This resulted in a paradoxical situation: the authorities failed 
to clearly explain and justify the necessity of opposing nazis, a 
necessity obvious to everybody — to the authorities them-
selves, and to society. Instead, pretexts were used like 
“wrecked chairs” or non-observance of “fire safety regula-
tions.” The fact that the militia were instructed to detain na-
zis instead of or along with “persons of Caucasus nationality” 
did not create the impression that what was happening was 
legal. It is absolutely obvious that the authorities were driven 
by political rather than legal motives.  

In February of 1999, staff of the Moscow prosecutor’s office 
reinforced with OMON (special task police unit), searched 
RNE’s Moscow premises, including those which were regis-
tered by false organizations (for instance, parishes of the True 

                                                           
235 This process was initiated by the Moscow Antifascist Center. 
236 Official letter to E. Proshechkin on the letterhead of the Moscow gov-
ernment administration, dated March 3, 1998, and signed by I. Shilov, head 
of the department of work with law enforcement bodies (Xerox copy, Ar-
chives of the Information and Research Center “Panorama”). 
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Orthodox Church).237 According to the Central Council of 
RNE, more than twenty searches were carried out in offices 
and apartments of RNE activists.  

On March 26, 1999, the RF Supreme Court examined the 
complaint filed by the leadership of RNE against the decision 
of the Moscow city court issued on February 11, which ruled 
that the ban on RNE convention imposed by the Moscow city 
administration was legal. A. Barkashov’s representatives 
stated during the trial that any restrictions on the activity of 
a political organization can be imposed only on the basis of 
Federal Law “On Public Organizations.” According to this law, 
regional authorities are not entitled to introduce such prohibi-
tions; and the Mayor’ s administration “was driven by emo-
tions,” namely, letters from anti-fascist and human rights or-
ganizations, who are themselves “objects of a lawsuit.”  

However, the court dismissed the complaint by referring to 
Federal Law “On the Status of the Capital.”  

Ban On Existing Organizations  

On March 3, 1999, Moscow Prosecutor, Sergei Gerasimov, filed 
with the Moscow city court an application to cancel RNE’s 
Moscow registration. According to the data collected by the 
prosecutor’s office, “the activities of RNE contradict the charter 
requirements and objectives of the organization, requirements 
of the RF Constitution, federal laws and other regulatory acts.” 
On the same day, the Moscow City Duma adopted the law on 
the responsibility for producing, disseminating and displaying 
“any images resembling the nazi swastika.”  

On April 16–19, 1999, the Community Center of Severny set-
tlement hosted a session of the Butyrsky district court of the 
city of Moscow, which examined the application by the Mos-
cow Prosecutor. A. Barkashov’s activists faced charges related 
to such violations as distribution of their newspaper at im-
proper locations, involvement of juveniles in political activi-
ties, as well as projecting the activities of the regional organi-
zation onto a neighboring district (The Moscow Region). It is 
quite easy to notice that in this case, as before, claims against 
RNE were absolutely formal. On April 19, Judge Marina 
Golubeva ruled that the Moscow Regional Chapter of RNE 
should be liquidated as a legal entity.  

On April 22, the court cancelled the registration of the Russky 
Poryadok newspaper. The initial argument of the State Com-
mittee on Press was that the newspaper had not been released 
for more than a year. After RNE representative, S. Poluboy-
arov, showed the court documents testifying to the fact that 

                                                           
237 G. Sudovtsev, “They Profane Cathedrals.” Zavtra (March 1999, # 10); See 
also: Statement by the Central Council of RNE dated March 3, 1999 (Xerox 
copy, Archives of the Information and Research Center “Panorama”). 
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the last year’s (the latest) issue had been regularly updated, 
the State Committee on Press reworded its claim. It came to 
light that the editorial board and the founder failed to submit 
to the Committee the charter or the agreement that replaces 
the latter, after the registration (in 1991!). The claim of the 
State Committee on Press was satisfied.  

Despite the fact that RNE did not have its own registration, it 
made an attempt to  take part in the elections as part of the 
duly registered national movement “Spas.” The list of candi-
dates of the movement in federal districts, approved on Octo-
ber 18, 1999, and had A. Barkashov’s name at the very top.  

Right after the list of candidates was submitted, the Ministry 
of Justice started a law suit to cancel the registration of 
“Spas.” The grounds for the suit were that in process of its 
registration “Spas” submitted incorrect information on its re-
gional branches — ten of them were never discovered in the 
course of the relevant inspection. Despite the formal nature of 
the claim, it became obvious that those “Spas” problems 
emerged because of A. Barkashov. Minister of Justice, Yury 
Chaika, stated that, “persons who share fascist ideology can-
not run for legislative bodies of power.”238 

The appeal to the RF Supreme Court was lying there for a 
week, and then the complaint of the Ministry of Justice was 
dismissed for two reasons: first, there was no legal ground: 
there had not been a single warning notice; second, the Minis-
try of Justice should have sought relief in a lower court. The 
Supreme Court could have suspended activities of the organi-
zation only if these activities had contradicted the law: the 
Ministry of Justice’s mistake, which had registered a false or-
ganization, should have been corrected in the first court.  

On November 2, 1999, the federal list of the “Spas” move-
ment was registered by the Central Election Committee. The 
Ministry of Justice, in its turn, filed an action with the 
Zamoskvoretsky district court of the city of Moscow.  

On November 9, 1999, the first court session took place. In or-
der to accommodate for the Ministry of Justice all current cases 
were put aside. Normally, it takes several months to examine a 
suit after it is lodged (such was the situation with NBP’s claim 
against the Ministry of Justice which was lodged in December 
of 1998 and the case was examined only in August of 1999). On 
November 12, the court made the following decision: since the 
number of regional organizations is not sufficient, federal regis-
tration of “Spas” must be cancelled.  

On November 16, 1999, “Spas” was sued for having forged 
some documents. The inspection conducted by law enforce-

                                                           
238D. Kamyshev, “Barkashov Will Enter Every House,” Kommersant (No-
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ment bodies revealed that in the process of the movement’s 
registration in 1998, falsified data on the number of regional 
branches were submitted.  

“Spas” lawyers tried to file a suit against the decision of the 
Zamoskvoretsky district court, which supported the validity 
of the movement’s registration, but on November 24 the Mos-
cow city court ruled that the decision had been correct.  

On November 25, at the session of the Central Election Com-
mission, “Spas” was deleted from the ballot (unanimously). On 
November 29, “Spas” representatives submitted a complaint 
to the RF Supreme Court against the decision of the Central 
Election Commission. On December 3, the Supreme Court 
dismissed the complaint against the Central Election Commis-
sion. On December 16, 1999, the Appeal Board of the Su-
preme Court confirmed that the “Spas” registration was can-
celled on sound legal grounds. During voting on December 19, 
“Spas” was initially printed on the ballot but deleted by hand.  

The victory of authorities over this nationalist-radical move-
ment vividly demonstrated two things. First, it became obvious 
that existing legislation is sufficient to oppose nazis, given a 
certain political will. But, on the other hand, the story of ban-
ning RNE convention, registration cancellations in Moscow and 
“Spas” dismissal from the elections graphically revealed that 
bureaucrats lack the political culture and ability to respond to 
extremists in a clear and substantive way; their inclination is to 
resort to backstage manipulations.  

Authorities’ “defeat” of RNE brought about an internal crisis 
in the movement, resulting in its split. The role of “Extremist 
Organization Number 1” was gradually taken over by NBP, 
and soon authorities and law enforcement bodies went after 
that organization as well.  

In March 2001, Saratov NBP activists were approached by 
local supporters of A. Barkashov with an offer to buy several 
assault rifles. The deal was made; and on March 10, National-
ist-Bolsheviks bought two rifles, and then another four. The 
National-Bolsheviks who were trying to bring the rifles from 
Saratov to Ufa were arrested. The circumstances surrounding 
the case suggest that Barkashov’s people played the role of 
stool-pigeons.239 They were not even arrested. Arrested were 
Nina Silina, leader of the Vladimir branch of NBP and several 
party members from Nizhnii Novgorod and Saratov, namely, 
Oleg Laletin, Vladimir Pentelyuk and Dmitry Koryagin. A 
wave of searches swept NBP offices and the party activists’ 
apartments in Moscow and surrounding regions in late March.  

                                                           
239 M. Latysheva, “On the Role of Russian National Unity in Limonov’s Ar-
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On April 7, 2001, FSB arrested Eduard Limonov at an apiary, 
twelve kilometers from the village of Bannoye of the Ust-
koksinsky district of the Altai territory. Eye-witnesses report 
that about a hundred people were involved in the arrest op-
eration. Sergei Aksenov, founder of the Limonka newspaper, 
was arrested together with E. Limonov. On April 9, both Na-
tionalist-Bolsheviks were taken to the Lefortovo jail on 
charges related to “the organization of an armed criminal 
group.” E. Limonov was suspected of preparing an armed mu-
tiny in Northeastern Kazakhstan for the purpose of establish-
ing a Russian autonomous republic there.  

Initially E. Limonov and S. Aksenov were charged under Ar-
ticle 222, Section 3 of the RF Criminal Code (“illegal purchas-
ing, keeping and transportation of arms”).  

On September 6, 2001, E Limonov was also charged under 
Article 205, Section 3 (“terrorism committed by an organized 
group”), and Article 208, Section 1 (“establishment of an ille-
gal armed formation and management of said formation”) of 
the RF Criminal Code. On November 28, 2001, E. Limonov 
had to face yet another charge under Article 280, Section 2 of 
the RF Criminal Code (“public calls to change the constitu-
tional system of the Russian Federation made through the 
mass media”).  

E. Limonov considers his arrest to be the result of a provoca-
tion on the part of FSB. In any case, even if the rifle deal was 
not staged by special services, E. Limonov’s involvement in 
purchasing rifles is practically impossible to prove.  

On August 9, 2001, the Main Directorate of the Ministry of 
Justice for the Moscow Region lodged an action with the re-
gional court requiring termination of NBP activities under a 
formal pretext. The claim was justified by the fact that the 
party is deprived of its legal address in connection with the 
liquidation of the organization which had provided the ad-
dress, namely, the Association of the Veterans of Afghanistan 
in the town of Electrostal.  

Bureaucrats of the Ministry of Justice were sending notifica-
tions to the former address with instructions to submit infor-
mation on NBP work. Failure to get answers became a formal 
pretext to sue the party. During the course of the legal pro-
ceedings, evidence proving that the party existed and had 
filed relevant documents in order to obtain a national regis-
tration was dismissed.  

On September 27, 2001, the Moscow regional court accepted 
NBP argumentation, dismissed the request of the Ministry of 
Justice to recognize that Interregional Public Association “Na-
tionalist-Bolshevik Party” ceased legal activity, and did not 
agree to delete this organization from the state register of 
legal entities. Representatives of the Ministry of Justice ap-
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pealed the decision of the Moscow regional court to the 
RF Supreme Court, but the latter upheld the decision of the 
Moscow regional court.  

On January 9–10, the Moscow regional court examined and 
dismissed another action lodged by the Moscow regional 
prosecutor’s office to liquidate NBP. The prosecutor’s office 
maintained that NBP violated Article 16 of Federal Law “On 
Public Organizations,” namely prohibiting activities of organi-
zations whose objectives or actions are aimed at forcible 
change of the constitutional system in the Russian Federation. 
Representatives of the prosecutor’s office used the Limonov 
case as proof. However, the court agreed with the reasoning 
of NBP legal council, Sergei Belyak, who insisted that one 
cannot make decisions proceeding from files of the case which 
is not yet completed, and the use of such materials is a gross 
violation of the principle of the secrecy of investigation. The 
court suspended the prosecutor’s office case until the Li-
monov case was completed.  

By March 2002, the investigation of the Limonov case had 
been completed. Defendants started to familiarize themselves 
with the case files while awaiting trial.  

After the arrest of its leaders, NBP continues to function, but 
the party activities have considerably decreased. Nationalist-
Bolsheviks cannot continue launching their campaigns the 
way they did in the past, because now law enforcement 
agencies pay very close attention. They find it difficult to 
pursue their former aggressive extremist propaganda; a care-
less word may affect the investigation and court proceeding 
in the Limonov case. 

Nationalist-radicals were operating absolutely freely in Russia 
for a long time. They called for changing the constitutional 
system, continuously violated Russian legislation, and until the 
late 1990s had not faced any significant resistance from au-
thorities or law enforcement bodies. Public opinion held that 
existing legislation has no means of curbing extremist activi-
ties and propaganda.  

The events of 1998–2002 showed that given political will, cur-
rent legislation is sufficient to at least bar radicals from election 
participation and to prosecute the most extreme and arrogant 
nazis. But the same events revealed the reverse side of the 
problem — authorities are fighting extremism using formal 
pretexts, and only given an “appropriate” political environment. 
No doubt, the relationship between authorities and nationalist-
radicals is part of a more global problem of the state of legal 
norms in the Russian Federation today. A law in this country is 
fully and effectively implemented only when the authorities 
decide to use it, and often only against those who failed to ac-
commodate the authorities in some specific way.  
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XENOPHOBIA IN THE ELECTORAL PROCESS 

It would be surprising if xenophobic attitudes that are so 
pervasive in society and present among the political elite 
would not manifest themselves during election campaigns. 
Given that the Russian authorities generally tolerate public 
manifestations of xenophobia, instances of such in the elec-
toral process are not counteracted by electoral supervisory 
commissions or prosecutorial authorities.  

At the same time it should be noted that the democratic pro-
cedures that guarantee the legality of the electoral process 
are, as yet, ineffective. The frequent violations that occur 
during election campaigns are largely the result of the imma-
turity of the legal mechanisms designed to protect rights, in-
cluding the mechanisms that address manifestations of xeno-
phobia. Lack of a continuous practice of rights enforcement 
also accounts for an approach to the initiation and investiga-
tion of criminal cases that is fraught with subjectivity.   

One of the obstacles to securing legal protection for one’s 
rights is that, in practice, existing legislation regulates rela-
tionships only between individuals. This means that criminal 
cases founded upon xenophobia targeted at a certain ethnic 
or any other type of group and not a concrete individual (i.e., 
a natural person) are for practical purposes not contemplated 
by the courts. Therefore, the nationalistic platforms of non-
radical political organizations can be, from a legal standpoint, 
verbalized quite freely by the leaders and representatives of 
such organizations.  

Xenophobia is also a consequence of the fact that the applica-
tion of sanctions provided for by current legislation is improb-
able in practice because the electoral commissions and prosecu-
torial authorities that control the electoral process very rarely 
register such violations and take effective measures to address 
them. In addition, manifestations of xenophobia that occur are 
not always perceived of as such. This is largely due to the low 
level of professional qualification present among electoral com-
mission employees. Law-enforcement agencies and the courts 
are disadvantaged in this respect as much as in other spheres 
of socio-political life.240 

In the course of the electoral process, xenophobia is predomi-
nantly encountered at the campaigning stage. Xenophobic 
views and expressions of such views are contained in speeches 
and declarations of electoral process participants or planks in 
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the platforms of political parties and blocs. Printed campaign 
materials are also a popular medium for xenophobic state-
ments and positions. 

One may distinguish between three primary sources of elec-
tion-related xenophobia: first, from so-called patriotic organi-
zations or their representatives running for deputy in legisla-
tive assemblies or for executive office; second, from politicians 
who unconsciously use xenophobic elements during their 
campaigns; and third, from electoral process participants for 
whom xenophobia is seen as the only means to conduct an 
effective election campaign. Politicians in the latter category 
include those who engage in legislatively prohibited methods 
of preparing and disseminating printed campaign materials.  

This section sets out data obtained in the course of monitoring 
manifestations of xenophobia as well as  violations of legisla-
tion during the 1999 parliamentary campaign, since the ma-
jority of criminal cases initiated on the basis of Article 282 of 
the RF Criminal Code (incitement of ethnic, racial or religious 
hatred) were initiated specifically during that period. Of 
course, this report will not reflect all the manifestations of 
xenophobia recorded during the monitoring, but only those 
that best illustrate the report’s basic theses. At any rate, all 
the information obtained during the monitoring was taken 
into consideration when evaluating existing trends and was 
used as the foundation for this overview.  

NATIONALISTIC POLITICAL ORGANIZATIONS 

The ideology reflected in the programme of nationalistic po-
litical organizations contains open xenophobia, which is the 
basis of their political platform. In this case, xenophobia is not 
just an element of a political ideology — it is the foundation 
for further theoretical construction of what are, in essence, 
nationalistic, racist conceptions. We note that here, xenopho-
bia is not covert but is, on the contrary, overtly declared and 
has significance in and of itself.  

Leaders of nationalistic organizations publicly express their 
positions, disseminate books and brochures with xenophobic 
content, and are, as a rule, not prosecuted. Twenty-six politi-
cal parties and associations of a nationalistic-patriotic bent 
took part in 1999 parliamentary elections.241 Participation of 
these parties and electoral associations in the campaign was 
accompanied by frank xenophobic statements. For example, in 
the Jewish autonomous region, a representative of the Rus-
sian Communities Congress (KRO) spoke on the radio of the 
realities of contemporary Russia, referring to the situation of 
Russians as compared to the situation of “non-indigenous” 
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peoples. Having considered the statement, the district election 
commission evaluated it as exclusively polemic and therefore 
not in contradiction of the law.  

Marginal political parties such as “Laborers’ Russia” (“Tru-
dovaya Rossiya”) and “Officers Union” (“Soyuz Ofitserov”) 
can be considered as only somewhat socialist, when it comes 
to the provisions of their programmes. The majority of their 
printed and public declarations are based on political anti-
Semitism. In addition, the “exposure” of Zionist regimes at 
meetings is accompanied by dissemination of printed materi-
als (bulletins, brochures, etc.) that contain not only imperialis-
tic speculations but also those that are openly racist. For ex-
ample, at the outset of the 1999 election campaign, a regional 
Congress of Patriotic Forces in Ryazan was held, which was 
attended by representatives of “Laborers’ Russia” and “Offi-
cers Union.” Such newspapers as Aryets [Aryan], RusskyNabat 
[Russian Tocsin], Russkoe Natsionalnoe Edinstvo [Russian Na-
tional Unity], etc. were freely disseminated at the congress. 
The congress received positive coverage from the local press, 
which supports political leaders of the above-mentioned par-
ties and disseminates their political statements.  

Sometimes, the declarations of candidates become objects of 
investigation conducted by prosecutorial authorities. For ex-
ample, the radio address of A. Nedospasov, Chairman of the 
Tomsk regional organization “Historical Tomsk,” delivered 
during the election campaign, was acknowledged to have con-
tained elements undermining the trust in and respect for cer-
tain ethnic groups. The regional prosecutorial authority 
served him with an official warning.   

The prosecutorial authority of the Vyborg district of St. Pe-
tersburg studied the campaign materials of a candidate for 
the State Duma, N. Bondarik, Chairman of the Russian Party, 
notorious for its nationalistic radicalism. For some reason, the 
examination was never completed and the election commis-
sion never responded to a petition to cancel N. Bondarik’s 
registration. The fliers that were distributed by the candi-
date’s staff contained calls to fight “God’s enemies, enemies 
of Russia and the Russian people” and to oust all non-
Russians from Russia, as well as demands to nationalize the 
property of the “Jewish-Caucasian Mafia,” etc. In addition, 
N. Bondarik was twice given the opportunity to appear on St. 
Petersburg television programs in which he openly discussed 
the prospects for an ethnic cleansing of the city.  

The election campaign of I. Artyomov (Vladimir region), who 
represented the Russian All-National Union (ROS), was based 
on the racist planks of that organization’s political platform. 
Issues of the Rubezh newspaper that I. Artyomov dissemi-
nated as campaign materials on the eve of the election con-
tained calls to liberate “Russian regions from individuals of 
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the Caucasian nationality,” remarks about the purity of “Rus-
sian blood” and the unacceptability of mixed marriages, etc., 
which in the opinion of the candidate were a necessary pre-
requisite for Russia’s prosperity. 

Political organizations that base their platforms on the prem-
ise that the Russian people are being exterminated in a geno-
cide, also conditionally fall within this category. Justification 
of this thesis in the course of campaign meetings and in 
printed campaign materials leads to xenophobia that in sub-
stance does not differ from that frequently encountered in 
declarations of leaders and representatives of nationalistic and 
patriotic organizations. For example, the campaign materials 
and electoral program disseminated during a meeting with P. 
Ivanov, who ran for the RF State Duma from Nizhny Nov-
gorod representing the “National Congress of the Russian In-
telligentsia,” discussed the issue of “the genocide of the Rus-
sian people” and its causes.  

Ethnic xenophobia continues to be the dominant trend in the 
politics of the Krasnodar territory. Furthermore, almost any 
public pronouncement given by top territorial officials, either 
oral or written, forms and supports ethnic social stereotypes 
and justifies discriminatory measures undertaken against eth-
nic groups residing in the territory. Previously, the political 
rhetoric of local authorities combined relatively pragmatic 
xenophobic statements about concrete migrant groups and 
primitive geopolitical speculations of an anti-Semitic nature, 
the latter being most preferred under N. Kondratenko. When 
the territorial government was replaced and A. Tkachev be-
came Governor, the emphasis shifted towards the struggle 
against forced and economic migrants. The anti-Semitic decla-
rations pronounced by N. Kondratenko ceased to be the pri-
mary issue in the speeches of top territorial officials.  

During election campaigns, xenophobic rhetoric usually gains 
strength. In 1999, during public appearances before his con-
stituents, Governor Kondratenko tied loyalty to the territorial 
administration and his political movement, “Fatherland” [Ote-
chestvo] with loyalty to Russia’s national interests. He did this 
while casting the main political organizations and their candi-
dates from single-mandate districts as enemies of the state, 
not the least reason for such a characterization being their 
“inappropriate” ethnic origin.  

NON-RADICAL POLITICAL ORGANIZATIONS AND THEIR LEADERS  

Xenophobia is not the primary element of the platforms of 
moderate political organizations. Predominantly, xenophobic 
elements either veiled or overtly stated are contained in the 
rhetoric of political leaders as they meet with their constitu-
ents or interact with the mass media. It is necessary to note 
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that such statements frequently are a consequence of a com-
mon misconception regarding the problem of xenophobia and 
its possible manifestations. This leads to statements containing 
elements of ethnic or religious xenophobia that are not per-
ceived as unacceptable. In addition, many political leaders 
perceive such declarations as a normal part of public political 
speech because as a rule, the wide public does not condemn 
and even supports such pronouncements.  

In the Bryansk region, the local pro-gubernatorial mass me-
dia, as well as the campaign materials of the Communist 
Party of the Russian Federation (KPRF), the National Bolshe-
vik Party (NBP), and the Russian National Unity (RNE) are 
primarily focused on the ethnic origin of the candidates com-
peting with incumbents during election campaigns. In 
1999, one of the basic arguments against L. Narusova, who 
ran for the State Duma from the Bryansk region, was the 
claim that she was concealing her ethnicity.  

In the Kemerovo region, the pro-gubernatorial newspaper 
Levy Bereg, published an article that claimed to provide a 
balanced evaluation and objective analysis of the nation’s po-
litical elite, as well as the political situation in general. In es-
sence, the article repeated well-known anti-Semitic argu-
ments. The article’s authors considered it acceptable since the 
contents, in their opinion, corresponded to reality and were 
intended for the majority of citizens as reinforcement of ex-
isting views. Typically, anti-xenophobic criticism and accusa-
tions of xenophobia are not only misunderstood but also per-
ceived as Russophobia.  

On the other hand, some political organizations deliberately 
include xenophobic elements in their political platforms in 
order to conform with the prevailing trend in internal politics 
and create and maintain an image of a patriotic organization 
that is not marginal. On the whole, aspirations to the status of 
being a patriotic organization result from the conditions pre-
vailing in the political environment. The problem is that pa-
triotism often has a defensive character, which leads to the 
exploitation (in one form or another) of xenophobic stereo-
types by politicians and political organizations.  

XENOPHOBIA AS MEANS TO ENHANCE POLITICAL POPULARITY 

Xenophobia in political speeches and statements sometimes 
results from the literal interpretation of data obtained in the 
course of sociological surveys that are widely used during 
election campaigns. In striving to meet public expectations on 
a variety of issues, politicians include viewpoints that are 
most popular among their constituents in their election cam-
paign speeches. In such cases, xenophobia has a strictly prac-
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tical character, i.e., it is used as an instrument to enhance a 
politician’s political rating.  

For example, in the title of an election campaign article, 
“There Will Be No More Black Days in Russia” written by 
one of the Liberal Democratic Party of Russia (LDPR) candi-
dates running for the State Duma from the Saratov region, 
the words “we will have no more black” were typed with 
large, bold letters, whereas the last word in this sequence — 
“days” — was typed in a smaller font. This was probably an 
electoral move playing upon widespread stereotypes and 
xenophobic attitudes in the public consciousness.  

The poster of the “Unity” [Edinstvo] electoral bloc containing 
a portrait of B. Berezovsky and the text “Vote for my bear!” 
multiple copies of which were posted in Tula can be regarded 
as having taken advantage of xenophobic, in particular, anti-
Semitic stereotypes to make a political campaign more effec-
tive. The authors of this poster apparently wanted to take 
advantage of anti-Semitic attitudes since B. Berezovsky’s eth-
nic (Jewish) origin was constantly used to discredit him or 
President Yeltsin and his associates. The high print quality of 
the poster and the impressive budget of the printing enter-
prise provide sufficient grounds to assume that the action had 
been thoroughly thought out and well planned.  

The importance of the printed mass media as an instrument 
of counter-campaigning grows significantly during election 
campaigns. Publications that take advantage of anti-Semitic, 
anti-Caucasian and more particularly, Chechenophobic stereo-
types are not rare. As a rule, the subject matter of such pub-
lications have to do with accusing some participants in the 
electoral process of championing and protecting Jews, Cauca-
sians, or Chechens. In such cases, whether or not newspaper 
editorial boards or article authors are really champions of 
xenophobic views is open to dispute. Probably, the most wide-
spread ethnic and religious stereotypes in Russian society are 
used to enhance the popularity of certain candidates for 
elected offices.  

The heightened xenophobia against Chechens is skillfully 
used to discredit candidates for deputy, especially in Russian 
regions adjacent to the Chechen Republic. For example, in the 
Stavropol territory (1999) a local newspaper published an ar-
ticle about the connections of one of the candidates with lead-
ers of terrorist groups in Chechnya, the accusations being 
substantiated by a 1997 photograph, in which the candidate 
was captured together with S. Raduyev and Sh. Basayev. The 
newspaper’s editorial board did not give the candidate a 
chance to refute the claim and, in fact, refutation would have 
been impossible since the article was published only two days 
prior to the actual start of voting.  
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Anti-western attitudes are widespread. As a rule, anti-
westernism manifests itself as anti-Americanism and anti-
Semitism. During the presidential election campaign the Ki-
rovskaya Pravda newspaper (Kirov region) published a xeno-
phobically-flavored article, “Who Are They, the Friends of 
People?” that contained false information about G. Yavlinsky, 
a participant in the presidential race. On the whole,  G. Yav-
linsky’s “Yabloko” is often criticized by nationalistic political 
organizations as a party that appreciates western values, 
which are allegedly alien to Russia. Illustrative of this, for 
example, is an article written by Deputy D. Usov, “One Can 
Never Stop Starving Eating ‘Apples’ Like These!” published 
in the Novii Petersburg newspaper. To quote, “many of them 
are not Russians ... the pro-American group chose a certain 
Azersky, and on German Yefimovich, just as it ought to be 
and not otherwise. The last name, the given name, and the 
patronymic, certainly speak for themselves ... consistent with 
a third rate Israeli actor in a “B” movie.”  

An anti-Semitic article dedicated to the elucidation of the 
ethnic origin of G. Yavlinsky was published in one of the local 
newspapers during the 2000 gubernatorial election campaign 
in St. Petersburg. Publication of an article supporting the sit-
ting Governor was intended to decrease the rating of guber-
natorial candidate I. Artemyev, leader of the city branch of 
the “Yabloko” party.  

PRINTED CAMPAIGN MATERIALS 

The most scandalous xenophobic statements are encountered 
in campaign materials such as fliers, brochures, posters, etc. 
The straightforwardness and aggressiveness of the contents 
largely depend on the severity of the penalty provided for by 
the law. But given that the majority of campaign materials 
contradict the norms contained in election legislation, they are 
anonymous, include no publication data, etc., therefore, as a 
rule, it is impossible to identify the producer, the individual 
placing the order to produce the materials, or the distributor 
of such materials. It is this impunity, specifically, that is the 
reason for the widespread distribution of xenophobic and fre-
quently racist printed matter during election campaigns.  

According to observers, an outburst of anti-Semitism oc-
curred during gubernatorial elections in the Novosibirsk re-
gion. A significant number of anonymous fliers with anti-
Semitic content were prepared targeting the main rival of the 
regional Governor, V. Tolokonsky (the than Mayor of Novosi-
birsk, who eventually won the election and is Governor now). 
The same happened in 2000 in the Cheliabinsk region, during 
campaigning for the regional legislative assembly. The re-
gional prosecutorial authorities apprehended distributors of 
anti-Semitic fliers and initiated a criminal case.  
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The same scheme was used in Perm when campaign posters of 
one of the candidates, an ethnic Jew, were covered with graf-
fiti reading, “Jew.” There is sufficient grounds to regard this as 
a planned action since the majority of the posters were hung in 
places where damaging them would not have been possible 
without special equipment (a ladder, for example).  

In Kalmykia, in connection with the 1999 parliamentary elec-
tions, a large number of anti-Semitic fliers targeting two can-
didates — V. Kolesnik from the “Yabloko” party and E. Ba-
turina, wife of the Moscow Mayor and one of the leaders of 
the bloc “Motherland — the Entire Russia” [Otechestvo — 
Vsya Rossiya] Yu. Luzhkov — were distributed. In addition to 
accusations of Zionism and the danger of “Jews are longing 
for power,” the flier contained insinuations about the ethnic 
origin of Yu. Luzhkov.  

On the whole, one can say that the ethnic origin of candidates 
for elected offices often becomes the topic of anonymous 
xenophobic fliers, not necessarily with anti-Semitic content. 
As a rule, anti-Semitism is used to reinforce anti-western at-
titudes, which do not contradict the common and widely em-
ployed calls to support only ethnic Russians in elections. For 
example, anti-Chechen fliers targeted a City Duma candidate 
were disseminated in Chita on voting day. Petitions to the 
prosecutorial authorities and the regional election commission 
proved fruitless. An anonymous flier disseminated in Samara 
targeted candidate A. Amonariyev and took advantage of 
anti-Chechen attitudes. It read as follows: “Alexander Amon-
ariyev, though a Chechen, is still our man — a dedicated 
Communist.”  

There are known cases where anti-Semitism is used as a 
means of reinforcing common xenophobia. For example, at the 
outset of the 1999 parliamentary race, fliers were dissemi-
nated in Tomsk on behalf of a Jewish committee (the exis-
tence of which could not be substantiated) calling upon “sons 
of Israel… to resort to a variety of means to encourage fac-
tionalism and infighting among Russians.” The fliers did not 
contain any information about any specific candidate. Appar-
ently, the authors of this matter planned to take advantage of 
anti-Semitism specifically, later in the election campaign. 
Having disseminated fliers that were general in content, the 
authors most likely expected to raise the level of anti-
Semitism, understanding that xenophobia within contempo-
rary Russian society was primarily targeted against migrants 
from the Caucasus. 

The popularity of anonymous campaign materials as well as 
the overt operations of nationalist radical parties and organi-
zations present the problem only from the standpoint of inef-
fective legal mechanisms. The continuous exercise of control 
by government authorities, the application of existing provi-
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sions of the Criminal Code in each case and raising the level 
of expertise and qualification of employees of the regulatory 
authorities — are all conditions necessary for a decrease in 
the public activity of political organizations and discrete indi-
viduals basing their actions on xenophobia. 

More complicated is the task of suppressing the activities of 
moderate political organizations whose political programmes 
and statements do not overtly express xenophobic views but 
covertly contribute to the maintenance of the overall atmos-
phere of intolerance in Russian political life. The constituents 
and the social base of marginal political organizations are 
known and the xenophobia of these parties mainly maintains 
already existing views and stereotypes among the members of 
their “target audience.” On the other hand, moderate political 
parties that enjoy significant support and the trust of voters 
broadcast xenophobia via their political operations onto larger 
social groups, thus popularizing essentially the same ideas as 
politically marginal entities. 
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CHECHENS AS A PARTICULARLY VULNERABLE GROUP 

INTRODUCTION 

The situation of Chechens in Russia has become a classic case 
of persecution on grounds of ethnicity characteristic of our 
country. The predicament in which Chechens find themselves 
is well known. Various human rights organizations focus their 
attention on the status of Chechens in Russia, working for the 
restoration of the rights of refugees from Chechnya as well as 
those Chechens who reside permanently in other regions of 
Russia; the liberal press draws the attention of its readers to 
the issue by publishing materials on specific violations of their 
rights. Nevertheless, despite the vast amount of facts accu-
mulated, human rights organizations began summarizing the 
overall situation in the country only in the last several years. 
Judging by the annual reports, Human Rights in Russian Re-
gions, prepared by the Moscow Helsinki Group in 1999–2002 
and the monitoring of the situation with nationalism and 
xenophobia conducted by the monitoring network of regional 
NGOs coordinated by the Moscow Helsinki Group, the cases 
of persecution of Russian citizens of Chechen origin are both 
common and similar throughout all regions of the country. 

A long, detailed account of violations of the civil and social-
economic rights of Chechens, including those cases related to 
the practically universal refusal of registration to refugees 
from Chechnya, the situation in the refugee camps in In-
gushetia and, of course, the data from the ongoing monitoring 
of the status of civilian population inside the republic, is con-
tained in the reports of the “Memorial” Human Rights Center 
(The Issues of Ethnic Discrimination in the Regions of the 
Russian Federation; Migration and Law; Hot Spots) and those 
of the “Civic Assistance” Committee (Discrimination on the 
Grounds of Place of Residence and Ethnicity in Moscow and 
the Moscow Region for the Period of August 1999 — Decem-
ber 1999; Discrimination on the Grounds of Place of Resi-
dence and Ethnicity in Moscow and Moscow Region for the 
Period of August 1999 — December 2000; On the Status of 
the Refugees from Chechnya in Russia of May 9, 2002).242 

The data provided by all those organizations as well as a 
number of publications in the mass media were used as the 
basis for the preparation of this section. 

                                                           
242 See the Internet site of the “Memorial” Society www.memo.ru, web-
pages “Human Rights Defense,” “North Caucasus.” 
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DEVELOPMENT OF ANTI-CAUCASIAN AND ANTI-CHECHEN 

ATTITUDES IN RUSSIAN SOCIETY  

Just ten years ago, no one could have imagined that ethnic 
discrimination would become one of the major problems in 
the Russia. Of major concern in liberal circles of the time was 
the aftermath of Soviet policies of state-sponsored anti-
Semitism, an integral part of the Soviet mentality and a pre-
requisite for the career growth of government administration 
officials, officers of KGB, army and law enforcement. How-
ever, all of the attempts made by conservative Soviet leaders 
and later on their protegees, the rightist radical organizations, 
to stir up anti-Semitic attitudes in their fight against the pro-
democracy movement turned out to be politically ineffective. 
The inter-ethnic conflicts that served as the detonator for the 
collapse of the Soviet Union were being perceived at that 
time as processes unfolding at the outskirts of the empire, 
totally unsustainable and not capable of having any serious 
impact on the political situation in the center. 

In the meantime, Russian society had already developed la-
tent anti-Caucasian prejudices although they were not being 
exploited yet by any of the major political parties. This could 
be explained by the fact that in the Soviet era none of the 
groups comprising the movement for an independent Russian 
nation (top officials of the Soviet Union, “back-country” writ-
ers, nationalistically oriented dissidents) paid any serious at-
tention to the development of anti-Caucasian attitudes. Soci-
ety in general apparently became aware of anti-Caucasian 
sentiments no earlier than the late 1970s — early 1980s. This 
is corroborated by the emergence of similar themes in such 
literary pieces as Czar-Fish and Fishing for Gudgeons in 
Georgia, by a prominent Russian writer, Viktor Astafyev. The 
subsequent onset of a rigid ideological confrontation during 
the years of perestroika made it impossible for the ideologists 
of Russian nationalism to focus also on the development of 
this relatively new topic. 

Driven to the margins of social life, anti-Caucasian attitudes 
were continuously gaining ground among different groups of 
society without attracting much attention from the govern-
ment and politicians. One of the most frequent allegations 
made against Caucasians at that time was an assertion that 
they were prone to extreme violence. Thus, in 1988, the au-
thor of this chapter attended a lecture given by a medical 
examiner to a group of medical students in a morgue. Point-
ing to a corpse of a young woman the forensic expert ex-
plained that 17 knife wounds in the body of the victim could 
have been inflicted only by a Caucasian and that this ex-
traordinary cruelty in a homicide was characteristic only of 
them. The follow-up questions addressed to the other workers 
of that morgue showed that the convictions of this particular 
medical examiner were shared to various extents by all of his 
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colleagues. Such beliefs were evidently the result of a gener-
ally accepted stereotype common not only to that particular 
morgue, the employees of which could accumulate informa-
tion about the ethnic origins of the criminals only occasionally 
and infrequently, but also to the detectives and officers of the 
law enforcement bodies working in close contact with forensic 
experts. Indeed, as was confirmed by subsequent experience 
with police and prosecutors, the view that similar cases fit an 
innately Caucasian pattern was deep rooted in their depart-
ments.   

However, criminal motives were not the only basis for anti-
Caucasian attitudes. The demise of the Soviet Union and in-
ter-ethnic conflicts that flared up on the outskirts of its for-
mer territory brought about massive migrations of people. 
Many residents of the Caucasus region had to abandon their 
homes seeking refuge from poverty and unemployment. Once 
in Russia, they had to compete for jobs with local residents. 
Unfortunately, the number of previously available positions in 
state-run enterprises was continuously declining, while the 
remaining jobs were barely enough for the existing work-
force. As a result, the adaptation of migrants became ex-
tremely complicated and they had to earn their living by do-
ing odd jobs. This was the main reason for their move into 
private business. They were forced to rely on their own initia-
tive and this consequently, contributed to their better adapta-
tion to the new social conditions.  

Under the conditions of the transitional period, the activities 
of the most successful businessmen (which is characteristic of 
all businessmen regardless of their ethnic origin) often came 
into conflict with the law.  

The criminal communities that were actively evolving and 
that actually controlled nascent Russian businesses organized 
themselves both on “territorial” (“Tambov-group,” “Kazan-
group,” etc.) and on ethnic bases (“Georgian,” “Chechen,” 
groups). Fierce criminal wars erupted among various gangs 
sometimes inflicting casualties on non-criminals.  

Trying to increase the range of property under their control, 
they attempted to expand their influence not only to inde-
pendent entrepreneurs but also to businesses paying protec-
tion money to the competing gangs. This resulted in some 
demonstrative beatings and killings of the defiant business-
men and their relatives, which frightened the rest of the en-
trepreneurs and translated into extra profits for the gang-
sters. One of the most frequent practices was to appoint a 
representative of the criminal community to the top man-
agement of controlled companies to exercise better supervi-
sion over them and determine the amount of protection 
money to be paid. 
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Those processes were not a secret to the majority of the eco-
nomically active population and led to the growth of anti-
Caucasian attitudes among the population. As often happens, 
these attitudes extended not only to the criminals but also to 
all prosperous migrants from the Caucasus living in Russia. 
Moreover, the hatred towards all “Caucasians” and especially 
“Chechens” was actively instigated by their “Slavic” criminal 
competitors, who proclaimed themselves to be the guardians 
of the local population. Anti-Caucasian sentiments became 
omnipresent in Russia.  

The law enforcement bodies tried but could not cope with the 
tidal wave of crime and criminal seizures of property. While 
dealing with ethnic criminal communities, their task was addi-
tionally hampered by the absence of informants in the highly 
impenetrable monoethnic milieu and high level of mobility of 
the mobsters. As a result, it became close to impossible to solve 
serious crimes committed by migrants from the Caucasus. The 
pervasive corruption at all levels also contributed to the failure 
of law enforcement. Under these circumstances, the regional 
governments in Moscow, some regions of Southern Russia and 
the Far East adopted unlawful measures aimed at curbing the 
migration and in fact targeting “non-Slavic” visitors. Law-
enforcement bodies, in their turn, increased pressure against all 
migrants from the Caucasus region, while a new and offensive 
cliche, “individuals of Caucasian nationality [ethnicity]” found 
its way into daily police reports of detained criminals. Since the 
second half of 1993, first a number of regional populist politi-
cians and then some federal political parties started using anti-
Caucasian slogans along with and sometimes instead of anti-
Semitic ones. 

