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The last census in the Soviet Union took place in 1989. In the years that followed, Russia administered a micro-census of five percent of the population in 1994, and scheduled a full census for 1999. To this end, an All-Russian meeting of statisticians was held in 1995, and a trial census, originally planned for November 1996, was carried out only in 1997.

Statistical issues aside, an important revelation to come out of the trial census is the fact that, to date, the new state has been unable to mobilize the financial resources needed to administer a full census. Observers attribute the problem to a lack of political will among the leadership. According to the media, the main reason for the delay of the census is not financial, but political. The authorities, on the other hand, maintain that the obstacles are purely economic. Whatever the case, the trial census did demonstrate that financial constraints are hampering the process. There is not even enough money available to pay the census-takers. To facilitate the latter’s task, it was therefore decided not to carry out the full census during the winter.
 The census was postponed from 1999 to 2000, then to 2001, with a projected completion date of 9-16 October 2002.


The census has been impeded not only by financial difficulties, but also by public debates on its legitimacy. The very idea of a census seems to generate unease in Russian society as a result of the Soviet experience. Many recall the Stalinist repressions that followed the 1937 census, and examples of forced enumerations in the 1959 and 1970 censuses. The issue of privacy and its violation by the state has, as a result, been openly discussed,
 and some government representatives have even raised the question of whether a mandatory census contradicts the constitutional protection of confidential private information.
 Such views have never before been voiced in Russian history. The debates and the underlying anxiety producing them are not connected to questions dealing with marital status or ethnic identity, but on questions inquiring into sources of income.
 The Russian State Committee of Statistics (Goskomstat) has made strenuous efforts to assuage these fears by assuring the public that the census will not question individuals on the size of their income and that statistical data will not fall into the hands of the tax inspection board (which nobody believes).
 
Lacking legislative support, it became the task of the census organizers to  convince the public of the necessity of conducting the census. Russian statistical bodies, however, are not accustomed to such a situation, all the more since the heads of Goskomstat consider it absurd to have to secure the voluntary participation of the population.
 The statistical department expects the Russian Parliament to pass a special law making the census mandatory.
 Goskomstat claims that, since the census is interested in aggregate results, and not individual profiles, it does not violate the Constitution (Romanova 2001). This legal interpretation is debatable (and unconvincing to this author). Moreover, individual census forms must necessarily be processed and there is little trust in society that the confidentiality of this information can be respected.

While the Russian Parliament grapples with the legal impasse, the board of statistics has been trying to independently solve the problem. In an official letter to the Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology of the Russian Academy of Sciences  (IEA), Goskomstat asked how the census would be affected if respondents refused to answer questions on their private life and information could only be gathered from part of the population.
 The question, of course, was purely rhetorical since the statisticians are perfectly aware of the fact that, if a segment of the population refuses to participate in the census, the results will be unreliable. As a matter of fact, ten percent of respondents declined to answer during the 2000 trial census.

Goskomstat is seriously concerned about several issues. In addition to the problem of low participation, there is also the issue of observing identical intervals between censuses since even a month’s difference can affect results. Many are perturbed by the fact that the ten-year interval between censuses has not been respected. According to Irina Zbarskaia, who oversees the census and demographic statistics at Goskomstat, the results of the 2002 census will be very rough because of substantial changes since the last Soviet census in 1989. It is estimated that, during this period, 45 million people took up new residence. The movement is comparable to the consequences of a large-scale cataclysm. It will be difficult to forecast the economic and social development of the Russian Federation on the basis of the problematic results of the 2002 census. 

Another major problem confronting the census organizers is safe and adequate access to remote highland and northern regions, as well as dangerous zones, such as the Chechen Republic and its frontier. Goskomstat acknowledges the difficulty of conducting a census in Chechnya, but believes that it is possible. The military will certainly be involved to ensure the safety of the population and the preservation of census documents, as was the case during the Russian presidential election in 2000 (Naumov 2000).
 

With stringent economizing, the census budget has been set at 3.2 billion rubles (119 million US dollars).
 This amount is significantly short of the 5.5 billion rubles (204 million US dollars) that would be required to conduct the census properly.
 Goskomstat estimates that at least 1.4 dollars must be spent on each respondent in order to ensure reliable results.
 Clearly, limited financial resources will affect the quality of the census results. The census is also hampered by the fact that the heads of the territorial statistical departments have not been properly trained. Most are new appointees who were not involved in previous censuses. This is even the case within Goskomstat itself. 

The All-Russian census will be somewhat different from previous ones. There will be two questionnaires: a short version, containing 16 questions, and a long version, including an additional 6 questions (for a total of 22).
 To cut costs, the short questionnaire will be the basis of the census. The final version of the census form was approved in June 2001.

The short version, distributed to all, has the following questions:

1. Relationship to the person whose name is listed first in the household

2. Sex

3. Date of birth

4. Place of birth

5. Citizenship
  

6. To which nationality (people) or ethnic group do you belong? (as determined by the respondent)

7. Marital status

8. (For respondents age 6 and older) Are you studying in an educational institution? (If yes, indicate type)

9.  (For children age 3-9, not attending school) Are you attending a pre-school institution?

10. (For respondents age 10 and older) Educational level. If you do not have a basic education (nachal’noe doshkol’noe obrazovanie), indicate whether you can read and write.

11. Native Language (rodnoi yazyk)

12. Do you freely command (vladeete svobodno) the Russian language?

13. Other language, which you freely command

14. Indicate all your sources of income

15. Did you have work, or a salaried occupation, between 2-8 October 2002?

16. Type of occupation (V kachestve kogo vy rabotali?) If you have more than one job (salaried occupation), indicate which one you consider your main job (occupation).

The long questionnaire will be administered to only 25 percent of the population. It includes questions about employment, migration, and total number of children, that is, those questions that are the most “expensive” in terms of processing the results:

17. (Only for those who answered “yes” to Q15) Indicate the dominant form of activity of the enterprise (organization, own business), where you were primarily employed.

18. (Only for those who answered “yes” to Q15) Occupation at main employment site

19. (Only for those who answered “yes” to Q15) Is your main employment site located on the territory of your city (district)?

20. (Only for respondents age 15-64 who answered “no” to Q15) Have you looked for work in the past month?

21. Have you lived in this town (urban settlement or rural district) continuously from birth?

22. (Only for women age 15 or older) How many children have you given birth to? (not counting the stillborn)

In compliance with a UN recommendation, and contrary to Soviet practice, the 2002 census will only count those individuals who have lived in Russia for one year or more. Since 1939, Soviet censuses had included all persons inhabiting the state. For the current census, those persons temporarily residing in Russia will be recorded on separate forms. Besides the standard questions (on sex, age, date of birth), they will also be required to divulge information on why they came to Russia, as well as on nationality and citizenship. Another UN recommendation taken up by the census organizers is the substitution of “household” for “family” as the principal unit of enquiry. The 2002 census will also be technologically superior to previous ones. The information gathered will be recorded in customized, state of the art databases, unlike the 1989 Soviet census, for example, whose results were stored in out-of-date magnetic carriers which are very difficult to use. The data will be preserved only in their aggregate form since census forms are scheduled to be disposed of by the end of 2003. Preliminary results should be available by March 2003.

The realization and quality of the census are undermined by a multitude of factors, including insufficient financial resources, the unwillingness of the population to participate, a lack of legislative support, the inexperience of the census organizers, as well as by the necessity of employing new, costly technology. Given these constraints, it is reasonable to wonder whether the 2002 census will offer an accurate picture of the ethno-cultural and language diversity of the population. What can the census realistically achieve? What are the potential miscalculations we need to bear in mind?

