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In Memoriam: Sidney Heitman, 1924-93

Sidney Heitman was a Jew from Mis-
souri whose parents were born in
Bukovina; aleft-leaningliberal when he
did graduate work at Columbia Uni-
versity during the height of the Cold
War; an urbane and increasingly politi-
cally disillusioned intellectual who
spent most of his academic years at a
small university in high plains country;
aman of decency, compassion and hon-
our inan era when those characteristics
oftenseemantiquated. Sid, inshort, was
a prototypical “marginal man.” He
exemplifed the person wholives in two
worlds, not feeling entirely comfortable
in either, but able to use his peripheral
social location as a vantage point for
peering insightfully into both.

Sid’s sense of marginality was evi-
dent in his choice of the two scholarly
topicstowhichhe devoted hisacademic
life. Approximately from the time of his
graduate work at Columbia until 1970,
he devoted most of his time to studying
and writing about Nikolai Bukharin,
Lenin’s designated successor and prin-
cipal victim of Stalin. Bukharin argued
strenuously in the 1920s for a gradualist

approach to Soviet economic develop-
ment. His accession to power would
certainly haveallowed the Soviet Union
to avoid Stalin’s worst crimes. Sid un-
derstood well the immense horror of
Stalinism. Butratherthan fallingblindly

into the Cold-Warriorism of many of his
contemporaries, Sid was able to envis-
age other historical possibilities. As a
result, he edited and wrote introduc-
tions to the English editions of some of
Bukharin’s main works, notably The
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ABC of Communism (with Evgeny
Preobrazhensky) (Ann Arbor: Univer-
sity of Michigan Press, 1988 [1966]) and
The Path to Socialism in Russia: Selected
Works of N.I. Bukharin (New York: Omi-
cron Press, 1967). He compiled the in-
valuable Nikolai Bukharin: A Bibliography
with Annotations, Including the Locations
of His Works in Major American and Euro-
pean Libraries (Stanford: Hoover Institu-
tion Press, 1969). He also wrote several
important articles on Bukharin, espe-
cially “Between Lenin and Stalin,” in
Revisionism: Essays on the History of
Marxist Ideas, edited by Leo Labedz
(New York: Praeger and London: Allen
and Unwin, 1962), which has been re-
printed in English and translated into
German. ‘

A distinguished Russianintellectual
who fell into the interstices of history
attracted Sid in the 1950s and 1960s. A
great interstitial movement of Soviet
citizens attracted Sid in the 1970s, 1980s
and 1990s: the unprecedented and un-
anticipated migration of Jews, Ger-
mans, Armenians, Pontic Greeks,
Evangelicals and Pentecostals from the
Soviet Union to Israel, Germany, the
United States, France, Greece and else-
where. Much attention was devoted to
the Jewish emigration movement by
Western scholars. Sid, however, was
one of the very few academics who was
able to see the Jewish emigration as part
of alarger set of political developments.

Hestudied themain ethniccomponents
of the emigration movement compara-
tively, demographically and histori-
cally, thus contributing enormously to
our appreciation of what the emigra-
tion movement might portend. His
main work of this period was The Third
Soviet Emigration: Jewish, German and
Armenian Emigration from the U.S.S.R.
Since World War II (Cologne: Bundes-
institut fiir ostwissenshaftlichen und
internationale Studien, 1987). He also
wrote often-cited articles on emigration
for Soviet Jewish Affairs, Nationalities Pa-
pers, Soviet Geography and other aca-
demic journals of the first rank. In all
these works he assembled his materials
meticulously and from an immense
range of sources without, however, ever
losing sight of the larger picture he felt

.compelled to sketch.

Sid served energetically on the edi-
torial board of Soviet Refugee Monitor
and Refuge. We will all miss his efforts
onbehalf of understanding the plight of
refugeesand emigrants from the former
Soviet Union. Iwill miss him personally
as a good friend, a man capable of sage
advice, sardonic wit and enormous
compassion. Sadly, but proudly, we
publish in this issue of Refuge Sidney
Heitman’s last inquiry into the move-
ment of people between two worlds.

Robert ]. Brym
Sociology, University of Toronto
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Irredentism and New Research Questions

In eastern Europe and central Eurasia
country boundaries are being redrawn
once again. Old empires are breaking up
into smaller components. And in these
newly created states, as well as in some
old ones in this region, a general trend
has been towards creating ethnic homo-
geneity to replace the ethnic mosaic that
existed there for centuries. Conse-
quently, members of ethnic minorities
havefelt compelled to return to thelands
of their ancestors. Thus hundreds of
thousands of ethnic Russians, dispersed
throughout the former Soviet empire,
have returned or are thinking of return-
ing to Russia. Similarly, Pontic Greeks,
Transylvanian Hungarians, Bulgarians
from Russia, and Ger-

Tanya Basok

researchers of international migration.
Ananalysis of theIsraeli situation, where
thistype of movementstartedintheearly
1970s and reached an unprecedented
scale in the late 1980s, provides a useful
comparison. Yet in many respects Isra-
el’s circumstances are unique. So as not
to confuse this type of repatriation with
thereturn of refugeestothe country from
which they have fled, I prefer using the
term “irredentism,” borrowing it from
Anthony Smith (1983).! This type of mi-
gration raises new questions in at least
three areas.

