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On September 22, 1999 Russian government issued a decree № 1064 "On All-Russian Population Census of 2002", according to which the census was to take place within the period from October 9 till October 16, 2002, and the population count time was scheduled on 00 hours, October 09, 2002. At one of its meetings in March 2000 the Academic Council of the Institute of Ethnology and Anthropology, Russian Academy of Sciences (IEA RAS) discussed the draft of the lists of nationalities and languages, prepared by the State Committee for Statistics (Goskomstat) on the basis of the preliminary census of 1994, and sent to the Institute for evaluation. The lists contained a score of mistakes and were based on out-dated classification principles. They were criticized by the specialists and rejected as possible instruments for the future census. Initially, according to the Goskomstat schedule the lists were to be revised and finalized by March 2000, but their actual preparation took over a year.
In summer 2000, Goskomstat announced an open competition for preparation of the dictionaries of nationalities and languages to be used in the future census. As a result of the competition IEA RAS signed on August 28, 2000 a state contract with Goskomstat to prepare four dictionaries (a list of nationalities, alphabetic lists of nationalities and languages, a systematic dictionary of nationalities and explanatory notes) that were to be used in coding procedures of the census questionnaires. The Academic Council of the institute appointed three members of the census commission, with the institute's director Prof. Valery Tishkov at its head.
 All the mentioned dictionaries according to the contractual terms were to be prepared by three deadlines: the list of nationalities and two alphabetic lists of nationalities and languages were to be forwarded to Goskomstat by November 30, 2000; a systematic dictionary of nationalities with an index of the regions where their members predominantly reside, by March 30, 2001; and explanatory notes, with clarification of principles used for the preparation of the dictionaries, by August 30, 2001. During the work on the dictionaries, another contract with Goskomstat had been signed, for the elaboration of a list of alternative designations of ethnic groups and their subdivisions, to be completed and forwarded to Goskomstat by November 30, 2001. During a conference at Goskom​stat Moscow office, the lists were presented to representatives of its regional branches, and soon a reaction followed.

In what follows I will try to outline the main principles of the elaboration of the new lists of nationalities and languages from ‘internal’, or ‘insider perspective’, as during all the phases of the project I had been responsible for the drafting the lists. Professor Puchkov worked mostly on geographic issues, providing lists of territories of residence for each category. Professor Sokolova dealt exclusively with the issues concerning the so-called “Siberian numerically small peoples” (malochislennye narody) and Professor Tishkov contributed to the elaboration of the general principles of their compilation and to the final editing of the lists.

The most important guiding principle that has been operative in many of the choices made during the dictionaries preparation was the liberalization of the census procedures. In working terms, it meant the protection of the right of persons to proclaim their own ethnic identity (Art. 26.1 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation). Several documents of international law, including the European Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (ratified by Russian parliament in June 1998) and UN Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious or Linguistic Minorities were also considered as relevant, particularly Art.1.1. of the latter, stating that "States shall protect the existence and the national or ethnic, cultural, religious and linguistic identity of minorities within their respective territories and shall encourage conditions for the promotion of that identity" and Art. 3.1. of the former, according to which "Every person belonging to a national minority shall have the right freely to choose to be treated or not to be treated as such and no disadvantage shall result from this choice or from the exercise of the rights which are connected to that choice" [emphasis mine - S.S.]. Basing itself on these norms and using previous Soviet censuses lists and published results, encyclopedia and dictionaries
, and in many cases unpublished fieldwork data shared by the institute's area experts, the commission compiled new lists of nationalities and languages, which turned out to be even longer than the lists of the last Soviet census of 1989. Thus, instead of 128 census categories in the list of nationalities, the first draft mentioned more than 200 categories, and the latest version contained over 170 categories; and instead of 113 languages – 143). At the same time over 30 ethnic categories and 12 languages, which were mentioned in 1989 census, were removed from the 2002 census lists. The exact criteria of inclusion/exclusion varied depending on the case under consideration and do not easily lend themselves for summarizing.

The largest group of excluded categories was the group of categories, which, in the 1989 census, were designated as "nationalities, residing predominantly outside of the borders of the USSR". This group in 1989 census consisted of 35 categories, many of which were either pure statistical groupings, such as "peoples of India and Pakistan", or country-of-origin designations (not ethnic categories) such as Americans, English
, French, Spanish etc. All these categories were excluded on suggestion of Prof. Tishkov at a late stage of the project implementation in November 2001. In supporting his position Prof. Tishkov put forward three kinds of arguments: 1) many of the categories from this group are essentially country-of-origin designations and do not refer to ethnic composition (such designations as Americans, French, Italians, Spaniards, and Cubans)
; 2) many of those from the group that refer to ethnicity and ethnic entities have left the country since 1989 (Albanians, Cubans, Croats, Serbs, Czechs and Slovaks among them); 3) some categories from the group are so small numbered, that could be relegated without much concern to the residual category of the census "the others" (such as Austrians, Albanians, Amhara, Baluch, Czechs, Croats, Dutch, Italians, Japanese, Montenegrins, Portuguese, Punjabi, Serbs, Slovaks, and Swedes)
. The reduction of the draft list of nationalities has coincided with the first hearings of the Census Law in the State Duma, during which some of the MPs voiced their concern over "splitting-up of the country’s population into too many groups"
, and over attempts at "the division of nations into artificial entities"
.