Confessional Identity Remains Obscure

The religious composition of the population was examined only once in the Soviet period, during the 1937 census. Despite the severe persecution of religion and the state’s strenuous efforts to propagate atheism, more than 56 percent of Soviet citizens declared that they were believers. The 1937 census was proclaimed to be false and placed under lock and key.
 In subsequent years, an unspoken control was exerted over religious believers, and, in 1943, an official state organ, called the Council on Religious Affairs of the Government of the USSR, was created to supervise and keep count of religious groups. The Council’s records were kept secret.

The religious composition of the Russian population has changed considerably since the days of perestroika and the collapse of the Soviet Union. Hundreds of religious groups are now active. However, the Ministry of Justice, which is responsible for counting these groups, is unable to put together an estimate of the number of believers in the country as a whole, or in particular regions, despite the fact that the authorities need this information. The postponement of the All-Russian census from 1999 to 2002 instilled hope among both researchers and officials that the statistical committee would have enough time to prepare for an enquiry into the religious picture.

Back in October 1999, Valery Tishkov, the IEA Director, addressed a letter to Goskomstat on behalf of his colleagues at the Institute offering to devise a means by which the 2002 census could satisfactorily inquire into the religious structure of the Russian population. Tishkov wrote: "We are deeply convinced that the census should include a question on religion, along the lines of, What is your confessional (religious) affiliation? (non-believers would answer, No religion).
 The letter noted that the religious diversity of the Russian population was greater than that of any other population in Europe, and expressed the opinion that the religious factor exerts an increasing influence on social and political life in democratizing states. Tishkov added:

The researchers at our institute consider the inclusion in the census of a question on confessional affiliation to be urgent. The issue was specifically addressed at a session of the Scientific Council of the Institute, and the members agreed on the expediency of investigating the religious structure of the population in the census. At the All-Russian meeting of statisticians in 1995, Pavel Puchkov, an academician of the Russian Academy of Natural Sciences representing our institute, offered to formulate a question on confessional affiliation for the census. The offer, however, was not accepted. The heads of the regional statistical boards strongly objected to including a question on religion, which, they complained, would only add to their workload.

The letter concluded: “We should make the most of the postponement of the census. Our institute is prepared to resume discussion of the issue towards a positive resolution, and we may be counted on to provide assistance in putting together the census.” A copy of the letter was sent to the Russian Ministry of the Federation and Nationalities (Minister V. A. Mikhailov), requesting its support.

Goskomstat’s response was long in coming, which prompted Puchkov (2000) to make the following comments in the newspaper Trud: “For some reason, Goskomstat is not interested in investigating the religious composition of the population of Russia, even though reliable data on confessional identity are lacking and much contradictory information on the subject is issued by the media as well as scholarly publications. For instance, according to one source, Russian Muslims number between 13-20 million, while another source claims that the total is as high as 60 million.”
 Still awaiting some reply, IEA sent a second letter to Goskomstat suggesting that, “If financial constraints make it impossible to question the entire population on religion, a census enquiry into the confessional affiliation of 5 percent of the population is necessary at the very least.”
 The suggestion was made with the knowledge that the census would employ two questionnaires, a short one as well as a longer, more detailed one for a smaller sample of the population.


IEA finally received a response from Goskomstat almost a year after its first letter was sent. The reply stated:

According to preliminary reports from regional bodies, the unstable political climate of certain areas would make the inclusion of a question on religion in the census explosive. Your representative made a proposition about  formulating such a question at the All-Russian meeting of statisticians in 1995 and the issue was discussed by the participants. When it was time to vote on the issue, all of the participants, representing the federal bodies as well as leading research institutes involved in the study of population and statistics, opposed the proposition. These are people who are well aware of the situation in their particular regions. Any change to the census (which is based on the recommendations of the 1995 All-Russian meeting of statisticians) would require a new meeting and approval of a new question in connection with another trial census. We would need to arrange a new meeting in order to receive the approval for the inclusion of a new question in a trial census. At this point, it is practically impossible to carry this out and be ready in time for the 2002 Census. Moreover, according to the census principles and recommendations formulated by the UN for the year 2000 (Series M N67/Rev. l: UN, New York, 1999), a question on faith is not considered a priority. Goskomstat has therefore decided that it would not be expedient to include a question on confessional affiliation in the 2002 census.

Thus, religious identity will not be examined in the 2002 census because of the fear of exacerbating political tensions in certain regions of Russia. Goskomstat, however, has not explained how exactly a question on religion would lead to social disorder. According to IEA’s Center for the Study and Management of Conflict, which has been monitoring regional conflicts in Russia and the post-Soviet states since 1994, sociological investigations, including questions on religious affiliation, have been conducted in areas of political unrest, such as Northern Ossetia, Chechnya, and Tajikistan, without provoking negative responses.

It is true, as Goskomstat pointed out, that most other countries do not ask their population about religious affiliation. However, Goskomstat failed to note that several countries do in fact include a question on religion. A recent survey of the Council of Europe indicates that at least thirteen of its member-states inquire about religion in their censuses. Six of these states, including Britain and Germany, are from Western Europe (Courbage 1998). Furthermore, in those countries where the census does not inquire into religion, some other means is usually employed to determine confessional identity.

Goskomstat’s refusal to include a question on religion in the 2002 census can be explained by an unwillingness to tread into completely new territory. If it were to include a new question in the census, it would have to adopt new data processing techniques and invest in updated equipment. Moreover, it would be held responsible for any unanticipated problems and difficulties. Thus, although it is now evident that information on the religious composition of the population would be useful to Russia, the state organs charged with gathering statistics are not ready to assume the task. 

Questions on Language and Ethnic Identity

At the end of January 2000, Goskomstat sent IEA the draft census questions on language and nationality (i.e., ethnic self-identification) and the proposed instructions for the census-takers,
 with a request for comments within a month. Although the census had been prepared more than a year earlier, IEA was only consulted at the last minute. IEA reviewed the drafts, nevertheless, and concluded that they had to be completely revised, and, to this end, set up a special commission.
 Below are the drafts that Goskomstat sent to IEA for evaluation:

Question 5. Your native language (rodnoi yazyk) (specify the name) 

Instructions for the census-takers: To the question on native language write down the name of the language that the respondent himself considers his native language.
 It is possible for native language not to coincide with nationality. If the respondent has difficulty naming some language as native language, write down the language that he commands best or that is usually used in the family. The native language of children who are still not able to talk, and of other young children, is defined by the parents. If the parents have difficulty defining the native language of a child, write down the language that is usually used in conversation in the family. The native language of deaf people is considered to be the language that they read and write or the language used by their family or those with whom they primarily communicate.

Question 6. Other languages which you know fluently. If your native language  is not Russian, specify whether you are fluent in Russian.
- Yes

- No.  Specify another language in which you are fluent .
Instructions for the census-takers: If the respondent is fluent in Russian, and Russian is not his native tongue, the answer to the question should be “yes.” If the respondent is not fluent in Russian, the answer should be “no.” Fluency means that the respondent is able to read, write, and freely converse or only freely converse in the given language. On the question concerning another language in which the respondent is fluent, record the other language (including a foreign language) which the respondent freely commands. In the case of a respondent who resides in a republic, an autonomous oblast, or an autonomous district (okrug), and who is fluent in several languages besides Russian and his native language, record the language of the indigenous (korennoi) nationality
 (one of the languages of indigenous nationalities) of the respondent’s republic, autonomous oblast, or autonomous okrug. In the case of a respondent who does not know the language of the indigenous nationality (one of the languages of the indigenous nationalities) of a given republic, autonomous oblast, or autonomous okrug, or resides in another administrative unit of the Russian Federation (besides those listed) and has difficulty choosing from among several languages which he freely commands, preference is given to the languages of the peoples of Russia
 and of the countries from the near abroad (i.e. of the former Soviet Union - V.S.). Enter “no” for those persons who are not fluent in any other language and for children who are not yet able to speak. 
Question 8. To which nationality (natsional’nost’, narodnost’) or ethnic group do you belong?
 