First, when irredentism occurs, the
analysis of a receiving country’s immi-
gration policy needs to include the im-

linked to national defence in the never-
ending Arab-Israeli conflicts. Similarly,
the Greek government was happy to re-
ceive GreeksfromRussiainordertostem
the “shrinking of Hellenism” caused by
the declining birth rates in Greece and
the assimilation of Greeks abroad
(Heitman, this issue). Thus the Greek
Ministry of Foreign Affairs formed a co-
ordinating service to propose a compre-
hensive plan for the reception of Soviet
Greeks, including setting up hospitality
centres, reception villages and housing
projects (Kokkinos 1991). However, in
other countries, due to the weight of eco-
nomic pressures, conationals have not
been so well received. In Hungary the
initial wave of

mans from Russia, Poland
and Romania have been
returning to their titular
states.

Free emigration has al-
ways been considered un-

As a distinct form of international migration, massive
repatriation of ethnic minorities to their ancestral lands poses
new questions for researchers of international migration.

Transylvanian
Hungarians pro-
duced profound
sympathy among
their conationals
in Hungary, who

acceptable by Soviet

authorities. However, family reunifica-
tion and repatriation have been allowed
for some groups. Thus Jews, Germans
and Greeks, as well as a small number of
Armenians, were abletoleave. Although
Soviet emigration policies have become
more open recently, there is still an un-
derlyingassumptionthatonlyabloodtie
or a community link warrants an exit
visa. More relaxed emigration regula-
tions put in place since 1987 have al-
lowed Poles, Bulgarians, and
Evangelical and Pentecostal Christians
to join the emigration movement.
(Heitman, this issue). Other ethnic mi-
norities, such as Transylvanian Hungar-
ians, have also felt the need to return to
their historic homelands. As a distinct
form of international migration, massive
repatriation of ethnic minorities to their
ancestral lands poses new questions for

Tanya Basok is a professor of Sociology and
Anthropology at the University of Windsor,
Ontario.

portance of nationalist sentiments, at-
tachments and their relative role vis-a-
vis other factors. On an emotional level,
it is difficult for the governments of re-
ceiving countries to turn down people
with whom they share ancestry. Butona
practical level, new arrivals may exacer-
bateexisting problems in these countries:
new postcommunist governments are
plagued with sky-high inflation, short-
ages of goods and unemployment;
Germany is facing economic problems
caused by reunification with East Ger-
many, making the arrival of ethnic
Germans from Russia and eastern
Europe undesirable (Salitan 1992, 102),
and Israel is experiencing tremendous
hardships in finding jobs and housing
for masses of Soviet olim. Those coun-
tries, with nationalist priorities welcome
ethnic “brothers and sisters” despite any
economic hardships they may inflict on
thereceiving country. A clearexampleis
Israel, where increased Jewish presence
in the region is welcomed because it is

offered these refu-
geeswarmreceptionand generousaid at
the governmentaland nongovernmental
level. However, housing shortages, high
inflation, unemployment and strained
social services have put a stop to this
policy of open reception (Noelte 1992).
Similarly in Bulgaria, even though na-
tionalist groups consider Bulgarianrefu-
gees arriving from Moldova and
Tadjikistan to be of strategic importance
in the areas where Turkish populations
are concentrated, the new government
perceives these migrants as a burden,
given its political and economic prob-
lems (lordanova, this issue). In Russia
there is no official policy to deal with
refugees to date (Orlova, this issue;
Ryvkina and Turovskiy 1993). But cer-
tain measures, such as domicile registra-
tion, are taken to regulate the movement
of refugees within Russia by channelling
them to underpopulated and underde-
veloped areas where their chances of
subsistence are very dim (Basok and
Benifand, this issue). At the same time,
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nationalist groups have formed commit-
tees to provide support for their
conationals who are forced to return to
Russia by discriminatory policies in the
former Soviet republics.