Not all of the "foreigners" have been excluded from the list. The groups that have expectedly large population counts remain. Bulgarians, Finns, Greeks, Pushtuns (who replaced, together with Uzbeks and Tadjiks, the former composite category of Afgans), Chinese and Vietnamese are among them. The latter two composite categories remain on the list, though they are essentially country-of-origin designations, comprising not only the dominant Han and Viet peoples, but also all the groups, originating from China and Viet Nam. The justification for preserving these designations has been that in Russia they usually name themselves as Chinese and Vietnamese, or, rather, give as self-designations their Russian-language names kitaitsy, and vietnamtsy, even when they belong to other ethnic groups, originating from these countries. Hungarians, Koreans, Kurds, Mongols, Poles, Romanians, Turks, and Uighurs have not been excluded from the list on the grounds of their expected considerable population counts.

I should perhaps comment on the starting points of our lists drafting and on the Soviet heritage that we have tried to discard, but were unable for different reasons to discard entirely. Since 1987 or 1988, when the preparation of the previous census of 1989 was in progress, I had been a proponent of the principle of the open list, which had been perceived at the time as fairly innovative
. In practical terms, this principle implies the registration of all the answers given on the ‘nationality question’ to enumerators during the census, with a subsequent coding using the letter per letter codes without recourse to any preliminary categorizations. This is basically a procedure when every letter of the Russian alphabet receives a special code, and the letter combinations of self-appellations or ethnic categories names are recoded as combinations of numerical letter codes. The results of the census are then presented in non-aggregate form, and afterwards the various census users, each of which employs her own classificatory procedures, relevant for her own purposes, use them for their own ends.

Both Goskomstat officials and the specialists from the Institute of Ethnography with S. Brook, a well-known specialist on ethnic classifications, acting as the Institute census commission’s head, discarded the open list principle. It was discarded mainly for two reasons, technological and political. There was no technological possibility to use many-digit codes for coding various self-designations, which could be quite long. In addition, both politicians and scholars were not ready to embrace such radical liberalization of classifications and to part with substantial, though symbolic power that is involved in official classificatory procedures. 

It is instructive to look closer at the guiding principles of the census 1989 list of nationalities construction in order to understand what changes had taken place since that time. In this respect it is interesting to note, that Perechen’ natsional’nostei (the official list, enumerating all officially recognized nationalities, that is the ethnic categories that were counted separately) was not based on the alphabet, but listed groups of nationalities according to the principle that I could provisionally name as nested hierarchy, which mirrored the structure of the Soviet Federation. Several general groupings, both named and unnamed, reflected the complex ethno-political organization of the country.

The two named groups in the census of 1989 were "nationalities of the USSR" and the already mentioned grouping of "nationalities, residing predominantly outside of the borders of the USSR". Russians opened the list and the fourteen so-called "titular nations" of the former Soviet republics followed, not in alphabetic order, but in the same order as they were listed in the Soviet constitution. For a historian with a taste for details it would be worthy of note that the principles of ordering within this small subgroup had changed several times. The principles of ordering within this subgroup had changed several times. Initially the ‘nations’ were listed in the order they had joined the Union, then a criterion of numerical size has been introduced. During the preparation of the 1989 census, it had been pointed out that Uzbeks became more numerous than Byelorussians, and a new principle of listing in the same order as in the relevant article of the Constitution had been introduced to solve the problem of re-ordering in the case of other possible changes in the numerical order.

In the dictionary of nationalities, prepared for the census of 1989 the "titular nations" subgroup was followed by a subgroup of the main (titular) nationalities of autonomous republics, which had lower administrative status than the Soviet republics. The category names within this subgroup were listed alphabetically, but, again, with some inconsistencies, as there were more "titular groups" than republics (several autonomous republics had in their "titles" names of two peoples, such as Kabardino-Balkarskya ASSR, others, such as Daghestan, had more peoples which were considered titular and twice as many who were indigenous to the region but not counted separately
). Out of more than 30 ethnic groups from Daghestan in 1989 census ordering only ten most numerous ethnic categories were chosen to be named in the subgroup of the "autonomous republics peoples.
 With other ‘titular autonomous peoples’ this subgroup contained 29 categories. Another smaller subgroup has been formed from the titular peoples of autonomous regions (oblast and okrugs). It contained only seven ethnic categories
, because most of the indigenous peoples of the northern autonomous territories (okrugs) were listed within the next subgroup, named ‘nationalities of the North’. The latter well-known category comprised 26 peoples of the North.
 The group was subdivided into two parts; the first contained ‘northerners’ that had their own autonomous districts
; the second – all the rest small groups, scattered over the vast territory of Siberia and the Far East. Then a residual subgroup of "peoples without 'their own' ethnic territories" followed, comprising 16 ethnic categories.
 The list was concluded by the already mentioned category colloquially known as the ‘foreigners’ and two residual categories: ‘others’, and ‘nationality was not listed’.