Instructions for the census-takers: Write the nationality (natsional’nost’, narodnost’) or ethnic group that the respondent himself indicates. The nationality (natsional’nost’, narodnost’) or ethnic group of children is determined by their parents.

The recommendations of the IEA commission set up to study these drafts were brief: In Question 6, the word “others” should be removed. In Question 8, narodnost’ should be replaced by narod  (people).
 Both the formulation of, and instructions for Question 5 were identical to previous Soviet censuses and IEA endorsed them. On language, IEA proposed a much shorter Question 6: “Languages which you freely command (svobodno vladeete).” This new question deviates from Soviet census practice, which assumed that the native language is the language the respondent knows best.
 However, numerous studies conducted by anthropologists, linguists, and sociologists have shown that this is not always the case. For example, an urban Tatar who specifies Tatar as his native language, can speak Russian better than Tatar. Karelians in Russia offer another example. Half do not know Karelian and speak only Russian. Often, though, they will name Karelian as their native language. Since 1920, when native language was defined as the language used at home, census results have shown that Russian-speaking Karelians are fluent in Karelian even though this is not actually the case. 

Goskomstat could not initially agree with IEA’s proposed revision of Question 6 because it completely altered the meaning of the question and, consequently, the methodology employed to process the results would have to be revised as well. It would appear that, on language, Goskomstat preferred to maintain continuity with the censuses of previous decades.
 The purpose of employing two questions (as opposed to one) on language is to elicit information that can help determine: 1. Which languages define the cultural-language identity of the population. 2. Which languages are most important in mass communication. 3. The degree of bilingualism among the population as a whole, as well as at the regional level. The questions are formulated in such way as to record no more than two languages per respondent. This approach provides information on the languages of mass communication rather than on the number of languages the average person knows.

Goskomstat was probably also concerned that, if it were to revise Question 6 as recommended by IEA, the census results would not accurately capture the main languages of mass communication. If the respondent can name only one language that he knows well, Russian will be named even if the respondent already specified Russian as his native language. The same will apply for regional languages: A Tatar will name Tatar as his native language as well as the language he knows best. This type of information is superfluous as far as the total census is concerned and will only add to costs. An option would be to place no limit on the number of languages a respondent knows well, but then Question 5 on native language would lose its meaning and it would no longer be possible to compare results with those of previous censuses (1920-1989). Moreover, instead of a picture of the distribution of the main languages, one would have only a sociological study of the educational level of the population. Finally, an open-ended question on language fluency would necessarily increase the cost of the census since processing the results of such a question will be more expensive. The “economical” approach favoured by Goskomstat will consequently produce incorrect data on the distribution of rare languages if these are also native languages. In other words, the language data is likely to overestimate the number of people who can freely command the languages they claim to be “native.” The statisticians, however, are comfortable with this. 

The question on the command of the state language is new and did not appear in the 1997 trial census. It was, however, included in the 2000 trial census. The addition is an important one as a question on state language is standard in population censuses. At the same time, the question could be viewed as superfluous if included alongside questions on native language and second language: When the native language is non-Russian, which is the case for 15-20 percent of the population, a question on state language will duplicate the response to the question on second languages. The same type of duplication will occur with the questions seeking to determine respondents’ fluency in the state languages of individual republics, information which Goskomstat has agreed to try to secure for republican authorities. Thus, the sum total of duplicate responses will be very high. It is evident that these problems will not be resolved before the beginning of the 2002 census.

In the final census form, adopted on 20 June 2001, the language questions were once again altered (and given new numbers):

Question 11. Your native language.

Question 12. Do you freely command Russian: yes, no.

Question 13. Other language which you freely command.

A comparison of this version with the previous one originally sent to IEA indicates that the question on native language is identical, while the question on the knowledge of languages changed from one complicated formulation to two simple questions. Goskomstat agreed with IEA that the question on the command of the state language (Russian) had to appear separately. Everyone will be succinctly asked whether they command Russian or not. Unfortunately, the ambiguity as to whether people freely command their native language has been maintained. Many respondents are likely to interpret the “other” in Q13 to mean “other than native language and Russian.” Past experience has shown that many identify “native language” with the language of their nationality, even if they are not fluent in it. In the 2002 census, a Karelian fluent in Karelian might or might not answer “Karelian” to Q13, depending on his reading of the question. This will therefore cast doubt on the validity of the results. Instructions to census-takers are not likely to help, because of a deep-seated assumption that respondents are fluent in their native language. It would have been better to ask specifically if respondents are fluent in their native language, as an addendum to Q11, and to clarify the meaning of “other” in Q13. 

For Question 8 on ethnic belonging, IEA recommended that respondents be asked: “To which nationality (people) do you consider yourself belonging?” Goskomstat approved of this simpler question and eventually included it in the final census form. In the 1997 trial census, the question was: “To which nationality (natsional’nost’, narodnost ), or ethno-national group do you consider yourself belonging?”. Later, “ethno-national” was replaced by “ethnic (ethnographic),” and by the time of the 2000 trial census, Goskomstat had already formulated the question (natsional’nost’, narodnost’) sent to IEA for review. The latter question was based on those used in the censuses of 1920 and 1926.
 The only change was the addition of the term “ethnic group,” which, in the opinion of IEA, is not a term well suited to questioning the Russian population. IEA also thinks that the term “narodnost’,” which had acquired a pejorative connotation under Soviet rule, is outdated.

Both Goskomstat and IEA have come up with formulations of Question 8 that are far from ideal. The basic problem is that both questions rely on the old Soviet approach, according to which ethnic identity was determined through the use of undemocratic methods. In the USSR, the term “nationality” (natsional’nost’) had been associated with Stalin’s definition of  “nation,” which was further simplified for propaganda purposes: A nation was, first and foremost, a people of the Soviet Union that enjoyed territorial autonomy as a republic or an autonomous oblast. The state bureaucracy simplified the concept even more by equating it with the obligatory declaration in the internal civil passport. From the time of the 1937 census, the question on ethnic belonging was formulated laconically: “Nationality.” The 1939 census instructed census-takers to “write the nationality that the respondent himself indicates.” These instructions, although formally retained, became superfluous by the time of the 1959 census since, by then, everybody in the Soviet Union was familiar with the term “nationality.” In subsequent Soviet censuses, respondents sought to identify themselves with large high-status nations, or they simply specified the nationality recorded in their passport. This explains why Soviet census results on nationality include mostly those ethnonyms appearing in official registers. During the last Soviet census, which took place at the height of perestroika in 1989, and particularly during the 1994 micro-census in Russia, when the question included references to “narodnost” and “ethnicity,” there is evidence that respondents gave more thought on how to identify themselves in terms of nationality, instead of mechanically indicating their “passport” nationality.  


One might reasonably assume that, after all these years since the collapse of the Soviet Union, respondents would no longer identify themselves along the lines established in Soviet times, at least not among the younger generation. This is not necessarily so, however. For example, it has been found that, among children between the ages of 9 and 12, who were not brought up under socialism, the syndrome of a “correct national belonging” (inherited from their parents) still persists.
 Goskomstat added “ethnic group” to Question 8 so that respondents could declare a nationality other than those “allowed” by the state. But, as noted by IEA, this goal need not be achieved by actually adding the term “ethnic group” to the question. What, if anything, should be added was not specified by IEA.

Thus, neither Goskomstat nor IEA have succeeded in formulating a question on nationality that adequately deals with the problem of respondents declaring their identity along the lines established in the Soviet era. Moreover, the question will be less clear if IEA’s recommendation to substitute narod for the outdated narodnost’ is adopted by Goskomstat. In the former Soviet Union, including Russia, the word narod (people) means simply the population of the country or of any large territory. Therefore, for many, the question would read: “To which nationality or population do you consider yourself belonging?”