Some governments, hoping to slow
down the irredentist process, prefer as-
sisting their conationals to rebuild their
communities in the countries where they
reside. In 1990 and 1991, the German
government received over 500,000 eth-
nic Germans, two-thirds of whom were
from the former Soviet Union (World
Refugee Survey 1992), and at the present
time the German consulatein Moscow is
receiving almost 20,000 applications

der Stalin. The Georgian government
argues that Meskhetians should not be
allowed to return because there is no
land for them, the economy is too weak
to support them, and the migrants have
lost their Georgian culture and identity
(Jones, this issue).

Irredentism as a form of international
migration raises a second issue—the im-
pact of conationals’ irredentism on eth-
nic minorities in the receiving countries.
Settlement of Soviet olim on the occupied
territories was met with hostility by Isra-
el’s Palestinian population. The arrival of
ethnic Bulgarians has put Bulgaria’s
Turkish population on guard

Irredentism as a form of international migration raises a second
issue—the impact of conationals’ irredentism on ethnic
minorities in the receiving countries.

monthly. To discourage the out-migra-
tion of Russian Germans, the German
government is prepared to send finan-
cial aid to build the German Autono-
mous Republic in the Volga region
(Orlova, this issue). Similarly, the Bul-
garian government has sent aid to pro-
mote Bulgarian ethnic culture in
Moldova, Ukraine and Serbia
(Iordanova, this issue). Even Israel has
realized that it cannot continue inviting
the one to five million Soviet Jews in the
former Soviet Union to “repatriate.”
Therefore, with the help of American
Jewish organizations, Israel has been
providing aid to revive the Jewish cul-
ture and religion in the former Soviet
Union,

Inall theabove-mentioned examples,
nationalism has played a role in facilitat-
ing the immigration of conationals.
However, nationalistsentimentscanalso
prevent members of some minority
groups, who are defined as different
from the host, to return to the territories
from which they were originally forced
to leave.

The case in point is that of Georgia,
which rejects the territorial claims of
Muslim Georgians (otherwise known as
Meskhetian Turks) who had been ex-
pelled from Georgia to Central Asia un-

(Iordanova, this issue). The return of
thousands of Russians stirs up national-

ist sentiments and jeopardizes other eth-

nic minorities, such as Tartars,
Georgians, Armenians, Central Asians
and Jews who are living in Russia.
Finally, an interesting topicfor future
research is the social integration of mi-
grants who have the same ethnic back-
ground as the hosts. Social relations
between the migrants and their hosts will
depend in part on the extent to which the
former have been able to maintain their
ethnic culture and language in the coun-
try where they resided, and the extent to
which these have changed in the receiv-
ing country. As .in the case of Pontic
Greeks, the Pontic dialect is different
from modern Greek, making it difficult
for the migrants from the former Soviet
Union to integrate into the new society
(Vergeti 1991). Alternatively, cultural
andlinguisticaffinity would facilitate the
integration of new arrivals. However,
other circumstances may mitigate
against their full integration. Studies in
the field of ethnic relations (see Barth
1969, for instance) have led to
conclusions that cultural and linguistic
similarities are not sufficient to ensure
acceptance of migrants if there are
economic or political reasons for the

hosts to see them as different. Thus, for
instance, Soviet Jews found that they
were different from the sabras (Israel-
born Jews) and Jews who came to build
Israelbefore them (Horowitz 1989). Simi-
larly in Greece, Pontic Greeks from Rus-
sia found that they were perceived as
Russians and not as Greeks and conse-
quently they were socially marginalized
(Vergeti 1991; Voutira 1991). Empirical
research will allow us to outline those
conditions in which cultural differences
are ignored in order to define a migrant
groupasapartof “us,” and those circum-
stances under which slight cultural dif-
ferences are exaggerated so that new
arrivals are seen as “them.”

Note

1. Anthony Smith defines “irredentism” as
those nationalist movements thataim to unify
all conationals in one state. For him, the drive
behind this movement comes from those who
already reside in this state and who wish to
strengthen it and, in many cases, expand its
boundaries by adding the territory on which
their separated kinsmen reside, if this terri-
tory isadjacenttotheirs (Smith 1983, 222). The
sense in which I use this term is similar to
Smith’s in terms of results (with a possible
exception of the annexation of new territo-
ries), but the impetus for this movement in
many cases that I discuss comes more from
those outside their ancestral lands than from
those already living there.
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The Third Soviet Emigration, 1948-91

Sidney Heitman
Abstract

Since the end of World War 11, more than one and a half million citizens of the U.S.S.R. have emigrated to the West
ina unique and unprecedented movement called the “the Third Soviet Emigration.” Notwithstanding the political
and international importance of this exodus, it is not well known or understood today because it has not been
adequately studied until now. Thisarticle is intended to improve our understanding of the Third Soviet Emigration
by examining its background, evolution and dynamics.

_ Introduction!