The Russian-Chechen war began in late 1994. With the be-
ginning of the war, the status of Chechens in the internal re-
gions of Russia became worse compared to other Caucasians, 
although extraordinary policing measures by the authorities 
were extended to the latter as well. Anti-military sentiments 
and compassion for the suffering of the population in Chech-
nya, felt by a large portion of the society at the beginning of 
the Chechen war were commingled with anti-Chechen feel-
ings directed at local Chechen neighbors. The sentiment 
prevalent among the people at large was expressed at that 
time by Alexander Solzhenitsin, who suggested cutting off 
Chechnya after having resettled all Chechens within its bor-
ders. This proposal naturally aroused severe criticism both 
from liberal politicians, who considered any kind of resettle-
ment unacceptable in principle, and from their opponents, 
who principally stood up for the idea of the territorial integ-
rity of Russia. After several months, when the substantial 
number of casualties became known, the war turned into an 
additional source of hatred towards Chechens living in Russia. 
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During the first military campaign of 1994–1996 and in the 
following three years of coexistence between the independent 
Ichkeria Republic and the Russian Federation, the republic 
was abandoned not only by the remaining few non-Vainakh 
members of the population, i.e., Russians, Jews, Armenians, as 
well as other ethnic minorities, which during Soviet times 
made up about a third of the total population of the republic, 
but also by a considerable portion of ethnic Chechens. Some 
of them were supporters of the pro-Moscow government and 
had to flee persecution from the separatists, while others 
sought to escape the devastation, banditry and dangers of 
war. The right to compensation for homes abandoned or de-
stroyed during the war was granted to those who left the 
Chechen Republic in the period between December 12, 1994, 
and November 23, 1996. A large group of Chechens (officials 
of the former pro-Moscow government of Chechnya, officers 
of the Ministry of Internal Affairs and other law enforcement 
bodies of the republic) were provided employment in differ-
ent regions of Russia.  

However, the problems related to obtaining registration in their 
new place of residence became the main obstacle to normal 
adaptation for the majority of Chechens in Russia. In spite of 
the fact that federal legislation requires only a notification pro-
cedure for the registration of Russian citizens, the authorities in 
many constituent territories of the federation enacted rules 
that limited the freedom of movement and freedom of choice 
with regards to place of residence. In these regions, an approval 
type of registration was implemented de-facto. The arriving 
Chechens were everywhere regarded as unwanted elements 
and only with great difficulty and bribes managed to slip 
through the sieve of the registration bodies. The absence of a 
residential permit created a host of problems, including de-
facto deprivation of civil and socio-political rights. Along with 
other migrants from the Caucasus, they were also subjected to 
police harassment and extortion.  

In 1996–1999 the human rights organizations in Moscow reg-
istered a number of large-scale operations conducted by law 
enforcement authorities against Chechens and Ingushes. 
These operations included “check-ups,” detentions and 
searches, accompanied by beatings and humiliation. The fol-
lowing is one of the most striking examples. 

On December 29, 1997, at about 10 p.m., ten rooms in the 
dormitory of the Russian University of the Friendship of the 
Peoples, occupied mainly by the young Caucasian males, were 
stormed by composite teams of the Rapid Reaction Police 
Task Force (SOBR) and the Regional Department Against 
Organized Crime (RUBOP). Threatened with guns and clubs 
the students were forced to lie down on the floor. Then they 
were asked about their ethnic origin and beaten. Chechens 
were beaten especially severely.  
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Almost all of the 20 young adults (Chechens, Ingushes and 
Cabardinians) were beaten and then were taken at gunpoint 
to the police station in the Obruchev district at Miklukho-
Maklai Street. The victims of the police brutality testified 
that on that night the police station was filled to capacity 
with Caucasians. At the police station the beatings resumed. 
Again Chechens were beaten with exceptional cruelty and 
sophistication, their ethnic and religious dignity was purpose-
fully offended and they were repeatedly told that this was 
“in retribution for Chechnya.” The beatings were conducted 
by the same officers of SOBR, while the local policemen re-
mained absolutely indifferent and would not interfere. In the 
end, all the students were registered in the police journal 
again and their likenesses were captured on video. Their 
passports were taken away. Two hours later, the beaten-up 
students (eight Chechen youths were severely injured) were 
taken back to the dormitory. Some of them were returned 
their papers only five days later.243 

Two invasions of Dagestan in August and September of 1999 
(the Botlikhsky district in August and Novolokasky in Sep-
tember) conducted by the Chechen insurgent groups of 
Shamil Basayev and Hattab, the series of apartment building 
bombings in the cities of Buinaksk, Moscow and Volgodonsk 
that resulted in heavy casualties and according to the repre-
sentatives of investigators, which were carried out by the 
graduates of Hattab’s Chechen sabotage training camps, 
brought about a general outburst of hatred towards Che-
chens. Many of them tried not to leave their homes, but were 
subjected to checks by law enforcement authorities even 
there. A special police operation dubbed “Whirlwind Anti-
Terror” was conducted across Russia in the period between 
September 13 and October 6, 1999. Among other things, this 
operation was aimed at tightening up the system of residence 
registration. 

In many parts of the country including its capital, the local 
authorities tried, in defiance of the RF Constitution and fed-
eral legislation, to adopt additional extraordinary police meas-
ures. In most cases, such measures proved to be ineffective 
and only resulted in massive violations of human rights. In 
practice, they included arbitrary and unlawful denials of resi-
dence or temporary stay registration, large-scale police check-
ups of registration papers accompanied by arbitrary detain-
ment, beatings of the detainees, entry into living quarters and 
seizure of personal documents. Many Chechens were forced to 
give “voluntary” consent to fingerprinting. That period of 
time was rich in falsified criminal cases against Chechens. The 
widespread practice was to plant ammunition, arms or drugs 
                                                           
243 Discrimination on the Grounds of Place of Residence and Ethnicity in 
Moscow and the Moscow Region for the period of August 1999 — December 
1999. Report prepared by the “Memorial” Human Rights Center and the 
“Civic Assistance” Committee (Moscow: 2000). 
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on them. Sometimes they were even offered a selection of 
charges to be brought against them, and forced to choose. In 
many instances the initiative for conducting reprisals against 
Chechens was coming not from the local authorities, but from 
law enforcement officers. The frightened and vengeful Rus-
sian population was generally supportive of the police actions 
to the degree that they denounced their neighbors in hiding.  

CURRENT SITUATION 

The second military campaign in Chechnya, which began in 
October of 1999, was also accompanied by massive check-ups 
and detentions of Chechens all over the country, as well as 
beatings and other acts of unlawful violence committed by 
police officers. However, the instances of massive killing and 
the disappearances of people in Chechnya, “hard” and “soft” 
mop-up operations, assaults and robbery conducted by the 
federal troops compelled a significant number of Chechens to 
keep away from their home republic. 

Some of them settled in neighboring Ingushetia, others 
spread out all over the country. The head of the Federal Mi-
gration Service of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the Rus-
sian Federation, Andrei Chernenko, in his statement of June 
13, 2002, made public the following interesting data. Accord-
ing to him, there are currently about 147 000 registered tem-
porary migrants from Chechnya on the territory of In-
gushetia, who are accommodated in tent-camps and private 
houses. In the last two months, only 2 500 of them have vol-
untarily returned to Chechnya. The number of those return-
ing home from other parts of Russia is even less. 

The ongoing Russian-Chechen war and its inevitable casual-
ties stir up blind anger not only among those who are directly 
involved in the conflict, i.e., servicemen, law enforcement offi-
cers and special services personnel. According to a rough es-
timate, over 350 000 Russian citizens have taken part in the 
first or second Chechen campaigns in the ranks of the Rus-
sian armed forces. Many of them have been poisoned with 
hatred towards Chechens and are capable of passing this ha-
tred as a contagious disease to others. The fact that thousands 
of people, both federal servicemen as well as ethnic Chechens 
and residents of the republic of different ethnic origin, have 
died in the course of the two military conflicts in Chechnya, 
serves as a major factor constantly feeding the tension in the 
relationship between Chechens and the rest of Russia’s popu-
lation. 

Moreover, in some regions the migrants from the Caucasus 
are subjected to pressure not only from the authorities, but 
from extremist nationalistic groups as well. The authorities 
prefer to turn a blind eye to these kinds of activities and, se-
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cretly sympathizing with the extremists, try to explain away 
the periodic incidents involving racial hatred by pointing to 
the wrong and sometimes even provocative conduct of the 
victims, who behave themselves differently and stand out 
against the general background. Thus, the monitoring findings 
in the Voronezh region for 2001 contain the results of a poll 
of Voronezh residents conducted by the “Quapitas” Public 
Opinion Research Institute. Asked, “which ethnic group do 
you find the most unpleasant?” 13.9% of the respondents 
named Chechens, 10.5% named “individuals of Caucasian ori-
gin,” and 3.2% named Jews. Only 56.7% of the respondents 
answered that there was no such ethnic group. 5.8% of the 
respondents chose not to answer the question. The authors of 
the report maintain that “Chechens” is one of the few ethnic 
groups that are most frequently mentioned by the local mass 
media in a negative context. The term “individuals of Cauca-
sian origin” is mentioned in a negative sense three times more 
often than in a positive sense.  

Today, the persecution of Chechens by the authorities re-
ceives support from the majority of the Russian population. 
Some people simply believe law enforcement authorities when 
they call their actions normal measures of fighting against 
organized criminal groups, drugs trafficking, abduction of 
people, terrorism and other grave crimes, while the ethnic 
selectivity of their actions is justified by the current crime 
situation. It is easier to believe the authorities when the 
statements of law enforcement press services continue to em-
phasize the ethnic origin of non-Russian detainees and sus-
pects. In the absence of a professional recruitment procedure, 
some law enforcement officers often act as active promoters 
of nationalistic ideology. An example demonstrating the na-
tionalistic nature of persecution against Chechens is a raid 
conducted by the soldiers of the Tver Regional Department 
Against Organized Crime (RUBOP) on a cafeteria “Vstrecha” 
in the village of Krasny Kholm (Tver region). The head of 
Tver Chechen-Ingush Diaspora “Vainakh,” Alikhan Dabayev, 
is firmly convinced of the incident’s nationalist overtones:  

It is amazing that the people in the ski-masks did not 
even try to conceal that they were looking for Chechens.  
For example, they got hold of a dark-haired youth who 
was crying out that he was not a Chechen. They asked 
him for proof. He showed them his passport and when 
they saw that the youth was a Russian, they let him go.  
If someone turned out to be a Chechen, that person was 
immediately detained. 

The law enforcement authorities naturally denied any nation-
alist motivation in the detention of Chechens.244 
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It should be emphasized that the war had an impact on eth-
nic criminal communities, including Chechen gangs, only ini-
tially. In the first months following the start of the first Che-
chen campaign, law enforcement authorities did in fact in-
crease pressure on Chechen organized criminal groups, but 
soon the representatives of the top layers of the Chechen 
criminal apparatus managed to distance themselves from 
their militant brethren and partially reestablish their rapport 
with law enforcement officers. Later on, Russian authorities 
and law enforcement repeatedly stated that Chechen criminal 
groups provided financial aid to armed separatist groups in 
Chechnya and reported major successes in curbing the activi-
ties of such groups. However, not a single case ever reached 
trial. Most likely, all of such statements were part of a propa-
ganda campaign. This conclusion is indirectly corroborated by 
regular reports from the Federal Security Service claiming 
that they had detained, in various Russian cities, secret 
agents of the “Ichkeria” secret services, who had been re-
cruited from among Russian soldiers taken prisoner in Chech-
nya. Indeed, it seems that if the Ichkerian intelligence service 
had reliable contacts with Chechen organized criminal groups, 
it would not have used such unreliable agents.  

VIOLATIONS OF CIVIC AND POLITICAL RIGHTS 
OF CHECHENS IN RUSSIA 

Freedom of Movement, Choice of a Place 
of Residence and Registration 

It is common knowledge that all human rights are interre-
lated and that violation of one of the basic rights inevitably 
leads to the violation of the other rights. The experience of 
the Chechens, who had to abandon their homes in Chechnya, 
shows that the violation of the right to freedom of movement 
and the right to select a residence inevitably leads to the in-
fringement of a whole set of civil, political and socio-economic 
rights. The practice of denying the registration of residence or 
temporary stay, currently prevalent in Russia, turns many 
Chechens, who left Chechnya in  recent years and who are 
citizens of the Russian Federation, into illegal immigrants in 
their own country. Although they possess all the regular pa-
pers, they can not exercise most of the rights granted to Rus-
sian citizens because the implementation of these rights is 
dependent on the availability of one or another type of regis-
tration.  

Regional and local statutes and orders effectuating such legis-
lation turn the registration of residence or temporary stay (in 
defiance of the RF Constitution, Law “On the Right to Free-
dom of Movement” and the rulings of the RF Constitutional 
Court) from what was formerly a notification procedure into 
an obligatory approval procedure. Enforcement of the new 
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procedure requires the police to conduct permanent “control 
over the observance of registration regulations.” All incoming 
individuals, lacking local registration, are subject to a violation 
of the right to freedom of movement and police arbitrariness. 
However, compared to other ethnic groups, Azeris, Chechens, 
Ingushes, Georgians and Tajiks become special targets of po-
lice persecution.  

It is hard to give an exact estimate of the number of refugees 
from the Chechen Republic, but it is quite obvious that only a 
few of them managed to obtain the legal status of forced mi-
grants or at the very least, simple residence registration.  

According to the data provided by the Deputy Minister for 
Federation Affairs, Ethnic and Migration Policies of the Rus-
sian Federation, A. Blagovidov, in his letter to the Deputy 
Chairman of the State Duma Committee for C.I.S. Affairs and 
Relations with Compatriots, V. Igrunov, “in the period be-
tween September 1999 and the start of 2001, the territorial 
authorities of the Federal Migration Service and the Ministry 
for Federation Affairs of the RF in the Chechen, Ingush, 
Dagestan, and North Ossetia-Alania Republics as well as the 
Stavropol territory have registered in accordance with form 
#7 (“registration of a family that has arrived at a new place 
in an emergency situation”) 568 449 persons, who had aban-
doned their place of permanent residence on the territory of 
the Chechen Republic.”245 It is also well known that many of 
those who left Chechnya had to go, for various reasons, 
through the registration procedure several times and thus the 
real number of refugees has to be less than that given in the 
above letter.  

The letter further states that: 
After the beginning of the anti-terrorist operation on the 
territory of the Chechen Republic, in the period between 
October 1, 1999, and October 1, 2001, the territorial au-
thorities of the Federal Migration Service and the Minis-
try for Federation Affairs registered as forced migrants 
12 500 people, (or 6 000 families) who had been forced 
to leave the Chechen Republic. An absolute majority of 
them are representatives of non-titular ethnic groups or 
mixed families consisting both of individuals of titular 
and non-titular ethnic groups. 

The letter also mentions that in the nine months of 2001, only 
1 331 people were registered as forced migrants out of the 
2 903 who had applied for that status. It specifically points 
out that the rest of the citizens were “denied registration as 
forced migrants.” In comparison, in the period of 1991–1996, 

                                                           
245 Quoted from the attachment to the Report On the Status of the Resi-
dents of Chechnya, Who Have Been Forced to Abandon its Territory. The 
Report is based on the materials provided by the lawyers of the “Migration 
and Law” Network (Moscow: 2002). 
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i.e., before and during the first war in Chechnya when the 
bulk of the migrants from Chechnya was composed of ethnic 
Russians, the status of forced migrants was granted to 
150 000 people.  

According to the data provided by S. Gannushkina, head of 
the “Migration and Law” Network of the “Memorial” Human 
Rights Center:  

There is direct evidence that the migration authorities 
were advised not to grant forced migrants status to eth-
nic Chechens because they are not considered victims of 
discrimination based on ethnic, religious or political 
grounds. A number of regions make an exception for 
those few who can prove, with documents, their alle-
giance to the Russian government, direct cooperation 
with it in the period of D. Zavgayev or persecution from 
Muslim fundamentalists or bandits. As a rule, a favor-
able decision can be obtained only as a result of a legal 
action in the courts. 

The data provided by the “Migration and Law” Network 
shows that a number of migrant families were denied forced 
migrants status although in their applications they justified 
leaving Chechnya with such reasons as threats from Wahhabi 
guerrillas, unacceptability of the Wahhabit interpretation of 
Islam and regulation of everyday life, as well as coercion to 
provide assistance to bandits. 

Pyotr Aivenov, a lawyer for the “Migration and Law” Network 
in the city of Cheboksary, reports that in accordance with offi-
cial letter #01/52 of December 19, 2000, received from the ter-
ritorial branch of the Migration Service in the Chuvash Repub-
lic, the status of forced migrants is not to be granted to resi-
dents of the Chechen Republic who have arrived for a tempo-
rary stay without canceling their registration at the previous 
place of residence because “those individuals who have been 
registered temporarily by the migration service are not subject 
to the RF Law ‘On Forced Migrants.’” 

On some rare occasions it had been possible to obtain such a 
status through a court ruling. This was the case with the 
daughter and son-in-law of the former head of the admini-
stration of the Vedeno district, Amir Zagayev, who had been 
executed by the decision of a Sharia court.  

After the murder of the father, his daughter, Malika Za-
gayeva, with her husband, Iles Tukhashev, and two small 
children born in 1994 and 1995 respectively, had to leave 
Chechnya several days after the funeral because Iles Tuk-
hashev, who was hiding with his friends, received a message 
saying that unless he joined a group of militants, he would 
share the fate of his father-in-law. 
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With the assistance of their friends, Malika and Iles managed 
to escape with their small children to the city of Nazran (In-
gushetia). But even there they were not left in peace. Iles Tuk-
hashev was again made to understand that it was his duty to 
wash away with blood the betrayal of his father-in-law. 

The Migration Service sent the Tukhashev family to the city 
of Tambov, where they arrived on January 17, 2001, and ap-
plied for the status of forced migrants. The territorial body of 
the Migration Service in the Tambov region in a decision 
handed down on August 24, 2000, rejected their request. This 
decision was appealed to the Oktyabrsky district court of the 
city of Tambov. The appellate documents were lost twice in 
the court’s offices but finally, based on documents, newspaper 
clippings and testimony provided, the Tukhashevs’ won their 
appeal.246 

Another example comes from a lawyer in the “Migration and 
Law” Network in the city of Voronezh, Vyacheslav Bitutsky. 
A family of ethnic Chechens (Russian citizens) T. Makayeva 
and K. Yasayev with their three small sons, escaped the 
bombardment of the city of Grozny in November of 1999 and 
arrived in Ingushetia. At the time, there were no vacancies in 
the refugee camps so the Migration Service of the Ingush 
Republic sent them to the Voronezh region. The family was 
given shelter in a center for temporary accommodation and 
filed an application for the status of forced migrants. Their 
request was rejected. Appeals to higher authority turned out 
to be fruitless. In November 2000, T. Makayeva filed an ap-
peal with the Kominternovsky district court of the city of 
Voronezh. In support of her claim of real danger of persecu-
tion she brought up the descriptions of the shooting of peace-
ful Chechen civilians by federal troops during the storming of 
Grozny in October of 1999, the death of their neighbor, who 
was taken forcibly from his home, as well as the testimony of 
her mother, who stayed behind in Grozny and testified to the 
persecutions of Chechens on the basis of their ethnicity. One 
year later, in October 2001, the court took up the case and 
rejected the appeal. In February 2002, an appellate court re-
viewed the ruling and decided to leave the decision of the 
court of first instance unchanged.  

During court hearings it became known that the migration 
authorities of the Voronezh region referred to the letter of 
the Ministry for Federation Affairs #08-3757 of May 23, 2001, 
which reads as follows: 

Granting the status of a forced migrant to individuals 
driven from their homes by the danger of probable suf-
fering as a result of anti-terrorist measures on the terri-

                                                           
246 On the Status of the Residents of Chechnya, Who Have Been Forced to 
Abandon its Territory. The Report is based on materials provided by the 
lawyers of the “Migration and Law” Network (Moscow: 2002). 
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tory of the Chechen Republic, as well in relation to 
large-scale violations of public order is not allowed as it 
has not been provided for in the law. Besides, the con-
duct of anti-terrorist measures can not be viewed as a 
large-scale violation of public order because these meas-
ures are aimed at restoring the public order. 

Protocol #2 attached to T. Makayeva’s appeal shows that the 
status of forced migrants was denied only to refugees of Che-
chen origin.  

The following statement made in the courtroom during the trial 
by an official of the Migration Service of the Voronezh region is 
representative in this respect. She said that, “federal forces were 
sent to Chechnya by the President to restore peace and order 
there, not to persecute this particular family.”247 

S. Gannushkina, head of the “Migration and Law” Network of 
the “Memorial” Human Rights Center, maintains that “every 
instance of forced migrant status being granted through judi-
cial decision is achieved after enormous effort by lawyers and 
human rights activists, imposes enormous strain on migrants, 
who have to spend hours waiting for the trial hearings, toler-
ate humiliation from the representatives of migration authori-
ties and in some cases, even judges.” For instance, judge 
Makarova from the Meshchansky district court of the city of 
Moscow, in the course of the trial addressed those present 
calling them “individuals of Caucasian ethnicity” and claimed 
that she “could not stand more than four of them in the 
courtroom at one time.” Remarks such as “they have arrived 
in mass,” they “kill our sons in Chechnya, etc.,” are often di-
rected at migrants from Chechnya. 

Not only are judicial appeals useless (in most cases) in obtain-
ing forced migrant status, they are of little assistance in filing 
a motion to obtain such status. Nevertheless, there are also 
some positive examples. In the Kurgan region, appeals to the 
courts proved to be effective. In the period beginning in Sep-
tember of 1999 until the present time, the region has received 
496 migrants from the Chechen Republic. The status of 
forced migrant was granted to 46 people and it was done ex-
clusively through court rulings.248 

Evaluation of this data requires one to remember that former 
residents of Chechnya, having failed to obtain the status of 
forced migrant, find themselves in a worse situation com-
pared to that of migrants from other regions of Russia with 
respect to their prospects of obtaining residence registration 
in any region. Under the current regulations, they are asked 
first to cancel their previous residence registration in Chech-

                                                           
247 Ibid. 
248 Based on the materials provided by the lawyers of the “Migration and 
Law” Network. 
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nya, although return there under present conditions poses a 
danger to their lives. 

The last available, but most frequently used legal option in 
keeping with current rules is to obtain temporary stay 
registration (registration at the place of stay) while living 
with one’s relatives/friends or renting an apartment. 
Information coming in from various regions of Russia shows 
that even this option has special provisions exclusively for 
Chechens, which makes for maximum complication of the 
entire procedure. In Moscow, for example, local police officers, 
contrary to existing regulations, put their endorsements on 
registration application forms. 

Furthermore, after the apartment building bombings in Mos-
cow on September 9 and 13, 1999, Mayor Yuri Luzhkov 
signed an executive order requiring obligatory reregistration 
within a three-day period for those who had been registered 
at a place of temporary stay. Collection of all the required 
documents and queuing for hours at the police station made 
this task practically impossible. Many of those eligible failed 
to reregister by the final deadline of September 21. According 
to official data, as of September 26, 1999, 105 000 people ap-
plied for reregistration and 20 000 of them had their requests 
rejected. Successful reregistration required submission of 
documents confirming one’s stay in Moscow (labor contract, a 
paper from hospital, etc.). But even some of those who sub-
mitted all the required documents were denied registration. In 
the end, everything hinged on the whim of officials. Reregis-
tration for Chechens was out of the question. Police officers 
repeatedly stated that they had received unwritten orders not 
to register Chechens.  

In many cases law enforcement officials put pressure on land-
lords, who lent their apartments to Chechens and were will-
ing to reregister them.  

On the one hand, law enforcement authorities hampered reg-
istration of residence or temporary stay and on the other they 
persecuted people for living without registration. 

During document checks and detentions, people distinguished 
by their appearance as being of a different ethnic origin from 
the rest of the population are subjected to humiliating treat-
ment offensive to human and ethnic dignity. Moreover, 
document checks of Chechens have become a means for ex-
tortion by law enforcement authorities. For example, the 
Novye Izvestia newspaper249 carried a story of the Chechen 
family of Lom-Ali and Malika Vatsayev, who left their de-
stroyed house in Chechnya and went to live with their rela-
tives in Moscow. The Vatsayevs rented an apartment and 
duly registered at their new place of residence. It was this 
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registration that was the starting point of their troubles. Two 
weeks afterwards they were visited by two officers of the 
local Ivanovsky district police station Gargushin and 
Zhmalkov who demanded that the family vacate their apart-
ment. Malika Vatsayev found out that the two officers did not 
receive any orders to conduct a passport control check and 
acted on their own initiative, most likely, to extract a bribe. 
She took this story to the editorial office of Novye Izvestia 
newspaper. The journalists called the chief of Ivanovsky dis-
trict police station, Ivan Khonsky, who on the same day con-
tacted Malika Vatsayev to apologize for the behavior of his 
subordinates and promised that the refugee family would not 
be disturbed again. However, the two disgruntled police offi-
cers summoned Lom-Ali, the head of Vatskhayev’s family, to 
their office and “inquired whether Chechens really wanted to 
live in peace, and if so, why did they complain to the news-
paper. As grown-up people they should have realized that 
now they would not be left in peace in any case.” 

During checks of identification papers conducted in the 
streets and living quarters of the capital, police officers rou-
tinely detain and take to police stations migrants from the 
Caucasus. Some of the detainees are people who live in Mos-
cow permanently and are duly registered at their place of 
residence, some of them are refugees from the Southern 
Caucasus countries or people who temporarily live and work 
in Moscow and have a registration of temporary stay. Police 
officers often seize and destroy the registration papers of the 
detainees. Sometimes (usually during raids on living quarters), 
detainees’ passports are taken away. Some of the detainees 
are kept in custody for more than three days and many of 
them are denied the opportunity to inform their relatives and 
friends about their whereabouts.  

According to the data collected by the “Memorial” Human 
Rights Center and that supplied by regional NGO-members 
of the human rights monitoring network coordinated by the 
Moscow Helsinki Group, campaigns against Chechens similar 
to the one conducted in Moscow were carried out in other 
regions of the country as well. Special attempts were made to 
fan the flames of suspicion towards the migrants from the 
Caucasus. For example, on September 14, 1999, the press-
service of the regional police department of Syktykvar (Komi 
Republic) issued an appeal to the population that, among 
other things, contained the following recommendation: 

If your new neighbors are migrants from the Caucasus 
or if such individuals have caught your attention and 
their activities are of a questionable nature, report them 
to law enforcement officers. Be assured that the relevant 
authorities will do more than just merely check into the 
legal aspects of the their stay. 
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Once in a while the situation becomes totally absurd. For ex-
ample, an ethnic Chechen, A. Danisultanov, approached the 
editors of the Novaya Gazeta newspaper asking them to pub-
lish a statement to the effect that he was free of any wrong-
doing before the law and he is not on the police most-wanted 
list. The Kolpinsky district court issued a ruling along similar 
lines. Still, the police detain him several times a week. Every 
time, A. Denisultanov shows them the court ruling but that 
does not help much.250 

Detained citizens are not given the opportunity to call home 
to inform their relatives about their detention or to seek legal 
advice. All attempts to exercise one’s rights are being reso-
lutely thwarted by police officers and can even incite the po-
lice to resort to violence. Therefore, detainees are strongly 
advised to comply whenever possible with the demands of 
police officers. Victims can raise the issue of unlawful deten-
tion and restoration of their legal rights only after they get 
released from police custody.  

There are numerous known instances of police officers forcing 
their way into the homes of citizens without a proper warrant 
and contrary to the will of the inhabitants. For example, the 
“Memorial” Human Rights Center has evidence that the 
homes of Chechens and Dagestanies in Moscow have been 
specifically targeted for such measures. In some cases, the 
inhabitants were taken into custody, were given orders to 
leave Moscow and their apartments were sealed.  

Sometimes those taken into custody during the raids were 
beaten at police stations. It is not uncommon that valuables 
and money would disappear in the course of “checks” con-
ducted in homes and offices.251 

Law-enforcement officers returning from Chechnya actively 
apply the experience acquired during mop-up operations 
there, while perpetrating seizures during unlawful searchers 
in the homes of Chechens. For example, such an operation 
took place in the Staritsky district of the Tver region. On the 
morning of May 29, a police convoy accompanied by traffic 
police vehicles entered a village. One hundred and fifty 
agents, headed by local investigating officer Kozlov, started 
the “operation.” 

The house of Nurda Shamastov in the village of Ildeikino 
was stormed by special task force troopers at 7:30 a.m., 
while the homeowner was absent. Sleeping women and 
children found in the house were rudely woken up (this 
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251 Discrimination on the Grounds of Place of Residence and Ethnicity in 
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Chechen family was sheltering their relatives, who had es-
caped from the city of Gudermes). According to the wife of 
Nurda Shamastov, the soldiers cursed incessantly, using ob-
scene language, called the children jackals and wolves and 
verbally abused the women. One of the soldiers put his gun 
to the head of a 12-year boy and pretended to press the 
trigger. The soldiers threw one of Nurda’s sons on the floor 
of the corridor. His mother thought he was dead. She made 
an attempt to get to the boy but receiving a blow on the 
head, was thrown into a corner of the room. During her 
second attempt to get closer to the boy, the soldiers flew into 
a rage. They started beating the Chechen woman, trying to 
hit her in the head with their gun-butts.252 

When the homeowner returned, they threw him into the mud 
without warning and put a gun to his head. A plain clothes 
officer said, “We killed you in Chechnya and we will kill you 
here.” After a wile N. Shamastov was taken inside. Then, he 
saw a Gazel mini-van filled with soldiers leaving the open 
gates of his brother’s garage. Then witnesses were invited 
and the “official” part of the search went on consistent with 
protocol and without beatings. 

The family of Nurda Shamastov was “lucky” after all. Am-
munition or drugs were not planted on them and they “got 
away” with minimum damage: Nurda Shamastov’s brother, 
Nuradi, was taken to a forest 70 kilometers from his home 
and severely beaten, the rest of them escaped with only 
bruises and the loss of several sacks of grain and several 
packs of tiles. 

When the search was over, Nurda Shamastov’s wife threat-
ened that she would take this matter to the prosecutor’s of-
fice. To this one of the soldiers replied: “If you file a com-
plaint, we will stage a second Chechnya for you here!”  

But for the persistence of the head of “Vainakh” Chechen-
Ingush Diaspora in the Tver region, Alikhan Dabayev, this 
incident would have gone unreported. He managed to con-
vince his compatriots to file complaints with the prosecutor’s 
office demanding that an investigation of the incident be con-
ducted. 

As it turned out, a search warrant had been issued by the 
prosecutor of the Staritsk district, Kadanev, allegedly follow-
ing a complaint by one of the villagers that his wall-clock, ten 
meters of plastic cover and a sewing machine were stolen. 
The prosecutor personally visited the village to find out the 
details. Nurda Shamastov asked the prosecutor, “Why did you 
send them here, you know me, you know that I’ve lived here 
for twenty years?” The prosecutor did not answer. When he 
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was asked by the local store watchman, why they had to 
shoot his dog, he replied, “You should forgive them.”  

Officially, the Staritsk district has 459 residents of Chechen 
origin. Most of them came to the Tver region in the 1970s and 
1980s, when the government resettled the so called “surplus 
labor force” from the Caucasus republics, the rest are refu-
gees. Getting residence registration is practically impossible 
even for those Chechens whose parents have been living in 
the region since Soviet times. Employees of passport offices 
cite a directive, prohibiting them from registering “individuals 
of Caucasian ethnicity,” especially if they arrived from 
Chechnya. However, this information was denied by the pass-
port service of the Tver region police department.  

A more vivid illustration of a real “mopping-up” operation, 
but one conducted in the Moscow suburbs rather than in 
Chechnya, is given by a correspondent of Novye Izvestia, 
Marat Khairullin.253  

His article was written in the aftermath of a special operation 
conducted in the dormitory of an experimental theater called 
Nakhi, (translated from Chechen it means “kindness, happi-
ness, people”) which was created in Moscow by the State 
University of Culture. Twenty five Chechen students aged 16 
to 22 studied in the studio. The special operation was carried 
out jointly by the Moscow Rapid Reaction Police Task Force 
(SOBR) that had just returned from their mission in Chech-
nya and the Department Against Organized Crime of the 
Khimki district: 

In the early morning hours of March 28 at around 6:00 
a.m., the room of the supervisor of the special university 
course, distinguished artist of Checheno-Ingushetia and 
Cabardino-Balkaria, Associate Professor Magomet Didi-
gov was stormed by armed individuals wearing ski-
masks and crying ‘get up, black asses.’ Magomet was 
thrown face-down on the floor, hand-cuffed and then 
kicked and beaten with clubs to the accompaniment of a 
hail of obscenities. The same treatment was given to his 
son Timur, a sixth-year student of the Law Academy.  
‘I only managed to plead that they should not beat my 
son and then lost consciousness,’ says Magomet.  
But the thugs in police uniforms paid no attention to his 
words. The same scene  took place in other rooms: doors 
were smashed in, half-naked young men were beaten 
and had obscenities yelled at them while being dragged 
from their beds and thrown on the floor. Only the young 
women were spared beatings, but the doors to their 
rooms were smashed in as well.  
This all happened in the presence of 60-year old Profes-
sor Soltsayev who was simply thrown out onto a landing 
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of a staircase. He was soon followed by the family of 
prominent Chechen journalist Ruslan Karayev, who is 
working as an assistant to the State Duma Deputy 
Aslakhanov.  
Ruslan Gaitukayev, a 20-year old youth, asked the heav-
ily-built men in camouflage if he could put on his trou-
sers and shirt. 
‘Would you like some tea instead, monkey?’ asked one of 
the men armed with automatic rifle while opening wide 
the door to the balcony. 
This know-how was immediately adopted by others and 
all the balcony doors were opened, creating a strong 
draught on the floor.  
Photographs and videocassettes, personal and office re-
cords were confiscated. A stack of Derzhavnye Vedomo-
sti newspapers published by the State Duma Deputy 
Aslanbek Aslakhanov, was also found in the room. This 
caused another outburst of anger — the agent grabbed 
the stack and started pummelling the head of the help-
less Associate Professor with it screaming, ‘Are you into 
the distribution of anti-Russian propaganda materials, 
terrorist?’”  
Then the witnesses arrived and the officer put on a 
show of producing from under Didigov’s pillow a 
Walther pistol and from his coat pocket a silencer.  
The operation went on. While the officers were im-
pounding the “evidence,” the gunmen belonging to one 
of SOBR units were stealing everything that caught 
their eye. Helping themselves to apples and oranges, 
which they got from the students’ refrigerators, the sol-
diers were roaming the rooms looking for anything that 
had any value. As a result of the ‘search,’ Timur Didigov 
lost his cellular phone. (Among the confiscated items 
were also socks, pens, and a perfume bottle belonging to 
the wife of the elder Didigov.) In the room next door, a 
masked officer spotted a set of boxing gloves and imme-
diately put them into his sack.  
‘We’ll use them in our training,’ he said contentedly. 
In the meantime, the police instructed the Chechens, 
saying, ‘We will not let you continue your studies any-
way, so you’d better get lost.’ 
The students were called names, were told that Chechens 
had been herding sheep for ages and that they were be-
ing given an opportunity to return to the life of a 
herdsmen. The policemen also claimed that Chechens are 
by definition guilty of everything.<…> 
Having finished appropriating the valuables, the gun-
men made themselves comfortable in the kitchen drink-
ing tea and coffee and helping themselves to what was 
left in the refrigerators, while the agents continued the 
search.  
The investigative action was over by 10 a.m. The stu-
dents were put in cars and taken to the police station. 
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Then, all of the students’ testimonies were taken and 
they were released several hours later. Timur Didigov 
was being coerced into admitting to the ownership of the 
gun: ‘Tell us that it’s yours, or we will put your father 
in jail.’  
Associate Professor Didigov was detained the longest and 
was released only in the evening, without any official 
charges brought against him. 

According to the data available to Novaya Gazeta, the opera-
tion was allegedly conducted in response to an anonymous 
phone call to the police about a probable cache of trotyl.  

The above story amply demonstrates that the law enforce-
ment officers do not even make an effort to fabricate evi-
dence. In the end the “impounded” gun could not be linked to 
anyone and the booty of the two units was confined to snack-
food and a few valuables found in the dormitory. However, 
despite solemn promises from various high-ranking officials in 
the Ministry of Internal Affairs and the Prosecutor General’s 
Office as well as the repeated calls of the State Duma Deputy 
Aslanbek Aslakhanov to find and punish those responsible for 
the operation, nothing has been done.  

One of the beaten students, Anzor Khadashev from Grozny, 
in his interview for Novaya Gazeta said the follwoing: 

We believe that they simply had to vent their anger on 
somebody. They felt like masters in Chechnya. Once 
they returned home, they wanted to be masters here as 
well. We are the perfect targets for this purpose. In all 
seriousness, I believe that they’re all mental cases. Why 
did they have to take away my family photos? Why on 
earth would they need them? Why did they take away 
one of my fellow students’ phone card? They also took 
the money we collected to buy food. You know, like the 
majority of students, we ante up to buy our food. I no-
ticed that they were scared. When they got us up to take 
to the local police station and you looked even briefly 
into the eyes of one of them, they would immediately 
shout back, ‘Don’t stare at us! Want to remember our 
faces? Turn away!’ They were scared even with their 
ski-masks on. Do they really feel at home here? 

A similar story was given in the report on the “passport con-
trol operation” that was conducted in a dormitory of the Tver 
State Agricultural Academy.254 There is only one difference. 
Having beaten Chechens for half an hour, the special task 
force soldiers started to beat all the other students, including 
those of Russian origin.  

There is still another incident from Moscow involving former 
participants of the anti-terrorist operation on the territory of 
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Chechnya. On the morning of July 2, 2001, two drunken non-
commissioned officers (one of them worked as a driver at the 
central car pool of the Ministry of Internal Affairs) and two 
servicemen severely beat a 40-year old former resident of 
Grozny who was passing by in front of house #2 in No-
vopodmoskovny Alley. The victim was later taken to a hospi-
tal with a head injury. The four hooligans were soon arrested. 
According to the investigation, both police officers had taken 
part in the anti-terrorist operation on the territory of Chech-
nya and their behavior was caused by the so-called “Chechen 
syndrome.”  

FABRICATION OF CRIMINAL CASES 

If the problems related to residence registration have primar-
ily impacted the Chechens arriving from the Chechen Repub-
lic, the danger of being the victim of criminal case fabrication 
threatens all Chechens living in Russia. Fabrication of crimes 
against Chechens involve very simple and unsophisticated 
methods of the same kind being used in the fabrication of 
other types of criminal cases, regardless of the ethnicity of 
the victim. They mainly include planting drugs, ammunition, 
and sometimes guns or parts thereof. The “Memorial” Human 
Rights Center experts are of the opinion that it is quite in-
dicative that none of the investigations in such cases has ever 
provided an answer to the question — what crimes had been 
committed or were being planned by Chechens using “their” 
ammunition and grenades. None of those arrested on charges 
of heroin possession was a drug addict; none of them had 
ever been charged with drug trafficking. The charges 
brought against them, as well as the circumstances of their 
arrest are “controversial.” In some instances, the drugs were 
“found” on individuals, who had been summoned to the police 
station or after the arrest in the course of a second or a third, 
rather than the first, body search. It is also noteworthy that 
some of the checks and arrests were accompanied by threats 
from police officers to plant drugs or weapons. 