A better way of determining the ethnic identity of the population of Russia would be to ask the following question: “To which nationality (or national group)[natsional’naia gruppa] do you consider yourself belonging?” For the former Soviet citizen, the term “national group” sounds rather unofficial, but is still directly related to cultural and language identities. A problem with this formulation, however, is that it does not take into account the fact that a significant segment of the population has a dual or triple ethnic identity. IEA, led by Director Valery Tishkov, has stated that the census should allow respondents to declare more complex variants of ethnic belonging. Technical impediments, though, make it impossible to introduce such a question for the 2002 census. At this stage, it is too late to try to set up a new coding and recording system and to draw up a new census sheet. 

How Many Peoples Will There be in Russia?

In February 2000, IEA and other expert groups received from Goskomstat a draft list of ethnic groups and languages drawn up for the purpose of coding respondents’ answers to the questions on nationality, native language, and other languages. Once again, Goskomstat was late in consulting the experts. The list had to be ready for the trial census of October 2000, which gave IEA and the other organizations contacted just three weeks (March 1 deadline) to submit their reactions.
 IEA was not satisfied with the draft list (Cheshko 2000). The very concept of preparing a list of peoples, deemed outdated, was criticized, as were the numerous mistakes that were found and the fact that Goskomstat had failed to take into account international practice. IEA offered to prepare an alternative list immediately.
 This new list was in Goskomstat’s hands within a month. 

So what did Goskomstat’s objectionable draft list look like? At the time of the 1989 census, the official list of ethnic groups for the entire territory of the USSR consisted of 128 names, including the categories “narodnosti  (peoples) of the north,” “other nationalities,” and “nationality not specified.” This list was prepared with the limited participation of IEA. For the Russian micro-census of 1994 (covering five percent of the population), the list was expanded to 143 groups. Some groups were dropped from the list at this time,
 while 21 new ones were added (Table 1). The list prepared by Goskomstat for the 2002 census consists of 176 groups, among which number several from the 1989 census that had been dropped in 1994, in addition to 26 new names (Table 1).
 Oddly, the Yakuts appear on the 2002 list as “Sakha (Yakuts)” and the Chechens as “Chechens (Nokhcho).” IEA corrected the names of several of the groups on this list, eliminated some repetitions, and added 27 new groups, bringing the total to 198, the most ever in the history of Russian censuses (Table 1). This is four more than the 1926 census (194 nationalities), which was conducted over a much larger territory than the present-day Russian Federation, and is considered a standard for studying the ethnic composition of the population. 

Nationalities Added Since the 1989 Soviet Census

Added in the 1994 Russian Micro-Census
Added by Gomkomstat for the 2002 Russian Census
Added by IEA for the 2002 Russian Census (approved by Gomkomstat)

1.
Alutors
1.
Akhvakh
1.
Amhars (Ethiopia)

2.
Andis
2.
Akkins
2.
Badzhuvs

3.
Besermians
3.
Archins
3.
Bartang

4.
Chulyms
4.
Bezhtin
4.
Batsbiis

5.
Erzia
5.
Botlikh
5.
Batumian Turks (Adjaria, Georgia)

6.
Ginukhs
6.
Chamalin
6.
Bengali-speaking population (Bangladesh)

7.
Kaitags
7.
Chelkan
7.
Budugh

8.
Kereks
8.
Finno-Ingermanlandians
8.
Central Asian Arabs

9.
Kistinians
9.
Godoberin
9.
Montenegrins

10.
Kubachins
10.
Gunzib
10.
Cubans* 

11.
Kumandins
11.
Karatin
11.
Hindi-speaking Indians

12.
Megrelians**
12.
Khemshil
12.
Ishkashims

13.
Meskhetian Turks
13.
Khvarshin
13.
Yugs

14.
Moksha
14.
Khynalug
14.
Kamchadals

15.
Nagaibaks
15.
Kryz
15.
Khmers

16.
Siberian Tatars
16.
Kvanadin
16.
Khufs

17.
Swedes
17.
Laz
17.
Malay (Malaysia)

18.
Teleuts
18.
Rushan
18.
Oroshors

19.
Tlibishins
19.
Shapsug
19.
Portuguese

20.
Todzhinian Tuvins (Todzhinsky district, Tuva)
20.
Shugnan
20.
Soiots

21.
Yazids
21.
Svan
21.
Somali (ethnic)


22.
Tatzy
22.
Sukhumians Turks (from Sukhumi, Abkhazia)


23.
Tcez
23.
Telengits


24.
Tindin
24.
Teptiars


25.
Tubalars
25.
Vakhan


26.
Yazgule
26.
Vod'



27.
Yagnob

* Had been dropped in 1994

**Also referred to as Mingrelians.
The issue of how many ethnic groups to include was carefully considered. The experts at IEA expressed three basic opinions on the matter: 1. The list prepared for the 2002 census should be expanded on the basis of comparisons with the lists employed in the 1989 census and the 1994 micro-census. 2. The list should be compact. 3. There is no need to prepare a list before the census takes place. The majority of scholars at IEA, the anthropologists at Moscow State University and regional research establishments, as well as the Russian Ministry of Nationalities agree on the first point. They share the belief that, during the Soviet period, the list of ethnic groups shrank not so much as a result of natural assimilation, but largely in response to propaganda about  the “merging of nations.”
 The list should therefore be expanded to include those small ethnic groups that were not counted separately in previous censuses. For example, 14 mountain peoples of Dagestan were lumped together with larger ethnic groups (Avars, Darginians, and Lezgins). At the same time, according to specialists, the list must be finite and should not include groups which, in their language and cultural relations, think of themselves as part of larger ethnic communities. 

The second point is aptly stated by the well-known ethno-demographer Viktor Kozlov. According to him, the list is so long that, when the results of the 2002 census are compared to those of the 1989 census, it will seem that the Russian population has undergone a process of “ethnic splitting” which, in fact, has not taken place (Kozlov 2000a). In Kozlov’s view, small ethnic groups consisting of only several hundred people cannot exist alongside intensively developing mass communications and the general education of the population. In order to reduce the number of these so-called nationalities as well as the cost of processing the data, Kozlov has suggested that a separate code be assigned to ethnic groups numbering more than 100 persons (or more than 500 persons)(Kozlov 2000b). A smaller segment of the anthropological community support this approach. However, it might be more appealing to demographers, sociologists, and Goskomstat (especially the section working on data processing).

It is difficult not to agree with Kozlov that the increased number of ethnic groups that will emerge from the results of the 2002 census will produce a false impression of group disintegration or fragmentation. The increase in these groups will be enormous. This being the case, it is not unreasonable to question the necessity of using an exceptionally long list of ethnic groups. Moreover, were a short list to be used, many technical difficulties would be avoided. This latter consideration figured in Soviet censuses. The list was kept relatively short in the Soviet era not only because of socialist doctrines, but also because it made it easier to calculate statistical results. This approach is not likely to be adopted today, however, as there are moral and legal angles to take into account. According to the constitution of the Russian Federation, “Every individual has the right to determine and declare his national identity” (clause 26).

The third point revolves around the issue of whether the list of ethnic groups should be determined prior to the census. The concept of an “open list” was discussed in 1988 at the Council on Small Peoples (a branch of the Soviet Fund of Culture) in connection with the preparation of the 1989 census (Sokolovskii 1994). Sergei Sokolovskii, a researcher at IEA and proponent of the concept, summarized the position of the supporters of such a list by posing the question: “Is the purpose of the census to obtain the most accurate picture [of the population]?” (Sokolovskii 2000). The “open list” has weak support among anthropologists and has a small number of supporters among Russian anthropologists. Goskomstat, for its part, is not comfortable with a concept that can not be translated technically. The list of ethnic groups should be open and subject to change for scholars and those involved in putting together the census program,. For census-takers, however, it should be quite concrete, reflecting scholarship’s present degree of knowledge of ethnic categories. The concept of an open list is not important in itself. More important is to assure that political pressure will not influence the manner in which results will be calculated as was the case in the socialist period. Respondents must also be given the opportunity to declare more than a single ethnic identity (Tishkov 2000a, 2000b). This poses some technical difficulties, but these are not insurmountable. Thus, the 2002 census will, in response to Tishkov’s recommendation, include some dual categories, for example, “Russian—Cossack.” The inclusion of such categories is a first step towards a more accurate registration of the ethno-cultural diversity of the population in Russia (Tishkov 2000c).