Needless to say, that all these 1989 census groupings have lost to a large degree their legitimacy, and the commission members decided from the start, that the status subdivision of ethnic categories into ‘more’ and ‘less indigenous’, or ‘more’ and ‘less titular’ are not to be copied in the new census. All major categories were to be listed in alphabetical order; with the only exclusion for subcategories, which should be listed immediately after the main category into which they are included
. The reasoning against 1989 groupings has not been of purely political nature:

Table 1. Newly introduced ethnic categories in 2002 Russian Census: Peoples of Daghestan

Peoples of Daghestan

1926
1999*

in 1989 counted as Avars (Maarulal)
Andi (Quannal)
7,840
>20,000


Akhwakhs
3,683
~6,000


Archi (Arishishuw)
863
~1,000


Bagulal (Kwantl Hekwa, Kwanadi)
3,054
>5,000


Bezheta (Kapuchias Suko, Bezhtlas Suko)
1,448
~10,000


Botlig (Buikhatli)
3,354
~3,000


Chamalal
3,438
~9,500


Ginugh
?
>4,000


Godoberi
1,425
~3,000


Gunzeb (Khunzal)
106
~0,800


Karata (Kirtle)
5,305
~5,000


Tindi (Idaraw Hekwa, Tindal)
3,812
~5,000


Khwarshi (Kedaes Hikwa)
1,019
>1,000


Tsez (Dido, Quanal)
3,276
>12,000

in 1989 counted as Dargins (Dargwa)
Kaitak (Qaidaqlan)
14,430
>30,000


Kubachi (Ughbug)
2,371
~5,000

* estimates made by linguists of those who speak native languages. Sources: "Languages of the World" published by the Institute of Linguistics, RAS Caucasus Languages. Moscow, 1999. 473 pp.; or, in some cases of the overall estimates from “The Peoples of Russia. Encyclopedia. Moscow, 1994; counts for Kaitak and Darghins made by the author on the basis of crude birth and death rates, extrapolated from 1937 census figures.

they reproduce the hierarchy of peoples, which is to be abolished in a democracy. It has been noticed as well, that those groupings were based on erroneous data. For example, both Tadjiks and Azerbajanis, ‘titular nations’ of the respective Soviet republics, were more numerous, (in census terms ‘resided predominantly’) in neighboring Afghanistan and Iran, hence were to be listed not in the first, but in the last grouping of nationalities. The same was true for the Jews, Gipsies, Saami, Aleut and Yupik (Siberian Yupik and related groups, speaking the Eskimo languages are called in Russian Eskimos), each of them being more numerous abroad, than within the country. Thus, the subdivision into "residents" and "foreigners" has been the first object of critique and involved a series of further innovations. The division of census categories into ‘titular’ and ‘non-titular’ nationalities seemed irrelevant and incorrect both on political and legal grounds and has been abolished as well.

Table 2. Newly introduced ethnic categories in 2002 Russian Census: Peoples of Siberia
in 1989 were counted as Altai

1926
1994*


Chelkan

~2,000


Kumanda
6,327
~7,000


Telengit




Teleut

~3,000


Tuba (Tubalar)

4865

in 1989 counted as Khakass or Siberian Tatars
Chulyms
?
~500

in 1989 counted as Itelmen and Russian
Kamchadal
?
~28,000

in 1989 counted as Kets

Yugs
?
15

in 1989 counted as Koriaks

Aliutors
?
~2,000


Kerek 
?
~100

in 1989 counted as Udege
Taz
?
?

in 1989 counted as Tuvinians
Soyot
?
~1,500



Tuva-Todja
?
~6,000

* Estimates; sources: data on Kumanda are based on estimates of Novosubirsk linguists; for Tuba and Chelkan – “Issues in Turkic Langua​ges and Language Contact. Kyoto University, 1999. p.28; for Chulyms, Kerek, Tuva-Todja, and Yugs – “The Red Book for the Languages of the Peoples of Russia”. Moscow, 1994, p. 30, 56, 66, 74.

Now, only the group of northern peoples "violated" the alphabetic order of the list. The reasoning for its abolishment was different. A federal law "On guarantees of the rights of indigenous numerically small peoples of the Russian Federation", signed by B. Yeltsin in April 1999, provided a special list
, enumerating 45 ‘numerically small’ peoples, thus creating a motivation to preserve the group in census dictionaries as well. Before the law, the group included 26 peoples of the North
. In February 1993 the list has been supplemented by three peoples from the south-western Siberia (Shor, Teleut, Kumanda), then a series of negotiations started between leaders of various groups and the government has started, as many groups whose population numbers were below the threshold of 50,000 claimed the privileges, associated with the status of "a numerically small people". The process is not finished until now, as the Daghestani government reserved a special position towards the law and provided a disputed official list of Daghestani small-numbered groups, which included all the major population categories of Daghestan, including Russians, but excluding the Andi-Dido peoples. Precisely because the list of these ‘numerically small’ peoples stays incomplete, the IEA census commission has come to the decision not to use this grouping in census dictionaries of nationalities and list all the categories in alphabetic order.