According to estimates of the “Memorial” Human Rights Cen-
ter and the “Civic Assistance” Committee, the activities of 
law enforcement in the city of Moscow became “especially 
rough and extensive” after the incursion of Chechen armed 
groups into the territory of the Dagestan Republic in August 
of 1999. Police officers would forcibly break into private 
apartments occupied by Chechens or representatives of other 
Caucasian ethnic groups without identifying themselves or 
asking for consent from the owners. Some such instances re-
sulted in drugs (normally not exceeding several doses, never-
theless sufficient for a charge of possession with the intent to 
sell) and ammunition (several rounds or grenades) being 
“found.” According to the testimony of the detainees and wit-
nesses, the drugs and ammunition were planted on them by 
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police officers. Such statements are also corroborated by the 
following fact. Until August 1999, human rights organizations 
did not receive any large-scale complaints about plants of 
drugs and ammunition.  

One of the cases that was widely covered in the mass media 
was that of Timur Dakhkilgov. His case stands out of the pool 
of ordinary cases because the police had at least some formal, 
although false, grounds to suspect T. Dakhkilgov of involve-
ment in terrorist acts. Nevertheless, this case is quite charac-
teristic of the practices adopted by law enforcement. 
T. Dakhkilgov is an Ingush from the city of Grozny. When the 
house occupied by his family was destroyed during the as-
sault on the city in 1995, his family moved to Moscow. He 
took a job as a dyer at the “Krasny Sukonshchik” factory, 
where his work involved the handling of chemical substances. 
When T. Dakhkilgov and his wife were going through the 
process of reregistration, they were photographed and finger-
printed. In addition to this, a wash to check for traces of 
chemicals on their palms was administered (still another hu-
miliating procedure that was imposed on many Chechens and 
some other members of Caucasian ethnicities; it shows that 
they had been suspected of having committed crimes merely 
on the grounds of their ethnic origin). Four days later, he and 
his brother-in-law, Bekmars Sauntiyev (a Moscow resident 
for over 20 years) were detained by the police. T. Dakhkilgov 
was told that the tests run on the wash from his hands 
showed the presence of RDX or hexogen explosive. A search 
conducted in T. Dakhkilgov’s room did not reveal anything 
suspicious, aside from a half-empty sack of sugar, but the 
police “found” a pistol under B. Sauntiyev’s bathtub. The po-
lice released B. Sauntiyev but T. Dakhkilgov was taken to the 
police department of the city of Moscow, where his interroga-
tion began. The police were trying to beat a confession out of 
him. Several days later, he was transferred to the Lefortovo 
prison. In the meantime, T. Dakhkilgov was shown on TV, 
where he was called a Chechen and the Minister of Internal 
Affairs, V. Rushailo, reported capturing a terrorist. In the 
end, it was established that the chemicals on his hands were 
not of hexogen but hexsun, a solvent used for washing wool 
and he was released without any apologies or compensation.255 

The director of the “Krasny Sukonshchik” factory told an 
Izvestia newspaper corespondent that FSB agents had taken 
washes from the hands of all dyers, working in the factory. 
“The results were the same. But they had arrested only one 
person, and that person was Dakhkilgov.”  

Another such “terrorist,” Suleiman-Said Mudayev, was de-
tained on December 15, 2002, “on suspicion of terrorist acts” 
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and taken for some reason to the Otradnoye district police 
station. His wife, Tabarik Mudayev, called the “Civic Assis-
tance” Committee and told them that she would spend the 
night, together with her children, at the doors of the police 
station. A representative of “Civic Assistance” called the head 
of the Otradnoye police station to find out if the police had 
any real grounds to suspect S. Mudayev of terrorism. The lo-
cal police chief replied, “Do you have any idea about the seri-
ousness of the charges? Do you think it’s a joke?” Then, the 
representative of “Civic Assistance” pointed out that a person 
coming to Moscow for the purpose of performing a terrorist 
act would not bring along his wife and children. The police 
officer promised to figure it all out. On the next day, 
Suleiman Mudayev was released from custody. According to 
him, the police asked him to pay 2 000$ for not charging him 
with terrorism. However, on the morning following the tele-
phone call from the “Civic Assistance” Committee, 
S. Mudayev was told that the policemen “took a pity on his 
children” and thus he had to pay only 200 roubles and then 
“get lost.” 

Suleiman Mudayev had already been arrested on a fabricated 
charge some time earlier, on September 24, 1999. At that 
time, he had come from the city of Rostov to visit his wife 
and was arrested in a car maintenance workshop where he 
was having his car repaired. The policemen first gave him a 
beating and then dropped a package with drugs into his 
pocket. Putting a gun to his temple, they made him pull the 
drugs out by threatening to plant some ammunition in his car 
instead. S. Mudayev was then taken to the police station #54 
and afterwards to the pre-trial detention facility #2. On No-
vember 19, 1999, his criminal case under Article 229, Section 
1 of the RF Criminal Code was sent to the Khoroshevsky in-
ter-municipal court for consideration, in accordance with Ar-
ticle 218 of the RSFSR Criminal Procedure Code. The order to 
keep him in custody was reversed and he was released on his 
own recognizance. An investigation was conducted as regards 
to the police officers, but no criminal charges were brought 
against them due to “insufficient evidence.”  

Even in serious cases when the order for arrest comes from 
officials in the upper echelons of the law enforcement appa-
ratus, the mechanism for fabrication of criminal cases is as 
unsophisticated as usual.  

For example, after the head of the Representative Office of 
the Chechen Republic in Moscow, Mairabek Vachagayev, de-
cided to terminate his office’s operations, the car in which he 
was riding with his employee, Musa Nugayev, was “coinci-
dentally” stopped by a special group from the Senior De-
partment Against Organized Crime and both Chechens were 
also “coincidentally” found to have been in possession of pis-
tols. In spite of numerous inconsistencies brought up in the 
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report of the observer from the “Memorial” Human Rights 
Center, the court ruled to validate the evidence and sen-
tenced M. Vachagayev under Article 222, Section 1 of the RF 
Criminal Code to a three-year prison term, while M. Nugayev 
was sentenced under the same article to two and a half years 
of imprisonment. Then, the court decided to pardon them 
both.  

Experts of the “Memorial” Human Rights Center note that 
not a single fabricated criminal case has ended in an acquittal. 
On the one hand, judges follow an old Soviet-era rule — not 
to spoil the statistics for crimes solved by the police. On the 
other hand, they cover-up for fabricators whose crimes could 
have been revealed in the case of an acquittal. In the end, 
they are prisoners of their own xenophobic views. In any 
case, the judiciary does not play any role in ending the perse-
cutions of Chechens and Caucasians in general. Moreover, it 
acts as a mechanism that exacerbates the discrimination.  

Many of the events of 1999–2000 are no longer perceived as 
unusual; some of them have become a part of everyday life. 
Having intimidated Chechens and other migrants from the 
Caucasus, law enforcement agencies no longer need those 
measures applied in the initial stages. It is a very complicated 
task to break the existing system of ethnic persecution en-
forced by the Ministry of Internal Affairs and other power 
structures. It is still being used by corrupt officials as an extra 
source of income. Nevertheless, given the present level of 
anti-Caucasian and anti-Chechen attitudes, any aggravation 
of the situation in the country would immediately increase 
the pressure on and persecution of Chechens.  

ATTACKS AGAINST CHECHENS BY NON-GOVERNMENTAL 

PARAMILITARY GROUPS 

Law-enforcement officials are not the only threat to Che-
chens in Russia. In some of the southern regions of Russia, 
Cossack units play an active role in the persecution of Che-
chens alongside law enforcement agencies. For example, on 
March 10, a street clash took place in the village of Bogoro-
ditskoye (Rostov region) between several dozen Chechens and 
Cossacks. They used metal rods, pieces of pipe, axes and 
knives. The conflict started to unfold as early as March 8, 
when a group of Chechens and young locals got into a fight 
at a local disco. Fortunately, the clash did not turn out to be 
lethal, but four Cossacks ended up in a hospital, one of them 
in very serious condition. Several Chechens were also hurt at 
that point but none of them sought medical assistance or ap-
pealed to the police. An emergency meeting of the Cossacks’ 
Atamans and later an assembly of the village called for the 
replacement of the head of the local administration, who kept 
a low profile during the conflict. Both the Atamans and the 
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village assembly insisted that the new head should be a Cos-
sack. It was also decided to drive the Chechens out of the vil-
lage and send them back to Chechnya. The village had 96 
permanent residents of Chechen origin, but by the time of 
the conflict the total number of Chechens there had reached 
156, including those people who had arrived to visit their 
friends and relatives over a period of several months from the 
Vedeno district of the republic. The words of the villagers 
were promptly translated into action when a mob went about 
destroying cars and homes. Consequently, the village imposed 
de facto martial law, with the streets being patrolled jointly 
by Cossacks and soldiers of the Special Police Task Force. The 
Deputy Governor of the Rostov region and the Ataman of the 
Don Cossack Army, Viktor Vodolatsky, arrived in the village 
accompanied by representatives of the Ministry of Internal 
Affairs, regional prosecutor’s office, FSB and local authorities 
to resolve the conflict. The law enforcement agencies started 
a criminal investigation. In addition, the police conducted a 
special passport control operation in the village, accompanied 
by confiscation of illegally obtained weapons. The head of the 
local administration was fired. It was also decided that the 
strength of the Cossack patrols would be significantly in-
creased. 

Another emergency occurred in a rural area of the Volgograd 
region, occupied primarily by Cossacks. A Cossack, Roman 
Lopatin, was killed in a street fight between Chechens and 
Russians in late July of 2001 in the village of Kletskaya, the 
administrative center of the Kletsky district. Immediately af-
ter the funeral, a huge crowd numbering, according to differ-
ent estimates, from 700 to 3 000 people gathered. Then, a 
part of the crowd went about “driving out the Chechens.” 
They smashed several kiosks, set fire to a dormitory, which 
housed a Chechen family, (as a result of the fire, three 
apartments occupied by Russians were also destroyed) and 
burned down and looted a wagon belonging to an old Arme-
nian shoemaker. The village was in turmoil for several days. 

Sentiments were so intense and drawn out that it took the 
full set of regional leaders from the prosecutor to the chief of 
regional police and the Deputy Governor to calm the emotions 
of the population. 

It should be noted that this was not the first attempt to “send 
the Chechens back to Chechnya.” Furthermore, the position 
of the authorities is gradually changing for the better in this 
respect. To illustrate this relative improvement, compare the 
above to the following incident, which occurred in the 
neighboring Stavropol territory shortly before the breakout of 
war on June 18–21, 1999. One hundred and forty Chechens 
(including 80 children of various ages) and one Lithuanian 
were forcibly driven out of three villages in the Kursk district 
adjacent to Chechnya. The authorities had already taken 



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

318 

similar measures in June of 1995 when, in the wake of the 
attack on the city of Budenovsk conducted by the Chechen 
armed unit of Shamil Basayev, 36 Chechen families were 
driven out of their homes in the village of Tersky (Bude-
novsky district) and sent beyond the boundaries of the Stav-
ropol territory. This time, the deportation was instigated by 
the killing of four policemen by unidentified persons on the 
administrative border with Chechnya. The deported people, 
who found refuge in a milk farm in Chechnya, testified later 
that a full military operation had been conducted against 
them. Armed people in camouflage and ski-masks (local po-
licemen and Cossacks) surrounded the village with APCs and 
vehicles, drew people from their homes, beat up some of 
them and ordered them to “bugger off” to Chechnya. Their 
houses were set on fire and their cattle were mostly dispersed 
throughout the area. All of them were blamed by the assail-
ants for collaboration with bandits, who conducted regular 
raids from the territory of Chechnya into the territory of the 
Kursk district, abducted people for ransom, stole cattle, cars 
and agricultural machinery and now killed several policemen 
and civilians. No investigation was conducted following the 
accusations. None of the Chechen villagers were arrested and 
no one was officially charged with collaboration with bandits. 

VIOLATIONS OF SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC RIGHTS 

Right to Work 

In their attempts to find work outside of Chechnya, the ma-
jority of Russian citizens of Chechen origin encounter almost 
insurmountable obstacles. This first among these obstacles 
during the job hunt is, as a rule, the absence of residence 
registration. In Moscow, heavy fines are levied against direc-
tors of organizations and businesses of any type of ownership 
who hire workers lacking residence permits. For example, the 
“Civic Assistance” Committee was approached with a request 
for help by Knari Bagiyeva, a single Armenian elderly woman 
from the city of Grozny and a teacher by training with tre-
mendous work experience. She applied for a teaching position 
at boarding school #19 but, despite the shortage of teachers, 
she was turned down because of the lack of a residence per-
mit. The “Civic Assistance” Committee contacted the school 
principal, who confirmed that he was ready to hire 
K. Bagiyeva provided she had a residence permit. However, 
she cannot obtain a residence registration due to the fact that 
she is living with the family of her former pupil in a rented 
apparent and the landlord is reluctant to register Chechen 
tenants because of expected trouble with the authorities.  

Because of the widespread anti-Caucasian sentiment in soci-
ety, the majority of employers deny jobs to persons of Che-
chen origin, even if the latter do have a residence permit. In 
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some instances, the denial of employment to forced migrants 
is “justified” by the absence of various papers required for a 
particular job or the nature of the job itself requiring perma-
nent residence registration. For example, a Chechen woman, 
Khadshit Khatuyeva, managed to get registered and obtain 
the status of a forced migrant in the city of Izhevsk. Never-
theless, she is still being denied employment because she does 
not have an employment history card. As a result, her family 
has to survive on the pension of her invalid uncle.256 The Sha-
bazov family went to Moscow because the situation inside 
Chechnya worsened. The family members obtained temporary 
registration with their relatives, and two of them found jobs. 
All of the Shabazovs have a first-rate education, their mother 
tongue is Russian. Bakha Shabazov, a teacher with 30-years 
work experience, got a job in school #142, the administration 
of which was looking for qualified educators. However, 
B. Shabazov was later dismissed under the provisions of Or-
der #567 “On the Introduction of Additional Security Meas-
ures in Schools,” issued by the Moscow City Committee on 
Education on September 21, 1999, and signed by its head, L. 
Kezina. The school principal expressed his sympathy to 
B. Shabazov but said that he was under “pressure from 
above.” B. Shabazov’s daughter, Elina, who worked for a pri-
vate company, was also fired. Her dismissal was justified by 
the reluctance of her “colleagues to work alongside a Chechen 
woman.”257 

On March 22, 2001, lawyers in the Moscow reception office of 
the “Migration and Law” Network were approached by 
Aslanbek Beiters about the issue of his unlawful dismissal. He 
was born in 1966, graduated from an aviation school and until 
1994 lived in the city of Grozny. Then, he moved to the city 
of Saratov and from 1997 to 1999 worked as a flight atten-
dant for the now defunct Askhab Air Company. While in 
Moscow, he managed to find a job as a general laborer at 
Vnukovo airport. On March 9, he attempted to get his 
younger brother, Ramazan, a similar position. Having finished 
the paperwork in the personnel department, the two brothers 
went to get an airport security pass for the younger brother. 
When security officials found out that the Beiters brothers 
were Chechens, they immediately told them that they could 
not work at the airport. In the personnel department, they 
were advised to take back their employment history cards 
and were told that they were fired. It appeared that because 
of an unusual family name, the administration had not real-
ized that Aslanbek Beiters was a Chechen — when they 
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found out they corrected their earlier “mistake.” However, on 
the next day, the personnel department came out with the 
following justification for Beiters’ dismissal: the airport is a 
strategic object and only people possessing permanent resi-
dence registration are eligible to work there. It was much 
harder to argue against this explanation then the one based 
on ethnic origin because Article 16 of the Labor Code allows 
the introduction of employment limitations “specific to a par-
ticular type of work.” 

In other cases, employers openly give ethnic origin as the 
grounds for denying employment to migrants from the Che-
chen Republic. For example, in the city of Bryansk a lawyer 
for the “Migration and Law” Network, Nikolai Polyakov, who 
was trying to find employment for forced migrants from 
Chechnya, was turned down by all the employers in the city. 
They openly told him that they did not want to hire Che-
chens. Administration officials stated to him that they could 
not trust Chechens and added that “he’d be better off ex-
pending his energy protecting Russians who had been perse-
cuted in Chechnya, rather than these….” In the city of Tver, 
forced migrants from the Chechen Republic are also denied 
employment on the ground of their ethnicity.258 In the Chu-
vash Republic, a lawyer of the “Migration and Law” Net-
work, Pyotr Aivenov, turned to the leadership of the republic 
for assistance in finding employment for forced migrants 
from Chechnya, but was given the reply that the only assis-
tance that could be provided to them was getting them one-
way tickets back to Chechnya. 

In some cases, law enforcement officers exerted direct pres-
sure on employers, who hired Chechens. For example, in the 
city of Cheboksary the head of an enterprise employing Che-
chens was summoned to the Regional Department Against 
Organized Crime and advised to “get rid” of his Chechen em-
ployees.259  

Some of the employers hiring Chechens make use of their 
difficult situation and impose discriminatory employment 
conditions on them: pay them a lesser salary, make them 
work without holidays, etc.  

Right to Medical Assistance 

With the introduction of medical insurance, those who do not 
have insurance or have insurance provided by a company 
registered in another city find it more difficult to get access 
to free medial assistance even within the limits provided in 
the law. The medical insurance fund and the insurance com-
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panies do not cover non-local residents. Getting a medical in-
surance policy often involves insurmountable obstacles for 
refugees, including those from the Chechen Republic, because 
obtaining such a policy under citizen’s obligatory medical in-
surance requires local residence registration, while other 
types of medical insurance are too expensive. Under Moscow 
regulations, one can qualify for such an insurance policy pro-
vided one has been a registered resident in Moscow for at 
least six months. The Moscow City Court ruled that the resi-
dential qualification clause in the Moscow regulations on 
granting obligatory medical insurance is unlawful but the 
Moscow City Medical Insurance Fund, which is charged with 
coordinating the activities of medical insurance funds in the 
capital, is not complying with the court’s decision.260 Under 
the rules regulating the provision of obligatory medical insur-
ance in the Volgograd region (enacted through executive or-
der of the head of the administration #542 of June 26, 2001) 
non-residents are not even entitled to buy a medical insur-
ance policy.  

For example, the son of Marina Gilkhayeva, Yusup, was no 
longer able to talk as a result of severe nervous stress in the 
first Chechen war. Fortunately, after eight months of treat-
ment in a psychiatric clinic he started to talk again. However, 
completion of the medical therapy requires treatment in a 
dental clinic. The latter is impossible without an insurance 
policy, which is unobtainable without a residence registration. 
Without residential registration young Yusup is not eligible 
either for medical treatment or schooling. There are five chil-
dren in Marina Gilkhayeva’s family: four of her own and an 
orphan niece, whose father disappeared and whose mother 
was killed. Marina’s husband is handicapped.261  

There are some known instances of Chechens in Russia not 
being able to get even minimal medical assistance because of 
discrimination against them by medical workers. For example, 
Anzhela Mnitsayeva, a 21-year old unregistered refugee from 
Grozny was already in labor, but was rejected from several 
Moscow maternity wards, finally being admitted only when 
she actually went into labor. The process was accompanied by 
insults, like “she came here to give birth to a terrorist.” The 
following day, they wanted to discharge her from the facility 
but were reluctant to give her the child in the absence of any 
documents. Also, in this particular case, as in a number of 
similar cases when medical insurance coverage was absent, 
the district polyclinics refused to provide post-natal care, rec-
ommending instead that the woman summon paid medical 
assistance. 
                                                           
260 Ibid. 
261 “Discrimination of the Ground of the Place of Residence and Ethnicity in 
Moscow and Moscow Region for the Period of August 1999 — December 
2000. Joint Report of the “Memorial” Human Rights Center and the “Civic 
Assistance” Committee (Moscow: 2001). 



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

322 

Right to Education 

Under Article 43 of the RF Constitution, “everyone has a 
right to education” and “accessible and free-off-charge pre-
school, general secondary and intermediate vocational educa-
tion in state-run or municipal educational facilities is guaran-
teed.” The Constitution also states that “general secondary 
education is obligatory.” This should mean that state-run and 
municipal educational facilities have to take every child, even 
if he or she does not have residence registration or is not a 
citizen of Russia, and give him or her the opportunity to ob-
tain a secondary education. Similar rules are contained in the 
Law “On Education” and in the Convention on the Rights of 
the Child ratified by Russia. However, in Moscow, children 
whose parents do not have residence registration, are not 
admitted to secondary schools and pre-school facilities. As 
early as during the first Chechen war, the Moscow Commit-
tee on Education decided to take children from Chechnya 
only for the period not to exceed the term of their registra-
tion, (at that time, it would not exceed 45 days), not to ask 
them questions during the classes, not to grade them and not 
to provide them with any certificate upon completion of the 
school. Thus, the children were only allowed to attend classes. 
Children from families with many children were not given 
the benefits they were entitled to, like material assistance for 
buying school uniforms, free meals and commuting passes.262 

The prohibition on admittance of children to schools without 
registration has been contested in court several times, but the 
Moscow Committee on Education has repeatedly reenacted it 
under new names. In March of 1999, the Moscow government 
even included this prohibition into its Resolution #241-28 on 
the adoption of new registration requirements (the fifth sec-
tion of the resolution). On September 21, 1999, the head of 
the Moscow Committee on Education, L. Kezina issued Order 
#567 “On the Introduction of Additional Security Measures in 
Schools.” Under Paragraph 1.1 of the said document, secon-
dary schools and boarding schools were advised “to admit 
non-local children only if they had registration documents.”  

Despite the criticism voiced by human rights activists, the 
Moscow authorities firmly defended their right to introduce 
such limitations. In reply to the parliamentary request of the 
State Duma Deputy, V. Borshchev, the Moscow prosecutor, S. 
Gerasimov, pointed out: 

The above requirement of the Order does not contradict 
federal legislation. The RF Law “On the Right of the 
Citizens of the Russian Federation to Freedom of Move-
ment, Freedom to Choose the Place of Residence within 
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Abandon its Territory. The Report is based on materials provided by the 
lawyers of the “Migration and Law” Network (Moscow: 2002). 
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the Boundaries of the Russian Federation” introduced a 
registration control procedure for the citizens of the 
Russian Federation at their place of stay or residence 
within the boundaries of the Russian Federation. Article 
3 of the Law obliges every citizen of the Russian Federa-
tion to register at his place of residence or place of stay 
within the Russian Federation. Therefore, the registra-
tion procedure does not deny the citizens of the Russian 
Federation the opportunity to receive education regard-
less of their actual place of residence, which is guaran-
teed by Article 5 of the RF Law “On Education.” Based 
on the above, we do not see any grounds for filing a 
protest against the aforementioned Order of the Chair of 
the Moscow Committee on Education. 

Order #567 has led to numerous violations of citizens’ right to 
education. In December of 2000, a court ruled that Article 5 
of the rules of registration was inconsistent with current leg-
islation. In September of 2001, the non-governmental organi-
zations fighting for the implementation of the court’s ruling 
demanded that the Moscow Committee on Education notify 
school principals about the court decision. The Moscow Com-
mittee on Education sent Directive #2-13-15/20 of October 
12, 2001, to schools saying that, “admission to educational in-
stitutions will occur on the basis of children being officially 
noted in the passports of their parents and a written applica-
tion with reference to current address, regardless of the pres-
ence or absence of actual residence registration documents.” 
However, the same directive required notification to “law en-
forcement authorities that the parents of underage citizens 
did not have residence registration.”  

In spite of the court’s ruling and the letter sent by the Mos-
cow Committee on Education, administrators of state-run 
educational institutions continue to insist that children can be 
admitted to school only after their parents present a certifi-
cate of residence registration. There have been numerous 
cases testifying to this. Moreover, in one particular case, a late 
extension of existing residence registration resulted in the 
expulsion of children from a boarding school. In another case, 
the State Duma Deputy Vyacheslav Igrunov, who was lobby-
ing for the admission of a girl into a specialized boarding 
school for deaf children, was told in the capacity of a recom-
mendation, by the Deputy Chairman of the Moscow Commit-
tee on Education, to put the girl into the custody of a Moscow 
resident.  

Although the situation in the Moscow educational system is 
one of the most difficult for Chechen refugees, other regions 
are not significantly better. On September 1, 2001, Chechen 
children from various grades who had attended the schools of 
the city of Nalchik, the capital of the Kabardino-Balkaria Re-
public, were not allowed to go to their classes. 
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In those cases when a child of Chechen origin is admitted to a 
school after all, he/she is subjected to insults and discrimina-
tion both from pupils, and from teachers and the administra-
tion of the school. For example, in the Lipetsk district of the 
Lipetsk region, the children of the Mustyat family, who had 
attended the local secondary school, had to leave it because of 
constant public humiliation by teachers and the principal of 
the school.263 

A similar situation can be observed in pre-school facilities as 
well. Higher education facilities are allowed to give their stu-
dents temporary registration. In a number of cases Chechens 
managed to get enrolled in fully paid programs in colleges 
and get registered after paying for a dormitory bed. However, 
the applications of two students who were trying to transfer 
from Grozny colleges to the Russian University of Peoples’ 
Friendship were turned down. They were told that the 
University had already admitted one Chechen and it could 
not admit any more.264 

Pensions 

Russian Federation pension legislation does not make the 
right to a state pension subject to the place of residence reg-
istration or the citizenship of persons living on the territory of 
the country. However, in reality, social security authorities 
responsible for pensions assign pensions only to those who 
have been registered in the area of their jurisdiction. Other-
wise, pensions are granted only to refugees and forced mi-
grants, provided they have the appropriate papers. An unreg-
istered person, as a rule, has no chance of getting a pension. 
Consequently, many refugees and forced migrants, especially 
those from the Chechen Republic, who can not get residence 
registration, can be denied their pensions for years. In other 
instances, even those people who have the necessary forced 
migrant status and who have residence registration, can loose 
their entitlement to a state pension when their registration 
expires, remaining without a pension until they manage to 
reregister. 

Residents of Chechnya, who left its territory after the re-
sumption of hostilities in 1999, are entitled to a pension out-
side their republic only if they have a residence registration 
and a pension file. The pension files of most of the Chechen 
refugees were destroyed during the armed conflict or the 
refugees did not have an opportunity to fetch them before 
their departure. Furthermore, many Chechens are not regis-
tered at their place of residence. Consequently, the majority 

                                                           
263 Ibid. 
264 It should be noted that this statement is not true. Testimony to the con-
trary is contained in the story about the beating of Caucasian students from 
the same university, given above. 
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of Chechen pensioners and invalids living outside of Chechnya 
do not receive state pensions. 

On March 15, 2000, the Pension Fund of the Russian Federa-
tion sent its recommendations, with regard to the payment of 
minimum pensions to pensioners from Chechnya without pen-
sion files, to the Ministry of Labor and Social Development. 
However, these recommendations did not result in any sub-
stantial improvement in the provision of pensions to Chechen 
refugees. 

Refugees from Chechnya are deprived of the opportunity to 
receive other social benefits, including children’s benefits, on 
the same grounds. For example, on May 15, 2000, the office of 
the “Civic Assistance” Committee was visited by Adam 
Makayev. In 1996, he lost a leg as a result of a land mine explo-
sion. His 10-year old son suffered a neck injury from the mine 
fragment. Their home in Chechnya was destroyed. Adam 
Makayev, his wife and three children settled in the Penza re-
gion in an abandoned house, where they are not entitled to a 
residence permit. Because they do not have residence registra-
tion they cannot get new passports. The family does not receive 
children’s benefits, although they do get a minimum pension. 
Adam Makayev's family lives in dire poverty.  

Right to Start a Family 

The statutes regulating the issue of civic records do not re-
quire that those getting married must have residence regis-
tration. However, the registrar’s offices do not accept applica-
tions to register marriages without a certificate of residence 
registration provided by law enforcement authorities. In reply 
to a parliamentary request made by the State Duma Deputy 
Vyacheslav Igrunov, the head of the Registrar General of 
Moscow, L. Mozharova, on October 29, 1999 refused to ques-
tion the legality of such requirements. Ignoring the provisions 
of civic records legislation, she relied upon Executive Order 
#241-28 passed by the Moscow government on March 30, 
1999, enacting new rules for residence registration and regis-
tration of stay in the metropolitan area, as well as to the 
Moscow Mayor’s Order #1007 of September 13, 1999. 

However, all citizens of the country and not just Chechens 
without residence registration encounter similar problems 
while trying to get married in the majority of Russia’s re-
gions. In any case, some form of residence registration is re-
quired, if only hotel registration. Hotels however, do their 
best not to rent rooms to Chechens.  

Right to Leave the Country 

Since the autumn of 1999, the government has refused to is-
sue foreign passports and internal passports to citizens arriv-
ing from Chechnya. Employees of Visa and Registration Of-
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fices (OVIR) informed the representatives of the “Memorial” 
Human Rights Center and the “Civic Assistance” Committee, 
off the record, about the existence of an order “not to issue 
passports to Chechens.” Namely, OVIR employees referred to 
a certain unpublished Directive #15/4-3612, passed by the 
Visa and Registration Department of the Chief Police Direc-
torate of Moscow on September 21, 1999. The text of the di-
rective was obtained only on November 25, following several 
requests by Deputy Vyacheslav Igrunov.  

This said directive prohibited, until further notice, the issue of 
foreign passports to citizens of the Russian Federation at their 
place of stay if they were registered residents of the Chechen 
Republic. The same prohibition applied to the issue of internal 
passports to Russian citizens, (including those born before 1974) 
who had arrived from the Chechen Republic. This directive 
was substantiated by references to the “events in the Dagestan 
Republic, staged by groups of bandits that had made an incur-
sion into the territory of the republic, as well as to the terrorist 
acts in Buynaksk, Volgodonsk and Moscow.” The directive spe-
cifically noted that “there are solid grounds to believe that the 
extremists, who are trying to escape punishment, would at-
tempt to obtain foreign passports and go abroad or obtain in-
ternal passports under assumed names.”  

This directive was most likely aimed at preventing the mas-
sive emigration of Chechens to the West. For example, on Oc-
tober 22, 1999, Mukhadi Israilov, a faculty-member at the 
Moscow State University, reported that his mother, a resident 
of Grozny, was denied a foreign passport under Directive 
#15/4-3612 of September 21, 1999 passed by the Visa and 
Registration Department of the Chief Police Directorate of 
Moscow. At the local OVIR office, M. Israilov was told that 
this directive was issued following an order from the Ministry 
of Internal Affairs, and that it prohibited the issue of foreign 
passports to residents of Chechnya.  

Following a parliamentary inquiry by  State Duma Deputy 
V. Borshchev on March 3, 2000, senior assistant to the Prose-
cutor General, T. Pakhomenko replied that Directive #15/4-
3612 was repealed in January by the head of Legal Depart-
ment of the Ministry of Internal Affairs, A. Vorotnikov. How-
ever, despite the repeal of that order, Russian citizens of Che-
chen origin still encounter serious problems when attempting 
to obtain foreign passports.  

Unfortunately, the opportunities for citizens of Chechen origin 
to travel abroad are limited not only because of the discrimi-
natory policies of the Russian authorities, but also due to the 
position taken by the embassies of a number of western coun-
tries. Since the beginning of the second Chechen war almost 
all western consular offices in Russia stopped issuing entry 
visas to migrants from Chechnya. The personal experience of 
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employees of the “Civic Assistance” Committee shows that 
the embassies of the United States, Canada, Mexico, and the 
member countries of the Schengen agreement do not issue 
tourist visas to individuals born in Chechnya, even when 
traveling as part of tourist group.  

Property Rights 

Many residents of Chechnya have lost their homes and prop-
erty as a result of the first and second Chechen wars. In May 
of 1995, the Russian authorities passed the first resolution on 
providing compensation for lost homes and property, that was 
later followed by a few more orders. Compensation under 
these enactments however, was paid to only a small number 
of those who had suffered losses. At this point, the only real 
legal device still in force is Resolution #510 of the Cabinet of 
the Russian Federation, dated April 30, 1997. Payments under 
this resolution are still being made on a regular basis. More-
over, the RF Cabinet’s attempt to introduce time limits and 
terminate the acceptance of applications was contested in the 
Supreme Court by the “Civic Assistance” Committee and was 
recognized as unlawful under current RF legislation. “Civic 
Assistance” was represented in court by its head, Svetlana 
Gannushkina, and a consultant for the “Migration and Law” 
Network of the “Memorial” Human Rights Center, Margarita 
Petrosyan, who prepared the legal briefs for the complaint.265 

Nevertheless, not all of the employees of the Migration Ser-
vice are aware that the time limits have been repealed. This 
point is aptly illustrated by the following example. Natalia 
Visingireyeva, born in the Mishkinsky district of the Kurgan 
region, married a resident of Chechnya in the 1980s and then 
moved to the city of Grozny. After returning home, it took 
her quite a long time to collect the necessary documents to 
apply for compensation. When she finally filed an application 
for compensation for her lost property and destroyed home, 
provided by Resolution #510 of the Russian Cabinet, her ap-
plication was rejected on the ground that the time limit for 
filing had expired.266 

No regulatory statutes have been passed so far regarding com-
pensation for damage sustained by residents of Chechnya 
throughout the military campaign that started in autumn of 
1999 and is still ongoing. All statements made by officials about 
a speedy adoption of such a statute have proven to be false. 

Another issue that has been raised related to property rights 
is the issue of the RF Savings Bank’s (Sberbank) liability for 
private deposits made in the bank’s local branches in Chech-

                                                           
265 On the Status of the Residents of Chechnya, Who Have Been Forced to 
Abandon its Territory. The Report is based on materials provided by the 
lawyers of the “Migration and Law” Network (Moscow: 2002). 
266 Ibid. 
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nya. Since Sberbank is a wholly government-owned company, 
liquidation of some of its branches does not cancel its liability 
for these branches’ deposits. However, the Russian govern-
ment has not processed the bank records of residents of 
Chechnya since 1995. Numerous statements have been made 
to the effect that if Chechnya’s banking system is not re-
stored in the immediate future the liability for bank deposits 
would be taken over by the RF Central Bank. But this has 
not occurred as of the present. Moreover, when refugees from 
Chechnya attempt to withdraw their deposits from the bank 
they must produce new residence or place of stay registration 
papers, yet again.267 

Thus, it can be concluded that no practical solutions have 
been found so far to tackle the issue of the restoration of 
property rights of Russian citizens that have migrated from 
Chechnya.  

A number of attempts have been made to recover compensa-
tory and punitive damages judicially under Article 53 of the 
RF Constitution and the Civil Procedure Code. As a rule, such 
legal actions have proven to be useless: the courts either re-
fuse to entertain an action on the claim, or to hear the case 
on the merits, support the position of the defendant and deny 
compensation.  

Violations of property rights are committed not only in 
Chechnya but all over the country. Businessmen of Chechen 
origin are often subjected to pressure both by the law en-
forcement and regional authorities. In the majority of cases, 
the activities of the authorities do not go beyond simple ex-
tortion, but there are exceptions to this rule. 

One such example is the case of Umar Temirsultanov. He has 
lived in Moscow for ten years and has a permanent residence 
registration. He came to the capital after completion of com-
pulsory military service and graduated from a technical col-
lege specializing in meat and diary products. He worked for a 
while at his profession and then entered the Institute of Meat 
and Diary Products (currently, University of Applied Bio-
technology). After graduating from the university he went 
into the wholesale meat trade. His elderly father, a veteran of 
the WWII, lives in Chechnya. Umar supports him financially 
but rarely goes to Chechnya in person.  

U. Temirsultanov’s company, Mirida, is a respectable enter-
prise supplying meat products to the State Duma and the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. After the 1998 crisis, the state-
run cold storage facilities the company used became unreli-
able. Umar Temirsultanov took out a loan, borrowed some 
money from his partners and purchased some French-made 
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refrigeration units. They were installed on premises rented by 
“Mirida” from the Moscow Electromechanical Factory.  

On September 16, 1999, in the aftermath of the bombings in 
Moscow, U. Temirsultanov’s office was visited by a Federal 
Security Service agent. U. Temirsultanov received the agent 
and gave him a detailed account of his activities. (Similar vis-
its were paid at that time to the majority of Chechens regis-
tered in Moscow.) The FSS agent thanked U. Temirsultanov 
and left, but the next day the manager of the Moscow Elec-
tromechanical Factory, A. Ignatenko, received a letter from 
the local police station. The head of the police station, G. 
Klimchak, demanded that “immediate steps be taken to can-
cel the lease with the Mirida company and remove its refrig-
eration equipment from the territory of the factory.” The only 
reason given to justify the demand was that “the head of the 
company is one, Umar Temirsultanov, a resident of the Che-
chen Republic.”  

The manager of the factory was scared and immediately gave 
in to the demand, canceling the lease agreement with 
“Mirida.” But it was not feasible for the company to disman-
tle and remove its complex refrigerating equipment immedi-
ately. Umar Temirsultanov attempted to bring this matter up 
with the head of police station and explain to him the absurd-
ity of the situation. However, Major Klimchak refused to 
meet U. Temirsultanov, but told him through his subordinates 
that he should “get out while the getting's good.” It was 
pointed out to U. Temirsultanov, “We do not have anything 
against you personally, but you have three days to get lost.”  

Trying to salvage the situation, Umar Temirsultanov urgently 
registered a new firm and installed his Russian partner as 
director of the new company. But the new company did not 
have enough time to resume the lease agreement with the 
Moscow Electromechanical Factory. The manager of the fac-
tory was summoned to the police station, where Major Klim-
char brainwashed him for an hour and a half. Then, the ma-
jor demanded that the manager immediately cease cooperat-
ing with U. Temirsultanov. The police chief accused the fac-
tory manager of treachery (the manager is a former lieuten-
ant-colonel) and said that the manager should be ashamed of 
himself for dealing with a Chechen after the tragic events in 
Moscow. “We will get him sooner or later, he is not a needle 
in a haystack, so you’d better keep away from him,” he ad-
vised the manager.  

The factory manager was terrified and, after calling Umar 
Temirsultanov, resigned. In the meantime, the business opera-
tions of Mirida were paralyzed because its trading partners 
canceled their contracts. U. Temirsultanov was no longer ca-
pable of paying the salaries to his employees and finally had 
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to lay them off. The equipment was sold at rock bottom 
prices and U. Temisrultanov had to pay off huge debts.  

U. Temirsultanov, who is the only breadwinner for his family 
and his elderly father, tried to open a new business, attempt-
ing to lease a small shop. However, all his attempts to reverse 
his fortunes failed because as a Chechen he was not allowed 
to sign a lease.  

U. Temirsultanov’s daughter, attending kindergarten, has to 
lie about her ethnic background. The teachers often scare the 
children by telling them that the “Chechens could come and 
kill all of you.”268 

Another such example is a case from the Kurgan region. The 
following information was made public during the January 
meeting of the regional department of the Federal Tax Police: 
“The anti-terrorist operations revealed that over 100 indi-
viduals of Chechen origin are registered as entrepreneurs in 
the Kurgan region. A series of joint measures have been 
taken by the agents of the regional FSB department and Po-
lice Directorate to check on their bank accounts and business 
activities.”269  
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JEWS
 
AS A PARTICULARLY VULNERABLE GROUP270 

In the year 2001, anti-Semitism continued to be a real problem 
for Russian society. As in years past, Jews became objects of 
aggression from anti-Semites. Jews were subjected to vandal-
ism of buildings connected to their organizations, synagogues, 
and Jewish cemeteries. Frequently, and from the highest ros-
trums, anti-Semitic slogans rang out. “In polemic form” and 
“with scientific aims” certain elements of the mass media con-
tinued to publish anti-Semitic materials and an assortment of 
anti-Semitic literature, including the infamous “Protocols of the 
Elders of Zion,”which was widely distributed.  

Against the background of slogans proclaimed in messages 
from the President of the Russian Federation about the pro-
hibition against manifestations of anti-Semitism, in actual 
practice, the application of laws with respect to individuals 
committing deeds on account of nationalistic hatred has not 
undergone any change.  

CRIMES AGAINST JEWS, JEWISH ORGANIZATIONS AND JEWISH 

PROPERTY 

The results of the monitoring revealed 24 serious incidents 
having occurred involving Jews and targets connected to the 
working of Jewish religious and social organizations during 
2001. Compared to the year 2000 (18 incidents reported) this 
figure grew. In addition to this, the number of cities from 
which such incidents were reported increased — to 13 in the 
year 2001 compared with 7 in 2000.  

Here we relate only a few incidents. 