Stucturing the List of Ethnic Groups

In its “Recommendations and Comments on the 2002 All-Russian Population Census Program,”
 IEA also criticized Goskomstat for its approach to putting together the list of ethnic groups. The first problem has to do with the division of the list into two parts: “Nationalities residing principally in the Russian Federation,” and “Nationalities residing principally in other countries.” According to IEA, this division of the population is based on “illegal and amoral principles.” It thus strongly urged Goskomstat to eliminate the division and list the ethnic groups in simple alphabetical order.

Almost 40 percent of the ethnic groups (72 in total) on Goskomstat’s list fall into the category of “foreigners,” even though the census is supposed to inquire into the permanent population of Russia. The problematic division is a holdover from Soviet times. The Soviet “List of Nationalities for the Preparation of Census Material” was divided into three sections: “Nationalities of the USSR,” “Nationalities Residing Principally Outside the USSR,” and “Other Nationalities.” Within each section, ethnic groups were listed according to a ”constitutional sequence”: peoples of Union republics, followed by peoples of autonomous republics, and, finally, of autonomous oblasts and okrugs. In the section “Nationalities of the USSR,” the titular nationalities
 of the fifteen Union republics were listed first, not in alphabetical order, but in descending order of population: Russians,
 Ukrainians, Belorussians, Uzbeks, and so on. The codes 1 to 15 were assigned to these groups. They were followed by the titular nationalities of the autonomous republics, listed in alphabetical order. Here, the code sequence was interrupted in certain sections because the titular peoples of Dagestan (Avars, Darginians etc.) had their own alphabetic sequence of codes. Next came the titular nationalities of the autonomous oblasts and okrugs, listed alphabetically. The sequence here was broken by the special category “Peoples (narodnosti) of the north,” a separate list of aboriginal groups, organized neither alphabetically nor numerically. Finally, there was a subsection for “non-titular” ethnic groups, listed in alphabetical order. 

Needless to say, the Soviet list made coding difficult. The list prepared by Goskomstat looks more straightforward, but it is based, nevertheless, on outdated principles. The division of nationalities into two separate groups makes a simple alphabetical sequence impossible, and within each group, the alphabetical order is repeatedly broken to indicate peoples which are considered sub-groups of other nationalities (for example, the Shapsugs are listed as part of the Adygey, the Kumandin as part of the Altai, and so forth ). Moreover, groups are coded not according to sequence, but to population, and to complicate matters further, this quantitative criterion is applied separately to each of the two sections of the list. Methodologically, the structuring of Goskomstat’s list of ethnic groups is flawed. The alternative list proposed by IEA is organized along the principle of a single alphabetical sequence. This principle will probably be adopted for the 2002 census.

Which Ethnic Groups Will the Russian Census Miss?

Not all ethnic groups will be counted by the 2002 Census. According to Russian scholars, some groups do not meet the requirements needed to be considered separate cultural formations. Others have simply been forgotten. For example, the census will count the Besermyan (a people numbering several thousand who speak the Udmurt dialect) separately from the Udmurts. However, the Karatai will not be counted separately from Mordvinians even though they speak a Tatar language.

The case of the Tatars is particularly problematic. Numbering about 5 million, they constitute the second largest group among all ethnic groups in Russia. In Soviet censuses, they were counted as one people despite the fact that they are made up of different groups with different names.
An exception was made for the Crimean Tatars, who were counted separately. The 1994 micro-census added two more separate Tatar categories: the Siberian Tatars and the Nagaibak. The number of Tatar groups could be substantially increased, depending on who was to make the decision as well as on the political climate. IEA decided to add only one group to Goskomtat’s list, the Teptiars. The choice is not the best one given the disagreement about the group among scholars. Some scholars view the Teptiars as part of the Tatar group, while others thinks they belong to the Bashkirs. The Teptiars who live in southeastern Tatarstan speak Tatar. Those who live in northeastern Bashkortostan speak Tatar with a strong Bashkir accent. Yet a third branch of the group, inhabiting eastern and southeastern portions of Bashkortostan, speak only Bashkir. Tatar scholars maintain that the Teptiars are Tatars whose identity has been shaped by their isolation from other Tatars.
 The 1926 census did list the Teptiars, at a time when they numbered no more than 27,000. According to local data, their number has decreased significantly since then as a result of the loss of estate privileges.

Adding the Teptiars to the census list as a “non Tatar” people will hardly cause a major stir given how small the group is. But, political controversy is possible when it comes to the ethnic “independence” of other Tatar groups. The Mishar, for example, who number several hundred thousand and are settled widely, some quite far from the Republic of Tatarstan, will not be counted. The issue of Mishar as a separate ethnic community has been raised on several occasions in the local media. In one letter to a local newspaper, which was published under the headline “Return Our Nationality!,” a reader stated: “My nationality is Tatar, but I heard from my parents, that, in the 1920s, the members of my family declared themselves Mishar. I heard that we are, in fact, not Tatars, but a separate people. Could we declare our true nationality on the next census?” The editors responded: 

These days, there are more and more demands that all small peoples be re-entered in the All-Russian list of ethnic groups. Recently, one of our citizens succeeded in having “Bulgar” stamped in his passport.
 In early times, before the invasion of Batu Khan, the Bulgar inhabited the Volga region. The present-day Tatars of the Kazan area are descendents of these early Bulgars. Also recently, a Mishar community was officially registered in Naberezhnye Chelny, in Tatarstan. Thus, it is possible that the 2002 census list will be expanded and that you would be able to declare your true nationality (Vernite 2000).

The Mishar are quite different from other Tatars, much more so than the Teptiars. However, if they were to be counted as a separate people, the total number of Tatars would decrease substantially, which would provoke a negative reaction among the political leaders of Tatarstan. Thus, “the true nationality—Mishar” will not appear in the forthcoming census.

The same policy applies to another Tatar group, the Kriashen, whose case was raised by the State Duma Committee on Nationalities. Aleksandr Tkachev, the head of the Committee, addressed an enquiry to IEA in March 2000 in response to a request received by the Duma. The request, sent by the chairman of the Kriashen ethno-cultural center of Tatarstan, was that the Kriashen be counted as a separate people in the forthcoming census. The Kriashen are not as numerous as the Mishar,
 but like the latter, they differ significantly from other Tatar groups.
 Despite their distinctiveness, they too will not be counted as a separate ethnic group, for the simple reason that almost the entire Kriashen population resides in Tatarstan, where ethnic leaders have been emphasizing that, in the years following the 1989 census, the Tatar population of the republic has overtaken the local Russian population, albeit slightly. Following lengthy discussions, IEA concluded that, at least as far as the 2002 census is concerned, it would not be wise to include a separate Kriashen group. However, in its response to the Duma, IEA did state that, “there is no doubt that the Kriashen constitute a distinct ethnic group.”

The 2002 census will count the Siberian Tatars, who number 100,000, as a separate group. The Siberian Tatars, however, are not a homogeneous mass, but rather several different groups sharing one name. They are divided into the Tatars of Tobolsk, Tyumen, Irtysh, Baraba, Tomsk and other regions by language and culture. Although opinion is divided on how to count the Siberian Tatars (as a single mass or separate groups), for the 2002 census, they will be treated as one group.