With the introduction of 16 census categories of Dagestan ethnic groups (Table 1), which were considered as independent census categories only in 1926, and 13 categories, referring to various groups in Siberia and the Far East, the list of nationalities for the future census has been already longer than the previous list of the Soviet census of 1989. The previous attempts initiated under Stalin to reduce the number of ethnic categories by joining smaller groups to larger neighbors were reversed already in the first post-Stalin census of 1959. Since that time every census officially acknowledged via its dictionaries of nationalities more and more groups. The ‘ethnic revival’ of the 1990s made public and institutionalized through various NGOs many ethnic groups, previously recognized only by ethnographers and linguists. As most of these groups preserved their separate identities, the new dictionaries introduced them into the future census nationalities categorization. Besides, the already mentioned Andi-Dido peoples of Daghestan, many groups, previously counted among Altai (such as Teleut, Kumanda, Telengete, Tubalar, Chelkan) and Tatar (such as Nagaibak, Kriashen, Siberian Tatar, Karagash) were added. The issue of Kriashen proved to be the most sensitive, and stays unresolved due to the strongest opposition from Tatarstan authorities.

Table 3. Newly introduced ethnic categories in 2002 Russian Census: peoples of the Volga-Urals region

in 1989 counted as Tatar

1926
2000*


Kriashen
120,700
~150,000


Nagaibak
11,200


in 2002 a subcategory of Tatar

Mishar
242,640




Astrakhan Tatar (incl. Yurt and Alabugat Tatar)

12,422

in census of 2002 a subgroup of Nogai

Karagash

~5,000


Siberian Tatar

180,000

*Estimates; sources: fro Karagash an estimate is given for 1973 without urban population (Arslanov L. The Language of the Nogai-Karagash // "Languages of the World. Turkic Languages. Moscow, 1997. p.187).

On Subcategories

The issue of subcategories in the list of nationalities for the future Russian 2002 census proved to be very sensitive and politically charged. As many groups, that constitute peoples, are characterized by marked differences in language and culture, and often claim separate identity, a provision has been made for separate coding of such groups, though in most of the cases their population numbers are provisionally to be added to larger entities when the census results are published. This regulation could be assessed as a concession to the reified classifications with nested hierarchies, which have been criticized above. A short commentary on methodological, political and practical considerations on the inclusion of a subcategory concept into the census instruments might be in order here. To begin with, the members of the IEA RAS commission, working on the dictionaries of nationalities and languages, were not unanimous on the issue
. Gradually, over more than a year of close co-operation a consensus has been reached, ruling out the usage of such concepts as ‘an ethnos’, ‘a sub-ethnos’, ‘a nation’, or ‘a people’ in census dictionaries. The main list is called now Perechen’ natsionalnostei (A List of Nationalities), and nationalities are treated within the framework of the census as census categories.  The alphabetical list of nationalities is called Spisok etnicheskikh naimenovanii (The List of Ethnic Designations). It includes more than 800 self-designations of ethnic groups that might be encountered by coders in census questionnaires. This alphabetic list serves as the main tool in census coding procedures, and is used by coders for assigning codes to various nationalities self-designations for the later computer count.

Technically speaking, every phonetic or orthographic variant of a self-designation, could be viewed as a subcategory of a general term, used as an official (standard) name of a particular group, and thus, every such a variant of standard designation should be assigned a code of one and the same standardized ethnonym. For instance, the opening category Abaziny has alternative designations Abaza, Ashkharua, Ashkhartsy, Tapanta, and Shkarawa. All six variants of designation would receive the same code #54, and in census results the overall count of Abaziny would appear as a separate line for all units of the Russian Federation, though they reside predominantly only in two regions, Karachay-Cherkess Republic and Stavropolskii krai. This case demonstrates the set of justifications that were employed in sorting out all self-designations into ‘the main’ (official, or standard), and ‘variants’ (self-designations of subgroups, or phonetic variants of the same ethnonym). While Ashkharua and Shkarawa are phonetic variants of the same self-designation, employed by people, speaking different local forms of a vernacular, Tapanta is a self-designation of a subgroup of Abaza, who speak a different dialect, whereas Abaza is a common name both for Shkarawa and Tapanta, and Abaziny is the Russian standardized pronunciation of the ethnonym (in its plural form). Why then, Tapanta and Shkarawa were assigned the same code? The reasoning for this has been the following: 1) there were no claims on the side of the representatives of both groups for separate count in the census, or any known prior claims for their public (official) acknowledgment as separate ethnic groups; 2) they are speaking essentially one and the same language (their dialects are mutually comprehensible and very close); 3) they were included in the same category in Soviet censuses; 4) recent migrations and relatively small numerical size of the groups contributed to erosion of local identities and to the strengthening of common Abaza identity.
The subcategories have been singled out in those cases, when there was a history of claims to separate identity, or institutionalized acknowledgement of these claims (as reflected in prior census results publications, ethnographic literature, or official recognition by the state in state laws etc.). Such recognition usually implied more or less pronounced differences in language and culture or religion. The most evident example here is Mordva-Moksha and Mordva-Erzia, speaking two different and mutually incomprehensible, though closely related Finno-Ugric Mordvinian languages, and, at the same time, stressing the idea of unity of Mordva, irrespective of linguistic adherence. Other examples include Ossetians (with Iron and Dighor, speaking different languages and professing respectively Islam and Christianity), Armenians (with a special group of Cherkessogai, speaking Circassian language), Greeks (with Urums, speaking their own vernacular of a Turkic linguistic group), Georgians (with five groups characterized either by ethno-cultural and confessional differences, or pronounced longuistic differences at a level of a separate language: Adjar, Ingiloi, Laz, Megrel or Mingrelians, and Svan).