On the evening of September 23, students of the Moscow ye-
shiva (a Jewish religious school), Mesivta, were attacked by 
skinheads in Marina Roscha on the road to the dormitory. The 
young racists screaming “beat the Kikes” attempted to beat 
up the Jewish adolescents. The majority of the yeshiva stu-
dents were able to run away, however some of them received 
serious injuries. The skinheads threatened to continue along 

                                                           
270 In this chapter, we are focusing on concrete examples of manifestations 
of anti-Semitism in the federal center and in the outer regions in the year 
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similar lines in the synagogue. A criminal case was initiated 
based on these facts.  

Also in Moscow, on July 31, at approximately 8.00 p.m., in the 
neighborhood of Sumskoi Drive, Valentin G. was attacked and 
beaten by an unknown assailant screaming anti-Semitic slo-
gans. As a result of the attack, Valentin G.’s eye was severely 
injured.  The victim filed a statement with the police station 
of Severnoe Chertanovo district. The assailant has yet to be 
found.  

On September 21, in Omsk, unknown hooligans attacked four 
Jews that were coming out of a synagogue. They knocked the 
hat off the head of one of the victims, after which all four 
turned and ran. No one suffered any physical harm.  

In all these and similar incidents the victims suffered only 
because they were Jews.  

During the year, regional monitors noted a wide array of at-
tacks on synagogues and Jewish community centers. Swasti-
kas and anti-Semitic slogans appeared on the walls of these 
buildings.  

On the night of June 14–15, in the city of Velikie Luki (Pskov 
region), unknown persons using rocks broke the widows of 
the Jewish charity center, Magen Heced, recently opened in 
an apartment on the first floor of a residential building. Three 
windows were broken. Law enforcement authorities refused 
to initiate a criminal case.  

In June in Kostroma, there was an attempt to burn down the 
local synagogue. With this aim in mind, a bunch of garbage 
was set afire near the restored synagogue building. Thank-
fully, the building suffered no damage.  

In Volgograd on July 16, swastikas were painted all over the 
walls of a building housing a Jewish community center. Those 
responsible have not been tracked down.  

On December 8, unknown persons broke the widows in a 
synagogue in Omsk using bricks. Those responsible have not 
been tracked down.   

On October 6, in Tyumen, local racists targeted a synagogue 
upon which repair work had just been completed the day be-
fore. At approximately 8.00 p.m., those conducting the pogrom 
broke 22 of the synagogue’s stained glass windows with rocks 
and sticks. Responsibility for the attack was claimed by skin-
heads, members of the Tyumen branch of the People’s Na-
tionalist Party (NNP). The group posted a corresponding 
statement on their web-site, “Arayan Tyumen Skinheads.”271 
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The statement read, in detail, “every one of us threw at least 
two rocks in the Kike-Mason building. We’ve never heard a 
more pleasant sound in our entire lives, than the sound of the 
Kike’s glass breaking. Then we got on a bus and left. We re-
minded the Kikes yet again that they have no place here. The 
next time, instead of the rocks we’ll throw Molotov cocktails.”  
After an array of publications about this incident, on October 
12, the web-site “Arayan Tyumen Skinheads” ceased to exist. 
It should be noted that the skinheads had thrown rocks at 
the synagogue and threatened reprisals against the builders 
earlier, when the building was in the process of reconstruc-
tion. Therefore, one cannot consider the occurrence of the po-
grom unexpected.   

In Kursk, on the night of December 9, on the eve of the Jew-
ish holiday Channukah, the traditional slogan used in po-
groms, “Beat the Kikes — save Russia!” appeared on the 
walls of the building in which the Jewish center, Heced Ba-
ruh, was located. The director of the center, Igor Buhman, 
turned to the law enforcement authorities requesting that an 
investigation be conducted into this event. 

In Tomsk on the night of the November 23, unknown hooli-
gans painted swastikas and other Nazi symbols all over the 
facade prepared for the opening of the Tomsk Jewish Com-
munity Center (the opening took place on November 25). 

In the aforementioned city of Velikie Luki, in December, the 
building housing the local music school, where a holiday con-
cert was taking place in celebration of Channukah, was 
painted over with swastikas and anti-Semitic slogans.  

Particular disturbances give rise to a number of similar inci-
dents in Moscow. 

Thus, on the night of September 23, unknown hooligans using 
black paint, painted anti-Semitic slogans and fascist symbols 
on the facade of the building housing the Moscow Choral 
Synagogue on Bolshoi Spasoglinishchevsky Street. After an 
appeal to the capital’s law enforcement authorities (Moscow 
City Police Directorate) by a representative of Moscow’s Jew-
ish religious community, a criminal case was initiated.  

On the same day, on the door of the office of the Congress of 
Jewish Religious Communities and Organizations (KEROOR) 
located on Pokrovka Street, an unknown person carved the 
word, “Kikes.” Officials of the KEROOR did not appeal to the 
authorities. 

In October, an official in the upper echelons of Federation of 
Jewish Communities (FEOR), upon returning from synagogue 
in Marinoi Grove, after celebrating Simhat Tora, noticed that 
the back door of his apartment was severely damaged and 
that a swastika was painted on the wall nearby.   



MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

334 

On the night of October 28–29, anti-Semitic writings and 
drawings appeared on one of the buildings of the Maymonida 
State Classical (formerly Jewish) Academy scrawled with 
black paint. On one wall “Death to the Kikes!” was written 
with a swastika nearby. On another wall, the same text with 
a Star of David. Officials from the academy did not complain 
to law enforcement authorities.  

The reluctance of the representatives from the various Jew-
ish organizations to seek out the assistance of law-
enforcement is explained by their distrust of the results of 
the work of such authorities. 

BANDITRY 

The most widespread manifestations of anti-Semitism involve 
defacement of religious objects and Jewish cemeteries. Over 
100 graves were defaced in the cities of Perm, Arzamas, Ve-
likie Luki, Krasnoyarsk and Saratov. 

For example, in the city of Velikie Luki on the night of June 
12–13, a Jewish cemetery was defaced. Forty-three grave-
stones suffered various forms of damage, a significant portion 
of which were toppled and broken. 

In the village of Vyazovenki, in the Smolensk region, a 
monument erected on the mass grave of Jews from the 
Smolensk Ghetto shot during the Great Patriotic War was 
defaced in June. The monument was covered with anti-
Semitic and fascist slogans as well as fascist symbols.  

On the night of July 14–15, an act of vandalism occurred in 
the Jewish section of the city cemetery in Arzamas (Nizhnii 
Novgorod region). Over 30 Jewish graves were defaced. It 
should be noted that the pogrom in the cemetery took place 
on the eve of the elections for the head of the administration 
of the Nizhnii Novgorod region (July 15) and was not regis-
tered by law enforcement authorities until the voting was 
completed. 

On the night of August 18–19, an act of vandalism occurred 
on the central tree-lined path of the Jewish cemetery in the 
Sovyetsky neighborhood of the city of Krasnoyarsk. Unknown 
persons drew swastikas and left writings of an insulting char-
acter on gravestone monuments.  

The Perm prosecutor’s office began an investigation of the 
defacement of Jewish graves in the Yegoshihinskoe cemetery 
in the city of Perm. In the summer of 2001, the gravestones 
of that cemetery were toppled, swastikas were drawn on 
them and “Russia for Russians!” was written as well. This is 
already the second case in the present year of Jewish graves 
in the city’s historic cemetery being subject to attack. In the 
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autumn, unknown criminals marked Hitler’s birthday in a 
similar fashion.  

In Kaliningrad, on November 5, a memorial headstone on the 
grave of Rabbi Israel Salanter, restored on August 2, 2001, 
was destroyed. In addition to this, the ruffians tore the gates 
of the cemetery out by their roots. “Death to the Kikes!” and 
a depiction of a swastika appeared on the memorial plaque 
dedicated to the Jews who died during the Holocaust. 

On the night of March 28, in the center of Kaliningrad, an act 
of vandalism was committed involving the ritual Channukah 
minora (i.e., the ritual candelabra). The Channukah minora was 
set in the center square of the city. Unknown ruffians drove up 
in a passenger car and tying a cable to the base of the minora 
tore it from its supports. According to the representative of the 
local Jewish community, neither the city government nor the 
mass media reacted to this act of vandalism.  

In first-place in the count of incidents of vandalism is Sara-
tov, where during the year 2001, Jewish cemeteries were 
wrecked a minimum of five times. On the night of October 15 
alone, 60 gravestones were defaced.  

Unfortunately, the cited examples are not unique. It is largely 
because victims do not always (far from it!) appeal to law en-
forcement authorities and representatives of human rights 
organizations, that finding out about all the incidents of this 
type and more, actually getting detailed information about 
them is impossible at this point. However, together with the 
growth of the number of community centers and other Jew-
ish organizations in the regions, the monitoring of manifesta-
tions of anti-Semitism is growing more accurate .  

UNIMPEDED DISSEMINATION OF WRITTEN MATERIALS OF AN 

ANTI-SEMITIC CHARACTER 

As in earlier years, in 2001 a variety of anti-Semitic literature 
was widely available in Russia — in book stores, street stalls, 
kiosks in buildings housing regional legislative assemblies, in 
the State Duma of the Russian Federation, and in the kiosks 
selling church literature where anti-Semitic publications were 
on the same footing as the Orthodox press and books with 
religious content. The most notorious and telling story of this 
connection is set in the Sverdlovsk region where in November 
2001, sixteen national-cultural autonomous associations and 
organizations made an open statement, demanding that the 
Russian Orthodox Church and the Ekaterinburg diocese cease 
the dissemination of materials that incite ethnic and religious 
hatred.  

Among the materials disseminated by the Orthodox Church 
which foment ethnic and religious hatred and offend the dig-
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nity of the Jewish people, the authors of this address took 
special note of the following materials: 

• Pravoslavniy Vestnik, the journal of Saint Pantelemon 
Temple in the city of Ekaterinburg (edited by D. Baybakov, 
published with the blessing of the Archbishop Vikenty of  
Ekaterinburg and Verkhotoursk), in issue #5-6 (23) of 
March 1999 published on pages 16–17 “Poems of Russia” 
by Father Roman (hieromonk) in which there are such lines 
as: “Shalom! — scream the men with the peises: the Anti-
christs are going to meet the Antichrist. Their time has 
come! On the throne — a Kike!” or “worse than the first 
kind — is the third: when Russia is being run by Kikes.” 
Thus, in Pravoslavniy Vestnik, Jews are called “antichrists.” 
They are presented as the “rulers” of Russia, who bring 
only evil and grief. The paper actually urges people to do 
battle against them.   

• Pravoslavniy Gazeta published by the Ekaterinburg diocese 
administration of the Russian Orthodox Church (edited by D. 
Baybakov) in the issue #6 (147) of March of 2001 published 
on pages 4–5 an article by Deacon Andrei Kurayev entitled 
“How Can We Not Celebrate the 8th of March?” In this arti-
cle the author connects the holidays of the 8th of March and 
the 23rd of February with the Jewish holiday of Purim and 
gives the following commentary: “Is there another people on 
Earth that with gaiety celebrates a day known for unpun-
ished mass killings? But how do we celebrate the day of a 
pogrom? How do we celebrate a day on which a thousand 
children were killed? And how could you possibly write of 
the “gay holiday of Purim?” … Thus, in the history of Jewish 
thought the trend is to believe that all peoples are enemies of 
the Jews … The events of Purim remind us how in particular 
it is required that enemies be treated. In this lies the mon-
strosity of this “gay holiday”: from generation to generation 
it has re-produced a model of relations with those who Jews 
once considered their enemies.”   

• A book by Sergei Neilus, Close to the Doors, a part of 
which is the so-called “Protocols of the Elders of Zion,”272 
was published with the blessing of Archbishop Afanasy of 
Perm and Solikamsk and was disseminated in 2001 in 
Ekaterinburg through the icon shops of the Ekaterinburg 
diocese and in Orthodox temples.273 

The authors emphasize that: 
in answer to a complaint by the Jewish National-
Cultural Autonomous Organization of the Sverdlovsk re-
gion to the prosecutor of the Sverdlovsk region, made on 

                                                           
272 “The Protocols of the Elders of Zion” from the moment of their publica-
tion (in 1905) were used to stimulate pogroms against Jews and by Hitler in 
his ideology — as the basis for the mass murder of Jews.  
273 See: http://www.rusk.ru/News/02/1/news23_01.htm. 
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July 11, 2001, and based on the publication and dissemi-
nation of these materials, a letter was received from the 
prosecutor’s office of the city of Ekaterinburg. The letter 
contained notification of a refusal to initiate a criminal 
case based on Article 5, Section 2, and Article 113 of the 
RSFSR Criminal Procedure Code (the refusal was based 
on the absence of the elements of a criminal act, al-
though an assessment of the contents of the said materi-
als was not even carried out). Such an answer from the 
prosecutor’s office evokes only outrage and creates an 
impression that the prosecutor does not want to take ac-
tion in opposition to the incitement of ethnic and reli-
gious hatred.274 

Later, on December 13, 2001, the Prosecutor General’s Office 
of the Russian Federation in the Uralsk federal district did 
initiate a criminal case based on indications of the presence of 
the elements of the crime envisaged in Article 282, Section 1 
of the RF Criminal Code. After this, the materials were sent 
to the department of the Sverdlovsk regional prosecutor’s 
office charged with the investigation of particularly important 
cases. Specialists were presented with the Pravoslavniy Vest-
nik, the Pravoslavniy Gazeta and the Sergei Neilus’s book, 
Close to the Doors. The texts of the aforementioned publica-
tions were studied taking into account their historic, religious, 
linguistic and cultural aspects. As was noted in the decision to 
dismiss the criminal case, “none of the responsible parties in 
the diocese were intending by their actions or thoughts to 
debase anyone’s ethnic dignity or incite ethnic or religious 
hatred, since this is contrary to the basic principles of the 
Russian Orthodox Church.” 

In connection with the initiated criminal case, the press secre-
tary of the Ekaterinburg diocese, Boris Kosinsky, stated that 
S. Neilus’ book, Close to the Doors, was examined by linguistic 
experts more than once and over a period of many years no 
complaints to the author arose from any of the representatives 
of traditional religious orders. S. Neilus is not a political but a 
spiritual writer and that, they say, he himself denies the pres-
ence in his writings any reason for religious discord.  The same 
goes for Pravoslavniy Gazeta as it is a spiritual and not a secu-
lar publication.275 It should be noted that in February of 2002, 
fourteen socio-political figures, including deputies of the State 
Duma of the Russian Federation, Greshnevikov, Chuyev and 
Shulgà appealed to President Putin with a letter (and also with 
official Parliamentarian requests to the Prosecutor General of 
the Russian Federation, V. Ustinov, the director of FSB, 
N. Patrushev, the authorized representative of the President of 

                                                           
274 Statement of the Sverdlovsk Section of the Congress of Ethnic Associa-
tions of Russia, see: http://www.rusk.ru/News/02/1/news23_01.htm. 
275 “Sverdlovsk Region: in the Ekaterinburg Diocese They Treat Accusations 
of Anti-Semitism Calmly,” Regiony Rossii Info (January 14, 2002 — 
http://www.regions.ru).  
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the Russian Federation in the Uralsk federal district, 
P. Latyshev, the Governor of the Sverdlovsk region, E. Rossel, 
and the Deputy Prosecutor General for the Uralsk federal dis-
trict, Yu. Zolotov) regarding the criminal case in the Ekaterin-
burg diocese.276 In the letter it was suggested that the case ini-
tiated on Article 282, Section 1 contradicted the policy of coop-
eration between the government and the Russian Orthodox 
Church, including cooperation in the regions. Calls for interro-
gations “demean the spiritual calling and dignity” of 
Archbishop Vikenty of Ekaterinburg and Verkhotoursk  and 
other church officials. The authors of the letter also claim that 
S. Neilus’ book, Close to the Doors, “does not contain any ap-
peals to hate or discrimination with respect to the representa-
tives of any group,” the same goes for the poems of Father 
Roman and the article by Deacon Andrei Kurayev, mentioned 
by the members of the Sverdlovsk branch of Congress of Eth-
nic Associations. In conclusion, the authors of the letter ask for 
cooperation in an objective examination of the case and call 
upon their highly placed recipients to “defend church officials 
of the Ekaterinburg diocese and the Archbishop Vikenty from 
attack from forces seeking to destabilize our society.” Of these 
“forces” definitively named are M. Oshtrakh, the head of the 
Jewish National-Cultural Autonomous Organization of the 
Sverdlovsk region, and R. Spektor, the head of the Congress of 
Ethnic Associations of Russia. On March 5, 2002, the criminal 
case filed under Article 282, Section 1 based on the publications 
in the Ekaterinburg diocese was dismissed for lack of evidence 
of a crime.277  

On March 19, 2002, the Prosecutor General confirmed that 
the closure of the case in Ekaterinburg was lawful. 

This story is a clear illustration of all of the following simul-
taneously: the impunity enjoyed by the disseminators of anti-
Semitic literature, the lack of intervention from the upper 
echelons of the Russian Orthodox Church in anti-Semitic pol-
icy on the ground, the inability or unwillingness of the prose-
cutors’ offices to take these cases to court, the anti-Semitic 
leanings of an array of Russian parliamentarians and the un-
willingness of federal forces to demonstrate any political will 
in the area of preventing anti-Semitic propaganda and other 
methods of inciting ethnic hatred.  

INTERNET 

Technological progress yields great gains, including in the 
field of anti-Semitic activity. Just as in many western coun-

                                                           
276 The text of the letter was reprinted in “In Defense of the Ekaterinburg 
Diocese,” Russky Vestnik (2002, #8–9). 
277 The letter from the Deputy Prosecutor General of the Uralsk federal 
district, U. Zolotov to Archbishop Vikenty published on the website of 
Russky Vestnik (April 16, 2002 — http://www.rv.ru). 
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tries, in Russia the Internet is gradually becoming one of the 
key ways to disseminate anti-Semitic propaganda.  

Regardless of the fact that only 2% of the population, ap-
proximately three million people, use the Internet regularly, 
ultra-nationalistic organizations have already become aware 
of its potential opportunities. See, for instance, Hate on the 
Russian Internet, a June 2001 report by the Union of Councils 
for Jews in the Former Soviet Union (USCJ) 

The number of anti-Semitic web-sites and forums is not fixed 
but we can confirm that at the end of the year there were not 
less than one hundred. A large part of these were individual 
projects or the sites of minor groups, attracting the attention of 
isolated users. On the other hand, constantly updated web 
pages of prominent organizations, news resources and forums 
attract up to several hundred visitors per day.  

Russian legislation does not have specialized laws regulating 
the content of web-sites.  Nonetheless, the majority of provid-
ers, to escape potential problems, are not inclined to carry 
nationalistic propaganda. This is why the majority of such 
sites (and this is generally not the “one day and out” sites but 
specifically those enjoying maximum visitation) prefer safe 
hosting abroad, in .com and .org zones. 

It should be noted that with the support of Federal Program 
“On Formation of the Core of Tolerant Consciousness and 
Prophylactic Measures against Extremism in Russian Society” 
at this moment, work is underway on a project limiting the 
access of primary, secondary and university students to na-
tionalistic materials on the Internet. At the very least, access 
to such sites from computers in educational institutions should 
be blocked.  

THE REACTION OF THE GOVERNMENT TO MANIFESTATIONS OF 

ANTI-SEMITISM   

In 2001, President Putin made an array of statements regard-
ing the necessity of taking strong action against racism. Spe-
cifically, speaking at a meeting of the Cabinet of Ministers, 
the President called upon the government to resist the nega-
tive actions motivated by racism, the number of which, by all 
accounts, is growing. A few times V. Putin also directly con-
demned anti-Semitism  and just last year, met with Jewish 
leaders to express his support to them. Besides this, purpose-
ful action in the fight against anti-Semitism  has not been 
taken.  

Legal actions initiated in response to the publication of anti-
Semitic literature are delayed in every way possible and 
mainly fall apart before trial. According to the statistics we 
have, only four people were convicted in the six months in 
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2001, of offenses under Article 282 of the Criminal Code (in-
citement of ethnic hostility). 

Real, practical steps in the search for and punishment of 
those guilty of racist crimes that have already been commit-
ted have not in a practical sense been taken. There is obvi-
ously only one exception — the conviction of a Satanist, who 
participated in a pogrom of a Jewish cemetery in Samara.  

The most important structural element of the governmental 
plan to prevent the propaganda of hate, intolerance and fas-
cism, is  the RF Ministry of the Press, and it inadequately 
performs this task. At the same time, according to data from 
the Anti-Defamation League, the number of periodic publica-
tions propagandizing anti-Semitism  has risen significantly in 
2001. The Ministry of the Press issued warnings on this sub-
ject to only two informational agencies. In comparison: in the 
year 2000 seven periodic publications and four publishers re-
ceived similar warnings.  

The State Duma of the Russian Federation, where political 
centrists comprise a majority, twice rejected a draft address 
in which President Putin asked for official condemnation of 
“manifestations of anti-Semitism , nationalism and fascism in 
Russia..”  The majority of Russian legislators have consistently 
refused to participate in any discussions on the problem of 
extremism, maintaining that ultra-nationalism and anti-
Semitism are not issues of primary importance. 
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MEKHETIAN TURKS AS A PARTICULARLY 
VULNERABLE GROUP 

INTRODUCTION 

The problem of the Meskhetian Turks278 in the Krasnodar terri-
tory is unique. In the first place, the Meskhetian Turks suffer 
organized discrimination, persecution and deprivation of their 
rights. They are identified by the state as a specific ethnic 
group rather than just as “migrants” or “persons of Caucasian 
nationality.” Secondly, local leaders are not persecuting the 
Turks independently. Regional and federal authorities imple-
ment an identical policy, using rhetoric similar — often identi-
cal — to that used by local leaders to justify their positions. 
Thirdly, a specific ideology has been elaborated and a powerful 
ideological campaign has been employed in order to justify 
open persecution of the Turks. The goal of this political move-
ment has been made clear on many occasions — to do every-
thing possible to make the Meskhetians, labeled as “an undesir-
able” group, leave the Krasnodar territory and, ideally, the 
country altogether. Russian authorities are practicing the same 
purposeful persecutions of the Chechens, although not so 
openly. Another difference between the Turks’ situation and 
that of the Chechens is that neither the Turks nor the Krasno-
dar territory itself are connected to an armed conflict. Fourthly, 
in the case of the Meskhetian Turks the administration has al-
lied itself with extremist paramilitary nationalist groups known 
as Cossacks.  

Each of the above items, even taken alone, makes the situa-
tion look quite extraordinary. Nonetheless, one may conclude 
that the problem of the Meskhetian Turks in the Krasnodar 
territory is a clear indicator of a general process occurring 
within the administration and society as a whole. This prob-
lem, obviously in need of a solution, is legally, politically and 
even morally no more complex than problems routinely solved 
by forth graders in primary school. The fact that the authori-
ties have been struggling with this issue for thirteen years 
precisely in this and not another manner is not accidental; it 
is an important indicator. The situation in Krasnodar may be 
viewed as a litmus-test, illustrative of what all the talk about 

                                                           
278 Over the last 150 years, Muslims from Southern Georgia speaking the 
Turkish language, have been called and have called themselves different 
names. The terms “Turks from Meskhetia” and “Meskhetian Turks” origi-
nated and were used in the 1960s-70s within the movement for return of 
the Meshketians to Georgia and as of the late 1980s have been widely em-
ployed by mass media, special literature and among Meshketian Turkish 
activists themselves. For more information see: A. Osipov A. “The Movement 
of the Meskhetians for Repatriation (1956–1988)” Ethnographic Overview 
(1998, #5, pp. 95–107). 
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the supremacy of law and “the promotion of tolerance” is 
really worth. 

GENERAL DATA AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND279 

The majority of Meskhetians residing in the Krasnodar terri-
tory arrived there from Uzbekistan in 1989–1991 after the 
June 1989 Fergana events. By most conservative estimates, all 
in all, there are up to seventy thousand Turks currently resid-
ing in Russia. About ten thousand of those are Turks and their 
children who lived in Russia prior to 1989. The rest left Uzbeki-
stan following the Fergana events. The Meskhetian Turks 
within the Russian Federation are spread over more than 
twenty regions; practically, all of them dwell in rural areas, and 
are not very well-to-do, especially those found in Central Rus-
sia. In almost all the regions the Turks’ standard of living is the 
same as that of the rest of the population. An exception to this 
is the Krasnodar territory, where the Meskhetian Turks are 
deprived of their rights; several hundred of the Meskhetians in 
Kabardino-Balkaria who fled there from Uzbekistan in the late 
1980s — early 1990s are in a similar predicament. There is no 
accurate data as to the number of Turks currently residing 
within the Krasnodar territory; most probably, their numbers 
range between fifteen and eighteen thousand. They account for 
approximately 0.3% of the population280 and are mainly concen-
trated in four rural areas in the west and southeast of the ter-
ritory. In the Crimea region, which for some unknown reason is 
considered to be a “high density zone” of Turks, they actually 
account for about 6.5% of the population. There is not a single 
populated locality within the territory where the Turks consti-
tute a majority of residents. 

The number of the Meskhetian Turks who are not registered 
at their place of residence281 in the Krasnodar territory is be-
tween eleven and thirteen thousand. The territorial authori-
ties arbitrarily refused them registration and continue to do 
so now. Consequently and contrary to pertinent legislation 

                                                           
279 The predicament of the Meshketian Turks in the Krasnodar territory is 
described in detail in several books in the Russian and English languages. 
See: A. Osipov A., O. Cherepova Violation of the Rights of Forced Migrants 
and Ethnic Discrimination in the Krasnodar Territory: The Situation of the 
Meskhetian Turks (Moscow: Memorial, 1996); A. Osipov, Russian Experience 
of Ethnic Discrimination: the Meskhetians in the Krasnodar Territory, (Mos-
cow: Zvenya, 2000). 
280 The aggregate number of Krasnodar residents is about 5 050 000 people; 
Russians account for more than 85% of the population. 
281 According to data from the RF Prosecutor General’s Office, as of the mid-
dle of 2001, the number of the Turks residing in the Krasnodar territory was 
15 500, out of which number over 4 000 had been registered, 2 500 were rec-
ognized as Russian citizens. See: Letter #27/2-498-00 of June 29, 2001, signed 
by Yu. Titov, Deputy Head of the Directorate for Supervision of Federal Secu-
rity Laws Implementation of the RF Prosecutor General’s Office addressed to 
Yu. Sarvarov, Chairman of the “Vatan” International Association of the Mesk-
hetian Turks. 
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they are not recognized as Russian citizens although at the 
time of the USSR’s disintegration, they were permanently 
residing in the territory of the Russian Federation, were So-
viet citizens and did not renounce their Russian citizenship. 
Persons lacking permanent residence registration282 are virtu-
ally devoid of all rights. Their rights to housing and adjoining 
land, labor rights, rights to social security and medical ser-
vice, to have their marriages registered, to record the fathers’ 
names in birth certificates of their children, to receive a pass-
port or other personal documents, to continue education after 
finishing secondary school, etc., are non-existent. There are 
only a few exceptions to this rightless status: Meskhetian 
Turks may send their children to school; a few Meskhetians 
even manage to find temporary jobs; and in 1999, those of 
them that had temporarily stay registration were allowed to 
renew their driver’s licenses. 

Territorial and local authorities are actually practicing “a soft 
ethnic cleansing” to which they openly admit. The Mesk-
hetians living conditions are made unbearable in order to 
force them to leave.283 The pressure exerted on them takes 
different forms: from “just” deprivation of fundamental 
rights to regular identification checks, open threats of evic-
tion, hostile press campaigns, and Cossack raids resembling 
ordinary “gangster shakedowns.” 

Several times — in 1992 and 1996 — the Krasnodar territory 
adopted regulations284 that introduced de facto special re-
quirements for Turks staying in the region. As of June 1997, 
the Turks have been required to re-register at their place of 
residence every forty five days, each time paying 188 roubles 
per person. On the basis of the December 9, 1999 Resolution 
of the Head of Territorial Administration #877, the Turks 
were registered at their place of their residence for a period 
of eight months. Later on, in August 2000, by Resolution of 
the Head of Territorial Administration #573, the registration 
was extended for another five months. The registration ex-
pired on February 1, 2001, after which the police undertook 
massive identification checks among the Meskhetians, and 
fined the unregistered. On March 12, 2001, the Head of the 
                                                           
282 The status of the Turks’ who received RF citizenship in other regions of 
Russia or abroad but who lacked Krasnodar permanent residence registra-
tion is the same as that of the Turks not recognized as Russian citizens. 
283 A situation similar to that of the Meskhetians is faced by about a thou-
sand Khemshiles, Muslims speaking the Armenian language, who were 
forcibly resettled into the territory during 1990–1991 from Kirgizia where 
they lived after having been exiled from Adjaria in 1944. Kurds are also 
becoming a target of purposeful persecutions as a distinct ethnic group. 
284 Resolution # 97 of the Territorial Small Soviet “On Measures to Ease 
Tension in Interethnic Relations in the Crimea and Some Other Districts of 
the Krasnodar Territory” of February 12, 1992; Resolution #291-P of the 
Legislative Assembly of the Krasnodar territory “On Measures To Ease Ten-
sions In Interethnic Relations Within the Specific Districts in Which the 
Meskhetian Turks Temporarily Reside Within the Krasnodar territory” of 
April 24, 1996. 
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Krasnodar territorial administration issued Resolution #173 
“On the Meskhetian Turks Residing on the Krasnodar Terri-
tory.” The territorial Chief Police Directorate (GUVD) was 
instructed to register “persons of the Turkish-Meskhetian na-
tionality residing within the Krasnodar territory” at their 
place of residence for a period of one year, to March 1, 2002.  
In February 20, 2002, the Legislative Assembly of the Kras-
nodar territory passed Resolution #1363-P “On Additional 
Measures to Ease Tensions in Interethnic Relations in Areas 
of Dense Concentrations of the Meskhetian Turks Temporar-
ily Residing within the Krasnodar Territory,”285 which reaf-
firmed the Turks’ special status. 

THE IDEOLOGICAL BASIS BEHIND THE POLICIES  
OF TERRITORIAL AUTHORITIES 

Since the end of the 1980s, migration and “national” policies pur-
sued in the Krasnodar territory have been retained, despite con-
trary federal legislation. The maintenance of the requirements 
for authorized residence registration and for registration at a 
temporary place of residence, has the effect of restricting many 
rights; personal (and family), political, and social (property and 
labor) rights of persons lacking a locally registered residence are 
impinged. The aims of these policies have been to maintain a re-
pressive system of control through the “observance of the pass-
port regime,” and to maintain “an ethnic balance,” by limiting 
the residence registration of persons representing “non-Slavic 
nationalities.” For several years on end, the authorities them-
selves have been talking quite openly about their ethnic prefer-
ences, which are expressly stated in the Charter of the Krasno-
dar territory and a number of official acts. 

It is generally believed, though erroneously, that Nikolai 
Kondratenko was the initiator of the territorial politics pur-
sued against migrants and national minorities. It is true that 
in 1989–1991, N. Kondratenko, as the chairman of the Execu-
tive Committee of the Krasnodar territory, did a lot to steer 
the course of the territorial authorities precisely in that direc-
tion. However, the foundations of the ideological and statu-
tory basis for the current policies were laid down somewhat 
later, in 1992–1993, under the so-called democratic Governor 
V. Dyakonov and the chairman of the Executive Committee 
of the Krasnodar territory A. Zhdanov. The official phraseol-
ogy changed gradually. In 1989–1991, the territorial admini-
stration referred to migrants largely as a source of social 
problems; the ethnic theme received little attention. In 1992–
1993 the so-called democratic leadership openly stated that it 
was afraid of destabilization and conflicts and, therefore, was 
forced to yield to the pressure of nationalistically minded Cos-
sack groups and limit migration. At the same time, high-level 

                                                           
285 Kubanskie Novosti (March 6, 2002). 
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officials started to talk about the ethnic “alienability” of mi-
grants and the “objective” threat posed by ethnically-charged 
conflicts.286 In 1993–1996, N. Yegorov and Ye. Kharitonov, re-
gional leaders loyal to Boris Yeltsin, gradually tightened the 
residence registration policy, using slogans to the effect that 
this was necessary to “prevent” ethnic conflicts. But at this 
time the regional heads no longer employed tactics of demon-
strative concessions to the Cossacks and other aggressive ele-
ments as political cover. 

When in December of 1996 N. Kondratenko took over as Gov-
ernor of the Krasnodar territory, the stage had already been 
set. He did not have to invent or institute anything drastically 
innovative. He only contributed to the nationalistic and xeno-
phobic rhetoric, having acquired notoriety for his anti-Semitic 
statements. It looks like A. Tkatchev, N. Kondaratenko’s succes-
sor in the gubernatorial office, has no anti-Semitic sentiments, 
but the level of xenophobia in official statements has remained 
the same and the policies of persecuting minorities and mi-
grants have become tougher and still more sophisticated. 

Even against that background, the policies towards the 
Meskhetian Turks contain an independent element. In official 
statements, statutory acts, and everyday life the Turks are 
set apart as the objects of special policies, a distinct category, 
a quasi-estate. 

The territorial (and federal) authorities are putting forth sev-
eral related arguments to explain and justify why the Turks 
are deprived of their basic rights and “are being forced” out 
of the territory. We shall quote these arguments and com-
ment on each of them. 

1) The territory is suffocating from an influx of migrants; 
therefore, the authorities are compelled to introduce restric-
tions on permanent residence registration to preserve social 
stability. The regulations are neutral, and their disparate im-
pact on Turks is incidental. 

Comments 

Since 1992, the right of anyone legally domiciled in the RF to 
freedom of movement and choice of residence has been a con-
stitutionally mandated principle. The federation’s constituent 
members have no right to enact contrary regulations. The 
Soviet-era statutory acts (mostly unpublished) authorizing the 
permissive character of permanent residence registration 
were invalidated by Resolution 26 (2-2) of the USSR Commit-
tee of Constitutional Supervision on October 11, 1991. 

                                                           
286 The regional policy was essentially developed by a group of experts — M. 
Savva, V.Ostrozhny, V.Remmler — invited into administrative apparatus by 
the “democratic’ leadership in 1991. 
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It is surprising that nearly everyone readily believes allegations 
about “the influx” of migrants and the chimerical figures used 
to support this contention. The press regularly states that the 
number of migrants residing within the territory is one million 
or more.287 Only an ignoramus can be impressed by such statis-
tics. Those figures come from data summaries from recent 
years collected by passport and visa services (dating back to 
1993, 1991, 1989 or still earlier) regarding the number of people 
who have ever had their residence registered within the terri-
tory. Conveniently, no mention is made that these numbers also 
include those who have changed their place of residence within 
the territory (this accounts for more than one third of the mi-
gration turnover) and also the fact that, apart from an influx 
into the territory, there is also an exodus out of it. The total 
increase in the population, the most important indicator in as-
sessing the actual situation, has been quite insignificant. In the 
early 1990s, this increase was not more than 1.3% a year; by 
1996, it went down to 0.6%, i.e., the level of the 1970s-80s. Since 
1989, there has actually been a net decrease of residents within 
the territory.288 

The allegations about a large number of unregistered mi-
grants are also unfounded. The Krasnodar territory is mainly 
a rural area where there is simply not enough space for hun-
dreds of thousands of the so-called “illegal migrants” to 
“blend-in.” The lack of local registration of residence makes it 
absolutely impossible to lead anything like a normal life in the 
absence of the most basic rights and continuous “mop-up op-
erations” and passport checks. The so-called unregistered mi-
grants can hardly be counted as a source of problems for the 
local economy or a drain on the public budget as they are 
deprived of nearly all social rights. In any case, it is strange, 
to say the least, that people who arrived in the region twelve 
or thirteen years ago are categorized as migrants. 

2) The Meskhetian Turks are not citizens of the Russian 
Federation; they should be treated as illegal migrants. As 
non-citizens, they are subject to certain restrictions, as illegal 
migrants — to penal sanctions. 

Comments 

The Meskhetian Turks, just as other Soviet citizens perma-
nently residing on the territory of Russia since the date of Fed-
eral Law “On the Citizenship of the Russian Federation” 
(promulgated on November 28, 1991, in effect since February 6, 
1992) who had not renounced their RF citizenship over the 

                                                           
287 See for instance: I. Karasev, “Every Fifth Resident of the Kuban Is a Mi-
grant. The Creeping Ethnic Coup?” Kubanskie Novosti (May 31, 2001); V. Pav-
lov, “Economic Migration.” Volnaya Kuban (May 17, 2001).  
288 Center for Investigation and Prevention of Conflicts of the Russia’s Acad-
emy of Science, Interethnic Relations and Conflicts in Post-Soviet States (Mos-
cow: 2001, p. 209). 
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course of the following year, became Russian citizens in con-
formance with the procedure of recognition, on the basis of 
Section 1, Article 13 of the above Law. The Russian authorities 
at all levels, primarily the relevant bodies of the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs, interpret the notion of “permanent residence” 
as having permanent residence registration. This interpretation 
is in opposition to the law on recognition of citizenship, which 
has already been affirmed many times in court cases dealing 
with the 1989–1991 return of settlers from Azerbaijan.  

There is not a single legal act of the USSR or the RF that 
would consider registration of residence (registration at the 
place of residence) synonymous with “permanent residence” 
as a matter of legal fact controlling individual rights. In early 
1992, the notion of “the place of permanent residence” was 
used only in civil legislation (Article 17 of the RSFSR Civil 
Code of 1964) to denote a place where a citizen permanently 
or primarily lives. It must be used in a similar way in other 
cases as well. The term was introduced into administrative 
law only in 1993 by Federal Law “On the Right of RF Citi-
zens to Freedom of Movement and Choice of Residence 
Within the Boundaries of the Russian Federation.” The word-
ing used in that law is similar to that used in the Civil Code, 
except that “place” was replaced by “living quarters” where a 
citizen permanently or primarily lives. 

There is a notion of logical interpretation of a legal act ac-
cording to the “the rule of contraries.” Let us assume that 
under the law on citizenship, that “permanent residence” in 
Russia implies nothing more than the availability of residence 
registration. In that case, hundreds of thousands, even mil-
lions of people who used to live in the RSFSR — those who 
left a certain place prior to February 6, 1992, and were regis-
tered thereafter, served a prison term or did military service, 
left to go overseas, resided under provisional (for instance, 
limited) registration, so-called vagabonds, etc., all must have 
become stateless persons. Nothing of the kind, however, hap-
pened. The statutory acts of the Ministry of Internal Affairs 
(Order #210 of May 5, 1993, and Order #330 of June 30, 
1993) envisage special procedures for documenting those 
categories of persons as citizens of the Russian Federation. 
The term “persons permanently residing in the RF” refers 
either to persons who have their residence registered on a 
certain date or those who have no other place of residence 
except on the territory of the Russian Federation. There is no 
third alternative, and the first having been ruled out as im-
practicable, leaves only the second.  

The Turks who had their residence registered in the Russian 
Federation as of February 6, 1992 (i.e., the overwhelming ma-
jority of them) were recognized as Russian citizens. The Turks 
residing in the Krasnodar territory were denied their residence 
registration as far back as in 1989–1990 and they were not rec-
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ognized as citizens. Thus, legally, they are citizens of the Rus-
sian Federation while in reality their situation remains similar 
to that of stateless persons. In other words, government policies 
have rendered them de facto stateless persons. 

The notion of “illegal migrants” in the RF as applied to citi-
zens of the former USSR (except citizens of the Baltic States; 
since 1998 — citizens of Turkmenistan; and since 2001 — citi-
zens of Georgia) does not make any sense. In the 1990s, the 
Russian authorities did their best to water down this notion. 
The RF has no legislation on foreigners, although technically 
the USSR Law “On the Legal Status of Foreign Nationals in 
the USSR” of June 26, 1981 and Rules “On the Stay of For-
eign Nationals in the USSR,” approved by Resolution #212  of 
the USSR Cabinet of Ministers of April 26, 1991 are still in 
effect. The USSR Law is not applied to former Soviet citizens 
(except citizens of the Baltic States) and Resolution #212 was 
ineffective until the end of 2000. Thus, the position taken by 
the Russian leadership towards former Soviet citizens (includ-
ing citizens of the CIS states) did not allow them to make use 
of the procedures envisaged under the said acts (registration 
with the Visa and Registration Department, obtaining a resi-
dence permit). Instead, former Soviet citizens from the CIS 
states were (and still are, with a few exceptions) free to enter 
RF without requiring visas, not subject to any restrictions in 
the length of their stay, nor required to get approval of their  
purpose for coming. More importantly, they were subject to 
the same rules of registration at the place of their permanent 
and temporary residence as Russian citizens. That was con-
firmed both by the Resolution of the RF Government and 
acts of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. Thus, the foreigners’ 
registration requirement is a notifying rather than an author-
izing procedure. It is noteworthy that the law imposes almost 
no restrictions on foreigners’ labor rights. 