There is also disagreement over how to count the Mordovians (Mordva), who number one million and are made up of several groups. The largest groups are the Erzya and Moksha. They each have a peculiar language and a sense of group consciousness. In Soviet censuses, the Erzya and Moksha were counted together, under the name Mordva. The 1994 micro-census, however, divided the group into three: Mordva, Erzya, and Moksha. The list compiled by Goskomstat for the 2002 census retains this division. According to the IEA database, the results of the 1994 micro-census showed that, among respondents identifying with these groups, two thirds declared themselves Mordva, more than 17 percent Erzya, and 16 percent Moksha. Thus, if the 2002 census counts the three groups separately (as was done in 1994), the number of Mordva would decline by 30 percent compared to the results of the last Soviet census in 1989. Bearing this in mind, IEA proposed that the groups be identified as “Mordva (Moksha, Erzya)” for the 2002 census, despite the fact that both the Erzya and Moksha want to be counted separately. At the Third Congress of the Mordovian People (Republic of Mordovia, 1999), near unanimous dissatisfaction was expressed over the unwillingness of the authorities to include “Mordvinian-Erzya” and “Mordvinian-Moksha” alongside “Mordva” in the census and in other documents (Kulikov 1999). 

The question of adding small ethnic groups to the state list was raised as early as 1999 by the Ministry of Federation and Nationalities Affairs of the Russian Federation (Minnats), which distributed a document entitled “A Uniform List of the Indigenous Peoples of Small Numbers (korennye malochislennye narody) of the Russian Federation.” The document was an addendum to a draft law on expanding the category of indigenous peoples of small numbers.
 Alongside the recognized peoples, the list also included the Komi-Izhem, the Pomors, the Markovs, the Mezens, and the Russian-Ustie. IEA is critical of this list because, in its view, the groups added do not constitute separate ethnic communities, but merely regional branches of large ethnic groups.
 These groups are therefore absent from the list prepared by IEA for the 2002 census.

The 2002 census will also miss the Alutors, a small native people of the North. They appear on Goskomstat’s list as well as the draft list of small indigenous peoples prepared by Minnats, and they were even counted in the 1994 micro-census. However, the experts consider them to be “one of the main subgroups of the Koriaks,” and, therefore, they should not be counted separately (Arutiunov 2000).

The Cossacks will make their appearance in the 2002 census. It is difficult to predict their number. The experts differ in their estimations. The largest segment is concentrated in the northern Caucasus region, where the number of Cossacks is estimated anywhere between 50,000 and 2 million. The political environment in the region has a significant impact on Cossack identity. In conditions of open conflict in Chechnya, Northern Ossetia, Ingushetia, or other nearby areas, the number of Cossacks could reach maximum levels.
 The development of Cossack identity has also been strengthened by federal and regional legislation as well as by the decision of the regional government to support the Cossacks. Dozens of Cossack-related laws are on the books. From time to time, the authorities discuss the possibility of taking certain groups of Cossacks into state service, as was done in Tsarist times. The problems associated with the Cossacks have drawn the attention of many political figures in Russia. A special department has been established in President Putin’s administration on Cossack issues. If, in the census year, the government of the Russian Federation decides to continue financing “The Federal Special Program of State Support for Cossack Communities” that was put together for 1999-2001,
 one should see an increase in the number of Cossacks. 

In connection with the aforementioned program, the special representative of the president of Russian Federation contacted IEA to ensure that the necessary corrections would be made to the census program so that accurate results would be obtained on the number and territorial distribution of the Cossack population. It was pointed out that the group “Cossacks” was still missing from the 2002 draft census program.
 IEA found itself  in a difficult situation since, although there are many groups of ethnic Russians and Ukrainians living in the Caucasus, the Urals, southern Siberia, and the Far East that consider themselves the descendants of the former Cossack military estate, and many that demand recognition for the Cossacks as an independent people, there is no one Cossack ethnic group. 

IEA’s initial response to the presidential representative was tentative, noting that “the questions relating to the Cossacks as an independent ethnic group and to the addition of  ’Cossacks’ to the 2002 census list are complex and debatable.“
 An unambiguously negative response was sent sometime later: 

There is no basis for counting the Cossacks as a separate people and adding them to the census list as such in the 2002 census. In view of our current (and rather imperfect) mode of conducting a census, any attempt to count the Cossacks  separately will result in a distortion of the data on the ethnic structure of the population at the expense of the number of ethnic Russians.”
 

A compromise position was eventually adopted, according to which, if the respondent states that he is Cossack, the census-taker should enter “Russian-Cossack,” “Ukrainian-Cossack,” and so forth, depending on the respondent’s declared native language. Each variant would have its pre-assigned code. Thus, the results of the 2002 census will include data on the Cossacks along with an indication of the respondent’s “main” ethnic affiliation. However, if a respondent states that he is Cossack and speaks Russian, but is not an ethnic Russian, he will be counted in the census as an ethnic Russian nevertheless. By this sly maneuver, the number of ethnic Russians will not decrease and the Cossacks will have been treated with due attention by the census.

Other changes to Goskomstat’s list of ethnic groups made by IEA include the recommendation that “Peoples of the North” not be used because it “breaks the alphabetical sequence in which the ethnic groups should be listed.” It will be difficult, however, to give up the aggregate category since it was used for a number of reasons, including propaganda purposes. In the former Soviet Union, which proclaimed the equality of all ethnic groups, great attention was given to the officially published list of nationalities. If the numerical principle were the only one behind how the list was constructed, the small groups (numbering several thousand persons or fewer) which make up the “Peoples of the North” would have appeared at the very end of the list. However, by using an aggregate category, it was possible to place these minorities higher up on the list, among the large ethnic groups (170,000-180,000 persons). By so doing, the Soviet authorities demonstrated their attentiveness to the indigenous peoples of the USSR. There is also a practical consideration behind the use of “Peoples of the North.” The aggregate grouping ensures that the indigenous peoples appeared in all official reports. In order to reduce the cost of processing and publishing census data, the practice has been to process the data on nationalities pertaining only to the largest ethnic groups. For example, in the Russian Federation, the results of the 1989 census were published only for those groups numbering at least 6,000 persons.
 Because of this policy, the list of ethnic groups shrank by more than a third, compared to the total in the official register. If “Peoples of the North” were to be dropped, the data on most of the indigenous peoples would not appear in the statistical tables.

Conclusion


The first All-Russian population census was originally scheduled for 1999 (ten years after the last Soviet census), but was postponed several times. The government attributed the delay to economic difficulties, while the mass media pointed to political considerations. There is no doubt the both financial constraints and political realities obstructed the census. However, there were several other important factors at work, including new legislation. The 1993 Russian Constitution strictly regulates the gathering and preservation of information on the state’s citizens. This is one of the reasons why those responsible for organizing the census fear that a significant portion of the population will not take part in the census. The trial census supports this apprehension. According to the federal statistical agency, the census needs to be bolstered by a special law, rather than allowing individuals to participate on a voluntary basis.


Another serious difficulty confronting the census is the continuing war in Chechnya. Although Goskomstat claims that it would be possible to conduct a statistitical survey of the entire population of Chechnya, it remains unclear whether the government really wants to go ahead with the census in this region. Conditions have deteriorated in other regions as well since the Soviet era, further complicating matters for the census. The main problem has to do with a weakening of regional infrastructures and communications, making it difficult to access certain areas in the Caucasus, Siberia, and the Far East.  To facilitate access, the date of the census has therefore been moved from winter to the warmer fall season. It is also important to note that not all regional governments are particularly interested in conducting the census at this time.


As in Soviet times, the goal of the 2002 All-Russian census is to collect data on the demographic, socio-economic, and cultural dimensions of the population. In the area of culture, the census is designed to elicit as much information as possible on the cultural and language identity of the population. However, it will not inquire into religious affiliation because, according to Goskomstat, such an enquiry might spark serious conflicts in society. In fact, the decision to neglect the confessional aspect of culture is attributable to the reluctance of the statistical agencies to adopt a new question. To do so would necessitate additional expenses. Moreover, the formulation of a question on religion would be fraught with methodological difficulties.