Since the end of World War II, more than
one and a half million citizens of the
U.S.S.R. have emigrated to the Westina
unique and unprecedented movement
called the “Third Soviet Emigration.” In
contrast to preceding waves of refugees
from war and revolution, the Third Emi-
gration has been a legal, organized and
sustained movement of mainly three
national minorities—Jews, ethnic Ger-
mans and Armenians. Jews have reset-
tled mainly in Israel and the United
States, Germans in Germany and Arme-
nians in the United States.

The origins of the exodus go back to
the early postwar years, but the vast
majority of emigrants left after 1970,
when the Soviet government relaxed for
atimeits historicantipathy toits citizens’
free movement. Emigration was sharply
restricted between 1980 and 1986, but in
1987 the exodus revived and attained
unprecedented levels, whilenew groups
besides Jews, Germans and Armenians
joined the flight, altering its composition,
dynamics and patterns of resettlement.
These changes resulted from changes in
emigrants’ motivesforleavingand inthe
policies of the U.S.S.R. and the countries
of destination towards them, which not
only transformed the movement after
1985 but continue to shape post-Soviet
emigration today.

The Third Emigration is of wide in-
terest because of its profound signifi-
cance for the emigrants and its political
importanceforthe U.S.S.R. and the West.
For the emigrants, the movement has
beenliterally life-altering. Not only have

Professor Sidney Heitman was a professor of History at
Colorado State University and a member of the
editorial advisory board of Refuge.

they successfully escaped from condi-
tions they considered inimical to under-
take the hazards and hardships of
emigrating and resettling in foreign
places, but they have, for the most part,
successfully established new lives and
identities in the free and open West. At
the same time, the exodus has played a
major role in internal Soviet politics and
foreign policy, particularly since the ad-
vent of detente.

Throughout the 1970s, the levels and
composition of Soviet emigration quotas
were widely viewed as a barometer of
East-West relations and a measure of
Soviet compliance with its human rights
obligations under a number of interna-
tional agreements the U.S.S.R. has
signed. Between 1980and 1989, the ques-
tion of emigration figured centrally in
negotiations between the U.S.S.R. and
the West over such major issues as nu-
clear arms control, mutual trade and ex-
changes, and the resolution of regional
conflicts, with progress towards resolv-
ing them directly linked by the West to
the Soviet record on emigration. Since
the dissolution of the U.S.S.R.,
post-Soviet—or so-called “fourth
wave”—emigration continues to be a
major concern of both the successor
states and the West and cannot be prop-
erly understood without an awareness
of the movement that preceded it. Not-
withstanding its interest and impor-
tance, however, the Third Emigration is
not as well known or understood as it
should be because it has not been thor-
oughly studied until now. Virtually
nothing has been written in the former
U.S.S.R.onwhat hasbeen a taboo subject
untilrecently, and though thereisalarge
body of Western literature dealing with
various aspects of the movement, these
works are limited in scope and of uneven

quality and reliability. As a result, im-
portant questions concerning the exodus
have few or no answers, and the signifi-
cance of recent changes in the movement
and their implications for the future are
not adequately understood.?

The purpose of this article is to pro-
vide a better awareness of the Third
Emigration. It is based on research in
libraries, archives and private collections
in the United States, Europe and Israel,
and on information provided by various
Western specialists, officials and inform-
ants. Though new information on the
subject is now becoming available, most
of this study was conducted before the
breakup of the U.S.S.R. and had to de-
pend primarily on non-Soviet sources of
information. '

Of the many questions raised by the
Third Emigration, this article is con-
cerned for the present with its history,
dynamics and consequences. Specifi-
cally, it deals with four aspects of the
movement, namely (1) the background
and special character of the Third
Emigration; (2) the evolution of the exo-
dus from its origins in 1948 to the disso-
lution of the Soviet state in 1991; (3) the
causes and dynarmics of emigration; and
(4) Soviet emigration policy and its
determinants.

Background and Character of the
Third Emigration

At the outset, certain unique characteris-
tics of the so-called “Third Emigration”
need to be clarified. First, it should be
noted that the term itself is a misnomer,
for the exodus of Soviet Jews, Germans,
Armenians and others since World War
11 is not the third such movement but the
first. This is not simply a semantic
distinction, but one of substance and
importance.
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From the inception of the Soviet re-
gime tothe present, some twenty million
persons have migrated from the U.S.S.R.
inaseries of movements of various types.
To place the Third Emigration in histori-
cal perspective, Table 1 lists thirty-one
selected out-migrations involving
around thirteen million persons and
ranging from the flight of refugees, the

repatriation of citizens of other countries,
the transfer of populations resulting
from geopolitical changes and forcible
expulsions to voluntary emigration per
se (see Table 1). Two of these external
population movements have come to be
knownin the Western literature of Soviet
history as the “first” and “second” emi-
grations—namely, the flight of 1.5 mil-

Migration Movement

European refugees from the same
Jewish refugees and displaced persons
Jewish emigrants

Swedish repatriates

0 ® NG W=

Nazi-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact

11. Karelian Finns transferred to Finland
12. Ukrainian displaced persons

displaced persons

16. Germans expelled from East Prussia
to postwar Poland
Carpatho-Ukraine to Czechoslovakia
exchanged spies and prisoners, etc.