Needless to say, upon their arrival in the RF, people are faced 
with the Russian passport system, with all its formal and in-
formal restrictions. The bureaucracy ranges from regional 
rules of residence registration to the arbitrariness of official 
decisions. This chaos ensues from the incoherence and non-
specificity of federal regulations. It goes without saying that 
the local migration legislation is unlawful, as are attempts to 
link rights (including labor and property rights) to the avail-
ability of residence registration. Meanwhile, many persons 
find it impossible to obtain permanent registration and are 
compelled to live under provisional (temporary stay) registra-
tion or without registration at all. 

The bottom line is that residence registration, or the absence 
thereof, is by no means a criterion of legality or illegality of 
migration. It is surprising that even sophisticated people tend 
to believe nonsense to the contrary. Even if we assume for a 
moment that the Meskhetian Turks in the Krasnodar terri-
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tory are not citizens of the Russian Federation, this is not a 
basis for denying them registration and basic rights. 

3) There was a time when the government of the USSR allo-
cated areas for the Meskhetian Turks to settle in Russia’s 
Nechernozemye (Non-Black Earth Zone). They failed to take 
advantage of that opportunity and are, therefore, themselves 
to blame for their misfortunes. 

Comments 

The essence of the argument above is that a certain pale is es-
tablished in the country for a certain ethnic group. Probably, 
the administration did seek such an outcome, although that can 
in no way be inferred from the 1989 governmental acts. Nei-
ther Resolution #503 of the government of the USSR of June 
26 nor Resolution #220 of the government of the RSFSR of 
July 13, 1989 established any particular status for the Turks or 
mandated that they settle in specified places. The acts only 
provided for allocation of extra funds to those regions of Russia 
where the Turks from Uzbekistan were forcibly resettled, with 
the objective of assisting them with adaptation. Further devel-
opments fully confirmed that those who refused to rely on the 
state (or who, as most Turks, had no idea of the assistance of-
fered) had taken the correct approach. The aid provided turned 
out to be meager and the living conditions — could not be 
called acceptable, to put it mildly. 

4) The Meskhetian Turks are going to repatriate to Georgia 
from where they were exiled in 1944. Therefore, they should 
be treated as provisional migrants on the RF territory and it 
is not advisable to allow them become “entrenched.” 

Comments 

Here one issue is substituted for another. Many Meskhetians, 
possibly, even the majority of them, would like, in principle, to 
return to Southern Georgia. However, their prospective re-
location is in no way connected with ensuring respect for their 
rights and freedoms in places where they currently reside. The 
desire to return to Georgia does not imply that they are obli-
gated to do so. Clearly, the repatriation may take place only on 
a voluntary basis. Many fellow citizens would like to leave for 
some other country but this is not a reason to deprive them of 
their citizenship and their rights. Most Meskhetians in the RF 
are recognized as citizens of the Russian Federation, Turks of 
Kazakhstan — as Kazak citizens, Turks of the Ukraine — as 
Ukrainian citizens and so on. That does not prevent anyone 
from discussing an issue of prospective “repatriation” nor does 
it serve as an obstacle to it. Finally, Russian legislation is devoid 
of the notion of “provisional migrants.” 

There is also another side to this matter. LEGALLY, Georgia is 
not obligated to accept anyone. Upon joining the Council of 
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Europe in April, 1999, Georgia assumed POLITICAL obligations 
to develop a legislative basis for the repatriation of the popula-
tion exiled from Meskhetia in 1944 within two years, to start 
the repatriation within three years and to complete it within 
twelve years. The leaders of Georgia acted in a very predict-
able manner, as true “dust-pan Soviets,” i.e., in order to get 
what they wanted they made lots of promises and when the 
time came to fulfill them, they reneged, giving various excuses, 
knowing full well that they would go unpunished. A draft law 
on repatriation has been submitted to the Parliament of Geor-
gia twice already. The proposed law treats repatriates as ordi-
nary migrants, and establishes an authorized and very compli-
cated procedure of resettlement, with resettlement itself guar-
anteeing no rights at all. The draft, if adopted, will make mass-
scale resettlement of the Meskhetians essentially impossible. 
The leaders of the Georgian Parliament have already stated 
openly, several times, that the repatriation of the Meskhetian 
Turks is not desirable and cannot not be carried out within the 
time-frame set by the Council of Europe. If one is to make a 
sober assessment of the situation, one should admit that the 
resettlement of a substantial part of the Meskhetians to Geor-
gia is not a likely possibility. 

5) The Turks are culturally incompatible with the neighbor-
ing population; their presence provokes conflicts and poses a 
threat of general destabilization. 

Comments 

There are two versions of the same argument: the admini-
stration is compelled to prevent interethnic conflicts and the 
administration is yielding to mass sentiments in order to pre-
vent an outburst of popular discontent. One could comment 
extensively on this position, which amounts to a poorly dis-
guised racist stand, but we will confine ourselves to only a 
few points. First, Turks live in dozens of regions of the RF 
and in other CIS states but reports of “conflicts” and “ten-
sion” are coming only from the Krasnodar territory, where 
the Meskhetian Turks are deprived of their rights and where 
a campaign of “forcing them out” has been launched. The 
local population keeps quiet about the Turks. It is the local 
officials, the so-called experts, Cossack activists, and media, 
i.e., non-impartial persons and organizations who are doing all 
the talk on behalf of the population. 

6) The Turks as such are an undesirable and even harmful 
element. They are prone to crime and aggressiveness; they 
represent an alien culture; their presence implies an onset of 
“a demographic aggression;” and they are not loyal to Russia, 
since they are controlled by Islamic fundamentalists and 
Turkish intelligence services. 

Comments 

No comment. 
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2000–2002 Trends in the Policies 
of the Territorial Authorities 

In December of 2000, Alexander Tkatchev took over from 
Nikolai Kondratenko as the newly elected Governor of the 
territory. In a short while, he showed that he had no inten-
tion of easing the local migration policies and would stick to 
the same line with respect to the Meskhetian Turks. The 
Governor was supported by local law-makers. 

On December 6, 2000, the town of Maykop was the site of a 
joint meeting of the legislative assemblies of Adygeya and the 
Krasnodar territory. The meeting was devoted to “problems 
of migration.”289 The legislators not only referred to migration 
as an absolute evil but openly indicated that they were pri-
marily unhappy with the influx of “unsuitable” nationalities 
that “upset the ethnic balance.” The “unwelcome” ethnic 
groups were expressly identified as Meskhetian Turks (in the 
case of the Krasnodar territory) and the Kurds (in the case of 
Adygeya). There were quite unambiguous calls to remove 
them from the region. The deputies’ meeting approved a 
draft Federal Law “On Migration” and instructed the legisla-
tive assembly of the Krasnodar territory to submit it to the 
RF State Duma. In brief, the essence of the draft was to abol-
ish the right to freedom of choice of residence in the RF; the 
draft was submitted to the State Duma. 

In 1998–2000, the RF Constitutional Court in several rulings290 
declared a number of articles of Territorial Law #90-KZ “On 
the Procedure of Registration of Arrival and Residence within 
the Krasnodar Territory” of June 23, 1995 and related regu-
lations inconsistent with the RF Constitution and not subject 
to application. However, in practice, the application of the law 
and related regulations remain unaffected. 

During March-April of 2001, there was a re-registration of 
the Meskhetian Turks in accordance with Resolution #173 of 
the Head of Territorial Administration for a period of one 
year. The re-registration procedures involved gross abuses. 
Many Turks were denied re-registration for various far-
fetched reasons: registration was refused to those who could 
not produce certificates of earlier registration, who had been 
permanently registered in other regions of Russia, and who 
rented and did not own their dwellings. As a result, one-year 
registration was granted to some three thousand persons.291 
As soon as the provisional registration expired in March 1, 

                                                           
289 “Uncontrolled Migration As a Natural Disaster.” Kuban Segodnya (De-
cember 14, 2001). 
290 Ruling #116-O of October 7, 1998, and Ruling #147-O of June 23, 2000. 
291 Letter #41/12 of January 4, 2002, signed by N. Getman, First Deputy 
Head of the Public Security Service of the RF Ministry of Internal Affairs 
addressed to S. Tedorov, Chairman of the Krasnodar territorial branch of 
the “Vatan” International Association of the Meskhetian Turks. 
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2002, the places where the Meskhetians lived were subjected 
to massive police and Cossack raids within the framework of  
so-called identification checks. 

Governor Tkatchev and his entourage, in public pronounce-
ments, regularly attacked “migrants,” specifically the Turks, 
urging their listeners to drive them out. Bellow are excerpts 
from two of such speeches made by the Governor: 

By various estimates, the number of  Meskhetian Turks 
currently residing within the territory ranges from fif-
teen to twenty thousand, which poses a serious problem. 
I want to remind them: do not forget, you are guests in 
our land. Sooner or later we will say good-bye to you. 
Today we are witnessing the genuine Russian Cossack 
population being ousted from domains which tradition-
ally belonged to them, and some of the so-called guests 
earn their living by thievery and drug dealing. The ma-
jority of Meskhetian Turks do not wish to leave our 
land. I assure you that we will use all mechanisms both 
of pressure and persuasion so that the number of outgo-
ing “guests” increases with each passing year. Besides, 
we also need to reduce the number of new-comers, not 
only the Turks but also the Azeris, Kurds and others. 
This process will, however, be a legal one.292 

OR 

An international agreement has been reached to relocate 
the Meskhetian Turks into Georgia, their historical 
motherland. But they do not wish to return there. We in-
tend to protect Kuban against all those who have forgot-
ten that they are guests here and, therefore, should be-
have themselves accordingly, not to abuse the hospitality 
offered.293 

As an aside, N. Kondratenko, former head of the region, also acted 
according to the same rhetoric. The following, however, is innovative.  

The Turks found themselves in a situation where they were 
totally denied access to justice. In the middle 1990s, several 
dozen Meskhetians managed to restore their rights judi-
cially: through the courts, the people reinstated their rights of 
ownership to living quarters purchased by them and success-
fully appealed denials of registration at their place of resi-
dence.294 As of 1997, after N. Kondratenko took over, there 
has been an increase in pressure exerted by the administra-

                                                           
292 “Do not Forget You Are Guests!” Prizyv (September 8, 2001). 
293 A. Tkatchev, “The Governor Must Not Be Kind to those who Are Killing 
Production,” Krayevye Novosti (September 13, 2001). 
294 An accurate number of cases won is not known, according to the “Memo-
rial” Society’s most conservative estimates, it may be as high as two hun-
dred. It was a spontaneous process neither monitored nor stimulated by the 
“Vatan” Meskhetian Turks’ Association. 
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tion on judicial bodies. Such was this pressure that courts 
started to pass judgments that did not conform with existing 
federal law by referring to territorial statutory acts. There 
have also come to light numerous instances where court 
judgments in favor of the Turks remained unexecuted by 
passport and visa services. Similar practices are still pervasive. 

Several dozen Meskhetian families are currently trying, with 
the help of the Krasnodar human rights organization “Good 
Deed” (Dobroye Delo), to resolve through the courts the fol-
lowing three problems: to confirm their rights of ownership to 
living quarters, to appeal denials of registration by passport 
and visa services, and to certify, through the use of special 
proceedings, the fact that they have been permanently resid-
ing within the Krasnodar territory since February 6, 1992 and 
thus consequently must be recognized as citizens. Since 2000, 
judges, by using various far-fetched legal ploys, have been 
doing everything possible not to allow suits to be considered 
on their merits or have been rendering patently illegal judg-
ments.295 

The Meskhetian Turks have also found themselves deprived 
of those few sources of income left to them. Almost all the 
Meskhetians who lacked local residence registration but were 
employed under labor contracts were dismissed in 1997–1999. 
To earn their living, just as before, they had to lease plots of 
land from private individuals and collective farms to grow 
vegetables, carry on petty wholesale and retail trade in mar-
ket places and sell food stuffs grown on plots of land attached 
to their homes. 

Under pressure exerted by district administrations, in 1997–
1998 there was a massive dissolution of lease agreements 
made with Turks who, for the most part, leased the land 
through front-men registered as local residents. In the winter 
of 2001–2002, all such agreements again in response to pres-
sure from local authorities were cancelled. As of 1999, the 
Turks have been denied documents by the local government 
to certify that they are in possession of land attached to their 
homes. Without such papers one is not allowed to trade in the 
market places and may have to pay fines charged by tax in-
spectors. 

In addition, Turks have been exposed to possible fines for al-
legedly unauthorized seizure of land. Having earlier refused, 
for various outlandish reasons, to issue documents certifying 
the rights to land attached to Turkish homes and living quar-

                                                           
295 In 2001, with the help of the “Good Deed” organization, two complaints 
were lodged and accepted for consideration by the European Court of Hu-
man Rights in support of the interests of M. Eminov and Z. Eminova who 
had been denied by the Crimean district and Krasnodar territorial courts 
the right to judicially establish the fact of their residence on RF territory on 
the effective date of Federal Law “On Citizenship.” 
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ters, the Crimean and Abinsk district administrations started 
to hold the Meskhetian Turks liable for the non-availability of 
these documents. A commission was set up under the Cri-
mean Joint Committee of Land Resources and Land Use to 
control the use and protection of land. The rulings on admin-
istrative liability made by the commission read as follows: 
liability accrues if “use is made of a plot of land attached to a 
house acquired through a hand-written transaction (receipt) 
in the absence of duly executed documents confirming the 
right to land use.” That use of land is determined by the 
commission as a violation of Item 1.1. of Article 125 of the 
RSFSR Land Code — an arbitrary occupation of a land plot, 
subject to fines of up to 1 500 roubles and in the case of non-
payment — up to 10 000 roubles.”296 

The Turks, as a rule, have no money to pay such fines, in 
which case administrative bodies initiate administrative pro-
ceedings and seize the defaulters’ property, such as food 
products, tableware, sheep and goats. 

In other words, the Turks are made to starve. 

In addition, the Crimea regional administration has promised to 
impose fines on holders of “illegally occupied” or “illegally erected” 
structures (i.e., dwellings which have not been registered, as is the 
case with the Turks) and also to tear them down. 

The pressure sharply increased in early 2002. Upon the expi-
ration in February 28 of the one-year registration term, Cos-
sacks and the police started massive identification checks in 
courtyards where Turks were known to live. The Meskhetians 
were again told to provisionally register for forty-five days 
and several persons were stripped of their passports. 

Resolution #1363-P “On Further Measures to Lessen Tension 
in Interethnic Relations in Areas of Dense Concentrations of 
the Meskhetian Turks Temporarily Residing within the Kras-
nodar Territory” of February 20, 2002, by the Legislative As-
sembly of the Krasnodar territory is a graphic example of a 
type of Soviet legal technique. It is based on understatements 
and euphemisms, when the meaning of documents is not ex-
pressly stated but implied. Formally, Resolution #1363-P re-
quires that the administration, all services and local self-
administrating bodies “take measures to reduce tensions in 
interethnic relations.” It also suggests that the RF Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs resume talks with Georgia on resettlement of 
the Turks, and that the territorial administration prepare 
proposals on amending the agreement between that federal 
authorities and the territorial administration. Further, accep-
tance of applications to the territorial migration control com-
mission for registration of stateless persons was suspended. 
                                                           
296 According to the 2001 report made by V. Gaidash, deputy chairman of 
the “Good Deed” organization that gives assistance to the Meskhetians. 
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Resolution #1363-P urges the Chief Police Directorate 
(GUVD) of the Krasnodar territory to be more active in iden-
tifying persons “who have illegally arrived in the territory.” It 
also urges the Committee for Land Resources and Land Use 
to “regularly perform verification of the legality of allocation 
and use of lands in places of dense concentrations of ethnic 
groups within the territory.” In actual fact, the implications of 
the document are quite different. The real meaning is that 
the Turks will be subject to special requirements, their regis-
tration within the territory will be prevented whenever pos-
sible. The policy of the government, just it was before, is to 
prevent Turks from using their own plots of land, and to put 
pressure on them through police checks. Thus, the territorial 
administration is challenging federal legislation by requiring 
particular conditions inconsistent with the law of the RF. 

On March 18, 2002, the town of Abinsk was the site of a 
meeting of territorial administrative activists dedicated to 
problems of migration. The Governor, speaking at the meet-
ing, specifically said that “Kuban is Cossack land and every-
one should be aware of this. In the near future we shall in-
crease the amounts of fines for the absence of registration to 
six thousand rubles. That will hopefully make illegal migrants 
leave the territory of their own free will.”297 A. Tkatchev also 
proposed to set up filtration camps under district police de-
partments (ROVD) where migrants would be brought, to be 
deported within three days. Other proposals made at the 
meeting included the following: to organize, using territorial 
budget funds, Krasnodar-Tashkent charter flights to deport 
the Meskhetians; to set obligatory targets for each district of 
a specified number of the Meskhetian Turks to be deported; 
to have the Legislative Assembly adopt a resolution “On the 
Deportation of Migrants.” 

ACTS OF VIOLENCE AGAINST THE MESKHETIAN TURKS 

The Krasnodar territory is the site of operations for the Ku-
ban Cossack Troopers’ Association (KVKO), which has been 
on the federal register since 1998. Still earlier, it acquired a 
semi-official status at the territorial level. The KVKO made a 
number of agreements with state agencies regarding Cossack 
governmental and other service and is enjoying the direct 
financial and material support of the territorial authorities. 
V. Gromov, the leader of KVKO, has, since 1996, been a 
member of the territorial administration. The paramilitary 
Cossack units are openly engaged in military training and are 
involved, either without formal permission or jointly with the 
police, in street patrolling, identification checks, etc. In its ide-

                                                           
297 The territorial newspapers failed to carry a detailed account of the Ab-
insk meeting, therefore, the citation is taken from: “In the Kuban They Will 
Check Your Family Name Endings.” Inostranets (March 26, 2002). 
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ology, the KVKO is an extremist nationalist organization 
compared to which RNE (Russian National Unity) divisions 
and other Cossack groups look quite insignificant and are of 
little importance. 

The KVKO Taman division, operating in western areas of the 
territory where the Turks primarily live, is one of the most 
active and extremist-minded divisions of the KVKO. The 
Meskhetians proved to be convenient “whipping boys.” Cos-
sack volunteer detachments regularly organize “raids” to run 
identification checks inside houses, in the street and in mar-
ket places, which amounts to de facto harassment of the 
Meskhetians and other “persons of non-Slavic nationalities.” 
They also practice unauthorized detentions and beat the de-
tainees. Cossack activists stage rallies and meetings urging the 
Turks’ expulsion and making public threats of violence 
against them. The Cossacks regularly interfere with various 
domestic conflicts as “protectors” of Russians. Sometimes, 
such activity develops into large-scale acts of violence.298 

Thus, on the night of April 7, 2000, two intoxicated residents 
of Nizhnebakanskaya stanitsa, (a large Cossack village) of the 
Crimea region, broke into the yard of a Meskhetian Turk. The 
Turks turned out the unwelcome visitors and complained to 
the Cossacks. Several days later, the Cossacks gathered a 
mob, took the Turks allegedly guilty of that incident and beat 
them severely. As a result, one person with serious injuries 
was hospitalized. One year later, in April 26, 2001, the Cos-
sacks of the town of Krymsk learned (which turned out to be 
untrue afterwards) that in the Novoukrainskaya village (next 
to the town) the Turks had allegedly beaten a teenager. A 
detachment of Cossack “volunteers” headed by I. Bezugly, a 
leader of the Taman division, carried out a raid on the No-
voukrainskaya village during which several dozens families 
were stripped of their passports and car documents, several 
Turks were badly beaten and  two persons were hospitalized. 

Not a single action staged by the Cossacks has been curbed 
by law-enforcement agencies, and almost no one has been 
held accountable or punished. As a result, organizations which 
pose as Cossack representatives have become totally detached 
from legal reality. 

Cossack organizations are disseminating the most absurd ru-
mors about the Turks: for instance, that the Turks make 
their living by stealing cattle and vegetables from the fields, 
worship Wahhabism, are raping teenagers, have deliberately 
settled in the Crimea in order, in case of war, to take hold of 
strategic facilities and cut off the road to the city of Novoros-
siisk, etc. 
                                                           
298 The most notorious 1994–1997 incidents were described in: A. Osipov, 
O. Cherepova, Collected Articles; A. Osipov, Russian Experience of Ethnic Dis-
crimination: the Meskhetians in the Krasnodar Territory, (Moscow: Zvenya, 2000). 
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THE POSITION OF MOSCOW  

Over the last twelve years the federal authorities have been, 
in principle, pursuing the same strategy as their regional 
counterparts. The actions undertaken by territorial authorities 
not only grossly violate the RF Constitution and federal legis-
lation but also, in some instances, fall under the RF Criminal 
Code. Not only has Moscow done nothing to put an end to 
this, but it has also never declared its disapproval, even in the 
mildest terms. Conceptually, the federal authorities share the 
attitudes of the territorial administration towards the Turks. 
One may hear representatives of federal departments say the 
same things as the leaders of the Krasnodar territory, e.g.: 
the Turks are residing in the territory illegally; a special pale 
for the Meskhetian Turks was established in Russia in 1989; 
the alleged limitations on residence registration instituted in 
Krasnodar during Soviet times are still valid; regional statu-
tory acts should prevail over the Constitution and federal leg-
islation, the Krasnodar territory is supposedly suffering from 
“excessive” migration; the Turks are an undesirables in both 
Krasnodar and Russia.299 At the same time, the federal au-
thorities have so far taken no repressive measures against the 
Turks. The logic behind their politics, as that of the territorial 
leadership, is quite obvious — to not assume responsibility 
and to wait until things have somehow straightened them-
selves out (until, for instance, the Meskhetians have left for 
some place of their own free will). 

According to RF Government Resolution 1129-r of July 18, 
1994, an Interdepartmental Commission was set up to solve 
the problems of the Meskhetian Turks residing on RF terri-
tory. Almost as soon as it was created the commission was 
clearly destined for “administrative death” and therefore, has 
done nothing concrete. It was twice resurrected, namely, by 
the RF Government Resolution #627-r of May 28, 1998, and 
by the RF Government Resolution 1280-r of September 14, 
2000. The Interdepartmental Commission enjoys broad pow-
ers — its decisions are binding to be executed by the federal 
administrative apparatus and executive authorities of the 
federation’s constituent member states represented on the 
Commission. Judging by the brief episodes of its activity, the 
Interdepartmental Commission set itself the task not of pro-
tecting the Meskhetians in the RF but of creating conditions 
for them to resettle in Georgia or Turkey. Several times in 
recent years members of the Interdepartmental Commission 
have visited the Krasnodar territory, making public com-
ments in support of the Krasnodar authorities. For instance, 
on May 28, 2001, N. Bugai, a member of the Interdepartmen-
tal Commission and head of the Department for Affairs of 

                                                           
299 For more information, see: A. Osipov, Russian Experience of Ethnic Dis-
crimination: the Meskhetians in the Krasnodar Territory, (Moscow: Zvenya, 
2000). 
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Nationalities of the RF Ministry for Federation Affairs took 
part in the regional conference, “Problems and Ways of De-
velopment of Interethnic Relations in the Krasnodar Terri-
tory,” during which he urged forcible deportation of “ethnic 
migrants” and adoption of a law on deportation.300 

It is noteworthy that the initial membership of the Interde-
partmental Commission included representatives of the RF 
Ministry of Social Protection and the Russian Red Cross; by 
the year 2000, membership did not include any “humanitar-
ian” organizations. Their place was taken by V. Klinyshkov, 
deputy head of the Directorate to Fight Terrorism and Politi-
cal Extremism of the Second Department of the RF Federal 
Security Service. The Ministry of Federation Affairs provided 
work for the Interdepartmental Commission and the Minister 
for Federation Affairs acted as its chairperson. Upon the liq-
uidation of the Ministry for Federation Affairs on October 16, 
2001, the Commission went into an administrative coma. 

It should be noted that in March 2001 — prior to the afore-
mentioned most recent administrative coma — the Krasnodar 
territory was visited by A. Blokhin in his capacity as Minister 
for Federation Affairs and Chairman of the Commission on 
the Meskhetian Turks, to investigate the problem “on loca-
tion.” Territorial and district officials together with Cossack 
activists assured the Minister that the territory was faced 
with an explosive situation, that the local population refused 
to have the Turks as their neighbors and were on the verge 
of rioting. They tried to convince the Moscow delegation that 
the federal government should find a way to evict the Mesk-
hetians from the Krasnodar territory. During the delegation’s 
trip to the districts, the delegation was twice stopped by a 
hysterical crowd of Cossacks and RNE members. A. Blokhin 
had to explain his position at those improvised meetings, an-
swering why Moscow was not evicting the Turks. 

As the visit drew to an end, A. Blokhin announced his deci-
sion to take a poll of all Meskhetian adults, asking what they 
are planning to do in the future and where they would like to 
go. The results of the poll were to determine further action 
by the federal administration, i.e., talks with Georgia, Turkey 
or other countries ready to accept the Meskhetians. The Min-
ister made no mention of either granting citizenship or pro-
tecting the rights of the Meskhetians in the Krasnodar terri-
tory and other places within the Russian Federation where 
they are domiciled. A. Blokhin actually employed two tech-
niques previously practiced by his predecessor to procrasti-
nate and avoid tackling the problem. The first one was to 
substitute the issue of immigration for cessation of discrimi-
nation. The second one was to offer discourses of the type: 
                                                           
300 Popov A., “Problems and Ways of Development of Interethnic Relations,” 
Network of Ethnological Monitoring and Early Prevention of Conflicts Bulle-
tin (May-June, 2001, p. 32). 
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“We are not in a position to decide anything until we have 
learned what they are going to do!” Besides, by raising the 
point of resettlement those in power in Moscow have, at least 
indirectly, admitted that they are not going to ensure the 
rights of the Meskhetians in the Krasnodar territory, thereby 
encouraging those who are “cleansing” the territory from 
“undesired settlers.” 

By way of example, here is the viewpoint of a representative 
of the RF Ministry of Internal Affairs: 

Over the course of several years, the Meskhetian Turks 
have been granted, in compliance with territorial statu-
tory acts, a long-standing temporary registration at the 
place of their actual residence with the availability of 
which they were able to solve virtually all their social 
and domestic problems301 <…> The Meskhetian Turks 
residing within the Krasnodar territory with former 
USSR passports have fallen into the category of stateless 
persons. Today, they may acquire Russian citizenship 
only by filing a petition to that effect with the President 
of the Russian Federation five years after having re-
ceived documentation of a residence permit. Such peti-
tions are reviewed on a case-by-case basis302 <…> Rus-
sia’s Ministry of Internal Affairs, the administration 
and the Chief Police Directorate of the Krasnodar terri-
tory are concerned about the situation in places with 
dense concentrations of Meskhetian Turks which can be 
described as charged with conflict. Such conflict is often 
aggravated by the Turks committing crimes against the 
local population. The analysis of the crime situation over 
the last four years shows that the number of offences 
committed by the Meskhetian Turks in 1998 was thirty 
five, in 1999 — forty seven, in 2000 — thirty nine, over 
the eleven months of 2001 — thirty three.303 Some of 
these acts have evoked wide-spread public outcry among 
local residents <…> Furthermore, according to incom-
plete data for 2001… more than 4 200  persons of the 
Turkish-Meskhetian nationality within the Krasnodar 
territory were subject to civil administrative sanction.304 

To compare, here is the viewpoint of a representative of the 
RF Prosecutor General’s Office: 

                                                           
301 That is an obvious lie.  
302 This was made up by the author of the letter. On the date of the letter, 
the law was silent regarding the period of permanent residence required 
prior to applying for citizenship.  
303 The annual number of crimes registered in the Krasnodar territory aver-
ages about 55 000. 
304 Letter #41/12 of January 4, 2002, signed by N. Getman, First Deputy 
Head of the Public Security Service of RF Ministry of Internal Affairs ad-
dressed to S. Tedorov, Chairman of the Krasnodar Territorial Branch of the 
“Vatan” International Association of Meskhetian Turks.  
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It has been established that the territorial bodies of legis-
lative and executive authority repeatedly adopted acts 
aimed at restricting the rights of persons of that [Mesh-
ketian Turkish] ethnic group, as a result of which a con-
siderable proportion of the Meskhetian Turks have not 
been granted Russian citizenship and have the status of 
persons temporarily residing within RF territory… The 
majority of the Meskhetian Turks lack right-granting 
documents for acquired housing, which makes their reg-
istration at their chosen place of residence difficult. In 
the absence of permanent registration the said persons 
have no right to be recognized as citizens of the Russian 
Federation according to the procedure in Article 13 of 
Federal Law “On Citizenship of the Russian Federa-
tion.” The issue of acquiring Russian citizenship by the 
Meskhetians domiciled in dense concentrations within 
the Krasnodar territory should be solved on an individ-
ual basis in strict compliance with the said law. Analysis 
of media reports has identified no articles aimed at in-
citing national and religious enmity or disrespect for na-
tional dignity…305 

The Meskhetian association “Vatan” regularly appeals to vari-
ous federal departments for aid only to receive pro forma re-
plies, excerpts from which were given above, sent to keep up 
appearances. O. Mironov, Ombudsman of the Russian Federa-
tion and V. Zorin, a newly appointed Minister for Affairs of 
Nationalities have openly turned their backs on the Krasno-
dar problem. 

Since 2000, the position of the federal authorities has been 
changing for the worse, that is, against the Meskhetians. 
Support for policies intended to force them out is becoming 
increasingly obvious and active. 

Migration “problems” are actively tackled by the staff of the 
plenipotentiary representative of the RF President in the 
Southern federal district. Both staff officials and the repre-
sentative himself take an unfriendly position towards mi-
grants and minorities, to put it mildly. There are notorious 
“experts” on ethnic problems among officials, such as 
L. Khoperskaya, who acquired notoriety by calling ethnic dis-
crimination a method of “optimizing the ethnic composition of 
the flow of migration.”306 In the spring-summer of 2001, the 
staff of the plenipotentiary representative directly addressed 
the Meskhetians’ problem. In August 2001, the head office of 
the RF Ministry of Justice for the Krasnodar territory jointly 
                                                           
305 Letter #41/12 of January 4, 2002, signed by N. Getman, First Deputy 
Head of the Public Security Service of the RF Ministry of Internal Affairs 
addressed to S. Tedorov, Chairman of the Krasnodar territorial branch of 
the “Vatan” International Association of The Meskhetian Turks. 
306 Forced Migrants in the North Caucasus (Moscow: 1997, p. 12); 
L. Khoperskaya Regulation of Migration Processes in the North Caucasus: 
Forced Migrants and the State (Moscow: 1998, pp. 125, 126). 
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with other departments conducted an inspection of activities 
of the Krasnodar branch of the “Vatan” Meskhetian Turks’ 
association. The chairman of the branch, S. Tedorov, received 
two notices of non-compliance with statutory provisions con-
nected to the organization’s activity. There were basically two 
charges brought against “Vatan.” The first, a delay in submis-
sion of the year 2000 annual report to the registering author-
ity; and the second, unauthorized activities conducted by 
“Vatan” "to promote the Turks’ settlement and entrenchment 
within the Krasnodar territory” in defiance of its Charter, 
which envisages that the Turks be provided with assistance 
in returning to their historic motherland. The liquidation of a 
branch of a public association through the courts is no simple 
matter and the territorial branch of the Ministry of Justice 
chose not to initiate it. It should be noted, that thus far, no 
inspections of the activities of Cossack organizations within 
the territory has been carried out. 

“Forcing out the Meskhetians” fits in nicely with the federal 
campaign of “cleansing” the country of former USSR citizens 
and citizens of CIS countries. In 2000, those citizens were 
equated with foreigners from “the far abroad:” the unpub-
lished acts of the Ministry of Internal Affairs were applied to 
them, requiring  documentation for residence permits and 
limiting by one month the term of residence registration at 
the place of domicile. In addition, the easy procedure for ac-
quisition of Russian citizenship has been terminated; the ef-
fect of former USSR passports is coming to an end and a new 
law on citizenship is in the pipeline. Former Soviet citizens 
who live in the RF without registration of their residence or 
with USSR passports (i.e., the same as the Turks in Krasno-
dar) find themselves deprived of all rights and prospects. The 
objectives of those policies are obvious — to make all these 
people leave the country. The motives have also been pro-
claimed: to reduce the number of migrants who are perceived 
as a threat to state security and to get rid of “unsuitable” 
ethnic groups. That is quite consistent with the sentiments of 
the Krasnodar authorities. 

Speaking in the town of Abinsk on March 18, 2002, at the 
meeting of territorial activists, Governor Tkatchev declared as 
follows: “The President is in support of our aspirations, he 
has instructed me to take active steps without waiting for the 
adoption of federal legislation on this problem.”307 Up to now, 
the federal administration has been eloquently silent. 

                                                           
307 “In the Kuban They Will Check Your Family Name Endings,” Inostranets 
(2000, March 26). 
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PROPAGANDA CAMPAIGNS AND THE ROLE OF THE MASS MEDIA  

The theme of the Meskhetian Turks has been continuously 
commented on in the Krasnodar mass media; it receives much 
less attention in Moscow newspapers. The Krasnodar newspa-
pers (both territorial and district) follow a well-coordinated pat-
tern of issuing publications on the Turks, usually as a series of 
articles, following  statements made by local bosses, a visit paid 
by some Moscow officials or a major incident. The most notice-
able anti-Turk campaigns were conducted in April-May and 
November-December of 2000 and March-April of 2001; the last 
one was started in February 2002. 

A statement or a visit of a important government personage 
also triggers publications in the Moscow media on this subject. 
Moscow gave its most extensive coverage to the Turks in 
March 2001, during the aforementioned visit of Minister for 
Federation Affairs, A. Blokhin, an official with uncertain 
powers, who is not much of a public figure. Although infor-
mation about the persecutions of the Turks is easily available, 
journalists are rarely interested. 

Generally speaking, all publications may be split into two 
groups: those which are openly racist and those claiming to 
be “objective.” In recent years, honest publications sympa-
thetic towards the Turks have been rare exceptions. The 
Krasnodar newspapers are largely dominated by xenophobia-
charged publications, the Moscow newspapers — by the so-
called objective ones.  Obviously, xenophobic publications all 
sound quite the same. They often spell out the position of the 
territorial authorities (i.e., the Turks are illegal migrants with 
an “alien” and even hostile culture, criminals and a parasitic 
element, they should be relocated to Georgia, they are used 
as an instrument of demographic expansion, etc.). Such publi-
cations are also “flavored” with rumors  and speculations (the 
Turks are raping teenagers and old people, accumulating 
weapons, making threats against local residents and the au-
thorities, etc.).308 

Here is an extract about the Meskhetian Turks that is rather 
typical of the material published in the Krasnodar newspapers: 

The settlers have not been socially assimilated:  two 
thirds of them are residing in the Krasnodar territory  
illegally, engaging in illegal activities. According to data 
from the territorial Chief Police Directorate, the districts 
of the Krasnodar territory which contain dense concen-

                                                           
308 Suffice it to have a look at the titles of the following articles: 
L. Tkatcheva, “When in Russia, the Turks Should Do as the Russians Do.” 
Krasnodarskye Izvestiya ( March 3, 2001); S. Garmash “The Kuban-type 
Balkans?” Kubanskie Novosti (March 27, 2001); “Is It a Country or a Hotel?” 
Kuban Segodnya (March 7, 2001); S. Perov, “We Do Not Want the Turkish 
Land so why Should the Turks Want the Kuban?” Kubanskie Novosti 
(March 15, 2001). 
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trations of the Meskhetian Turks have seen a sharp in-
crease in the turnover of narcotics and weapons. Theft 
from fields has risen to the level of a genuine disaster. 
There are more horrible crimes such as murders and 
rapes of children and old people. The Turkish  popula-
tion is not contributing much to the government budget 
of the territory and its districts. <…> The situation is 
aggravated by the fact that the Meskhetian Turks de-
mand  rather aggressively that they be granted rights on 
equal terms with the local population. The leaders of the 
Turkish association “Vatan” are applying to all interna-
tional organizations demanding that they be allowed to 
participate in elections and to put an end to registration 
within the Krasnodar territory so that the Turks could 
settle in any Kuban locality without any restrictions.309 

The “objective” publications interpret the situation in the 
same manner as the xenophobic ones (i.e., the Turks are ille-
gal migrants, they are not citizens of the Russian Federation, 
they provoke conflict, the region is suffering from an influx 
of new-comers). Nonetheless, they do criticize unduly tough 
measures and Cossack reprisals. 

In practice, the racist and “objective” publications are no dif-
ferent. The journalists claiming to be “objective” agree that 
the absence of residence registration implies “illegal” resi-
dence and that the “alien” ethnic group by itself poses a 
problem. The rest is of no importance, as can easily be in-
ferred from those two premises. The so-called objective publi-
cations point out that the territorial authorities are violating 
the RF Constitution and federal laws, a point also mentioned 
by grossly racist articles. The difference lies in the fact that 
the latter expressly assert that the prevailing laws are “bad” 
and are being violated involuntarily while the former try to 
impress that idea on the reader in an indirect way. While one 
article claims that “the problem” requires a drastic solution at 
the federal level, the other insist that Moscow should take 
tougher measures. 

Here is a specimen of an “objective” publication about the 
Turks by the Moscow on-line media:  

The Krasnodar territorial authorities have long been 
quite concerned about the changing demographic situa-
tion in the region, which is not favorable to Russians. 
The Kuban Governor, Alexander Tkatchev, just as his 
predecessor Nikolai Kondratenko, is trying to counter 
that trend by administratively regulating the number of 
non-Slavic people residing within the territory. <…> 
The ethnic composition of the population of the town of 
Sochi has changed dramatically over past several years. 

                                                           
309 “The Trojan Horse of the Meskhetian Problem.” Kuban Segodnya (Febru-
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MOSCOW HELSINKI GROUP 

 

364 

Today, Russians there constitute a minority compared to 
Armenians arriving into the region which, according to 
some estimates, account for 50% of the city’s population. 
<…> The Kuban Cossacks fear that the same may hap-
pen in other areas of the territory as well. The Cossacks’ 
fears are associated not with the Armenians but with the 
Meskhetian Turks residing within the territory. The Cos-
sacks’ sentiments seem to be shared by local authorities. 
In the Kuban area, they officially banned registration of 
Meskhetian Turks residing there. As a result, the Turks 
are denied the right to lease lands, to take employment, 
and are not allowed to trade, since that requires docu-
ments which are obtainable only upon registration. The 
Meskhetians are actually deprived of all means of sub-
sistence. <…> The Cossacks are claiming that the Mesk-
hetian Turks have deliberately settled on strategically 
important lands in order “to appropriate” them, even 
though thirteen thousand people — the number of the 
Meskhetian Turks currently living in the Kuban area — 
even theoretically, are unable to do this. Under the laws 
of the Krasnodar territory, the Meskhetian Turks who 
have resettled there from Uzbekistan after the 1989 Fer-
gana pogroms are not entitled to Russian citizenship, 
they may not own real estate, and have no right to regis-
ter their children under their true family names. As of 
February 1, 2001, they have been denied even temporary 
registration. The local Cossacks demand that the Turks 
be evicted, accusing them of disseminating Wahhabism 
and claiming that the Cossack and Asian ways of life 
are incompatible. <…> The Soviet leadership secretly 
prohibited registration of the Meskhetian Turks for resi-
dence in the Crimea and Kuban areas, seeking, in all 
probability, to prevent  changes in the demographic 
situation in regions which are traditionally regarded as 
the best Russian vacation resorts. Meanwhile, according 
to representatives of the Meskhetian Turks, they have 
never looked upon Russia as their country of permanent 
domicile. The Turks are still waiting for a decision from 
the Georgia authorities allowing them to return to their 
native land — Meskhetia.”310 

At first glance, the text does contain some truth, even if pep-
pered with a number of lies. In essence, it tries to sell the 
reader the same idea as obviously xenophobic publications, 
i.e., “a demographic expansion” is under way and it is difficult 
to control this problem with “bad laws.” 