Table 4. Newly introduced ethnic categories in 2002 Russian Census: peoples of Georgia
in 1989 were counted as Georgians (not as subgroups with separate codes as in the census of 2002)

1926
1994*



Adjar
71,426
150,000



Ingiloi
?
~5,000



Laz (Chan, Zan)
643
1500



Mingrelian (Margali)
242,990
?



Svanetian
13,218
~40,000

*overall estimates for post-Soviet states; the number of immigrants of each category in the Russian Federation is unknown.

As a rule, in such and similar cases such groups were considered as subcategories of larger encompassing entities. For example, two small groups – Aliutor and Yug, formerly speaking their own separate languages and preserving to a degree their separate identities, were recognized as subgroups of Koriak and Ket respectively. A traditional division of Mari into "east-meadow" and "mountain" (speaking their own languages) has been preserved. As Mennonites often claimed a separate origin and some of them still adhere to the idea that they form a separate people (neither Dutch, nor German), they are listed after Germans as a subgroup of the latter (and receive a special code). Karagash are listed after Nogai, as they speak a vernacular very close to the Nogai language (previously they were counted among the so called Astrakhan Tatars, and were added to Tatars). Tatars have subgroups of Mishar and Astrakhan Tatars, who speak different from the Volga Tatars Turkic vernaculars, classified by linguists as separate Turkic languages. A mountaineer subgroup of Tuvinian origin – Todja is listed after Tuvinians (they are included into the federal law on "numerically small peoples"). Similar subgroups with special cultural characteristics were registered among Turkmen (Trukhmen of the Stavropol region), among Finns (Inkeri, or Ingermanland Finns), among Chechens (Akkins), and among Estonians (Setu). These 24 subgroups, most of which have not been mentioned in Soviet censuses after 1926, thus formed a substantial increment to the previous 1989 census list.

However, when representatives of such subgroups claimed a separate ethnic identity and were against their inclusion into larger categories, they were shown in the dictionaries as separate categories of census registration. I have already mentioned the disputed case of Kriashens, who claim a separate identity from Volga Tatars and have sent many appeals to the federal government, stating their desire to be enumerated in the future Russian census separately from Tatars, as it had been previously the case in 1926 census. Due to the opposition from Tatarstan politicians, who are concerned that in the case of Kriashens separate census count the Volga Tatars in the republic would turn into a numerical minority, the Kriashen issue raised many difficult political and legal problems (see attachment for details).

On Statistical Realism

There was a tendency on the side of some academic scholars to view the constructed census identity categories as names of real entities. During the last ten or fifteen years the primodialist view on ethnicity has come under a sustained attack and revision within the Russian anthropological community
, with the result that a substantive part of this community has either modified the Soviet essentialist views on cultural differences and identity to accommodate to more fluid and circumstantial portrayals of ethnic identity, or switched to constructivist paradigm
.

Along with these developments where the main object of critique and defense was the essentialist Soviet theory of ethnos as a historical-cultural entity constituting 'ethnic reality', another associated line of thought has been developing around the issues of ethnic identity. Unlike the previous discussion, a mostly anthropological domain with scarce input from neighboring disciplines, the ethnic identity has been from the start a focus of interdisciplinary attention, and hence, an interdisciplinary endeavor, involving besides anthropologists and ethnologists, sociologists, psychologists, historians, and philosophers. Initially prior to the 1970s, in Soviet social sciences discourse the notion has been construed as a characteristic of an ethnos, or, in the parlance of the days 'national self-consciousness'. Though national self-consciousness has been considered as an inherent characteristic of ethnos, reflecting the existence of a collective body, it has been considered to be subject to a number of economic, political and cultural factors, thus not perpetually fixed, but characterized by a certain degree of fluidity.
 By the end of 1960s or mid-1970s 'ethnic self-consciousness', treated as a group with a sense of its separateness and uniqueness in respect to other similar groups, has already been established as an important indicator of an ethnic group.
 In 1980s, when ethno-sociologists have conducted extensive surveys, ethnic identity has come to be depicted as an aspect of 'overall identity, having both individual and group dimensions and involved in complex interactions with other identity aspects (social, gender, professional etc.). In 1990s due to the ethno-sociological and ethno-psychological research of ethnic identity a breakthrough has been made to depict identity as a complex and fluid process, having various dimensions, public, and private, official and personal, institutionalized and circumstantial. Discursive, cognitive, emotional and regulatory components of identity have been integrated within a general theory of social action, so the predominant approach has become both interactionist and processual.
 The simplistic view of a stable, fixed, inheritable identity, prevalent in primordialist speculations on the nature of ethnos, has been abandoned, with the result that census ethnic categories are viewed as constructed, and the responses of people taken during a census survey as circumstantial.