Old Soviet models will be followed in exploring ethnic and language identity, despite efforts by the Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology to substantially revise this approach.  It would appear, though, that the conservative approach to measuring identity will ultimately prove to be more positive than harmful since it will facilitate comparison with previous censuses.


Changes introduced in the 2002 census will provide new information. Thus,  one question inquires, in part, into the population’s knowledge of the state language. The question is important not only from the perspective of following international standards, but also because it will throw light on important developments. The language situation changed significantly in the 1990s as a result of the great influx of migrants from Central Asia and the Caucasus to Russia. At the same time, several of the republics of the Russian Federation have made efforts to spread and bolster “their” language (Tatar, Bashkir, Tuvin, Ingush), introducing changes in the school system, at the elementary, and even the university level, and passing requisite republican laws. It will be possible to compare the results of the 2002 census on language and ethnic identity with those of previous censuses. However, the questions on language fluency have been revised in such a way that it will also be possible to explore multilingualism in Russian society. In addition, the new questions will help reduce redundant information.


Greater difficulties are involved in gathering information on the ethnic identity of the population. Although the question on ethnic affiliation is not identical to that appearing in earlier censuses, it does bear the Soviet stamp.  It is formulated in such a way as to perpetuate the reflex of respondents to choose a “correct” nationality, which, very often, was the nationality recorded in one’s passport. It is true that nationality no longer appears in Russian passports. Nevertheless, the new census question prompts the old response. That being said, important changes in measuring identity have been introduced in the first All-Russian census. Although respondents will still not be able to indicate a dual or triple identity (with a few exceptions) and the census will not reveal any “new” nationalities, the data collected on the ethnic structure of the Russian population will nevertheless yield a great deal of new and unexpected information. As under the old system, a list of all recognized ethnic groups (nationalities) and all possible variations of their names will be compiled before the census takes place. However, unlike previous practice, the list will not be abridged, but rather expanded.
 The 2002 census will therefore record a much larger number of ethnic groups than ever before in Russian history.


According to post-Soviet social science, the most democratic (and thus most accurate) statistical enquiry into ethnic identity was the 1926 Soviet census, which recognized the largest number of ethnic groups. It should be noted, though, that, at the dawn of the Soviet era, ethnonational awareness was only beginning to develop. Ethnic identity developed gradually in the 1920s and 30s in such areas as the northern Caucasus, Siberia, and the Far East in connection with the dissemination of new ideological doctrines and profound social transformations, and the process was consolidated in the last decades of socialism.
  What are the results of such large-scale social developments? Previous censuses, including the last Soviet census of 1989, could not provide a clear picture because of the numerous restrictions that were imposed on them and because of ideological considerations. In the present day, when the so-called national question has, to a large degree, been de-ideologized, the census, for the first time in the country’s history, provides the population of Russia with ample freedom to determine its ethnic and linguistic identity.

Translated by Maria Salomon Arel.
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�The trial census was conducted in four regions of the Russian Federation, covering 307,000 people. On the basis of this census, it was decided that having census-takers question respondents was more effective than allowing respondents to fill out the census forms themselves. The latter approach was attempted in the trial census and many errors were made. The use of census-takers was standard practice in all Soviet censuses. 


�The experience of the 1997 trial census, which was conducted in February, suggested that the full census should start in a warmer season, yet at a time when the mobility of the population remains minimal. To verify whether the month of October is a propitious time for the census, another trial census was conducted in October 2000.


�“Schedule for Preparing and Conducting the 2002 All-Russian Census of the Population, Processing the Data, and Publishing the Results,” official document issued by Goskomstat, 11 November 1999 (No. 156).


�The 2000 trial census paid particular attention to the problem of the population’s wariness of participating in the census. To gain trust in the absence of a special census law, an advance announcement was made that respondents were not required to show any documents to the census-takers, and that anyone who did not want to allow census-takers into his/her home could meet with them at the building manager’s office, or at some other designated location.


�Discussion of the latter question revolved around clause 23 of the constitution: “The private life and personal/family secrets of every individual are inviolable,” and clause 24: “The collection, storage, use, and distribution of information on the private life of an individual without his/her consent is not permitted” (Constitution of Russian Federation, 12 December 1993).


�Articles were published in the press claiming that each family would be called on by unemployed individuals and students, trained by Goskomstat, who would question the family about the amount and source of its income. The press also reported that it would be easy for criminal elements to make use of the census results.


�The former Goskomstat head was charged with disseminating confidential information a few years ago.  In Moscow, security breaches are so commonplace that it is not very difficult, for instance, to obtain pirate copies of police databases on car owners.


�According to the chairman of Goskomstat, Vladimir Sokolin, “everything was much easier” with the Soviet censuses. For example, when he oversaw the 1979 All-Union census in Orel oblast, “problems” were quickly “solved” by the Secretary of the regional branch of the Communist Party and by the regional chief of militia.


�In her report “Results of the 1997 Trial Population Census and the Project of the All-Russian Population Census”, Liudmila Yeroshina, Assistant Head of Goskomstat’s Department of Population Statistics, stated that, “The trial census showed that it is impossible to carry out the various tasks associated with the census without a legal basis. Goskomstat has therefore drafted a federal law on the All-Russian Population census which authorizes the collection of personal information from the population.” Excerpt from a shorthand record of Yeroshina’s report.


�Official correspondence between Goskomstat and IEA, Sokolin to Tishkov, 1 August 2000, No. BC-1-22/3108.


�Conducting a census in a war zone might seem improbable. However, one must recall that the first Soviet census took place in the midst of the Civil War, in 1920. Nearly seventy percent of territory was covered by the census, including territories experiencing fighting. The important question regarding Chechnya is whether Russian authorities really want to conduct the census there. The answer is not yet clear.


�With inflation, the nominal sum is now higher. More than 80 percent of the financing for the census will come out of the federal budget, and the rest will be covered regionally.


�The census will be conducted with the help of 650,000 part-time employees, require the printing of 600,000,000 sheets of census materials and 44,000 maps and plans, and rely on 7,000 tons of trucking.


�During the 1997 trial census, 1.6 dollars were spent on each respondent


�All respondents will also be asked eight questions on their living quarters, such as year of construction, number of square feet etc. Russian citizens living abroad, but happening to be in Russia during the census, will be issued a separate form, containing seven questions.


�Previously, the question on citizenship applied only to foreigners. Now, all respondents are required to answer the question in order to determine how many people in Russia have dual citizenship or are stateless. The three possible answers are: Russian citizen, citizen of (another state), stateless.


�Unlike previous censuses, the upcoming one will record whether current marriages are officially registered with the state.


�Another new element in the census in 2001 is the expansion of the category “sources of income” to include bank accounts, securities, property rent, and unemployment benefits.


�Respondents who have moved in the past ten years will also be questioned on their former residence, from which settlement they came, and whether they are refugees or forced migrants.


�The heads of the Central Statistical Department, who were in charge of the 1937 census, were accused of receiving “false” results. The organizers and those who conducted the census were purged. A new census was prepared and conducted a very short while later, in 1939.


�Official correspondence between Goskomstat and IEA, Tishkov to Sokolin, 5 October 1999, No. 14110/1811.


�Academician Puchkov is a well-known expert on the question of the religious composition of the population and head of the Center for the Study of Religion and Ethno-Confessional Map-Making (a section of IEA).


�Official correspondence between Goskomstat and IEA, Tishkov to Sokolin, 10 August 2000, No. 14110/1811.


�Official correspondence between Goskomstat and IEA, Sokolin to Tishkov, 17 August 2000, No. BC-1-22/3337.


�Official correspondence between Goskomstat and IEA, Sokolin to Tishkov, 31 January 2000, No. BC-1-22/0355.