Noteworthy are several new trends. As of 1999, newspapers 
in the Krasnodar territory have been employing the new rhe-
torical technique of comparing the territory, allegedly suffer-
ing from “a Muslim demographic expansion,” to Kosovo. Bla-
                                                           
310 A. Rabin, “Without the Right To Registration.” Strana.Ru (March 19, 
2001 — www.strana.ru). 
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tantly racist publications and broadcasts about the Turks in 
the Krasnodar territory started to appear in Moscow mass 
media. A graphic example is provided by an article by Irina 
Kiryanova published in the Literaturnaya Gazeta newspa-
per,311  which urges driving the Meskhetians out. The conclu-
sion of the article describing how Abinsk residents would 
happily wave farewell to the last train carrying the Turks 
away would have done credit to Hitler’s “Volkischer Beo-
bachter.” A new accusation, “espionage,” has also been lev-
eled in the anti-Turk campaign. In April, 2001, an article ap-
peared signed by the press service of the RF Federal Security 
Service Directorate for Krasnodar territory, alleging that 
Turkey’s special services were in close cooperation with the 
“Vatan” association of Meskhetian Turks, seeking to have the 
Meskhetians entrenched within the territory in order to use 
them as “a fifth column.”312 A little later, the Moskovsky 
Komsomolets newspaper313 accused the “Vatan” of having 
links with Turkey’s intelligence services. 

CONCLUSION 

Many experts tend to perceive new, latent and more sophisti-
cated forms of discrimination and xenophobia as the most 
crucial problems of racism in Russia. The Meskhetian Turks’ 
situation does not meet these criteria. In the case of the 
Meskhetians, we are witnessing an organized “soft ethnic 
cleansing” orchestrated by the state under straightforward 
and simplistic racist slogans. The scale and significance of the 
campaign, as well as the tenacity of the authorities at all lev-
els, make it impossible to regard it as being accidental. 

Naturally, the two eternal questions must be asked: “what to 
do?” and “who is to blame?” (or, to be more precise, “why is 
it happening?”). 

The answer to the first question is rhetorical. The situation may 
be successfully resolved only when the federal authorities start 
to honor their own laws and become aware of the hopelessness 
of “cleansing” the country of its fellow residents of non-Russian 
ethnic origins. Unfortunately, this calls for a political solution, 
as no individual case won in the courts of law will ever change 
the situation in the aggregate. 

The next general question may broken into three components. 
Firstly, what are the cause of these, not exclusively Russian 
phenomena, i.e., the so-called migrantophobia, Islamophobia 
and Caucasophobia? There are various, more or less convinc-

                                                           
311 I. Kiryanova, “The Day of Reckoning for the People’s Friendship.” Lite-
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312 “The Turkish March.” Krasnodarskye Izvestiya (April 14, 2001). 
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ing explanations, which we prefer not to dwell upon in this 
report. Secondly, why is it that only the Meskhetians have 
found themselves under pressure and specifically in the 
Krasnodar territory? One may look at various hypotheses 
which assert, in essence, that the entire thing was an “unfor-
tunate coincidence”: the Turks happened to be in the wrong 
place at the wrong time. It is fitting to emphasize one small 
point. The Krasnodar territory used to be one of the two re-
gions of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic 
where, prior to perestroika (the reorganization of the state 
system), the police, party and administrative machine was 
already set in full swing for persecution of certain ethnic 
groups. In the 1980s, the Krasnodar territory was running a 
campaign against the Crimean Tatars (whose place was later 
taken by the Turks), and in the Prigorodny district of North-
ern Ossetia — against the Ingushes. 

Why is the federal administration so persistent and unambigu-
ous in supporting the most rabid forms of racism, not even at-
tempting to cover its tracks? The answer may be found after a 
thorough investigation of official comments and publications of 
recent years. The official leadership at all levels is represented 
mainly by people who have a Soviet-type of tunnel-vision. 
They perceive it to be normal when the population is manage-
able and the administration is in a position to control, specifi-
cally, the deployment and composition of its residents, includ-
ing, “their ethnicities.” The weakening of Soviet mechanisms of 
control (the nominal elimination of residence registration, the 
opening of borders, economic freedoms, and the limiting of 
powers of law enforcement bodies) is perceived as a threat to 
security, leading to the onset of chaos. Suffice to say that es-
sentially senseless expressions such as “uncontrolled” or “spon-
taneous migration” and “the upsetting of a demographic bal-
ance” are capable of throwing officials into a panic. The ad-
ministration that perceives itself as a weak administration usu-
ally prefers not to abide by the law but to engage in manipula-
tion, specifically, “to regulate interethnic relations” and to court 
extremists. “The strengthening of the hierarchy of state power” 
and “the concern for security” implies, among other things, a 
desire to restore “the manageability” of the population, includ-
ing the control over its ethnic composition. The Soviet ideology 
of “internationalism” and “friendship of the peoples” used to 
imply “playing fair politics” in its own peculiar way. It carried a 
certain obligation to play by the party rules, in the interests of 
foreign policy, etc. Under current conditions, that component 
has turned out to no longer be needed. Nobody is watching and 
nothing is forbidden. 

Post-Scriptum: During late March 2002 while this article was 
being written, the situation in the Krasnodar territory began 
to sharply deteriorate. The Legislative Assembly of the 
Krasnodar territory issued Statement #1381-P, dated March 
27, 2002, “On Measures Aimed at Strengthening State Control 
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Over Migration and Administrative Extradition of Persons 
Illegally Staying in the Krasnodar Territory.”  This document 
actually sanctions deportation of persons who do not have 
official registration. On April 11, the Governor signed Territo-
rial Law #460-KZ “On Temporary Stays and Residence in the 
Krasnodar Territory.”314 This new law introduces permissive 
authorization of registration at the place of residence and 
temporary domicile but mandates strict sanctions against un-
registered people. The authorities are declaring their intention 
to deport so-called migrants on a mass scale. On April 13, two 
Kurdish families were expelled to the Rostov region. The au-
thorities are increasingly putting pressure on the Meskhetian 
Turks.  Spontaneous passport and registration checks, assess-
ing fines for “land seizure,” and land and property confisca-
tion are continue to be common practices. 

                                                           
314 Kubanskie Novosti (April 13, 2002). 
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ROMA AS A PARTICULARLY VULNERABLE GROUP
  

In contemporary Russia, the problem of xenophobia with re-
spect to the Roma should be examined from two points of 
view: in comparison with “Romaphobia” in other countries, 
first and foremost in Eastern Europe, and in comparison with 
other objects of xenophobia in Russia itself. 

According to international human rights organizations, in a 
number of states in Central and Eastern Europe, the govern-
ments’ policies towards the Roma minority (which is more 
numerous than in Russia) are frequently discriminatory. On 
the other hand, xenophobia in Western Europe is more of a 
social phenomenon (the situation in southern Europe is some-
what worse). Moreover, in countries such as the United King-
dom and Ireland, the state policy is often targeted at over-
coming unfair, discriminatory Roma stereotypes and at solv-
ing their specific problems. 

On the whole, the situation in Russia is better than that in 
Eastern Europe because there are no openly discriminatory 
elements in the government policy towards the Roma. How-
ever, it is necessary to note that the problem of xenophobia in 
society is quite serious and that the pervasive xenophobic at-
mosphere influences the actions of officials in government 
positions.  

Historically, the position of the Roma in Russia was somewhat 
better than their position in other European countries. While 
the Russian empire’s policy in the IX century with respect to 
such peoples as the Poles and the Jews was explicitly dis-
criminatory, there were no laws targeting the Roma. There 
were provisions that were adopted to levy duties on the 
Roma — duties that applied to the rest of the population — 
that were never, in fact, enforced. Of course, there was xeno-
phobia with respect to the Roma, but negative stereotypes 
coexisted with the romantic image of the Roma as a symbol 
of freedom, which took root in Russian literature. 

With the state’s support, the first years of Soviet power were 
a time for the active development of Roma national culture. 
The Roma experienced repression just as other citizens of the 
USSR experienced repression, however the repression was 
not targeted against the Roma as a nation as it was targeted 
against, for example, the Chechens, the Jews, or the Crimean 
Tatars. 

It was during the “thaw” period that the Roma found them-
selves at the center of Soviet national policy. They were de-
nied the right to live according to their traditions. On October 
5, 1956, the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet issued a 
decree “On Involving Vagrant Roma in Labor Activities” that 
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prohibited the Roma from wandering and required that va-
grant Roma immediately settle down and obtain permanent 
housing registration. Using the propagandist tradition, the 
issuance of the decree was “justified” by letters from “Soviet 
laborers” that legitimized xenophobia towards the Roma. The 
letters reflected an aversion to Roma culture and the tradi-
tional mode of life.  

Compulsion towards a settled way of living — as a rule, en-
rollment in a collective farm with unfamiliar types of activi-
ties — turned out to be a real tragedy for several generations 
of Russian Roma. Suffice it to say that the firm rejection of 
the traditional ways of living — such as trade and crafts, the 
preservation of which was impossible under conditions of set-
tled living — led to the marginalization of numerous Roma 
families, to their rapid impoverishment, and to the loss of 
professional skills. Also, as a result, the Roma could not adapt 
to the new living conditions. The Roma population in Russian 
villages found itself in the position of misunderstood and fre-
quently unaccepted outsiders, whose relations with local resi-
dents, although not everywhere, retained feelings of mutual 
dislike for a long time. In addition, the population always re-
garded the Roma with a great deal of tension and suspicion. 
These events largely contributed to the current unfavorable 
position of a significant part of the Russian Roma and to the 
spread of xenophobia towards them.  

The Soviet authorities differentiated citizens based on their 
nationality (ethnicity), which for the Roma turned into dis-
crimination. The state policy in contemporary Russia is free 
from such an approach, but Soviet traditions are still very 
powerful when it comes to the everyday practice of regional 
and local authorities. The traditions themselves contributed to 
the outburst of xenophobia in the 1990s, especially towards 
Caucasians. The Roma became hostages of the massive hatred 
towards those people whom xenophobic citizens call “blacks.” 
Among the hated “blacks,” there are visitors from the Cauca-
sus and Central Asia, indigenous RF residents with darker 
features, people who speak Russian with an accent and those 
who speak Russian much better than their offenders, citizens 
of the former USSR, and foreigners who arrive from afar. 
Essentially, this includes all of those people who ethnically 
differ from a certain, undefined “Slavic type” — especially 
those who look swarthier or “more oriental.” The Roma be-
long in this category. 

Associating the Roma with a mythical race of “blacks” was a 
new feature in the old practice of discrimination and oppres-
sion of the Roma. Previously, Europeans, including Russians, 
disliked and feared the Roma because of archaic prejudices 
and everyday xenophobia (“why don’t they live the way we 
do, they wander, they tell fortunes, where did so many chil-
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dren come from, etc.). Today, the statement “they are blacks” 
is a sufficient reason for hatred. 

Here is an indicative example. Thanks to efforts of local 
teachers, additional lessons on Roma folklore are conducted in 
a school where Russian and Roma children study and coexist 
peacefully. The teacher helps the Roma children learn a song 
in their native language. One of the Russian schoolboys looks 
into the hall where the class is in session and asks the teacher 
the following question:  

 “Why are you working with them?” 
 “Why?” answers the teacher. “We could work with 

you too if you want. We can organize a Russian choir. 
What’s the matter, anyway?” 

 “The problem is that they are blacks, and we are in 
Russia here,” answered the boy.315 

The growth of such manifestations of intolerance makes one 
pay special attention to the attitude of young neo-nazis, espe-
cially skinheads, towards the Roma, whom the neo-nazis have 
already included in their victim lists. It is the Roma who are 
the primary objects of their attacks in Eastern Europe. Since 
well-developed links usually exist within an ideological sub-
culture such as the skinheads, one may expect an outburst of 
stereotypical anti-Roma sentiments in Russia, especially con-
sidering that some cases have already been registered. 

In August 2001, several individuals from a Roma community 
in the vicinity of Volgograd were violently attacked by skin-
heads/neo-nazis. As a result, two people were killed. The at-
tackers’ ethnic intolerance was recognized as the only reason 
for the attack.316 

According to the Roma residents of the Peri settlement (Len-
ingrad region), in 2002 the aggressive behavior of certain 
groups of St. Petersburg teenagers towards Roma women for-
tune-tellers who go to St. Petersburg in search of work got 
significantly worse. For example, in January-February 2002, 
Roma women were repeatedly attacked by young individuals 
(15-year-olds and 16-year-olds). They repeatedly attacked Roma 
women on the Devyatkino platform (northern suburb of St. 
Petersburg). Teenagers would beat the women, spray tear gas 
in their eyes, and even attack pregnant women and women 
with children. They would accompany their actions by yelling 
“Death to the Gypsies!” Analogous slogans constantly appear 
in commuter trains and on platforms along this railroad.317 

                                                           
315 Recorded by S. Kulayeva on the basis of her conversation with I. Berdy-
shev, psychologist of the St. Petersburg school # 462 (June 2001). 
316 Information provided by À. Gorbaty, President of the Roma Association 
of the Volgograd region.  
317 Based on eyewitnesses’ testimonies (March 2002). 
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Manifestations of xenophobia towards the Roma as “blacks” 
indicate that the hatred is now simply caused by the Roma 
appearance: their facial features, language, and clothes repre-
sent the most noticeable signs of an association with a differ-
ent people. In the past, prejudices and a negative attitude 
towards the Roma were determined initially by their unusual 
lifestyle namely their unusual traditions and livelihood. Such 
racism (which, as a matter of fact, is the cause of unmoti-
vated aggression) is characteristic of not only street teenagers 
and hooligans. Police representatives who use visual ethnic 
features as a criterion for “suspiciousness” also frequently 
demonstrate this attitude.  

Over the past several years the attitude of the police towards 
the Roma has noticeably changed. Due to social marginaliza-
tion and a “southern” appearance, the Roma have been in-
cluded in the category of “blacks” towards whom the level of 
police xenophobia is very high. The police discriminate against 
the Roma in places where they compactly reside, deliberately 
extorting bribes. According to members of a Roma family 
from the Alexandrovskaya village (in the outskirts of St. Pe-
tersburg), “the police always stop and examine our car seeing 
that there are blacks inside. They simply look for something 
that they can profit from.”318 

Although human rights defense mechanisms in Russia do not 
work effectively, they often limit arbitrary rule. However, the 
Roma are very disadvantaged in this respect: their inability 
and lack of desire to resort to legal methods for protection are 
often exacerbated by the cynical attitude of authorities towards 
grievances coming from them, as well as by the fact that ex-
tortionists from among the police are sure that the “gypsies will 
never go complaining.” But when representatives of this de-
prived minority do try to protect their rights before individuals 
vested with power, manifestations of xenophobic attitudes from 
those in power become especially evident.  

Having been attacked by a drunken man who broke her arm 
and demonstrated an inclination to continue his violent actions 
against her, Lala Mikhai, a Roma fortune-teller permanently 
residing in the town of Alexandrov (Vladimir region), at-
tempted to solicit protection from representatives of the rail-
way station police. Mikhai managed to reach the police de-
partment, but the policeman on duty immediately took the 
side of her attacker. According to Lala Mikhai, he actually 
said, “I would break her other arm if I had the power.”319 

Confident in their impunity, representatives of law-enforce-
ment authorities often openly inform Roma looking for justice 
that their attitude towards them is “very special.” Letters from 
                                                           
318 Based on the testimony of members of the Roma family, the Afanasyevs 
(December 2001). 
319 Based on the testimony of Lala Mikhai (September 2001). 
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Roma from the city of Pskov and the Pskov region in which 
they complain about the unfair and biased attitudes of the au-
thorities are indicative examples. Passages from these letters 
demonstrate how cynical representatives of the police and the 
local administration can sometimes be blunt in their xenophobia 
and how direct discrimination leads to constant violations of 
human rights and an inability to get legal protection of one’s 
rights.  

Archaic accusations of sorcery, suggestions that the Roma 
should go without housing if they are wanderers, and constant 
declarations such as “you all are thieves and frauds, you know 
better how to live,” suggestions “to kill all the gypsies,” etc are 
omnipresent in contemporary Russia. In this respect, it is worth 
paying attention to the words of T. Dumbrovskaya (Roma, fe-
male) who said that “after what happened in Chechnya, I am 
afraid to go outside in the evening.” This is a confirmation that 
the outburst of anti-Caucasian and anti-Chechen moods has 
affected the Roma who have nothing to do with the events in 
the Caucasus. (It should be also noted that the Roma have re-
sided in the Pskov region for 200–300 years).  

The full testimony of T. Dumbrovskaya and other testimonies 
of Roma residing in Pskov are quoted bellow to illustrate the 
problem of overt hostility against the Roma: 

I am Tamara Alexeyevna Dumbrovskaya. We live on a 
pension, on mine and my daughter’s, sometimes it is not 
enough even to buy pills, and we are tired of applying 
for help, no measuresare taken, and no assistance is 
given to us. They say that all the gypsies live well, they 
can apply for assistance and pay for it. They say, the 
gypsies all look like one another, all they want is profit. 
They look at us as if we were Muslims, they say, they 
are all — blacks, they have to be killed and after what 
happened in Chechnya I am afraid of going outside in 
the evening. 

OR 

I, Nadezhda Petrovna Lipunova, born May 24, 1944, am 
writing this to request that I be provided with housing 
with conveniences, but nobody even wants to talk to me 
saying that you — gypsies,  frauds, and sorcerers  — 
should be driven out of town altogether, but we are ordi-
nary people just like everybody else. Officers detain me 
and beat me for no reason. I request that my complaint 
against the Pskov authorities be considered and not ig-
nored. 

OR 

I, Lidia Alexandrovna Kozlova, reside in Pskov and have 
seven children. Sixteen people all together are registered 
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and live on 27 square meters. I have applied to the 
Pskov administration, repeatedly explained that we can’t 
go on like that — so many people on these 27 square me-
ters. And that I am a sick woman, I can’t, I have a heart 
condition. That I need housing with conveniences, that I 
often get sick because of overwork. They said that you 
have wandered and you can wander now. They just 
sneer at me. They said that we are gypsies. They de-
clined my request. Last year, our cow was stolen, this 
year — our horse. We applied to the police and they said, 
‘We do not know where to go and look for your horse.’ 
They say, ‘You are gypsies and you will find it sooner 
yourselves.’ I request that you consider my complaint for 
our nation, because we are people just like everybody 
else, and find out how we can possibly be different from 
the others. Authorities in Pskov are unfair and treat the 
gypsy nation very badly. 

OR 

I am Vera Kazimirovna Masalskaya, born on May 25, 
1945. We live on 425 roubles a month with our children, 
we often go hungry. I have applied for assistance many 
times, but Pskov authorities do not consider our appeals. 
The address, at which we are registered with children, 
that  house has not been there for a long time already, it 
was pulled down two years ago, and we all are registered 
there. Therefore, I have to move from people to people 
with my children, all my relatives live in Latvia, I have 
no one in Pskov. I have applied to the Pskov admini-
stration. I said that we had nowhere to go, that there is 
no house, only land. And they sneer at me saying that 
we, gypsies, are used to wandering. Police officers speak 
as if we were people not like others. I request that you 
consider my complaint against the Pskov authorities. 
Because it is impossible to go on living like this. 

OR 

I am Petrova, Alexandra Alexandrovna, born in 1960, 
three children, one is disabled, with a second-class dis-
ability, I live alone with the children, beg, the children 
are half-starved. No matter how many times I applied to 
the authorities — it was all useless, nobody pays atten-
tion. They learn that we are gypsies and refuse to talk to 
us. I don’t know what to do. 

OR 

I, Levitskaya Oxana Nikolayevna, currently reside in 
Pskov. I live without a passport, without registration, al-
though I have an apartment. I complained, went and 
asked, but — it was useless. Even having health insur-
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ance I cannot count on free medical assistance because 
my passport is invalid, and my child has to start school 
this year (he was born in 1995) and what is there to 
do — I do not know. And nobody wants to take care of 
this, therefore, it turns out that the gypsies are not like 
other people, everything is all wrong with them all the 
time, and they are not allowed to be like all other people. 
Everyone turns away from us. And I am not the only 
one who is treated this way, as soon as it is known that 
a person is a gypsy, they immediately turn away, in all 
instances. I do not want to say that it is always so, but in 
the majority of cases. And there is no respect for us as a 
nation at all, they say it looking straight in our eyes. 
They say, all gypsies are thieves, frauds, even sorcerers, 
and such treatment is unbearable. 320 

The Roma from the town of Ostrov (Pskov region) also com-
plain about deprivation and undeserved animosity, for example: 

THE KOZLOVSKY FAMILY 

Vladislav Ivanovich raises his 12-year-old daughter 
alone. He does not receive any benefits because they are 
simply not provided to him. The girl is in the fourth 
grade now. At school she is treated badly. She is called 
names and this makes her lose the desire to study. Al-
though she wants to acquire an education very much. 

THE TIKHONOV FAMILY 

Ludmila Ivanovna — unemployed. She has two daugh-
ters. Her husband has a second class disability. He re-
ceives a disability pension of 600 roubles and the entire 
family lives on it. The daughters are educated but they 
cannot find employment. As soon as employers learn 
that they are gypsies, they immediately refuse to hire 
them. 321 

Analogous complaints can be heard in other parts of the 
Pskov region as well, for example, in the Novorzhevsky dis-
trict of the Pskov region (Vasyugino village), where a local 
resident, Tatiana Samulevich noted, “Here I come to the ad-
ministration and they totally refuse altogether to meet with 
me. And when Russians come, they normally help them out. 
And to me right in my face, ‘Ah, we are sick of you, gyp-
sies.’”322 

Roma Relationships with prosecutorial and judicial authorities 
sometimes are no less dramatic than their relationships with 
the police and the administration. Bias and xenophobia on the 

                                                           
320 Letters and applications from Roma collected by A. Klein (August 2001). 
321 Letters and applications from Roma collected by A. Klein (February 2002). 
322 Excerpt from the recorded testimony of Tatiana Samulevich (July 2001). 
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part of investigators, prosecutors and judges often serve as 
grounds for unjustified searches and arrests, unjust verdicts, 
and excessively long terms of imprisonment. As a result, the 
Roma do not believe in the very possibility of a conscientious 
investigation and fair court proceedings, which ultimately re-
duces the motivation for law-abiding behavior. In light of 
this, it is not all that surprising that in the human rights sur-
veys that we conduct among the Roma population we rarely 
encounter families whose members have never been convicted  
of a crime or have not served time in prison. 

Here is an example of an obvious abuse committed by a judge 
as a result of prejudice. In 2000, a 20-year-old resident of the 
town of Ostrov, Zobar (a Roma according to his passport), 
together with his Russian friends, broke the window of a local 
store. All of them were immediately apprehended and they 
did not deny being guilty. According to Zobar’s mother, Vera 
K., “the Russians were released, while Zobar got three years 
in prison for ‘hooliganism.’ The investigator was good, he 
wanted to close the case, but judge Khokhlova (from the 
town court) said, ‘Since he is a gypsy, he will be prosecuted. I 
will send all the gypsies to prison. Let him spend some time 
there, he will understand later.’”323 

In some localities, court representatives openly demonstrate 
their xenophobic attitude towards the Roma even during 
court proceedings. For example, according to many witnesses, 
in the town of Porkhov (Pskov region) “the Porkhov deputy 
prosecutor said at a court hearing, ‘The gypsies are nobodies, 
they have neither a motherland, nor a flag.’ He said this at a 
court proceeding convicting a woman who had allegedly pur-
chased something that had been previously stolen. She was 
denounced by a 13-year-old robber.” The town residents simi-
larly complained about the local judge, “Here is the judge of 
the Porkhov town court, Shikera Olga Stanislavovna, she is a 
cruel judge who hates the gypsies.” 

In addition to cases of arbitrary ruling based upon the officials’ 
personal dislike of the Roma people, there are complaints about 
the “collusive cover-ups in court” when people with the pass-
port entry “Ethnicity — Roma” have to deal with the same 
investigators and judges from whom they can expect no justice. 

For example, residents of the Leningrad region specifically 
complain about the Gatchina district court. Here is one case 
narrated by residents of the Srebreno settlement:  

The court hearing was held in Gatchina. Judge Mik-
hailov, Pavel Leonidovich, is a beast. For this judge, all 
gypsies are drug dealers. He would always give the 
maximum punishment provided by the law. He hasn’t 
spared a single person!! He doesn’t even listen to the at-

                                                           
323 From the testimony of Vera K. (July 2001). 
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torneys. He hates the gypsies. But all gypsy cases are al-
ways given to him, he judges all the gypsies himself. 
Whenever there’s a gypsy, he judges him, these cases are 
never given to others.324 

Many of those who are kept in pre-trial detention facilities 
cannot count on better treatment because, first of all, the at-
titude of the wardens towards the Roma is determined by 
their negative stereotypes with regard to the Roma ethnicity, 
secondly, there is a commonly accepted belief that “these 
gypsies will never go complain,” and thirdly, there is confi-
dence that the arrested Roma are totally deprived of any 
rights and are completely dependent. We found out about the 
following case from an elderly Roma woman from St. Peters-
burg, T.  M.: 

On May 27, 2001, I was in a cell of the Zakharyevskaya 
prison. Another gypsy woman was placed in my cell — a 
young girl who was a drug addict (Article 228, Section 1 
of the Criminal Code). On this day, a guard came into 
our cell and ordered me to face the window. He ap-
proached the girl and began to undress her. She was like 
a log, kept silent, didn’t ask for help. When I turned to 
them, the girl was naked and he had his pants down. I 
cried out loud… Others came to investigate the noise I 
made. The victim then explained that she was silent be-
cause she was afraid. The rapist-guard then tried to ca-
jole us, even brought us some tea and promised to ar-
range for attorneys. The warden then came, apologized, 
and said ‘this isn’t a norm with us.’ 
Such insults and humiliations were caused by the fact 
that we are gypsies. They would yell at the girl, ‘You 
have no education and are a gypsy at that — so stay in 
prison!’325 

A particular problem is the violence used by representatives 
of the authorities caused by their hatred towards the Roma. 
Police officials and representatives of other law enforcement 
agencies everywhere sort out their problems with “disliked” 
ethnic minorities using fists and boots. In a number of cases, 
representatives of law-enforcement agencies are bold enough 
to treat even women and children in such a way. While con-
ducting our human rights surveys, we obtained information 
about a number of similar cases that occurred in 2001 alone: 
about the assault on the Sukhovsky family in the town of 
Priozyorsk (Leningrad region), about the infliction of severe 
injuries on V. Verbitsky in the Gorelovo settlement in the vi-
cinity of St. Petersburg, about the numerous police attacks on 
Roma houses in the Trubichino settlement (Novgorod region), 

                                                           
324 Ibid. 
325 From the testimony of T. M. (June 2001). 
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and about the atrocious beating of a Roma family from the 
village of Toroshino (Pskov region).326 

In all of these cases, the officials did not conceal their racist 
motives. For example, the testimony of the Ivanov-Tsybulsky 
family from the Toroshino village shows the racist behavior of 
the policemen who apprehended 34-year-old Vasily Tsybulsky: 

He was brought to the investigator in Pskov, to the rail-
way station. The officers (the name of one of them was 
Rogatkin) said, ‘We will take you home.’ Instead, they 
brought him to the woods by Kopay. There they said, ‘Get 
out.’ One of them immediately hit him on the neck with 
his foot. Then, he ran up and hit him again with his foot 
in the groin. Tsybulsky fell into a ditch. The officer began 
to kick him with his feet in the ditch. Tsybulsky said, 
‘You have already killed me, let me go. I have my kids to 
raise still.’ Then, the cop took out his gun and said, 
‘Come, gypsy, let’s sort it out man to man. I was a friend 
of the gypsies when I was a kid till one of them cut me 
with his knife. I am now angry with gypsies.’ Then, he 
took a cartridge and said, ‘I will turn you, gypsy, into a 
terrorist, will put a cartridge in your pocket.’ Tsybulsky 
answered, ‘Better give me a subpoena. I’ll comply.’ Then, 
they issued a subpoena and let him go.327 

This story has a continuation. When the outraged mother and 
sister-in-law of the beaten Tsybulsky filed a complaint with the 
regional prosecutor, people in uniform came to their house and, 
having smashed the door lock, broke into the house and, as a 
punishment for the grievance, beat up the two children.  

One of the children, Georgy Ignatyev (13-year-old), said “Also 
in June of 2001, I was at home. Policemen came in, there 
were three of them. They proceeded directly to my brother 
Dima. He was in bed, and they started to beat him right in 
the bed.” Dima, who is 20-years-old and mentally retarded, 
described the incident as follows: 

They wore soldier’s clothes and masks with slits for the 
eyes. My brother and I were in bed. They came in and 
started to beat us right in the bed. Then they got into a 
car (a white VAZ-2106). They said, ‘If you go complain-
ing, we’ll come again and kill you.’ They would hit in 
the chest and on the head with their boots. When I tried 
to get up, they threw me on the floor face down. They 
put their feet on my back, twisted my arms, and tor-
tured me. My brother tried to get away, they did the 
same to him, but he got away. He began to stutter heav-
ily since then.”328 

                                                           
326 All these cases were collected and recorded based on the testimonies of 
witnesses. (July 2001). 
327 Based on the testimony of M. Tsybulskaya, victim’s mother (July 2001). 
328 Based on the testimony of Tsybulsky’s children (July 2001). 
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Complaints about the arbitrary rule and violence of the police 
were heard in almost every Roma house in the Trubichino 
settlement, although people were afraid of speaking about the 
omnipotent authorities. Still, the patience of many ran out. 
Mikhail noted, “We have the largest number of complaints 
about the police — they beat us, abuse us, and it is impossible 
to find the guilty. Sometimes they extort money, they ex-
torted money from me personally.”  

The following was reported in another house inhabited by a 
Roma family: 

The police constantly beat us, and almost killed us once. 
It happened about a month ago. Nikolai was walking in 
the evening, and from behind he heard, ‘Halt!’ These 
were people with shaven heads, no uniform. Nikolai 
thought it was skinheads and ran. They ran after him 
and shot, Nikolai does not know if they shot at him or 
up in the air. When they reached him, it turned out they 
were cops. They beat him atrociously.329 

It is not by hearsay that the Roma people know about racism 
in its most frightful manifestations. Still alive in the Pskov re-
gion are Roma who went through German concentration 
camps. It is terrifying to hear how the oldest compare the pre-
sent arbitrary rule and racism of the police with the behavior 
of the Nazis. This is what Tamara (born 1930), a former inmate 
of a concentration camp, emphasized, “They would take us to 
the police station and beat us so severely, like the Germans did, 
punishing our people. At school and in the streets, they yell at 
our children, call them names ‘Morik, Morik!’”330 

Perhaps the most pronounced form of racism is the persecu-
tion of children of a certain nation or race. When all the nega-
tive stereotypes and manifestations of intolerance towards one 
people or another extend as far as to include children — it is 
pure racism. It is not rare for the police to extend their xeno-
phobic attitudes to include Roma children. A typical case oc-
curred in early 2002 in the Alexandrovskaya village in the 
vicinity of St. Petersburg. It happened to the Afanasyev fam-
ily. The following story was told by Maria Afanasyeva: 

The police were coming and my grandson, aged 12, was 
at his aunt’s. They stopped him, searched him all over 
(their car license plate number was either 4116 or 4119), 
and his aunt Tanya came out and says, ‘What are you 
doing? This boy is only 12!’ And what was that to them? 
They searched him and let him go. Had there been some-
thing to take, they would have taken it, money or a mu-
sic-player, this has happened before many times.331 

                                                           
329 Based on the testimony of Trubichino residents (July 2001). 
330 Recorded by S. Kulayeva (July 2001). 
331 Recorded by S. Kulayeva (January 2002). 
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Nikolai Rybnikov, a resident of the Pushkinskiye Gory, de-
scribed a situation that is far worse: 

Two weeks ago, a gypsy child, Grisha Verbitsky, aged 
12, was visiting me. He had taken a bicycle to ride. The 
policemen came to our house. They gave him a beating! 
Officer Roman Odnov (his father is a big shot) and 
Korotkonozhkin (he was later transferred to Pskov). 
They grabbed the kid and threw him right against the 
fence. I ran out to them, and they threw themselves 
upon me with their fists. They took the bicycle and the 
kid. Then, they returned the bicycle to its owner. I may 
hardly be literate, but even I understand that a child 
must not be beaten against the fence. And should a 
gypsy ever come to the police on business –say to get a 
driver’s license or registration — they yell right away, 
‘Out, get out!’332 

Roma children suffer from manifestations of racism in 
schools, in the streets, and in any public place. Recently, in 
many cities, towns and villages, the situation has changed 
drastically: it is now dangerous to appear alone in the street, 
and it is impossible to go to village parties or to a dance in the 
evening. Young people are persecuted and sneered at all over 
the place. Sometimes, it is possible to find out about the racist 
moods of adolescents from themselves. Thus, a Russian boy 
Vadik, aged 12, eagerly voiced his opinion about the Roma 
and what kind of treatment they deserve. He said that his 
godfather, Uncle Tolya, belongs to Malyshev’s mafia group in 
St. Petersburg. In Opochka, he is in the “bottom squad.” He 
executes the orders of people who have problems with Roma 
“their arms are twisted and there they are in the car al-
ready.” Roma houses in Opochka are set on fire. The Roma 
themselves are driven away. “Like, yesterday, they were all 
driven out from the feast.” The Roma are driven out from 
squares, and Vadik himself drives them away too “because 
they are all thieves. There are too many gypsies, one can’t 
handle them all that easily. We will drive them out of 
Opochka, going to build a special colony near Pskov to make 
them all work at a factory there.”333 Although this idea to 
create a colony for the Roma is hardly probable, nevertheless 
it is terrible even as an intention. Vadik has certainly bor-
rowed this idea from the adults. 

The situation in Opochka (Pskov region) is indeed character-
ized by the utmost cruelty in the relationship between the 
Russians and the Roma. In 2001, during the month of May 
alone, nine Roma houses, several barns, and a car were set on 
fire. The police refused to initiate criminal cases based on 
these facts. Firefighters would go reluctantly to extinguish 

                                                           
332 Recorded by S. Kulayeva (July 2001). 
333 Ibid. 
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these fires saying, “We will not put out gypsy fires any 
more — we are sick of that.”334 

In the meantime, the hatred of the local population towards 
the Roma manifests itself not only in arsons, but also in end-
less mockery and street persecutions when insulting slurs are 
followed by flying rocks. Vladimir Yavlonsky points out that 
the situation has radically changed for the worse: 

And now you can’t go out alone at night. I don’t allow my 
daughters to go far into town. It wasn’t like this before. 
The town used to be a real haven — one could walk out 
alone at two or three in the morning. Then, these young 
kids appeared, called us ‘Apaches.’ My daughter-in-law 
once went out to them and said, ‘It is not our fault that 
we were born gypsies.’ But they would still say ‘Apaches’ 
and that’s all. On May 9 this year, I saw two people on 
motorbikes. They had a flag that was all red and there 
was a white ring on it and a black swastika inside. Gyp-
sies are much worse off these days; our people don’t go to 
the dance anymore — they’d be beaten up.335 

The strange and very offensive slur “Apaches” has taken root 
almost everywhere in the Russian northwest, joining no less 
humiliating nicknames derived from Roma words, such as the 
aforementioned “Morik” (derived from the Roma word 
“more” that means “friend”). Such insults immediately point 
to the specific attitude of the local Russians towards the 
Roma in cases when the Roma are attacked in the streets. 
Such a case took place in the relatively quiet town of Push-
kinskiye Gory. We found out about the attack from Yev-
geniya Kozlova, the mother of Roman, a Roma boy who had 
been victimized. As Yevgeniya retold us, “In May of 2000, 
Roman went to the Svyatogorsky monastery, at about six 
o’clock at night. A car stopped by and two locals (one had 
served a term in prison) got out and called Roma ‘Morik’. 
They immediately proceeded to beat him, threw off his 
jacket, searched him all over, and beat him up. He had a 
black eye.”336 

Even the very word “gypsy” is beginning to be perceived as 
negative, even though previously the Russian Roma had 
never objected to this name for their people and even now 
are not inclined to give it up. Still, the stereotype “gypsy — 
bad person” does affect their self-esteem. This is how it has 
manifested in a Roma from Toroshino, N. Kozlov, whose pho-
tograph in the newspaper (together with a number of the 
other top workers) was shown to us by his proud wife, Svet-
lana. “My husband works so very well, everybody knows him, 

                                                           
334 Ibid. 
335 Ibid. 
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he is not even called a ‘gypsy’ anymore, they treat him real 
respectfully, they say that he is Russian.”337 

Undoubtedly, mass media contributes significantly to the 
promotion of many negative stereotypes. It is sufficient to pay 
attention only to the headlines of newspaper articles dedi-
cated to the Roma, such as “Adventures of the Motley: in Con-
trast to Bessarabia, in Moscow Gypsies Wander in Gangs, Not 
in Noisy Crowds” (Moskovskaya Pravda, November 20, 2001), 
“Gypsies Take off Their Curse While They Take off Their 
Fur-Coat” (Komsomolskaya Pravda, February 5, 2001), “Do Not 
Send Me to the Gypsy-Camp” (Komsomolskaya Pravda, May 5, 
2001), “Ruby, Gild the Handcuffs” (Smena, February 27, 2002); 
and numerous similar articles in all sorts of newspapers with 
titles like “The Gypsy-Camp Goes to Prison” or “Mother of 
Heroin,” etc. 

It must be said that publications that are not associated with 
criminal issues are exceptionally rare, and those that do not 
hint at the “criminality of the nation” are even more rare. 
Even in articles that claim to be exclusively “ethnographical,” 
journalists rarely refrain from intimations that are generally 
rude and pointless. Apart from “criminal” and “ethnographi-
cal” articles, there is another category, i.e., articles on social 
issues that raise contemporary problems of the Roma people. 
Among the articles issued over the past three years, we have 
identified only two or three, whose authors managed to keep 
themselves from sliding down into blunt racism or, as it often 
happens, and into the allegedly humorous clowning around 
that strongly smacks of “merry xenophobia.” (The article 
“There is No Cleaner and More Faithful Woman Than a 
Gypsy!” in Komsomolskaya Pravda of January 16, 2001, can 
serve as a vivid illustration of the latter.) 

It is not rare that journalists strike us with the very absurd-
ity of their declarations. For example, in the “Criminal Com-
munities” section in Narodnaya Gazeta on November 8, 2001, 
under the headline “Whose Money Do Gypsies Live On?,” 
there was a photograph of a Roma folk group accompanied 
by the following line: “Not all gypsies are frauds and thieves, 
some make their living by art.” 

Apparently, much of what causes our indignation in such ar-
ticles is associated not as much with the deliberate intention 
to soil or insult the Roma people, as it is with the journalists’ 
ignorance and lack of taste. The word “gypsy” causes a rather 
poor sequence of associations in the minds of the authors of 
these publications: gypsy-camp (aha, it seems to be going 
somewhere), Bessarabia (that is where they wander), multiple 
children, drugs (can it be true that they all come up with the 

                                                           
337 Recorded by S. Kulayeva (July 2001). 
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“heroin — heroine” pun independently from each other or do 
they plagiarize?), fortune-telling, barons, fraud, etc. 

In general, the authors of the above-mentioned publications are 
not spiteful racists. They express the opinion and knowledge of 
the majority; their xenophobia is almost universal xenophobia. 
Still, such ignorance and malice can be hardly forgiven because 
these authors have the power to form public opinion and dra-
matically affect the viewpoints of their readers.  

G. Demeter and N. Demeter, activists of the Roma National 
Cultural Autonomy, have repeatedly written about the un-
fairness and harmfulness of covering Roma life in such a way 
in the press. Recently, we have witnessed the appearance of 
the Roma and the Press bulletin issued by N. Bessonov. These 
publications make a special effort to break the existing 
stereotypes and myths about the Roma and condemn the 
intentional criminalization of the image of the Roma in the 
mass media.  

We do not want to dwell upon specific newspapers in the ul-
tra-nationalist spectrum. Their attitude towards the Roma is 
due to their violent nationalism and overall extremism. Such 
publications are found in the Novy Petersburg and Pskovskaya 
Niva newspapers. Unthinkable accusations and insults ad-
dressed to the Roma are accompanied by a direct call for 
massacres and murders of the representatives of this alleg-
edly dangerous people. It must be noted that, if several years 
ago such newspapers focused their attention mostly on Cau-
casians and Jews, lately they have added the Roma to their 
list of the most hated ethnic group. 