However, there is a problem of sharing these complex views on ethnic identity both with Goskomstat officials, who are in charge of the census survey, and with national and political leaders, who favor some of the procedures and expected results of the census and try to disclaim those, which run counter to their immediate interests. It is in the context of interactions with these agents, that most compromises have been made. It is also within the context of these interactions that resorts to 'scientific" or "meticulously verified' knowledge have been made, and it is here that the clash between adherents of primordialism and constructivism is most acute.
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ATTACHMENT

Draft response to the inquiry

of the Head of the Governmental Department of the Russian Federation on Regional Development N. Korenev (2.27.02, No. P11-277), concerning a letter sent to Minister V. Yu. Zorin of the Russian Federation by the President of the Republic of Tatarstan, M. Sh. Shaimiev, 6 March 2002(

The letter by the President of Tatarstan M. Sh. Shaimiev to the Minister of the Russian Federation V. Yu. Zorin asks that “the dictionary of nationalities and languages that was used for the 1989 census be kept without changes.” The request is based on the following argument: “The Tatar people, without any explanation, found itself divided into several ethnic groups [etnosov], whereas, irrespective of place of settlement or religious affiliation, it has common historical roots.”


The introduction to the letter lists the names of the various groups connected to the Tatars according to the 1989 census, including: the Baraba/Paraba, Tomsk Karagas, Karin (Nukrat) Tatars, Kasimov Tatars, Kriashen, Astrakhan Tatars, Karagash, Kundrov Tatars, Mishar (Meshchiar, Misher, Mizher), Nagaibak, Tarlik, Teptiar’ (Teptiar’ Tatars), Tobolik, Turam, Chulym Turks (Chulym Tatars, Chulym), Chat, and Eushta, or Iaushta.


It is obvious that the President of Tatarstan had to react somehow to the campaign organized by some of the nationalist leaders of the republic’s State Council and certain deputies from Tatarstan in the State Duma. However, it is also clear that it is impossible to adhere to the practice of the 1989 census for various reasons, the most important being the liberalization of the country’s political regime and the adoption of a new Constitution that guarantees the right of each citizen to “determine and declare his/her national
 belonging” (Article 26). Since 1989, the entire legal foundation of the citizens’ rights in connection with their ethnic and linguistic belonging has changed as well. Specifically, the government decree of 24 March 2000 (No. 255) “On the Official (Edinyi) List of the Numerically Small Indigenous Peoples of the Russian Federation,” which accompanied the law guaranteeing the rights of the numerically small peoples, includes a list of these peoples on which the Chulym appear as an independent people. Previous censuses considered the Chulym Turks (also called Tomsk Karagas, or, as they usually call themselves, Iius Kizhi or Pestyn Kizhi), a small group, registered in 1989 partly as Tatars,
 and partly as Khakas. According to linguists, their language belongs to the Khakas sub-group of the Uigor-Oguz group, and is closely related to the Khakas and Shor languages.
 At present, the Chulym are officially recognized as an independent group in the law on numerically small peoples and by the Association of the Small Peoples of the North, Siberia, and the Far East. There are no juridical or scientific grounds for counting them among the Tatars in the upcoming census.


The case of the Siberian Tatars is similar (the list included with the President’s letter names the Baraba, Tarlik, Tobolik, Turam, Chat, and Eushta or Iaushta). A group of complex composition, the Siberian Tatars never had a common group consciousness, which is why they still refer to themselves by local names. Moreover, to all objective observers, the languages and speech of the Siberian Tatars did not contribute in any way to the formation of the literary norms of the Tatar language.
 The culture of these groups is quite distinct from that of the Volga Tatars. Siberian local communities evolved out of local Turkic, Ob’-Ugor, and Samodian elements, independent of the Ural Tatars. Finally, linguists now qualify linguistic differences between particular groups of Siberian Tatars as differences between languages, not dialects. For example, the language of the Baraba Tatars is now recognized as a distinct Turkic language.
 The Volga Tatars migrated to the territory of the Siberian Tatars between the seventeenth and twentieth centuries from the provinces of Kazan’, Samara, and Saratov, and tried to incorporate themselves into the tribal subdivisions of the local communities in order to avoid paying taxes. They did, therefore, partly join with certain groups among the Siberian Tatars. However, since each of these groups preserves a sense of its own distinctiveness, and the congresses held by the Siberian Tatars have expressed the desire for self-determination and an insistence on the right to self-identification, outside efforts to influence or change their stance can only be seen as infringing upon their rights as citizens. It is not clear why the leaders of one of the constituent members of the Federation are attempting to decide how the population of another member should deal with determining its own national belonging. It would have been more comprehensible if these leaders were seeking to protect the citizens’ constitutional rights, rather than violate them.