21. Jews transferred to Poland

22. Jewish legal emigrants

24, German legal emigrants
25. Armenian legal emigrants

27. Spanish repatriates
28. Greek repatriates

29. Korean repatriates
30. Pontic Greek legal emigrants

Sources:

Law, Tel Aviv University, 1977).

Table 1: Selected Migrations From the U.S.S.R. Since 1917

Russian refugees from revolution civil war and famine
Polish refugees, displaced persons and repatriates to Poland
German emigrants escaping forced collectivization

German Mennonite, Lutheran and Catholic emigrants
Germans transferred from Soviet territory under terms of the

10. World War II Russian refugees and displaced persons

13. Estonian, Latvian and Lithuanian refugees and

14. Swedish repatriates from Estonia and Latvia to Sweden
15. Ingermanlanders transferred to Finland

17. Poles transferred from prewar eastern Poland
18. Czechs and Ukrainians transferred from Volhynia and

19. Repatriated prisoners of war and captive forced labourers
‘| 20. Defectors, escapees, self-exiles, binational spouses,

23. Germans transferred from East Prussia and Memel

26. Polish repatriates (including 14,000 Jews)

31. Evangelical and Pentecostal legal emigrants

Benjamin Pinkus, “The Emigration of National Minorities from the USSR in the
Post-Stalin Era,” Soviet Jewish Affairs 13, no. 1 (1983): 3-36; Eugene M. Kulischer, Europe
on the Move: War and Population Changes, 1917-1947 (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1948); and Z. Alexander, Immigration to Israel from the USSR (Tel Aviv: Faculty of

Estimated No. Time
of Persons Frame
1,500,000 1917-22
250,000 1918-22
1,500,000 1918-25
5,600 1920
33,500 1921-25
70,000 1922-41
21,000 1923-26
900 1928-29
396,000 193941
2,000,000 1939-45
415,000 1940-44
150,000 1941-45
2,300,000 1941-47
6,000 1942-43
18,000 194345
500,000 1944-45
4,000,000 1944-47
63,000 1945-47
unknown 1945-?
unknown 1945-?
50,000 1946
789,400 1948-91
3,000 1950-51
563,400 195191
87,600 1956-91
250,000 1956-59
5500 1956-60
5500 1956-79
3,500 1963-79
37,300 197991
25,700 1984-91

lionrefugeesfrom therevolutionsof 1917
and its aftermath, and of two million dis-
placed persons during World WarIl (see
items 1 and 10, Table 1).

Why these two refugee movements
are called “emigrations” when they do
not fit the usual conception of a historic
emigration per se is not clear. Nor is it
clear why they have been given consecu-
tivenumerical designations even though
they are separated by twenty years and
by other migrations. It is also not clear
why the exodus of Jews, Germans and
Armenianssince1948iscalled the “Third
Emigration” as though it has some se-
quential or functional relation to the
other two, which it does not. The fact is
that the so-called Third Emigrationisnot
like any other movement but is unique
and unprecedented and therefore the
first such exodus since 1917. If it has an
affinity with a preceding emigration, itis
with the exodus of Jews, Germans and
others from the Russian empire in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
turies, but not with those after 1917. This
distinction is important because it raises
questions concerningthe causes, dynam-
ics and consequences of the so-called
Third Emigration that do not arise with
other movements. Notwithstanding the
inaccuracy of the term, however, I will
use it herewith the provisos noted rather
than coin a new term that would confuse
the issue further.

A second distinctive characteristic of
the Third Emigrationis thatit proceeded
for more than forty years despite the fact
that it ran contrary to Soviet policy con-
cerning free movement by citizens of the
U.S.S.R.andintheabsence of alegal right
to do so. To emphasize these points, it is
useful to cite two authorities on the sub-
ject of Soviet emigration. Alan Dowty,a
specialist on international migration, has
written:

Soviet opposition to emigration ...
grows out of historical traditions of
isolation and immobility and basic as-
pects of Marxism in the Russian set-
ting: the focus on state power and the
collective interest, the call for mobili-
zation of the entire public, the sense of
being besieged by a hostile world, the
belief that departure is an act of be-
trayal, the instinctive closure of com-
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munication with the outside, the reser-
vation of foreign travel—asin the time
of Catherine the Great—as an elite
privilege. As elsewhere in post-World
War II Eastern Europe, it was rein-
forced by war losses, a declining birth
rate, labor shortages, and ethnic con-
siderations.?
Nonetheless, since 1948 more than one
and a half million Soviet citizens were
permitted toemigratelegally tothe West.
Writing in 1975, George Ginsburgs, a
specialist on Soviet constitutional law at
Rutgers University School of Law,
explained this apparent anomaly as fol-
lows:

To appreciate the problem properly,
one must bear in mind that, in Soviet
Law, a citizen does not possess a right
to emigrate at will. To be sure, the
concept of emigration is not unfamiliar
toSovietauthorities. Thus, the Regula-
tions on Entry into the USSR and Exit
from the USSR ... of 19 June, 1959, no.
660, specify that exit from the USSR of
Soviet citizens is permitted on the
strength of passports for travel abroad
or substitute documents accompanied
by an exit visa furnished by the union
of Republican Ministries of Foreign
Affairs, diplomatic missions of the
USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the
Ministries of Internal Affairs of the
USSR, the union and Autonomous
Republics, and their organs, depend-
ing on the official position of the inter-
ested citizen, his passport category,
and location at the time of issuance of
the visa.... Exit visas are issued in ac-
cordance with the established proce-
dure on the basis of a written petition
from the individual citizen desiring to
go abroad on private business. Special
instructionsfortheapplication of these
Regulations, with respect to the issu-
ance of documents and visas by the
USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs and
its subordinate agencies, were to be
issued by the USSR Ministry of For-
eign Affairs in consultation with the
USSR Ministry of internal Affairs and
its affiliates in the Republics and
Autonomous Republics was to de-
pend on rules laid down by the USSR
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Com-
mittee on State Security and the Minis-
try of Defence.

The obvious implication of the di-
rective is that exit from the USSR, even
permanent residence is both possible

and legitimate—whenever thecompe-
tent institutions approve a personal
request to that effect. The last word,
however, rests with theadministrative
authorities, and without their consent,
the application must fall. What is
more, the Regulations do not indicate
what criteria govern the whole proc-
ess, presumably leaving these to be
defined by the aforementioned sup-
plementary departmental instruc-
tions, but meanwhile furnishing the
averagecitizen wantingto departfrom
the USSR no clue as to how the system
is supposed to operate, what type of
official treatment his bid might en-
counter, and what results he can
expect.

Hence, where, on a number of oc-
casions, an opportunity to leave the
USSR has been granted to specific cat-
egories of Soviet nationals, the epi-
sodes have duly been viewed as
unique concessions and not sympto-
matic of any public recognition of the
inherent freedom of the individual to
emigrate. Inasmuch, then, as Soviet
law has sanctioned the emigration of
various people over the years, the phe-
nomenon represents, and locally has
alwaysbeen perceived as, anincidence
of political dispensation constituting a
special privilege conferred on the in-
terested party by the organs of the state
and not something that a person can
claim unilaterally independently of or
in opposition to the regime’s express
wishes.*

The 1959 regulations were revised
twice—once in 1970 and again in 1986.
The 1970 revisions, adopted in anticipa-
tion of a substantial increase in Jewish
emigration, added fees and charges to
the emigration process, but did not alter
the provisions of the 1959 regulations.
The 1986 modifications, issued on the
eve of a meeting of the signatories to the
Helsinki accords of 1975 in Vienna to
review compliance with their human
rights provisions, also changed no basic
provisions of the 1959 regulations, but
only simplified and streamlined some of
the emigration procedures. Thus, until
recently, emigration historically hasbeen
a privilege dispensed or withheld by the
Soviet government at its discretioniin an
arbitrary, unpredictable and ambiguous
manner. The departure of more than one
and a half million Soviet citizens for the

West since 1948, therefore, is alegal aber-
ration rather than a norm, permitted by
the authoritiesbecause of perceived ben- .
efits to the state at various times, not
because ofacommitmenttobasichuman
rights. In May 1991 a new law was
adopted by the Supreme Soviet of the
U.S.S.R,, making emigration a legal right
for all Soviet citizens, but its status was
ambiguous for a long time because its

~ effective date was deferred to January .

1993.