More serious is the situation around messages about the 
“criminality” of the Roma that have appeared lately (Febru-
ary — March 2002) in the central mass media in light of the 
so-called operation “Camp” conducted by law-enforcement 
agencies. It is impossible to ignore the biased nature of the 
name of the operation: “camp” is a concept that is associated 
exclusively with the traditional mode of life of a certain eth-
nic group, not with any kind of delinquency. However, there 
is no need to figure out the racist basis of this operation 
based on its title since the operatives themselves do not con-
ceal that it is targeted almost exclusively at the Roma and not 
at all law-breakers. It is particularly distressing that almost 
all of the central newspapers have provided their pages for 
the publication of information about this explicitly xenophobic 
police operation, but they have not provided any comments 
about even the most racist declarations of law-enforcement 
authorities. 

Having announced on the front page of its February 27, 2002 
issue that “Moscow Gypsies Will Be Brought to Order,” 
Moskovsky Komsomolets distinguished itself more than the 
others in this respect. In the article, “Close Interaction with 
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Police Awaiting Gypsies,” it published, among other things, 
the following: 

Thus, it was decided that all of the beggars, fortune-
tellers, vagabonds, frauds who deceive citizens under the 
pretence of changing currency, and simply importunate 
individuals of the gypsy ethnicity would be driven out 
of railway stations, markets, metro stations, and un-
populated buildings. Places will be checked where, ac-
cording to operative reports, gypsy-camps temporarily 
reside. Those who rent their apartments to gypsies will 
also be checked. 

Apparently, the idea of “driving out” individuals of a certain 
ethnicity did not perplex journalists in the least. Even more 
astonishing is the fact that even those who allow gypsies to 
live on their premises must be under suspicion. This resem-
bles Hitler-era Germany very much, when Aryans were not 
allowed to rent to non-Aryans. But apparently, such associa-
tions do not bother either the editorial board of Moskovsky 
Komsomolets or journalists of many other media outlets. Hav-
ing so gladly responded to the operation “Camp,” they appar-
ently completely agreed with the nationalistic approach of the 
authorities towards the “Roma issue.”  

Another example is the recent article “Gypsy-Cossack War on 
the Don” published in Nezavisimaya Gazeta on February 15, 
2002 (issue #27). This remarkable article says that a year ago 
in the town of Novocherkassk there were confrontations be-
tween the local Cossacks and the Roma, the reason being al-
leged drug dealing. It follows from the way the material is 
presented in the article that the Cossacks, who are presented 
in a positive light, tried to stand up against drug dealing, and, 
with that purpose in mind loaded with firearms. They then 
went to see the Roma. The Roma, presented negatively, did 
not appreciate the good intentions of the Cossacks, and this 
lead to a confrontation and to the death of one of the Roma. 
The author of the article is indignant that the prosecutor 
deemed it appropriate to apprehend one of the Cossacks (ap-
parently, on the basis of a most serious accusation — that of 
a murder) but decided not to keep in jail any of the Roma 
(apparently, they had not killed anyone). The fact that such 
an article condemning the Roma appeared in one of the larg-
est central newspapers — with all of its absurdity and lack of 
logic — is frightening and causes great concern. It seems odd 
that Nezavisimaya Gazeta all of a sudden got intensely inter-
ested in a one year old case, especially considering that this 
material strangely enough has so much in common with other 
journalistic attacks on the Roma and with nationalistic accu-
sations against the Roma for drug dealing that have become 
so frequent lately.  

What is most serious in this case is not the “coincidences” 
themselves, but the degree to which all of these reports and 
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publications are the execution of somebody’s political order. 
This political order comes to mind as a result of the decrees 
appearing almost daily on fighting drug dealing, limiting mi-
gration, and other themes that seem to be able to bring 
things to order. However, it is possible within the context of 
such declarations that the mass media will be interpreted dif-
ferently — as a permission to begin national persecutions and 
oppressions of the “stigmatized.”  

It was not only in newspapers, but also in other Russian mass 
media that messages directly associated with the operation 
“Camp” appeared in late February — early March 2002. A num-
ber of programs on both central and regional television and radio 
announced their support for the measures for fighting drug deal-
ing. Those who are guilty of drug dealing were openly identified; 
it was emphasized that they were representatives of certain eth-
nic groups and nationalities, especially the Roma. 

It is hard to believe that professional journalists and reporters 
are unaware of the illegitimacy of the accusations that put 
the blame for violations committed by concrete perpetrators 
upon the whole ethnic group to which the perpetrators be-
long, in this case, upon all of the Roma. These perpetrators 
can be part of any group of people, and they are undoubtedly 
neither its typical representatives, nor its majority. It is all the 
more dangerous because journalists possess a colossal influ-
ence upon public opinion. 

Consider, for example, the report that was broadcast on Feb-
ruary 25, 2002, by RTR (federal TV) that had to do with drug 
dealing issues in the Krasnoyarsk region. It was openly stated 
in the report that the Krasnoyarsk Roma are responsible for 
drug-related crimes, and the family of a certain 
“gypsy baron” was shown as an illustration of that. The cam-
era dwelt not only upon the family head and the alleged drug 
dealer, but also upon his children and grandchildren. A little 
girl aged three or four stayed in the focus especially long. 
This was an explicit collective accusation that affects the 
viewers’ and listeners’ opinion in a very definite way: here 
they are, the criminal people. How can one speaking about 
serious violations assign a criminal image to unarguably inno-
cent people, even little children?  

On February 26, 2002, an analogous episode that had to do 
with a situation in the Leningrad region was shown on the St. 
Petersburg evening news. Again, the issue of fighting drug 
dealing was raised and again the Roma were identified as the 
guilty parties. In addition, they were accused of fraudulent 
activities, and finally, overt threats “to take action” were 
made. Two days prior, a central television station broadcast a 
“documentary” by Mamontov that also had to do with the 
Roma dealing drugs, this time in Ekaterinburg. It was there 
where an original method of addressing this issue at the local 
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level was identified: “We spread the word that drug dealers 
would be beaten and their houses would be burnt down and 
immediately 10 gypsy families left town.” The simple conclu-
sion is that the Roma are drug dealers, and illegal threats and 
intimidation are the right way out of the situation. But why 
are the “heroes” and the authors of that news report so con-
vinced that they know why the people left when the situation 
prevents us from a clear understanding? Did the people who 
left know that they were guilty or was it simply that they 
had a bitter experience due to undeserved persecutions and 
knew all too well that if someone had decided to beat and 
burn it means that the Roma will suffer and nobody will take 
pains to figure out which one of them is a drug dealer and 
which one is not? 

The issue of drug dealing in Ekaterinburg and the propaganda 
of the local methods to address it (in particular, the propaganda 
of the “City without Drugs” Fund that obviously acts on the 
basis of “the goal justifies the means” principle) was also raised 
in the press in March 2002. Argumenti i Fakti (2002, #11) first 
published a large article notoriously entitled “I am a Heroin 
Mother” that reported on the successful activities of the re-
nowned Fund. The creed of this organization was formulated 
by its President, E. Roizman, “Drug addiction can be cured 
without a single pill, while drug dealing must be fought with 
what is left of one’s strength.” Since drug addicts are “treated” 
in Ekaterinburg by being chained to their beds, one can only 
guess how they “fight” drug dealing there.  

The publication was decorated with a large photograph. In 
the photograph, one can see an elbow of a police officer who 
is apparently apprehending an elderly woman in a tent. The 
same article, of course, identifies where all the evil originally 
came from. “It took but two or three years for the gypsy set-
tlement to fill with castles (luxury houses) of red brick, and 
for the intensive care wards to fill up with half-corpses in a 
narcotic coma.” 

A discussion of this topic continued in the next issue of Argu-
menti i Fakti (2002, #12). The article that responded to the pre-
vious publication about the Roma and heroin (the same picture 
of the gypsy woman was reproduced for more clarity) strikes 
one with its title — “A Lynching Law is the Only Way.” It is 
quite touching in a sense that this call for the Lynching Law 
was placed right underneath the section named “Viewpoint.” 
The headline is followed with a confession of a certain police 
major who says that in reality he and his colleagues do not ap-
prehend drug dealers, but extort quite a lot of money from 
them: “Ten to twelve thousand roubles I keep for myself, the 
rest goes in the pockets of my superiors.” However, the major 
is still unsatisfied with his life because he “knows firsthand 
about the dreadful consequences of drug addiction due to the 
specificity of his occupation.” In his courageous resolution to 
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initiate a personal crusade against drug dealing, the major for 
some reason decides to start out not with his “superiors” but 
rather with the “drug-barons.” Just like with the word “camp,” 
the semantics of the word “drug-baron” leave no doubts that 
there is a nationalistic approach to the identification of the 
guilty. The photograph of the Roma mother once again under-
lines the call for the Lynching Law. The article ends up with 
his truly frightful promise, “I’ve put together a team of some 
reliable men. Right now we’re collecting information about 
drug-barons and drug dealers and then we’ll start killing them. 
I encourage the cops in all towns to do the same. Otherwise 
Russia will stop existing.” 

The idea of saving Russia by “killing” those who are to blame 
for her troubles, an explicit identification of the people that 
are responsible for the great calamities that Russia is suffer-
ing, an hysterical call for massacres… we all know what this is 
reminiscent of. 

In a word, this can no longer be called xenophobia, and the 
concept of “racism” seems insufficient to define the situation. 
It is terrible not simply because some nervous major grabs his 
holster; it is frightening because his outbursts are gladly re-
produced by one of the most read newspapers and because all 
of this falls within the “mainstream” and corresponds with 
the official position of the authorities and — as sad as it may 
sound — gains the population’s warmest sympathy.
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ALTAI TERRITORY  

The Russian Federation Ministry of Justice Chief Directorate 
for the Altai Territory has so far issued registrations to over 
3 000 public organizations and 249 religious organizations, 
representing 20 religious orders.338 The territory is known to 
have representatives from about 80 different ethnic groups. 
There is also one administrative ethnic district — a German-
speaking district with a population of over 21 500 people. 339 
Over the past year (in 2001), the overall situation with re-
spect to inter-ethnic and inter-religious relations was officially 
characterized as quite “healthy” and “stable.”340 

The following is a list of public organizations representing the 
interests of different ethnic groups:  

 Altai Territory National-Cultural Autonomy of Rus-
sian Germans; 

 Altai Germans’ Community; 

 Altai Territory Cultural Center of Azerbaijan; 

 Altai Territory Organization “Armenian Cultural Cen-
ter;” 

 Altai Territory Organization “Lithuanian Cultural 
Community;” 

 Altai Territory Organization “Korean Cultural Cen-
ter;” 

 Altai Territory Organization “Altai Center for Indige-
nous Culture;” 

 Polish Cultural Center in the City of Barnaul and the 
Town of Bisk “While Eagle”; 

 Association of Cumandin People; 

 Altai Territory Public Organization “Slavic Society;” 

 Altai Territory Public Organization “Eastern Public 
Cultural Center;” 

 Altai Territory Organization “Center of Russian Cul-
ture;” 

                                                           
338 For Science (2001, #22). 
339 The data was taken from the official 2001 Information Digest of the 
State Statistical Committee in the Altai territory. 
340 Official reply received from the deputy head of the Altai territory ad-
ministration, Ya. Shoikhet. 
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 Altai Territory Organization “Center of Tatar Culture 
(Dulkyn);” 

 Krasnogorsk District Public Organization “Kumandin 
People Community Chilgai;” 

 Barnaul Public Organization “Modern Progressive Juda-
ism.” 

The largest religious organization in the territory is certainly the 
Russian Orthodox Church, which has over 200 functioning 
churches.341 The Roman Catholic Church has 20 parishes; the 
Union of Evangelic Christian Baptists and the Pentecostals have 
19 and 13 parishes, respectively; the Seventh Day Adventists 
have 11; the Jehovah’s Witnesses have 7 religious communities. 
The Russian Orthodox Church Abroad, the Altai Territory Mus-
lim Community, and “Modern Progressive Judaism” have not 
developed grassroots branches. Since the year 2000, there is an 
operating branch of the Church of Jesus Christ of the Latter-
Day Saints (Mormons) in the city of Barnaul. 

Among the ethnic associations, only the Germans have their 
own mass media outlets — the Zeitung fur Dich newspaper 
and the “Ost-West Welle” radio station.342 The German com-
munity also publishes the Novoye Vremya newspaper.  

The Russian Orthodox Church is better off than the other reli-
gious orders in terms of mass media resources. It publishes the 
following newspapers: Lampada (5 000 copies), Khram (997 
copies), Pravoslavnoye Slovo (192 copies), Troitsa (900 copies), 
and Altaiskaya Missiya (5 000 copies). Before the year 2001, 
among other religious orders only the Union of Evangelic 
Christian Baptists had its own media outlet, the Christiansky 
Vestnik newspaper. The rest had to rely on communications in 
the printed materials published outside of the Altai territory. 

The main radio station for the territory broadcasts one program 
in German and one program related to the activities of the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church. So far, there have been no noticeable at-
tempts to communicate nationalist or xenophobic views.  

The largest printed media outlets in terms of circulation are 
Altaiskaya Pravda (92 400), Svobodny Kurs (36 000), Argu-
menti i Fakti na Altaye (26 300 copies), Moskovsky Komso-
molets na Altaye (17 000 copies), Altayskaya Hedelya 
(15 000 copies), Molodezh Altaya (14 500 copies) and Vecherny 
Barnaul (7 000 copies).  

Analysis of the mass media in 2001 did not reveal any hard 
evidence of the media outlets’ involvement in the propaganda 
of xenophobia or of proactive opposition to it. Some of the 

                                                           
341 Za Nauku (September 13, 2001, #24 (735)). 
342 Za Nauku (2001, #13). 
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materials published in the newspapers in the territory con-
tributed to the strengthening of inter-ethnic and inter-
religious relations, while others attempted to misrepresent an 
ethnic group or religious order. Some of the media commen-
taries on specific cases of hooliganism implied that ethnic or 
religious factors played a role in these offences. 

The terrorist attacks on September 11 contributed to an in-
crease in public attention towards the issue of nationalism.  
The Svobodny Kurs newspaper has given extensive coverage 
to the tragic events and the causes thereof. Having analyzed 
the probable causes of the bombings and their impact on in-
ter-ethnic relationships, the paper came to the conclusion that 
this was essentially a war between destroyers and creators, 
between order and chaos, and that religion was used as a 
cover to mask the real background of the events.343  

The issues of inter-religious and inter-ethnic relations have 
been covered most frequently by the Moskovsky Komsomolets 
na Altaye and Molodezh Altaya newspapers. 

For example, Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye gave a full 
page to an interview with the Imam-Hattib of the central 
Barnaul mosque, Fagim Khazrat, dealing primarily with the 
question of “whether or not the Muslims will have a falling out 
with the Christians?”344 The same newspaper, in an article ti-
tled “The Caucasians Will Have a Tough Time,” reported on 
the upcoming liquidation of Caucasian criminal groups within 
the framework of the “Whirlwind Anti-Terror” operation and 
used as an example a case when unemployed Chechens bought 
local enterprises for a song. It was suggested that this was be-
ing done using money provided by Chechen militants in order 
to subsequently channel a portion of the profits to the rebel-
lious Ichkeria.345 In an article titled “We are Being Beaten!!!” 
the newspaper reported on an exceptionally brutal killing of 
two residents of the Pospelikhnsky district by several nationals 
of Azerbaijan and on a Vietnamese man’s attempt to become 
an adopted son of a Russian woman in order to get Russian 
citizenship and go to Europe to find a job (“The Seventh Inter-
national is Reestablished in Altai”).346  An article titled “The 
Mysterious Shooting of Azeris in Barnaul” drops a hint that 
there may have been a nationalist sentiment behind this 
crime.347 One cannot help having dubious feelings after reading 
the article “Ethnic Pride or a Document?” that tells quite ironi-
cally about a plan to issue two passports to each indigenous 
resident of Altai — one federal and one ethnic.348 The same pa-
per reports about the growing activities of the Russian National 

                                                           
343 Svobodny Kurs (September 20, 2001, #38). 
344 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye ( October 11–18, 2001). 
345 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (October 04–11, 2001). 
346 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (April 26 — May 04, 2001). 
347 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (March 01 — 08, 2001). 
348 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (March 08 — 15, 2001). 
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Unity (RNE) organization, which on the eve of Victory [in 
WWII] Day (May 9) plastered all the lamp poles and bus stop 
booths in Barnaul with leaflets calling on all “truly” Russian 
citizens to gather for a discussion of vitally important issues on 
Sundays at the “T-34” tank monument in Victory Square. The 
paper expressed the opinion that this action is remarkably 
cynical because RNE members would wear uniforms that have 
a swastika on them during a meeting that would be organized 
on Victory Day at the monument dedicated to the victorious 
soldiers of the Great Patriotic War. The paper also voiced its 
concern over the growing activities of another radical move-
ment, “For God’s Power.” The members of this group believe 
that a Jewish conspiracy is at the core of all of humanity’s cur-
rent problems.349   

Throughout the last year, the Moskovsky Komsomolets na 
Altaye newspaper repeatedly raised religious questions as 
well. If the general stance of such materials as “Whether or 
Not the Muslims Have It Out with the Christians?”350 and 
“The Footprint of the Almighty”351 is unequivocal and would 
undoubtedly benefit inter-religious and inter-ethnic relations, 
the interview (to which one whole page is devoted!)352 with 
one of the members of a Satanist sect cannot but raise a seri-
ous concern. The newspaper extensively covered the issues of 
sectarianism. In particular, it carried materials on Satanists 
setting fire to devotional articles in an Orthodox church,353 on 
the criminal activities of a religious-mystical sect in 
Barnaul,354 and on the creation of a secret organization for 
fighting against totalitarian sects and “pseudo-healers” oper-
ating in the Altai territory.355   

In the article titled “Kalmyk Train,” the Molodezh Altaya 
newspaper tells about a visit paid to the Altai territory by a 
delegation from the Kalmykia Republic and about the friend-
ship between the Russians and Kalmyks, a friendship that 
was born when the Kalmyks were struggling to cope with the 
tough years of Stalin’s deportations.356 Among the publica-
tions, aimed at improving inter-ethnic relations, one could 
single out the articles “In the Footsteps of a Lost Gypsy Kid” 
and “Our Man Amidst the Enemy” because they tell about a 
joint search-party organized to find a lost four-year-old boy 
of gypsy origin and about the positive attitudes of gypsies 
towards children. 357  

                                                           
349 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (March 22 — 29, 2001). 
350 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (October 11–18, 2001). 
351 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (June 7–14, 2001). 
352 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (January 11–18, 2001). 
353 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (January 15–22, 2001). 
354 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (January 25 — February 01, 2001). 
355 Moskovsky Komsomolets na Altaye (March 22–29, 2001). 
356 Molodezh Altaya (May 30, 2001, #22 (10295)). 
357 Molodezh Altaya (March 21, 2001, #12 (10285)). 
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The article “I Don’t Want to Be a Chechen, Mother!” touches 
upon the issue of inter-ethnic marriage. It  presents a particu-
lar case when Chechen separatists attempted to recruit a boy 
from a mixed couple that was living with the boy’s mother in 
the Altai territory into the ranks of one of Ichkeria’s militant 
groups. The newspaper article titled “Terek Waters are Boiling 
in Altai” reports on the abduction of two businessmen (one 
Russian and one Tajik) by a criminal group consisting of three 
persons from Ingushetia and one from Chechnya.  

The Molodezh Altaya newspaper published a series of materi-
als on the members of Satanist sects who had committed sev-
eral criminal offences and on the history of Satanism.358  

The Svobodny Kurs newspaper reported on a hooligan attack 
by two unidentified persons against a Korean farmer who 
was growing watermelons in the Loktevsk district.359 One is-
sue of the newspaper carried material on the hooliganism of 
young hooligans from the Nationalist-Bolshevik Party (NBP). 
The hooligans smashed the windows of a Baskin & Robbins 
ice-cream shop on the night of August 30, 2001. They also 
distributed anti-American leaflets.  

The article “The Days of Mourning for the Russian Ger-
mans,” published on the anniversary of the deportation of the 
Russian Germans, can be regarded as material aimed at 
strengthening the friendship between the two peoples.360 

Even though the overall situation with respect to inter-ethnic 
relationships in the Altai territory is quite stable, there are still 
a number of facts that are disturbing and can potentially de-
velop into inter-ethnic conflicts. Since 2001, an inter-ethnic con-
flict has been growing in the village of Pervomaisky in the 
Biisk district. The conflict was instigated by a series of vandal-
isms targeting several Azeri small businessmen living in the 
village. After a general meeting of the villagers, the villagers 
decided to expel the Azeris from the village. Soon afterwards, 
the village council repealed the meetings’ decision and, with 
the assistance of the law-enforcement bodies, managed to settle 
the situation, although it is not clear for how long.  

The nationalist organizations in the Altai territory do not 
have mass media outlets of their own. They base their propa-
ganda efforts on the literature received from the center and 
on locally produced leaflets. Beside the above-mentioned call 
to gather for a discussion of “vitally important issues,” RNE 
leaflets also communicated that the goal of RNE is to restore 
Russia to an ethnic state and to revive the Russian nation. 
The term “Russians” is applied loosely; it also includes 
Ukrainians and Belorussians. The leaflets carry an appeal to 

                                                           
358 Molodezh Altaya (April 25, 2001, #17 (10290). 
359 Svobodny Kurs (September 20, 2001, #38). 
360 Svobodny Kurs (August 30, 2001, #35). 
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unite under the slogan “Russia or Death,” and they identify 
the liberation of Russia from the enemy that feels like a mas-
ter on the Russian soil as the utmost goal of the organization. 
The “impudent” “younger brethren” from the former Soviet 
ethnic peripheral provinces are called the enemies.361  

The leaflets of the Barnaul Nationalist-Bolshevik Party pro-
claim: “The USA is the political and economic enemy of Rus-
sia. Thus, the enemy should not be supported through buying 
foreign-made ice cream; the enemy should be opposed.”362 

The activities of the Altai branch of the Orthodox-patriotic 
movement “Black Hundred,” a group that has an outright 
anti-Semitic orientation, are also quite disturbing. The leaflets 
distributed by the “Black Hundred” members contain insults 
hurled at the Jewish people. Due to measures taken by the 
prosecutor’s office in the territory and by the territorial 
branch of FSB, their activities (according to non-official in-
formation) have been curbed significantly in 2001.  

The activities of the Slavic Society, uniting the patriotic-
minded higher educated professionals of the territory, are a 
different story.  

In 2001, the Slavic Society of the Altai territory conducted a 
round-table discussion on the issue “The Ethnic-State Unity 
of the Slavic Peoples: Successes, Failures, and Perspectives.”363 
The social and cultural problems of ethnic Russians abroad 
undoubtedly require an overdue resolution, and, in the ethnic 
policies of the Russian government, these problems must be 
addressed. The activities of the Slavic Society in this area 
serve the interests of ethnic Russians living inside and outside 
of Russia (in the CIS counties). However, while zealously de-
fending the interests of its own people, some leaders of the 
Slavic Society sometimes behave inappropriately, stirring in-
tolerance towards the representatives of a number of other 
ethnic groups and blaming all of the misfortunes of ethnic 
Russians on them. 364 

In addition to communicating Orthodox religious matters, the 
printed media of the Russian Orthodox Church provide a lot of 
space to inform people, primarily the youth, of the negative 
impact of non-traditional religious organizations (“sects”), such 
as the Unification Church (Moonites), the Church of Scientol-
ogy, Fathers, etc.365 The Russian Orthodox Church newspapers 
Pravoslavnoye Slovo366 and Alexandro-Nevsky Vestnik367 pub-

                                                           
361 RNE leaflet (2001). 
362 Nationalist-Bolshevik Party leaflet (2001). 
363 Za Nauku (2001, #14). 
364 Za Nauku (2001, #35). 
365 Lampada (2001, #1 (62)). 
366 Pravoslavnoye Slovo (2001, #1 (7)). 
367 Alexandro-Nevsky Vestnik (2001, #1 (54) and #6 (59)). 
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lished extensive material related to “transcendental medita-
tion,” Baptists, and the so-called “evangelic” sects. 

The public stance taken by the territorial authorities on the 
issue of inter-ethnic relations is characterized in general as 
thoroughly neutral and balanced. In the reported period, the 
mass media did not publish a single statement of the authori-
ties that would infringe one way or another on the interests 
of any ethnic group living in the territory. At the same time, 
a statute “On the 2001 Budget of the Altai Territory” has 
allocated 393 000 roubles for the publication of the German-
language newspaper Zeitung fur Dich. 

For a long time, the territory did not have an umbrella or-
ganization that would unite all of the ethnic civic organiza-
tions. The authorities have been supportive of the attempts 
made by the Russian-German House to become the center of 
inter-ethnic relations. In 2001, the amount in the territory’s 
budget allocated for the operation of the Russian-German 
House was 1 770 000 roubles.368 

An overall evaluation of the situation with respect to various 
religious groups leads one to conclude that the territorial and 
city (Barnaul) authorities give preference to the Russian Or-
thodox Church. The Barnaul diocese of the Russian Orthodox 
Church has received from the authorities a number of build-
ings for use during worship and financial assistance. An offi-
cial agreement was signed between the city administration 
and the Barnaul diocese.369 Due to the assistance of the ad-
ministration of the territory, the theological school was trans-
formed in 2000 into a theological seminary.  

Followers of other religions solve their problems practically 
without any assistance from the authorities. These problems 
relate primarily to the construction or to the return of wor-
ship facilities. The issue of returning to the Catholics a cathe-
dral, which is currently leased to a business organization, has 
not been resolved yet.  

Those religious orders that have sufficient financial resources 
of their own get permits to build new churches and worship 
houses. The Evangelic Christian Baptists are especially active 
in this respect. 

As far as the stance of the territory’s authorities toward the 
nationalist organizations (like “Black Hundred,” RNE, etc.) is 
concerned, the law-enforcement and government bodies of 
the territory have adopted some measures aimed at preven-
tion and containment. According to the deputy administrative 
head of the territory, Ya. Shoikhet, these measures have sig-

                                                           
368 “On the 2001 Budget of the Altai Territory.” 
369 Missiya Altai (2001, #5). 
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nificantly reduced the activities of nationalist organizations in 
2001.370 

All attempts by RNE and the Information Consulting Anti-
Sectarian Center (a group that unites patriotic-minded Rus-
sian Orthodox young people who are prone to using aggres-
sion in their activities) to obtain a registration in the Altai 
territory branch of the Ministry of Justice ended in failure. In 
2001, the central district court of the city of Barnaul contin-
ued a trial against I. Lapkin (of the Russian Orthodox Church 
Abroad). I. Lapkin tried to argue that the child volunteer la-
bor camp of St. Kliment of Ankir had a right to exist. In Lap-
kin’s opinion, the authorities, represented in court by the 
chief sanitation inspector of the Mamontoovsky district and 
the local legislature’s Social Policy Committee consultant, V. 
Petrenko, are trying to unlawfully close the camp with the 
assistance of the territory’s mass media and the Russian Or-
thodox Church.371 

*  *  * 

By way of conclusion, we shall emphasize that all efforts of the 
Altai administration in the area of assisting ethnic and religious 
organizations are currently focused on supporting the Russian 
Germans and the Russian Orthodox Church. A balance reflec-
tive of the interests of different cultural and religious groups 
should be achieved. A special territorial program for the na-
tional and cultural development of the ethnic groups and con-
fessions has to be developed in order to resolve inter-ethnic and 
inter-religious problems in a successful and operative manner 
and to prevent any manifestations of nationalism and xenopho-
bia. The program has to rely on a thorough analysis of inter-
ethnic and inter-religious relationships. It has to identify major 
issues and the probable ways to address them. It has to provide 
for the establishment of a special unit within the territory’s 
administration that would be responsible for the ongoing moni-
toring of the inter-ethnic and inter-religious problems and 
would promptly recommend appropriate measures for their 
resolution. The program also has to contain a long-term strate-
gic plan aimed at preventing the emergence of nationalism and 
xenophobia in the Altai territory. 

                                                           
370 Official reply received from the deputy head of the Altai territory ad-
ministration, Ya. Shoikhet. 
371 Rossiyskaya Gazeta (2000, #117 (2481)). 
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CHECHNYA 

The on-again, off-again Chechen armed conflict already has 
dragged into its eighth year, with tens of thousands of Che-
chens and Russians being either killed or wounded and hun-
dreds of thousands being compelled to abandon their homes 
and native communities. Notably, hundreds of thousands of 
Russian servicemen and law-enforcers have served in the 
conflict and returned home with experiences of hatred and 
malice. Even those who have never been to Chechnya seem to 
be poisoned by the xenophobic propaganda about the “per-
sons of Caucasian nationality,” in general, and Chechens, in 
particular. Clearly, the Russian policies of the last decade 
have largely been produced that attitude.  

And how do things look “from the other side?” In this very 
brief review, we will briefly comment on the xenophobia is-
sue in Chechnya and make an attempt to explain why it has 
come to emerge in the first place.  

*  *  * 

The word that the Chechens use to describe the Russians is 
“gusski,” which stands for “alien,” “foe,” or “outcast.”372 How-
ever, the use of that term should hardly be attributed to local 
Chechen xenophobia.  

The very structure of the word “xenophobia,” which includes 
the Grecian segments “xenos” (standing for “alien, strange, 
outlandish”) and “phobos” (meaning “fear” or “enmity”), re-
quires that the two parts should be separately looked into. A 
good investigator would seek to track the evolution of “alien” 
and socio-cultural adoption of relevant phobias. Normally, the 
notion of “xenophobia” includes the following three integrated 
emotions: anger, revulsion and contempt. Whatever is taboo 
with regard to the “natives” is all right when applied to the 
“aliens.” The “alien” is normally perceived as a degraded per-
son who is beneath the “native,” and he can be made a target 
for any and all destructive sentiments and passions, with a 
negative identity being shaped in the process. The socially 
pernicious xenophobic emotions in an archaic community in-
evitably spread to next-door and more distant neighbors.  

Specifically, the people who live in the mountainous regions 
are subject to the customary law (”adat”) honored by the lo-
cal communities within a single valley, which is primarily ap-
plicable only to local residents.373 

                                                           
372 Without any doubt, this word seems to be more powerful than the an-
tique “barbarian” (any person from external parts).  
373 The more broadly known hospitality of the communities from the hills 
merely appears to be sort of a compensation for that exclusivity. 
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Within the family of Caucasian ethnic communities, the Che-
chens are special in that they were only liberated from the 
yoke of the Kabarda princes in the XVI-XVII centuries, with 
their original feudalistic hierarchical social pyramid heavily 
eroded. The internal free-for-all social relations in that distant 
period could be likened to the period of the “wild west” in the 
US.  They also could be regarded as a replica of the ways 
maintained by the ancient Sparta-like military democracies, 
with the “taip” tribal structures playing a major role. Given 
these sorts of social arrangements, the level of loyalty or unity 
within a given “taip” or tribal community was increasingly as-
sured through xenophobic feelings towards other communities.  

Clearly, this kind of legal conscience could hardly help build a 
nation, and at the beginning of the XIX century Imam 
Shamil tried to replace the “adat” practices by introducing 
Shari’a in order to propagate Islamic law and establish a new 
national identity, with “alien” values now having to be em-
braced. Notably, Imam Shamil’s defeat came not only from 
the Russian Empire’s strength, but also the local Islamic-
origin modernization drive was doomed because Shamil’s lieu-
tenants preferred to serve as functionaries within the Russian 
administration.374  

While writing about the current Chechen community, many 
Russian scholars and analysts now and again refer to the 
writings of the XIX century when the old Caucasian war 
campaign was in progress. They somehow have overlooked 
the fact that over the past 150 years the conventional Che-
chen social structures — “taip,” religious, local, family or 
other communities — have grown to become more diversified 
and sophisticated. At least, the “friend-foe” divide line, which 
has been continuously crossed, has become more diluted and 
fragmented.  

From the XIX century, Russians have been “neighbors” with 
Chechens. At first glance, the story of Russian-Chechen rela-
tions has been nothing but a string of confrontations, includ-
ing Caucasian wars of the XVIII–XIX centuries (with the 
Cossacks establishing their own communities in the region), 
deportation of whole communities (Ermolovskaya, Samashki, 
etc.) in 1920 in order to use the now vacated homes to ac-
commodate the “poor highlenders,” numerous uprisings in the 
1920s-1930s, and mopping up or combing operations that 
culminated in the 1944 deportation of Chechens.  

The Russians, that came to be settled in Chechnya after the 
original residents had been deported, explicitly viewed the 

                                                           
374 The task had been particularly challenging because it was rather re-
cently that the Chechens adopted Islam. Until the XVI–XVII centuries they 
had been pagans. One can still visit the “sun burial grounds” located high in 
the mountains.  
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former inhabitants of the “Grozny area” as foes.375 The Che-
chens, who had been cleared in 1957 to return to their home-
land,  settled closer to the hills376 and north of the Terek-river 
in the Naoursky and Shelkovskoy districts, mostly populated 
by ethnic Russians.377 The Chechens then mainly lived in rural 
communities,378 with the city of Grozny largely being a Rus-
sian (non-Chechen) community. However, things changed in-
crementally, and by the 1970–1980s Grozny had become an 
inter-ethnic community.  

Industrial jobs were hard to land, with the region registering 
a huge labor surplus.379 High latent unemployment rates in 
the Chechen rural communities were made up for by subsis-
tence activities, self-employment, or moon-lighting. Just to 
elaborate, it so happened that those teams of “moon-lighters,” 
formed from amongst different-age members of disparate 
“taips” or families, only served to further cement a single 
Chechen community. Secondly, that principle was later ap-
plied to establish collaborative partnerships and then… mili-
tant groups. During Soviet times, Chechen soldiers were val-
ued rather highly. The Vainakh people held military careers 
in high esteem. In this regard, it would suffice to mention 
Generals D. Doudayev and R. Aushev. 

Notably, most of the Vainakh young people had been to dif-
ferent Russian regions to pursue their private economic tasks. 
To add, Chechens speak Russian like no other ethnic commu-
nity in the Caucasus. Importantly, they currently maintain a 
diaspora spread across the Russian Federation.  

However, the past experiences indicate that no assimilation 
has occurred. The traditional societal structure and identity 
model (both within Chechnya and the diaspora) has been 
maintained.  

Now, how heavily did xenophobia manifest itself in Chechnya 
in the 1994–1996 period? Judging from personal experiences, 
Grozny residents (both Russians and Chechens) had equally 

                                                           
375 After 1944, isolated militant groups continued to fight in the forested 
hills, the last “rebel” allegedly being killed as late as 1973.  
376 Many of the dwellers from highland communities failed to return home. The 
housing, that had been left unoccupied for nearly thirteen years, had fallen into 
disrepair, and the communities had shrunk by a factor of several times.  
377 The communities, formally integrated with the Stavropol territory, in 
1957 were made part of the newly established Chechen-Ingushi Autonomous 
Soviet Socialist Republic (ASSR). Apart from that, the Prigorodny district 
was left within the Northern Ossetia ASSR, The Ingushis, who had origi-
nally lived in that district, could not return home, the circumstance eventu-
ally producing an Ossetian-Ingushi conflict. 
378 With the exception of local Cossack and Nogai communities in the rural areas. 
379 Ironically, an effort to build a bio-complex and other industrial facilities 
at the close of the 1980s in order to alleviate the jobless problem had been 
taken by the Chechen community as “continuation of genocide of the Che-
chen people.” Notably, the national liberation movement was launched un-
der the “green” colors.  
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suffered from Russian shellings and bombings, the circum-
stance producing no aggravation in the ethnic relations or 
escalation of xenophobic sentiments, strange though it may 
seem.  

In the years of the “first Chechen war,” the author of this 
overview could hear some Chechens (including militants more 
often than not) talking to Russians and suggesting that “it 
was, of course, the Jews, rather than Russians, that started 
the whole mess!” Further comments depended on the rele-
vant interlocutor’s remarks.380 Oftentimes, no response would 
follow, and the listener would come to be convinced that the 
Chechens were mostly anti-Semites. Some “disrespectful” 
comment might very easily provoke a totally unexpected re-
action. For example, the remark “I am fed up with your fas-
cist talk! You’d better go to some federal military outfit and 
find your advocates there. However, the soldiers will tell you 
that it is the Jews and… Chechens who are to blame for eve-
rything bad in Russia!” would usually produce a situation 
when your companion would refrain from making any radical 
observations for some time. The use of the term “distant foe” 
has never been a manifestation of xenophobia. On the con-
trary, it appeared as some sublimation of the delicate phe-
nomenon, and it was always handy in order to ease the ten-
sion while conversing with the “nearby alien.” 

Many of the “keynote texts” and pronouncements by the 
leaders of Ichkeria in those days described the ongoing con-
flict with the federal authorities as a Russian-Chechen reli-
gious and ethnic confrontation, with the realities, however, 
failing to be in line with that reading. There have been nu-
merous examples of how humanely the prisoners and soldiers’ 
mothers (that traveled down South to look for their sons) had 
been treated during the first Chechen war.381 Notably, those 
attitudes could not be likened to anything witnessed in other 
post-Soviet armed conflicts in the Trans-Caucasus (Nagorno-
Karabakh, Southern Ossetia, Abkhasia) or even in the 
neighboring Prigorodny district of Northern Ossetia. Unlike 
conflicts in all of the said regions, the 1994–1996 Chechen 
war was not laced with xenophobic sentiments, with “anger, 
revulsion and contempt” still failing to prevail.  

One might conclude that any unexpected anti-Semitic remark 
could be some vestige from the Soviet past with its bombastic 
propaganda and government-backed anti-Semitism. More-

                                                           
380Just as 1995 was beginning, State Duma Deputy A. Shabad sent the con-
cerned Chechen over to State Duma Deputy V. Sheinis, who then was right 
there, in the basement of the presidential palace in Grozny.  
381 Apart from unilateral releases of prisoners and the functional prisoner 
camp on the grounds of a Chiri-Yurt-based nursery school visited by sol-
diers’ mothers, there was also a security department-operated a dreadful 
“pretrial detention center” at Stary Achkhoi where dozens of prisoners and 
hostages were either killed or tortured to death.  
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over, this kind of sentiment appeared to be a meaningful 
element in most of the ethic and social conflicts in the former 
Soviet Union. Whenever tens of thousands of jobless men 
spend months or years talking about current developments 
and the reasons for their calamities, while the chance of re-
turning to their native homeland remains a mission impossi-
ble, so-called “public opinion” (popular version of history) 
gradually comes to be established.382 An effort to rationalize 
the contemporary events through application of holistic ideo-
logical designs or mythological schemes laced with xenophobic 
archetypes is nearly a ubiquitous affair. Those mythological 
patterns have usually been applied to the direct conflict mak-
ers, opponents and “the nearby foes.” Each time any given 
context would somehow hold the elements of collusion, the 
“international Jewish conspiracy” hazard is nearly always 
lurking in any analysis of this or that contingency.383 

With Chechnya actually securing a sort of an independence 
following the Russian federal forces being routed in August 
1996 and then pulled out of the republic, the challenge was to 
define a new identity and find the “foes” serving as a back-
drop for that identity.  

Though the call to build an Islamic or even Sharia-based na-
tion had not initially been doubted by the local Chechen el-
ites; it could not be fully grasped or comprehended either.384  

Notably, the crisis had not only been about ideology. The 
layman, as a matter of fact, no longer saw any authority out-
side, with the regular policemen being phased out by bearded 
militants wielding their “Kalashnikov” submachine guns. 
Right after the August victory, one could see crowds of “vic-
tors” or “August 25 fighters” filling out the city streets.385 The 
“politicians” battled for power, while refusing (or being un-
able) to counter and defeat rampant street crime. The “soci-
ety” that had come out against the federal forces in Chech-
nya, likewise was unable to censure and restrain newly cre-
ated (true or false) “resistance heroes.” 