The case of the Kriashen is particularly acute. The leaders of the Kriashen communities have repeatedly sought recognition of the Kriashen as a distinct people. Letters have been addressed by the Kriashen to many government offices and academic institutions on this issue. They have also sought assurances that their right to ethnic self-determination during the upcoming census be upheld. At the moment, the Kriashen issue is highly politicized. In such an environment, scholarly and juridical arguments often go unheard. It should be noted that, to a significant extent, the politicization of this issue has facilitated the activity of extreme nationalist organizations in Tatarstan, which have organized a series of anti-Kriashen campaigns (rallies during the erection of a Kriashen church in Kazan, and anti-Kriashen publications in the mass media). The issue has been discussed on many occasions in meetings between various levels of government in the Russian Federation and the State Duma, and representatives of Goskomstat and scholars. Both the Kriashen and certain Tatar leaders (for example, F. Safiullin, the former leader of TOTs, now a Tatarstan deputy in the State Duma) have adopted irreconcilable positions. The just approach, it would seem, is for the issue to be resolved now not by experts or politicians, but by the Kriashen themselves at their congress, which is scheduled for March 2002.

S. V. Sokolovskii,

Member of the IEA Commission on Preparing the Instruments of the Census

� The commission included Prof. Pavel Puchkov, a specialist in ethnic demography, who took part in similar projects for the Soviet censuses of 1959, 1979, and 1989; Prof. Zoya Sokolova, a specialist from the Siberian dept. of the institute, an expert of the State Duma, who had been involved in preparation of several laws on the peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East; and the author of this paper.


� Though both contracts were terminated and all the dictionaries forwarded in due time to Goskomstat, the lists were later revised several times, and they are not finalized to date. The correspondence with Goskomstat becomes progressively more and more intense, as the public discussion of the lists has mobilized regional ethnic elites, sending numerous appeals to Russian government, president, Goskomstat officials and to IEA RAS.


� Most important and extensively used were the following: "Peoples of Russia: An Encyclopedia" (Moscow, 1994); Tokarev (1958); book series "Languages of the World" published by the Institute of Linguistics, RAS (1997-99); Baskakov (1960); Haidu (1985); Encyclopedia "The Languages of Russia and Adjacent States", in 3 vols. (Vol.1 A-I. 1997); The Red Book of the Languages of the Peoples of Russia (1994); Ageyeva (2000); Olson (ed) (1994); Wixman. (1984); Brook. (1986) and many others.


� This designation had also been used for the Welsh, Scots, Irish, and other peoples / ethnic groups from Great Britain.


� It has been pointed out that these designations refer in most of the time to citizenship, and not to ethnicity, as every country of origin of these population categories is characterized by a complex ethnic composition (e.g. in Spain there reside Galicians, Catalonians, Basques, Gipsies etc.; in France Corsicans, Bretons, Walloons, Alsa�tians etc.; in Italy Sardinians, Friulians, Ladinos, Germans, and Slovenes, beside many other ethnic groups).


� In 1989 census on the territory of the Russian Federation there were registered 295 Austrians, 298 Albanians, 98 Amhara, 297 Baluch, 1375 Czechs, 479 Croats, 451 Dutch, 591 Japanese, 1580 Serbs and Montenegrins, and 711 Slovaks.


� Voiced by the speaker of the State Duma G. Seleznyov.


� Voiced by an MP from Tatarstan, former leader of TOTs (Tatar Public Centre) F. Safiullin.


� Sokolovski S.V. (ed.) Ethnokognitologia: podkhody k izucheniiu etnicheskoi identifikatsii. Moscow, 1994.


� The Andi (Quannal), the Akhwakhs, the Bagulal (Kwantl Hekwa, Kwanadi), the Bezheta (Kapuchias Suko, Bezhtlas Suko), the Chamamlal, the Ginukh, the Godoberi, the Karata (Kirtle), the Gunzeb (Khunzal), the Khwarshi (Kedaes Hikwa), the Tindi (Idaraw Hekwa, Tindal), and the Tsez (Dido, Quanal), comprising the group of the so-called Andi-Dido peoples and closely related to them the Archi (Arishishuw) were counted as Avars; the Kaitak (Qaidaqlan) and the Kubachi (Ughbug) were joined in census coding with the Dargins (Dargwa).


� in alphabetical order: Agul, Avars (Maarulal), Dargins (Dargwa), Kumyk (Qumuq), Lak (Laq), Nogai (Noghai), Lezgin, Rutul, Tabasaran, and Tsakhur (Tsakhighali).


� Adygei (Adyge), Altai, Circasian (Cherkess, Adyge), Jews, Karachai (Qarachaili), Khakass (Khaas), and Komi-Permiak.