A third distinctive characteristic of
the Third Emigration is the fact that the
privilege of leaving the U.S.S.R. hasbeen
granted until recently almost entirely to
only three groups of citizens based on
their ethnicidentity, namely Jews, ethnic
Germans and Armenians. Recently
Pontic Greeks and Evangelical and Pen-
tecostal Christians have also been per-
mitted toemigrate, but theirnumbersare
small compared to the others. It should
also be noted that even when these
groups were permitted to leave, their
departure was officially justified as spe-
cial cases involving repatriation or fam-
ily reunification so as to sidestep the
antipathy to emigration per se and to
avoid establishing a precedent of free
movement that others might seek to
follow. Thus, until the adoption of the
1991 law on foreign travel—and even
since then—emigration has been dis-
guised by the Soviet authorities and
treated as a unique concession to only
selected Soviet citizensforreasonsand in
ways that will be seen below.

With these distinctive characteristics
of the Third Emigration in mind, the
discussion now turns to the evolution of
the movement from 1948 through the
end of 1991.

Evolution of the Third Emigration

Viewed in historical perspective, the
Third Emigration has passed through
four stages since its inception, each
marked by changes in the numbers, eth-
nic composition, motives and destina-
tions of the emigrants, on the one hand,
and in the policies of the Soviet govern-
ment and the countries of resettlement
towards them on the other (see Table 2).

The first stage (1948-70) was one of
relatively low levels of emigration dur-
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ing which only 59,600 persons, or 4 per-
cent of the 1,507,600 total emigrants who
left the U.S.S.R. through the end 0f 1991,
emigrated over a span of twenty-three
years for an average annual exodus of
2,600 persons. The second stage
(1971-80) was one of greatly expanded
emigration, during which nearly
one-fourth of the total emigrants left the
Soviet Union (347,300 persons, or 23 per-
cent) foran annual average of 34,700 per-
sons. The third stage (1981-86) saw a
sharpreductioninemigration when only
44,100 persons left the US.S.R, or 2.9
percent of the total, foranannual average
of 7,300 individuals. The fourth period
was one of unprecedented levels of emi-
gration, during which more than one
million persons emigrated between 1987
and the end of 1991, or nearly three-
fourths (70.1 percent) of the total, for an
annual average of 211,300 emigrants.

After 1991 thenumbers, composition,
destinations and other aspects of the
movement changed greatly, reflecting
the deep changes that swept the former
Soviet Union and raising questions as to
whether these developments were es-
sentially an extension of the fourth stage
of the Third Emigration or the start of a
new and substantively different “fourth
wave” of Soviet emigration.

Table 3 summarizes the results of the
resettlement of Soviet emigrants from
1948 through the end of 1991. It should
be noted that until the research for this
article was undertaken, there was no
composite tally anywhere of emigrant

destinations such asthelisting presented
in Table 3. During the first stage of the
exodus, all Jewish emigrants went to Is-
rael, except for 14,000 Polish Jews who
were permitted to return to their homes
in Poland. During the second stage, only
two-thirds of them resettled there, the
remainder going mainly to the United
States. In the third and fourth stages,
increasing numbers of them chose the
United States over Israel (see Table 3).

Overall, between 1948 and 1991,
518,600 Jews (65.9 percent) resettled in
Israel, 223,900 (28.4 percent)inthe United
States and 46,900 in other countries (5.9
percent).

All German emigrants resettled in
West Germany between 1948 and 1989,
except 1,000 persons who went to the
GDR in the 1980s, but who were inte-
grated into the unified Federal Republic
in 1990. Armenians resettled in France,
the United States, the Middle East,
Greece and elsewhere, while Evangeli-
cals and Pentecostals went mainly to the
United States and Greeks to Greece. Ta-
ble 3listsand analysestheseresettlement
patterns.

Causes and Dynamics of
Emigration

Turning to the causes and dynamics of

Soviet emigration, the discussion deals

with each of the emigrant groups in turn.

Jewish Emigration®

On the eve of the rise in Jewish emi-
gration in the early 1970s, there were an

estimated two million Jews in the
U.S.S.R. consisting of three main
groups—Asiatic, Western and so-called
“core” or “heartland” Jews. Asiatic Jews
lived in Central Asia and the Caucasus
region, where they observed traditional
cultures and religious practices. West-
ern Jews, who were more numerous and
lived in territories annexed by the Soviet
Union during World War II (the Baltic
region, eastern Poland and Bessarabia),
also followed traditional culture and re-
ligion and were, moreover, strongly
Zionist. The largest group was the core
or heartland Jews, who had lived in Eu-
ropean Russia since 1917 and were by
1971 largely Russionized, secular and in-
tegrated. Small groups of Jewslived else-
where in the U.S.S.R. (such as in
Birobidjan), but most emigrants came
from the three main groups.

Soviet Jewsin 1971 were overwhelm-
ingly urban, well educated and dispro-
portionately representedin professional,
scientific and creative occupations,
which made them valuable to the Soviet
authorities, but did not shield them from
discrimination and persecution. Despite
their circumstances, however, they had
learned to adapt, for there could be no
thought of leaving the U.S.S.R. and no
place to go even if it had been possible to
do so.