�Official correspondence between Goskomstat and IEA, Tishkov to Sokolin, 2 March 2000, No. 14110/1811.


�Note from the translator: In the Russian original, the formulation is not gender-specific.


� Since these instructions are identical to the instructions for the same question on the 1970 and 1979 Soviet censuses, the translation is taken in extenso from a composite table prepared by Brian D. Silver (1986). The 1989 Soviet census also used the same instructions.


�In this context, “indigenous (korennoi) nationality” refers to an ethnic group whose name is also that of an autonomous territory. The term is synonym with the other Soviet idiom “titular” (titul’nyi).


�The Soviet list of ethnic groups was divided into two categories: nationalities residing principally in the Soviet Union, and nationalities residing principally abroad. Members of both sets of nationalities in fact resided permanently in the Soviet Union.


�The original Russian reads “K kakoi natsional’nosti (narodnosti) ili ethnicheskoi gruppe Vy sebia otnosite?” In English, both natsional’nost’ and narodnost’ can be translated as “nationality,” although narodnost’, in a certain context, is also rendered as “people.” Narodnost’ is an older term that, in Soviet ideology, had the connotation of a less modernized group, that is, a group lacking sufficient economic and political unity to qualify for the status of “nation.”


�The word narod (“people”) has two meanings in Russian: the population of a territory, or a nationality. In Russian scientific terminology, narod refers to an ethnic entity.


�Russian scholars have long argued that answers on the question on “native language” must be formulated more objectively. Suggestions were made to introduce a direct question on the main spoken language, whose meaning is unambiguous (Kozlov 2000a). The 1999 Belarusian census did add a question on spoken language.


�The question on native language dates back to the 1897 census. At that time, the term referred to the language a person considered to be his native language. In the Soviet era, even though the actual instructions changed across censuses, the concept of “native language” always carried a dual meaning: the language of symbolic identity (language of the mother, of the family, or  language to which the respondent is emotionally attached) or the language of fluency. 


�In 1920, the question read: To which nationality (natsional’nost’) do you consider yourself belonging? In 1926, the census entry laconically read “narodnost’“.


�In the instructions for and materials issuing from the last Soviet census in 1989, the term narodnost’ was used in connection with the small aboriginal (aborigennye) groups of the north. In the early 1990s, the term was dropped from official use and “small people” (malyi narod, a synonym of narodnost’) was replaced by “people of small number” (malochislennyie narod).


�This phenomenon was confirmed, in part, by a survey of 2,500 children conducted by the author in 1999 in three regions of the Russian Federation: Moscow, Bashkortostan, and the Altai Republic and cited in Aznabaev et al. (2001).


�Official correspondence between Goskomstat and IEA, Sokolin to Tishkov, 11 February 2000, No. BC-1-21/0571.


�Official correspondence between Goskomstat and IEA, Tishkov to Sokolin, 2 March 2000, No. 14110/1811.


�Austrians, Englishmen/women, Central Asian Jews, Krymchaks, Kubins, and Livs.


�One group, the Khynzal, was included mistakenly. Khynzal is in fact another name for the Gunzib nationality. The category narodnosti of the North was kept, but, when the the 1994 micro-census was being put together, it was changed to narody of the north. The list of these peoples expanded.


�In 1926, 194 ethnic groups were recognized on the official list of census nationalities; in 1939, the number was reduced to 99; in 1959, it was increased again to 126; in 1970—122, in 1979—123, in 1989—128.


�A copy of the document sent to Goskomstat on 10 April 2000, held at IEA.


�“Titular nationality,” or “titular nation,” “titular people,” is an old Soviet expression which referred first and foremost to the fourteen formally dominant ethnic groups (Ukrainians, Kazakhs, Uzbeks, and so on, excluding Russians), who possessed “their” republics within the bounds of a single state as an embodiment of the Leninist doctrine “on the right of each nation to self-determination.” In contemporary Russia, some politicians continue to use this term in referring to ethnic groups possessing “their own” territorial autonomy within the federation.


�Ethnic Russians were not considered a titular people in the Soviet Union, since the Russian Republic (RSFSR) was formally federal.


�In scholarly and political circles in Tatarstan, there is the widespread view that practically all groups of Tatars living in Russia, but outside of Tatarstan, belong to one group that should be called the “Inner Russian Tatar Diaspora.”


�A widely held opinion is that the Teptiars descend from a Tatar class, whose members held Bashkir lands on a tenant basis as early as the sixteenth century. The terms of the land lease were recorded in a document called a “deftiar,” from which the Teptiars assumed their name. In the first half of the eighteenth century, Russian officials granted preferential tax status to this tenant class and established special rule over the group which transformed it into an estate. At the end of the century, they were included in the register of the military-service population, similar to the Cossacks. There were two Teptiar regiments until the mid-nineteenth century and, after that, they were part of the Bashkir forces for ten years. When these forces were abolished, the Teptiars began to gradually disappear (Usmanov 1964, Dabletbaev 1983, Rakhmatullin 1988).


�The local press also publishes pieces on the Bulgars and on the fact that the Russian authorities refuse to recognize the existence of a Bulgar people.


�Precise data on the group have not been available since the 1926 census, at which time the group numbered 102,000.


�They are differentiated from other Tatars by religion, as they began to embrace Orthodoxy in the time of Ivan IV (1533-84). As a result, their culture displays certain particularities. For instance, unlike other Tatars, who are Muslim, the Kriashen consume pork.


�Official correspondence between the State Duma and IEA, Cheshko to Tkachev, 4 April 2000


�Official correspondence between Minnats and IEA, Pozdnyakov to Tishkov, 17 December 1999, No. 16/3-2590.


�The remarks of the well-known expert on small peoples Sergei Arutiunov (2000) aptly convey IEA’s concerns: “I am most critical of the decision to add to the list of small peoples the peasants of the northern coastal regions (Kanin, Mezen, Kolyma), the Russo-Ust’intsy, and the Lena and Ob’ old settlers. These people are Russian old settlers (starozhily) who earn their livelihood partly through traditional crafts and industry, but who are increasingly coming to resemble neighboring Russians. If a precedent is set with these groups, many others will have to be considered, among them, various Cossacks groups, the Ust’ Tsilemy, and the Indigirshchiks. In the northern coastal regions alone, there are up to ten such groups. Perhaps the Markovs might legitimately be included in the list, on the same basis as the Chuvans, but no others.” 


�During the war in Chechnya in 1991-2001, in the neighboring Stavropol region, the creation and arming of self-defense units among the cilivian population, with the consent of official power, enhanced the number of people claiming a Cossack identity.


�“On the Federal Budget for 2001”, Federal Law, 27 December 2000, No. 150-F3


�Official correspondence of the Presidium of the Russian Academy of Sciences, V. F. Khizhniakov to Iu. S.  Osipov, 11 May 2000, No. A25-1-306.


�Official correspondence between the Presidium of the Russian Academy of Sciences and IEA, Tishkov to Osipov, 25 May 2000, No. 14110/1811.


�Official correspondence between the Presidium of the Russian Academy of Sciences and IEA, Cheshko to Osipov, 13 June 2000,  No. 14110/2143.


�While the scholars try to determine how to take account of the Cossacks in the list of ethnic groups, the authorities in the northern Caucasus are already employing the term “individual of Cossack nationality” in their every-day professional activities.


�The 6,000-person threshold corresponds to the population of the Tsakhurs, a people of Dagestan who constitute the smallest of the titular peoples of Russia (not counting the indigenous peoples of the North). 


�There is disagreement as to which groups should appear on the final list. The decision to include or exclude a given group is based on political considerations as well as on the views of respected scholars from Russia.


� In Soviet ethnograhic works, much attention was devoted to the study of the “processes of consolidation” of the period, through which were “formed” the Belarusian, Adygey, Avar, Dargin, Altai and other nations.
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