� In alphabetical order: Aleut (702 in 1989), Chukchi (15,184), Chuvans (1,511), Dolgans (6,945), Enets (209), Evens (17,199), Evenks (30,163), Eskimo (Siberian Yupik) (1,719), Itelmen (counted in 1989 with some of the Kamchadal, 2,481), Ket (1,113), Khant (22,521), Koriak (9,242), Mansi (8,474), Nanai (12,023), Negidal (622), Nganasan (1,278), Nivkh (4,673), Nenets (34,665), Oroch (915), Orok (Uilta) (341), Saami (1,890), Selkup (3,612), Tofalar (731), Udege (2,011), Ulchi (3,233), Yukagir (1,142). More on the construction of the group of ‘northern indigenous peoples’ see: Slezkine Y. Arctic Mirrors: Russia and the Small Peoples of the North. Cornell University Press, 1994. 456 pp.; S.V. Sokolovski. Obrazy Drugikh v rossijskoj istorii, politike i prave. - Moscow, 2001. 235 pp.


� Chukchi, Dolgan, Evenk, Khant, Koriak, Mansi, and Nenets.


� Abaza (Apswa), Central Asian Jews (Yahudi), Crimean Tatars, Gagauz, Georgian Jews, Gipsies, Izhora, Karaims, Krymchak (Kyrymchak), Livs (Raandali), Mountain Jews (Dag Chufut, Dagestani Jew, Tati Jew), Shors, Talysh (Tolyshon), Tats (Tati), Udi, and Veps (Chukhar').


� Both Commission members and other agents, such as ethnic leaders in the regions, interested in the results of the census, have debated the issue of subcategories. Its importance makes me to deal with this issue specifically (see section on subcategories below).


� The list has been adopted by the government a year later, in March 2000


� See note 13 above. The list has been created in 1925 in a government decree "On tax reduction for the tribes, residing in northern outskirts of the USSR" (August 31, 1925). With slight changes it had been preserved in later state laws till the beginning of 1990s.


� Prof. P.I. Puchkov and Prof. Z.P. Sokolova employed the category of ‘subetnos’, whereas the author argued for treatment of nationalities as classificatory constructions, or ‘census categories’ (kategorii perepisnogo ucheta).


� For early discussion of the issues see: Basilov (1992); Brook, Kozlov (1992); Kriukov (1988, 1989); Pimenov (1988); Sokolovski (1993 a, b); Tishkov (1989a, b; 1992, 1993a, b); Cheshko (1988).


� Among opponents of constructivism, published their critique in 1993-2000 were: Arutiunov (1995); Semenov (1993, 1996a,b; 2000), Kozlov (1995); a number of researchers tried to reconcile the constructivist and primordialist theories of ethnicity: Cheshko (1994, 1995); Kolpakov (1995); Rybakov (1998, 2000); Viner (1998); Zarinov (1997, 2000); the proponents of constructivism in Russian anthropology, who took part in the discussion, included Sokolovski (1993a,b; 1994a,b; 1995); Tishkov (1997).


� For early treatment of the subject see Kushner (1949).


� See Kozlov (1967, 1974), Bromley (1983), Drobizheva (1985).


� See, for example, the works by Drobizheva (1994), Soldatova (1998), Lebedeva (1993)


( translated by Maria Solomon Arel and authorized by S. Sokolovski in March 2002.


�Letter from the President of the Republic of Tatarstan Shaimiev to the Minister of the Russian Federation V. Iu. Zorin, dated 2.9.2002 (No. 01-106). 


� Note to the translation : natsional’nyi in this context means ‘ethnonational’, or ‘ethnic’, and does not entail the idea of citizenship (S.S.)


�Contrary to the view expressed in the letter, historically, the category “Tatars” has always been a collective appellation, referring to Turkic-speaking populations of various backgrounds. At various times in the history of Russia, the category included Azerbaijanis, Karachaevs, Khakass, Shors, some of the Altai peopes, Crimean Tatars, Chulym, and others. Needless to say, that all these peoples do not have any  “common historical roots”.


�Krasnia kniga iazykov narodov Rossii. Entsiklopedicheskii slovar’-spravochnik (Moscow, Akademiia, 1994), 66-67.


�On the language of the Siberian Tatars, M. Z. Zakiev, author of the article “Tatarskii iazyk,” which appears in the latest academic encyclopedia of languages, wrote that “it [referring to the Siberian Tatar language -- S. S.] did not play an active role in the establishment and development of the norms of the Tatar  national literary language.” What was important in bringing together the Siberian and Kazan’ Tatars was the fact that “the word Tatar was always imposed on Siberian Turks as a unifying ethnonym, even though they [Siberian Tatars] do not consider it their name to this day.” Iazyki mira. Tiurkskie iazyki (Moscow, Indrik, 1997), 371.


�L. V. Dmitrieva, “Barabinskikh tatar iazyk,” Iazyki mira. Tiurkskie iazyki, 199.
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