Understandably, the scene could not but provoke the emergence 
of some new ideological visions. It was then that terror began to 
be used to target collaborators holding jobs with federal govern-

                                                           
382 The principle running as follows: “Any problem has at least one simple, 
clear, and incorrect solution.” 
383 Of course, there was more to it. Mystics, fortune tellers, healers had be-
come active like never before, with Nostradamus and his visions being re-
peated by all. 
384 In reality, the “Sharia law” was meant to include: some “adat” customs, 
assorted local conventions, a few Soviet Criminal Code rules and selected 
current Islamic regulations. Notably, the whole mix was not supposed to be 
either streamlined or balanced out. 
385 As such elements were called in France in 1944. 
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ing bodies.386 Criminal terror was primarily used to hit non-
Vainakh communities.387 Importantly, those activities had not 
been ideologically charged: while maintaining no family-origin or 
other conventional links, those communities had just been more 
vulnerable. Of course, that coercive and terrorist policy required 
some ideological explanation. The militants desperately needed 
some justification for their action or inaction, which left numer-
ous civilians without their property or homes.  The general public 
was not equipped to counter the crime. The void was finally 
filled by the freshly concocted anti-Russian mythological ploys 
that had not been particularly effective in the days of the first 
Chechen war. The criminals operated under the guise of “fight-
ers against the enemy’s agents and collaborators,” which, of 
course, could hardly be criticized by regular Chechens. Besides, 
this effort was fully in line with the government policy pursued 
to win independence in the war against Russia. Obviously, this 
was a case of simplistic negative identity drive. Then, the war-
tested Chechen society failed to be adequately equipped to meet 
the pressing peacetime challenges.  

Concurrently, people began to be kidnapped for ransom money 
in Chechnya, with the so-called Wahhabitic Islam taking root 
in the region. These two ostensibly totally different phenomena 
had somehow had a very solid linkage. Particularly broadly 
covered by the Russian and international media were the kid-
nappings of local reporters and foreign nationals. However, it 
needs to be underscored that hundreds of persons were kid-
napped for ransom money in such neighboring Russian regions 
as the Stavropol territory, Ingushetia, Dagestan and Northern 
Ossetia, with similar cases reaching into thousands in Chechnya 
per se. Understandably, these crimes against compatriots ran 
counter to the very spirit of either “adat” or Sharia law. Those 
despicable acts had to be either done away with or clearly ex-
plained. And the right ideological grounding was eventually 
found. The fact is that Arab volunteers had been few and far 
between (like Ukrainians) in the first Chechen war. Hattab and 
his ilk were rare individuals representing external support 
forces. The Chechen militants, talk about Sharia and jihad 
notwithstanding, had mostly professed Kadiri Sufi Tarikat — 
the conventional local variety of Sunni Islam. Following the 
completion of active military operations, some of the less con-
spicuous militant formations proclaimed themselves to be “truly 
Islamic warriors” or “Wahhabites.” It was exactly those ele-
ments that eventually became heavily engaged in the human 
trafficking business. The reasoning was rather simple: those 
professing the “wrong Islam” cannot be regarded as true Mus-
lims, the family or “taip” links making little difference. Hence, 

                                                           
386 “Proscription lists,” that were used to run “combing operations” in 
Grozny at the end of August 1996, held hundreds of persons. 
387 Including those who had been compelled to flee or just could not return 
home. Those people primarily included “Russian-only speakers,” the exact 
official statistics to that effect being unavailable.  
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one was free to kidnap either Russian speakers of non-Russian 
speakers, while committing no crime before Allah. Notably, 
“Wahhabit” formations had been led by such field commanders 
as Hamikhoroyev, Barayev and Akhmadov brothers — all con-
firmed kidnappers. Admittedly, there were many others who 
dealt in human trafficking without any ideological motivations.  

The “tug-of-war” between the moderate and radical champions of 
an “Islamic state” in the long run served to trigger the growth of 
xenophobic sentiments in Chechnya within 1996–1999.  

To Islamic radicals, that viewed themselves as part of the 
global jihad, the battle hymn in the 1999 march on Dagestan 
was made by the Jerusalem song,388 with the religious, rather 
than racial, affiliation being definitive. As a matter of fact, 
the “Kaffirs” could come from any race or tribe. To clarify, 
though the “peoples of the book” (Jews and Christians) are 
normally set apart by Islamic teachings, under the current 
circumstances in Chechnya nobody thought of suggesting the 
use of any “preferential treatment” with regard to those 
communities.  

The Jewish hostages (the “principal adversary”) used to be 
kept even in harsher conditions than other prisoners. They 
would be the first ones to be executed, according to the local 
Chechen wardens or jailors.  

While confronting the radical “Wahhabites” and “Mejlis-ul-
Shurah,”389 President A. Maskhadov could hardly proceed 
with moderate policy positions. He had to make use of rather 
an ingenious ploy and state that the “Wahhabites” operated 
as a global Zionist tool called upon to discredit Ichkeria before 
the world community of nations.390 A statement about this 
conspiracy was made by A. Maskhadov in the summer of 
1998, with the “truth” being earlier unraveled by L. Kulty-
gov391 — head of the “national security service.”  

Notably, Chechnya’s residents had largely refused to align with 
the “Wahhabites” or back up their criminal activities. The gen-
eral public perception then was that the “Wahhabites” had 
mostly included the scum of society, drug addicts, youngsters 
from bad families and other degraded elements. The 
“Wahhabites” would be driven out of the local rural communi-
ties with the following words: “You can practice your ways 

                                                           
388 Incidentally, they would sing that hymn in the Russian language. 
389 Notably, the so-called “true Muslims” had been ignorant enough to name 
their supreme governing body using the term “Soviet” in both languages. 
390 Understandably, that was not the brightest idea on their part. For exam-
ple, the Northern Caucasus Cossacks had long since been seriously, though 
not publicly, talking about the global Zionist scheme to build an Islamic 
state from the Black Sea to the Caspian Sea with the use of Armenians.  
391 L. Khultygov was killed by the field commander S. Radouyev’s militants 
during a skirmish over the local television assets, rather than by some Zion-
ists seeking to take revenge on him for releasing their treacherous schemes.  
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elsewhere, but not in our community!” To provide an example, 
B. Khaikhoroyev, one of the “Wahhabite” leaders and a noted 
field commander, was killed by his fellow-villagers in the 
summer of 1999 exactly for engaging in kidnapping opera-
tions.392 Then, one could witness disparate manifestations of the 
social adoption of xenophobic complexes, which might have 
served to keep the society stronger. However, the pace of 
change was too slow. One of the principal criticisms aimed at A. 
Maskhadov by the ordinary Chechens was that he failed to use 
force in the summer of 1998 to take out the local 
“Wahhabites,” with nearly the entire Chechen people being 
ready to back him up on that move.  

Overall, within those three years between the two war cam-
paigns the xenophobic feelings had matured and led to a solid 
measure of bloodshed. One can hardly explicitly and unilater-
ally censure the Chechen terrorists, particularly given that 
the phantom of “Chechen terrorism” (just like some “black 
magic”) had been rather apathetically perceived by the Rus-
sian society.  

Generally, public and political developments in Russia and 
Chechnya within 1996–1999 had been proceeding in the di-
rection of another armed conflict: the society could not (and it 
made no attempt to) to prevent this dangerous course of 
events. Bluntly, many politicians eventually craved for an 
armed conflict to break out.393  

Now, one inevitably confronts a set of disturbing realities: while 
seeking to identify the reasons for and goals of the second Che-
chen war (pointlessly lasting now for nearly three years), the 
Chechens just could not but assume some xenophobic percep-
tions. Firstly, now one can clearly see Russians being made tar-
gets for negative sentiments. No distinction is being made be-
tween federal law enforcers and the general Russian popula-
tion.394 While in the fall of 1999 the Chechens (tired from the 
“free-for-all” and A. Maskhadov who was unable to put in 
check the criminal gangs and extremists) hoped that some law 

                                                           
392 The hostages included some Georgian nationals, In an attempt to have 
them freed and during other skirmishes that followed, a few Bamout-origin 
residents were killed. Clearly, this is an example of the “alien” perception 
being translated from the tribal-related level to be applied under new cir-
cumstances. 
393 The federal authorities needed to assure consistency of the rule in the na-
tion, and for that goal to be achieved they found nothing better than a “small 
triumphant war.” Notably, it was only through provoking a new war that 
S. Basayev (leader of the “true Muslims” in Chechnya and a character that 
nearly totally marginalized and discredited himself) could re-enter the political 
“mainstream.” His gangs had launched a march on “Jerusalem,” and they are 
still fighting their battle, while V. Putin was elected second Russian president. 
As a consequence, all of the players had been “kept satisfied.”  
394 Who can tell the difference? Public surveys certainly can help in this mat-
ter. Notably, the local anti-war movement is nearly non-existent. The Russian 
television programming carries a solid measure of “Special Forces,” “Man’s 
Work” and other examples of high-powered great-nation propaganda.  
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and order would be introduced in their homeland with the 
“federals” coming back, the last two years of “combing opera-
tions” had their expectations wholly dissipated.  

Secondly, the contradictions between the advocates of 
“Wahhabism” and conventional Islamic teaching have come to 
be on the rise in Chechnya. Incidentally, inasmuch as 
“Wahhabite”-generated kidnappings and the Dagestan inva-
sion (that produced a new presence of federal forces in 
Chechnya) have been attributed to Basayev and Barayev, 
principal “Wahhabites,” they have often been referred to as 
“agents of the federals,” thereby getting the xenophobic 
complex brought to the surface. (Notably, this latent confron-
tation on the grass roots level has now and again led to 
armed skirmishes between the “Maskhadov supporters” and 
“Wahhabites,” just like between the Krayowa Army and pro-
Soviet guerillas in fascist-occupied Poland in the second world 
war). On the other hand, as long as the ongoing armed con-
flict keeps together the disparate local forces confronting the 
federals, the aforesaid contradictions could be kept on the 
back burner. 

Thirdly, just like in the past, one can see some shifts reflec-
tive of conspiracy-related xenophobia, with any and all op-
posing elements being attributed to the “global Jewish con-
spiracy.” Basically, this appears to be an “anti-Western com-
plex,” which is far more tenacious and deeply rooted (not only 
in Chechnya but also in Russia) than it might seem to be at 
first glance.395  

*  *  * 

Obviously, the last decade has turned out to be a catastrophe 
for Chechnya’s residents either on the domestic or public con-
science level. Given the experiences relating to other ethnic 
and social conflicts, the Chechen people have weathered this 
test with much more presence than could be expected, no 
matter what sort of perspectives on this score have been 
promulgated by the official Russian propaganda. However, as 
it could only be expected, the xenophobic complexes in 
Chechnya have been allowed to grow, expand and diversify.  

                                                           
395 Ironically, at the close of 2001 one highly respected and “degreed” Che-
chen human rights activist and public figure, while being publicly charged 
by the local Chechens from the pro-Russian administration with advocating 
for A. Maskhadov and affiliating with “Wahhabites,” right before a delega-
tion of high-level European Union officials, ardently responded by saying 
that he was not anti-Semitic. Clearly, the debaters were fully aware of the 
linkage between the two notions, with the others merely watching that 
“absurd theater” performance.  
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ST. PETERSBURG 

In St. Petersburg, a considerable number of publications 
spreading xenophobia and nationalist views are coming out 
and disseminated by local nationalist organizations. Several 
newspapers such as Narodnaya Pravda, Rodniye Prostory, 
Nashe Otechestvo, and Slavyansky Vestnik have already been 
consistently published for over a year. Nashe Otechestvo be-
came renowned not only for its own harsh xenophobic orien-
tation; it also became renowned for the orientations that be-
came the subject of endless court examination. This newspa-
per now produces nearly half of the printed works “to col-
leagues” from the Russian National Unity (RNE), and namely 
to the so-called Lalochkin Group, one of the independent 
groups formed after the split of RNE in 2000 and based in 
the city of Voronezh. St. Petersburg developed long-standing 
connections particularly with the Voronezh RNE, and earlier 
“instructors” and organized teams of people to paste up leaf-
lets across the city arrived primarily from there. 

Also, the newspaper of the Freedom Party, Nashe Obozreniye, 
whose main editor is the former skinhead, A. Grebnev, belongs 
within the number of radical nationalist publications. 

A new radical publication has appeared. Since the fall of 2001 
in St. Petersburg, the newspaper Evpaty Kolovrat began to be 
disseminated. It is published in Tikhvin (Leningrad region) 
and states that it is an organ of the St. Petersburg regional 
organization of RNE. 

Not only “specialized” publications disseminate nationalist 
moods and xenophobia. The legal department in St. Peters-
burg University serves as a breeding-ground for similar ideas. 
In his works, E. Froyanov, a professor and, until recently, the 
dean of a department, nearly erased the border between aca-
demic compositions and articles for a nationalist publication. 
His monograph October 17 issued within the framework of 
the State Program “The Peoples of Russia” and recommended 
as a textbook (sic!) for the course “The Latest History of Rus-
sia” suggests a vision of the history or Russia as an unending 
struggle with a behind the scenes Zionist conspiracy. In the 
same vein, there is a work by Professor O. Karatev, a former 
KGB official, and now a doctor of law and a teacher in one of 
the institutions of higher education in the city. He thinks that 
“the right to investigate and expose Russian Jewry and the 
structure of its social-political power to a critic is an inalien-
able right,” and he tirelessly “unmasks” “the hidden Jews” 
everywhere. 
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The Institute of Russian Literature in the Russian Academy 
of Sciences (“Pushkin House”) found itself at the center of 
attention in connection with a reference book issued to them 
called Russian Writers of the 20th Century. In the book, there 
was a separate article devoted to Sergey Neilus, the author of 
“Protocols of the Elders of Zion,” and to Vladimir Purishke-
vich, one of the leaders of the “Black Hundred” at the begin-
ning of the twentieth century who, strictly speaking, hardly 
has any connection to literature. 

The St. Petersburg television station, TRK Petersburg, has a 
particular role in the dissemination of xenophobia. In March 
2001, Sergey Chernyadyev invited, on the one hand, a group 
of “Petersburg Caucasians” under the leadership of the Con-
sul of Azerbaijan, and, on the other hand, nationalists, namely 
Nikolai Bondarik, at that time accused of inciting national 
hostility396 for participation in his informational publicist pro-
gram. The possibility to express freely all of their nationalist 
views was presented to N. Bondarik and his supporting “legal 
expert.” Given this, if we do not consider the fact that 
N. Bondarik himself has a non-Russian last name, there is 
nothing that showed that the host did not agree with the na-
tionalist guests. An “interactive” poll on the theme — Will 
Petersburg residents participate in a pogrom? — was con-
ducted during the program. According to the results, an abso-
lute majority of viewers supposedly indicated such a desire. 

Popular city periodicals as a whole discuss the activities of 
nationalist organizations, but they turn to that theme for 
separate reasons, as a whole almost completely ignoring the 
nationalist activities. In the beginning and middle of the 
1990s, the newspapers Smena, St. Petersburg Vedemosti, and 
Nevskoye Vremya wrote about the problem of nationalism. 
From the journalists who consistently cover the Petersburg 
nationalists it is possible to name: Y. Murashko (St. Petersburg 
Vedemosti); N. Katerli (printing in different publications until 
1998–1999, but now almost not publishing); S. Gavrilina (ear-
lier working in Smena and now in Nevskoye Vremya); T. Volt-
sky (Nevskoye Vremya); M. Chulaki (Vecherny Petersburg); 
and D. Zhvany (mainly publishing in Smena, but also having 
published for the St. Petersburg version of central periodi-
cals — Komsomolskaya Pravda and Moskovsky Komsomolets). 
Individual publications appeared in the Vecherny Petersburg 
and in Argumenti i Facti — Petersburg (Nikolai Donskov). The 
English-language newspaper St. Petersburg Times turns re-
peatedly to the theme of interethnic conflicts and the activi-
ties of nationalist organizations. 

                                                           
396 In 1999, Bondarik participated as a candidate for deputy in parliamen-
tary elections and disseminated a leaflet with a call for a struggle against 
“the enemies of God, the enemies of Russia and the Russian people,” “false-
believers,” and “the Jewish-Caucasian Mafia.” Human Rights in Russian 
Regions — 1999 (Moscow: Moscow Helsinki Group, 2000). 
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Now, only T. Voltskaya and S. Gavrilina in Nevskoye Vremya 
and journalists of the newspaper Peterburgsky Chas Pik con-
tinually throw light on the theme of xenophobia and national-
ism. The last newspaper plays a main role in the 
St. Petersburg press since Natalia Chaplina — the wife of 
Victor Cherkesov, the plenipotentiary representative of the 
President for the Northwest federal district and before that 
the head of FSB department for St. Petersburg and the Len-
ingrad region — serves as the editor. The newspaper is more 
informed and has the possibility to interview those whom 
others sometimes simply cannot reach, and, in addition, it car-
ries the “official line.” 

In 1998, Peterburgsky Chas Pik published several articles ac-
cusing the city administration and the police of criminal neg-
ligence in their relationship with nationalists, who operated 
freely on the streets of the city. At this time, RNE pickets, 
the majority of their leaflets pasted across the city, and even 
the inscriptions on the walls, primarily done by supporters 
from the National Bolshevik Party (NBP), the Liberal Democ-
ratic Party of Russia (LDPR), and the Working Russia (Tru-
dovaya Rossiya) Party, began to attract the attention of those 
journalists who were in general inclined to turn to this unat-
tractive side of life in the city. On 16 September, 1998, in Pe-
terburgsky Chas Pik an article by Eva Liburkina “Nazism and 
Questions of Linguistics” was published. In the article, she 
accused the authorities of “complete tolerance” and inaction 
in their relations with the nazis. For proof, she gave an an-
swer that she received in the Department of Administrative 
Bodies in St. Petersburg and in the regional Department of 
Justice. The answer was that in St. Petersburg RNE is not 
engaged in activities because RNE does not have official reg-
istration in the city, and they are being viewed as a group of 
private individuals and are not liable for penalties. The re-
sponse to this publication from the head of the Department of 
Administrative Bodies, V. Grishanov,397 speaking on behalf of 
the Deputy-Governor of St. Petersburg, also was published in 
Peterburgsky Chas Pik. Indignant with accusations, the Dep-
uty-Governor confirmed that he always “comes forward as an 
opponent of the spreading of the idea of fascism in our city 
and fights within the law to resist it.” As an example, he pro-
vided his refusal “to participate in a protest“ (without elabo-
rating which protest) “of the National-Republican Party of 
Russia, of the Slavic movement, Solntsevorot, of the Move-
ment for the Great Russian Empire, and others.” However, 
the protest followed after — not before — the publication of 
E. Liburkina’s article. 

In 2001, Evgeny Zybarev’s publication “It is Impossible to Live 
in a Society of Violence and be Free from Violence” continued 

                                                           
397 Peterburgsky Chas Pik (23 December, 1998). 
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this theme398. In this work, Gennady Ryabov, a senior assistant 
of the city prosecutor, was quoted. G. Ryabov noted the follow-
ing: “one cannot say that, for our region, nationalism and ex-
tremism is a serious problem. As a rule, even conflicts desig-
nated by the press as between nationalities, turn out during the 
course of the investigation to be ordinary crimes.” 

As a “final example,” G. Ryabov provided a situation when 
three friends beat up an Azeri cook for preparing a low-quality 
meat-dish. Other Azeris came to rescue of the Azeri cook. 
Then, other Russians entered on the side of the Russians who 
attacked the cook. A huge brawl developed between the two 
groups. “But it’s hardly a conflict between nationalities — if 
the cook was Russian or Ukrainian, the results would have 
been the same,” assured G. Ryabov. “Happily, residents of our 
region are intelligent, educated, and restrained, and they don’t 
give into nationalist or other extremist propaganda. Therefore, 
such conflicts are quite rare for us.” 

Municipal deputy and candidate for the State Duma, Dennis 
Usov, who is also a member of the bureau for the All People’s 
Union and a correspondent of the nationalist newspapers Novy 
Petersburg and Slavyansky Vestnik, became a hero of the series 
of publications in both the St. Petersburg and Moscow press. The 
case against D. Usov, based on the accusation of inciting hostility 
between nationalities, was examined in the Frunzensky regional 
court in St. Petersburg at the end of 1999. The case was dropped 
in connection with his proposed “Program for the Eviction from 
the Region of Individuals with Caucasian Nationality Engaged in 
Anti-social Criminal Activities” that he planned to implement in 
the city region Kupchino. Even earlier in 1997, Usov announced 
the eviction of “blacks” as the main point of his pre-election 
campaign, and in 1998, after already having become a deputy, he 
called upon his electors to tell him anonymously the address of 
all Caucasian neighbors in order to urgently “take action.” 

A splash of nationalist publications applauded the pogrom of 
30 October 2001 in Moscow in the market near the metro sta-
tion Tsaritsino. Following soon after the pogrom, publications 
called for a series of assaults on residents of Dormitory #13 
for foreign students at the St. Petersburg Technical Univer-
sity (Polytekh). 

Attacks at foreign, especially African students are very com-
mon in St. Petersburg. Street violence against people of Afri-
can descent is also on the rise. 

                                                           
398 Peterburgsky Chas Pik (26 September — 2 October, 2001). 
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ACTIONS OF THE AUTHORITIES TAKEN TO COUNTERACT 

XENOPHOBIA AND NATIONALISM 

On 29 March, 2000, Law “On the Administrative Responsibil-
ity Regarding the Production, Distribution, and Demonstra-
tion of Nazi Symbols in the Territory of St. Petersburg” was 
passed by the St. Petersburg Legislative Assembly. The au-
thor of the said law, Deputy Vadim Tulpanov, announced to 
the newspaper Argumenti i Facti — Petersburg that “it is nec-
essary to sound the alarm immediately, otherwise in several 
years representatives of the fascist parties will sit entirely 
legally in the St. Petersburg Legislative Assembly and the 
State Duma, and also in some time, without exception, Nazis 
will be able to take power in the country, just as they did in 
1933 in Germany.”399 

On 27 June and 25 October, 2001, a prominent local human 
rights organization, Citizen’s Watch, sent letters to the prose-
cutor of the city, E. Sedoruk, with the goal to draw his atten-
tion (based on the afore-mentioned law) to the wide distribu-
tion in the city of inscriptions and leaflets inciting national 
and racial hostilities. A lengthy list of examples was attached 
to the letter. Human rights activists received answers from 
the senior assistant of the city prosecutor for the supervision 
of the fulfillment of laws on the relations between nationali-
ties, G. Strekalov; the deputy head of the Chief Police Direc-
torate (GUVD) in St. Petersburg and the Leningrad region 
and the head of the police for public safety, N. Feodorov; the 
deputy head of the GUVD and head of the department for 
the organization of preliminary inquiry of the GUVD in St. 
Petersburg and the Leningrad region, E. Sukharnikov; the 
head of the Admiralteisky district regional police department 
(UVD), A. Remezov; the head of section #19 and section #37 
of the Department of Internal Affairs (UVD), and the acting 
prosecutor of the Admiraltaisky region, P. Parastayev. After 
an examination of the reported facts, representatives of law 
enforcement agencies had to recognize that some of the evi-
dence was true, but (quoting exactly as written in the origi-
nal) “due to the fact that it was impossible to identify the 
individuals responsible for writing the inscriptions, it is impos-
sible to form an opinion objectively about whether or not the 
“authors” intended to incite national, racial, or religious hos-
tility.” Because of this “uncertainty,” no criminal investigation 
was initiated. However, “a teletype with demands for the in-
tensification of work on the exposure, interruption, and pre-
vention of the manifestation of extremism and hostility be-
tween nationalities” was sent to the heads of all police struc-
                                                           
399 Argumenti i Facti — Petersburg (1999, #45). 
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tures in St. Petersburg and the Leningrad region. Also, it was 
announced that, “together with the residential-communal 
services, measures for the removal of inscriptions from the 
facades of buildings and other structures have been taken.” 
The head of thirty-seven sections of the police in the UVD 
and lieutenant-colonel of the police, Morgunov, verified that 
“in the activities of the unidentified persons, we cannot see 
features that fall under Article 158 of the RF Code of Admin-
istrative Offences.” Numerous publications of Petersburg anti-
fascists and human rights defenders continually cover the 
theme of ethnic conflict and the activities of nationalist asso-
ciations. From 1993 to the present, there have been six special 
issues of the journal Baryer. Also, from 1996 to 2001, there 
have been 17 issues of the anti-fascist newspaper Tum-
Balalaika (from 2002, the journal Antifashistsky Motiv be-
came its successor.) Repeatedly, Pchela, a review of the activi-
ties of the non-governmental organizations, turns to the 
theme of the rights of racial and ethnic minorities in St. Pe-
tersburg. 

 





 

 

REGIONALS PARTNERS: 

 

Region Organization Author 

Adyg Republic 
South –Russian Independent Institute of Social 
Researches  

Tsvetkov 
 Oleg 

Aginsky Buryatsky 
Autonomous District 

Regional Public Movement “Development” 
Damdinov 
Tsyrendorzhi 

Altai Republic 
Public Environmental Organization “Treasurers of 
the Lake” 

Veselovskaya  
Olga 

Altai Territory  
Altai  Regional Human Rights Organization 
“Bastion”  

Brykin  
Alexander 

Altai Territory  
Altai  Regional Human Rights Organization 
“Bastion”  

Goncharenko 
Alexander 

Amur Region “Amur Center of Human Rights” Regional Public 
Organization 

Morar 
Oleg 

Arkhangelsk Region 
All-Russian Public Movement “For Human 
Rights”, Arkhangelsk Branch 

Gabidulin  
Rauf 

Arkhangelsk Region “Arkhangelsk Region Human Rights Center” Ark-
hangelsk Regional Public Charity Organization 

Dundina 
Galina 

Astrakhan Region 
“Committee of the Assistance to 
the Protection of Legal Human Rights” Astrakhan 
Regional Public Organization 

Stepanova 
Tatiana 

Bashkortostan 
Republic Public Foundation “International Standard” 

Karavayeva 
Natalia 

Bashkortostan 
Republic Public Foundation “International Standard” 

Potnin  
Konstantin 

Belgorod Region 
Autonomous Non-profit Organization “Civil 
Position” 

Shcheglova 
Tatyana 

Bryansk Region 
Bryansk Regional Public Charity  
Organization “Human Rights Association” 

Gorbanev 
Vladimir 

Bryansk Region Bryansk Regional Public Charity  
Organization “Human Rights Association” 

Komogortseva 
Ludmila 

Buryat Republic  Public Organization “Republican 
Human Rights Center” 

Kislov 
Evgeny 

Chechen Republic Interregional Public Organization “Society of Russian-
Chechen Friendship” 

Ejeev  
Imran  

Chelyabinsk Region 
Chelyabinsk Regional Public 
Committee of Russian Reforms 

Alexeev 
Alexander 

Chelyabinsk Region 
Chelyabinsk City Youth Public Organization 
“Pravosoznanie”  

Sevastianov 
Alexei 

Chita Region 
Autonomous Non-profit  Organization “Trans-Baikal Center 
of Ecological and Economic Researches and Program” 

Kompas  
Ruslan 

Chita Region Union of Young Lawyers  
Konovalov  
Dmitry 

Chita Region Regional Public Organization “Center of Assistance 
to Civic Initiatives” 

Savvateeva 
Marina 

Chukotka autono-
mous district 

Public Environmental Association 
“Kaira Club” 

Pushkareva 
Elena 

Chuvash Republic 
Public Organization “Human Rights Committee of 
Chuvash Republic” 

Ayvenov 
Pyotr 

Dagestan Republic Independent Trade Union of Businessmen and 
Drivers of Dagestan 

Yunusov  
Abdurakhman 



 

 

Evenk autonomous 
district 

Krasnoyarsk Regional Public Organization 
“Krasnoyarsk Regional Human Rights 
Informational Center” 

Vedenkov 
Vladimir 

Ingush Republic Regional Public Organization “Press-Center” 
Saratova 
Kheda  

Irkutsk Region Autonomous Nonprofit Organization “Civil Control over 
the Observance of Human Rights” 

Kulekhov 
Michail 

Irkutsk Region Charity Foundation “Hope” 
Stavrov 
Leonid 

Ivanovo Region 
Public Political Organization “Ivanovo Regional 
Society for Human Rights” 

Valkov 
Sergey 

Jewish Autonomous 
Area 

Regional Public Organization “Egida” for the Pro-
tection of Human Rights and Civil Liberties in the 
Jewish Autonomy 

Rynkov  
Anatoly 

Jewish Autonomous 
Area 

Regional Public Organization “Egida” for the Pro-
tection of Human Rights and Civil Liberties in the 
Jewish Autonomy 

Rynkova 
Evgenia 

Kabardino-Balkarian  
Republic 

Republican Public Human Rights 
Organization “Jurist” 

Ketov 
Albert 

Kaliningrad Region Kaliningrad Regional Public Organization “Protection 
of Human Rights and Freedoms” 

Dolgopolov 
Boris 

Kalmykia-Khalmg 
Tangch Republic 

Regional Public Organization  
“Kalmykya Human Rights Center” 

Ateev 
Semen 

Kaluga Region Obninsk Regional Human Rights Group Kotlyar 
Tatiana 

Kamchatka Region 
Public Organization  “Kamchatka Regional Human 
Rights Center” 

Gonchar  
Viktor 

Karachaevo-
Cherkessian Republic  

Karachaevo-Cherkessian Regional Public-Political 
Movement “Revival”  

Panov  
Vladimir 

Karachaevo-
Cherkessian Republic  

Karachaevo-Cherkessian Department of the Public 
Non-Commercial Organization “Stavropol Regional 
Human Rights Center” 

Shurygin 
Aleksei 

Karelia Republic 
Regional Public Organization “Karelian Union for 
the Protection  of Children” 

Pavlova  
Nadezhda 

Karelia Republic 
Karelia Regional Public Organization “Youth Human 
Rights Union of the Karelia Republic” 

Tabakov  
Sergei 

Kemerovo Region 
Regional Public Organization “Center of 
Independent Journalistic of Kuzbass”  

Besedin  
Eugeny  

Kemerovo Region 
Inter-regional Public Independent Organization on 
Human Rights “Legal Society” 

Pyl  
Yury 

Khabarovsk Territory 
All-Russian Public Movement “For Human 
Rights,” Khabarovsk Regional Branch 

Bekhtold 
Alexander 

Khakassia Republic 
Khakassia Republican Public Human Rights 
Charity Foundation “Our Right” 

Ishchenko 
Alexander  

Khanty-Mansiisky 
autonomous district “Memorial” Society,  Surgut Branch  Kuzmina 

Evgenya 

Kirov Region 
Public Organization “Kirov Regional Human 
Rights Center” 

Pimenov 
Alexander 

Komi Republic Commission on Human Rights Protection under 
“Memorial” Society, Syktyvkar Branch 

Sazhin 
Igor 

Komi-Permyatsky 
autonomous district 

Komi-Permyatsky Regional Public Organization 
“Human Rights Center — Pera Bogatyr — Right 
for Security” 

Kleshina 
Larisa 

Koryak autonomous 
district 

Koryak Regional Public Human Rights 
Organization “The North of Kamchatka” 

Ivakhin  
Anatoly 



 

 

Kostroma Region 
Kostroma Regional Public Ecological Movement 
“In the Name of Life”  

Terekhova  
Nina 

Krasnodar Territory 
Krasnodar City Public Organization on Human 
Rights Protection 

Kozlov  
Vladimir  

Krasnodar Territory Regional Public Ogranization 
“Krasnodar Human Rights Center” 

Tishinsky 
Vladimir 

Krasnoyarsk 
Territory 

Krasnoyarsk Regional Public Organization “Public 
Committee for the Protection of Human Rights” 

Gorelik 
Alexander 

Kurgan Region 
Kurgan Regional Public Movement “For Human 
Rights” 

Isakaev  
Gabdula  

Kursk Region Inter-Regional Public Organization “Central Cher-
nozyomny Research Center on Human Rights” 

Ivanov  
Yaroslav 

Lipetsk Region 
Lipetsk Regional Public Organization 
“Lipetsk Society for Human Rights” 

Goldman  
Mark 

Lipetsk Region Lipetsk Regional Public Organization 
“Lipetsk Society for Human Rights” 

Rodionov 
Vasily 

Magadan Region 
Magadan Regional Public Organization “Regional 
Development Foundation” 

Zhukov  
Pavel 

Marii El Republic Public Organization “Human Rights Center of the 
Marii El Republic” 

Paydoverova 
Nadezhda 

Marii El Republic Yoshkar-Ola City Public Organization 
“Man and Law” 

Poduzova 
Irina 

Mordovia Republic Public Organization “Mordovia Pepublican Human 
Rights Center” 

Guslyannikov 
Vasily 

Moscow Human Rights Institute 
Gefter  
Valentine  

Moscow National-Cultural Autonomy “Romano kher” 
Demeter  
Istvan 

Moscow Region 
The Moscow Group of Assistance to 
Implementation of Helsinki Accords  

Borshev  
Valery 

Murmansk Region Kolsk Association of Women Lawyers  
Paikacheva  
Irina 

Nenetsky 
autonomous district 

Nonprofit organization  
“‘Minlei’ Foundation” 

Toskunina 
Tamara 

Nizhnii Novgorod 
Region 

Regional Public Organization 
“Nizhnii Novgorod Human Rights Society” 

Tagankina 
Nina 

North Osetia 
Republic 

Vladikavkaz Center of Social  and Humanitarian Re-
search of the Vladikavkaz Press Club 

Pliev 
Alan 

Novgorod Region Novgorod Regional Public Organization 
“Regional Human Rights Center” 

Davydovskaya 
Nella 

Novosibirsk Region 
Novosibirsk City Public Organization  
“Center for Human Rights  
Achtivity and Legal Information” 

Savchenko 
Yakov 

Omsk Region Omsk Regional Public Organization 
“Humanism and Justice” 

Semenyuta 
Nadezhda 

Omsk Region Center for Legal Defense 
Chertkov 
Yurii 

Orenburg Region 
Orenburg Human Rights Organization “Your 
Rights” 

Kochkin  
Valery 

Orenburg Region Orenburg Regional Public Educational Human 
Rights Movement “Memorial” 

Rozhdestvina 
Ludmila 

Oryol Region Institute of Public Problems “United Europe,” Public 
Charity Institution of Oryol Region 

Katkova 
Veronika 

Penza Region 
Penza Regional Branch of All-Russian Public 
Movement “For Human Rights”  

Bychkov  
Valery 



 

 

Penza Region 
Penza Regional Public Movement on Defense of 
the Rights of Draftees and Servicemen “Soldiers of 
Motherland” 

Pyslar 
Dmitry 

Perm Region 
Public Organization “Perm Regional Human Rights 
Center”  

Borisenko 
Oksana 

Perm Region 
Ural Center of Support of Non-Government 
Organizations  

Vyujanin  
Vasilii  

Perm Region  Newspaper “Perm News” 
Gladyshev 
Vladimir 

Primorsky Territory 
Center of Legal Information of workers in the field 
of aviation 

Kosilov  
Kirill  

Primorsky Territory Working Group of the Russian Section of the In-
ternational Human Rights Society 

Rybkina 
Galina 

Pskov Region 
Pskov Regional Public Organization “Pskovskaya 
Glubinka” 

Vanina  
Anna  

Pskov Region Pskov Regional Public Movement “Veche” Donovskaya 
Nadezhda 

Rostov Region 
Rostov Regional Public Organization “Christians 
Against Torture and Child Slavery” 

Velikoredchanin 
Stanislav 

Rostov Region 
Rostov Regional Public Organization “Christians 
Against Torture and Child Slavery” 

Vikhrova 
Anastasia  

Rostov Region 
Regional Public Organization of Invalids “Center 
on Human Rights” 

Trofimov  
Nikolai 

Ryazan Region “Memorial” Society, Ryazan Branch 
Ivanova  
Sofia 

Sakha Republic Siberia Consulting Center of Humanitarian Educa-
tion and Socio-Political Research 

Karpuhina 
Liana 

Sakha Republic 
Siberia Consulting Center of Humanitarian Education, 
Socio-Political Research and Legal Information 

Sergeeva  
Irina 

Sakhalin Region 
Public Organization “Public Human Rights Center 
of the Sakhalin Region” 

Germal 
Nikolai 

Sakhalin Region Public Organization “Public Human Rights Center 
of the Sakhalin Region” 

Kuperman 
Mark 

Samara Region Regional Public Social-Information Technologies 
Fund “Samara-XXI-Century” 

Nenashev 
Vladimir 

Samara Region 
Samara Public Foundation of Innovations of 
Creative Technologies in the Field of Education 
“SOFIT”  

Ryazanov  
Daniil 

Saratov Region 
Regional Public Organization  
of Chernobyl Invalids “Saratov” Human Rights 
Center “Solidarity” 

Nikitin 
Alexander 

Smolensk Region Smolensk Charity Foundation “Dobroserdie” 
Bakhmetova 
Tatiana 

St. Peterburg 
Anti-fascistic Commission of St. Petersburg branch 
of “Memorial” 

Kulayeva 
Stefania 

St.Paterburg and 
Leningrad Region 

Public Humanitarian and and  
Political Center “Strategy” 

Arakelyan 
Antuan 

St.Paterburg and 
Leningrad Region 

Philanthropic Autonomous  
Non-Profit Organization “Harold and Selma Light 
Legal Assistance Center” 

Massarsky 
Rudolf 

Stavropol Territory Public Non-Commercial Organization “Stavropol 
Regional Human Rights Center” 

Seminenko 
Alexander  

Sverdlovsk Region Public Association “Sutyagnik”  
Belyaev  
Sergei 

Sverdlovsk Region Regional Public Organization “Nizhnii Tagil Hu-
man Rights Center” 

Zolotuhin 
Michail 



 

 

Taimyr (Dolgano-
Nenetsky) 
autonomous district 

Taimyr Human Rights Center 
Varnakov  
Artur 

Tambov Region 
Tambov Regional Working Group of the Russian 
Section of the International Human Rights Society 

Pomogaev 
Vladislav 

Tatarstan Republic 
Association of Human Rights Organizations of  
Tatarstan Republic  

Manasipov 
Farit 
 

Tatarstan Republic 
Public Organization  
“Human Rights Center of the Kazan City” 

Khabibrahmanov 
Oleg 

Tomsk Region Regional Public Organization “Tomsk Research 
Center on Human Rights” 

Kandyba 
Nikolai 

Tomsk Region 
Regional Public Organization “Tomsk Regional 
Anti-Fascistic Committee” 

Kreindel  
Boris 

Tula Region 
City Public Organization “Tula Human Rights 
Center” 

Kurenkov  
Viktor   

Tula Region Tula Public Human Rights Foundation Sokolov 
Vladimir 

Tver Region “Memorial” Human Rights Center 
Sharipova 
Valentina  

Tyumen Region All-Russian Public Movement “For Human Rights” 
Tyumen Regional Branch 

Postnikov 
Vadim 

Tyva Republic Tyva Republican Public  
Human Rights Movement 

Perelyaeva 
Avgusta 

Udmurt Republic Local Public Organization  “Initiative” 
Kokorin 
Alexander 

Ulyanovsk Region “Memorial” Society, Ulyanovsk Branch” 
Bakhanova 
Elena 

Ust-Ordynsky 
Buryatsky Autono-
mous District 

Charity Foundation “Hope” Kamyshev 
Vitaly 

Vladimir Region Regional Public Human Rights Organization 
“Vladimir Center for Aid and Protection” 

Dulov 
Maxim 

Vladimir Region Regional Public Human Rights Organization 
“Vladimir Center for Aid and Protection” 

Dulova 
Olga 

Volgograd Region The Lower Volga Region Human Rights Organiza-
tion “Civil Society and Ecological Safety” 

Naumov 
Stanislav 

Volgograd Region 
The Lower Volga Region Human Rights 
Organization “Civil Society and Ecological Safety” 

Shtelman 
Lyudmila 

Vologda Region 
Vologda Regional Human Rights  
Public Organization “Freedom,” Vologda Branch of 
“Memorial” 

Lyndrik 
Vladimir 

Voronezh Region Inter-regional Human Rights Group 
Gnezdilova  
Olga 

Voronezh Region Inter-regional Human Rights Group Yurov 
Andrey 

Yamalo-Nenetsky 
Autonomous District 

Public Organization “Yamalo –Nenetsky Regional 
Human Rights Center” 

Berezina 
Lyudmila 

Yaroslavl Region 
Yaroslavl Regional Public Organization “Center on 
Protection of Human Rights ‘The Freedom Road’”  

Nettova  
Nina 

Yaroslavl Region Yaroslavl Regional Public Institution “Human 
Rights Center” 

Storozhev 
Valery 
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