To be sure, between 1948 and 1970
severalthousand elderly andinfirm Jews
were permitted to join relatives in Israel
as a result of pressure from the Israeli
government, and 14,000 Polish Jews

Table 2: Soviet Emigration by Stages, 1948-91
Evang. and

Period Jews Germans Armenians Greeks Pentecostal Others

1948-70 25,200 22,400 12,000 — — —

1971-80 248,900 64,300 34,000 — —_ —

1981-86 16,900 19,500 6,400 1,300 — _

1987-91 498,400 456,800 35,200 36,000 25,700 4,600

Totals 789,400 563,000 87,600 37,300 25,700 4,600
Proportion

of Total (%) 524 373 5.8 2.5 1.7 0.3

Sources: U.S. Department of State; embassies of Israel and Germany and Greek Press Office, Washington,D.C.; Internationale Gesellschaft fur

Menschenrechte, Frankfurt/Main; Hebrew Immigrant Aid Sociegy, and Armenian informants.

Period Proportion  Annual
Totals of Total (%) Average
59,600 40 2,600
347,200 23.0 34,700
44,100 29 7,300
1,056,700 701 211,300
1,507,600 100.0
100.0
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were repatriated to postwar Poland as
part of the massive population transfers
following World War II (see Table 1), but
these were exceptional cases that did not
alter the official proscriptions on volun-
tary emigration per se. The rationale of
family reunification set a precedent,
however, that was later invoked by the
Soviet authorities to justify emigration
by Jews and others in the 1970s.

Inthe late 1960s and early 1970s three
factors changed the status of Soviet Jews.
One was the rise of a virulent new wave
of official persecution in the U.S.S.R. that
caused alarm within the country and
alerted the West to the plight of Jews in
the Soviet Union.

The second was the stunning Israeli
victory in the 1967 Six-Day War, which
stirred Jewish pride and consciousness
throughout the world, including the
USSR, The third was the advent of
detente, which led to a relaxation of
East-West relations and of internal So-
viet political controls.

These developments encouraged at
firsta few and then a growing number of
Soviet]Jews to apply to emigrate to Israel
on the grounds of family reunification
recognized earlier by the government
and supported by several international
human rights agreements the U.S.S.R.
had signed. Surprisingly, the Soviet au-
thorities were amenable and relaxed the
banonleaving the country for thousands
of Jews who ostensibly sought to rejoin
relativesfrom whom they had been sepa-
rated by the war and its aftermath.

Thefirsttoleave were from the Soviet
periphery—Asiatic and Western Jews,
who went to Israel not only to escape
persecution but also out of religious and
Zionist motives. From the mid-1970s
onward, however, a growing number of
core Jews joined the exodus, not only to
avoid discrimination butalso to find bet-
ter personal and economicopportunities
in the West. These emigrants increas-
ingly “dropped out” in Vienna and other
transit points en route to Israel and reset-
tled mainly in the United States, where
they were offered sanctuary as political
refugees.

When detente broke down in the
early 1980s, the Soviet government
sharply reduced Jewish (and other) emi-
gration until 1987, when emigration lev-
els rose again, attaining unprecedented
levels. By this time most Jewish emi-
grants were clearly economic migrants
who chose to resettle mainly in the
United States, until the American gov-
ernment imposed immigration limits in
1990, diverting them then to Israel. Table
3 shows the cumulative results of these
shifting patterns of resettlement.

German Emigration®

The two million ethnic Germans in the
U.S.S.R. on the eve of the exodus of the
1970s were, like the Jews, a dispersed,
alienated national minority with a his-
tory of persecution under the tsars and
Soviets. Descendants of colonistsinvited
to Russia by Catherine the Great and
Alexander I in the late eighteenth and

early nineteenth centuries, they con-
sisted of two main groups—the Volga
Germans and Black Sea Germans,
named for the regions where they set-
tled. '

For a century after their arrival, the
colonists flourished, enjoyed favours
and exemptions from the state, and grew
in numbers. In the late nineteenth cen-
tury, they experienced economic re-
verses and lost their privileged status,
forcing thousands of them to emigrate to
the New World (paralleling the flight of
Russian Jews and others from Russia).
Those whoremained suffered successive
catastrophes during World War I, the
revolutions of 1917 and the civil war and
famine that followed, as well as Stalin’s
collectivization drive and terror in the
1930s.

There was a brief respite in the 1920s
during NEP, when a Volga German re-
publicand several autonomous German
districts were created, in which a vigor-
ous national cultural and religious life
flourished for a time. Ethnic Germans
also participated in Soviet politics and
held important posts in the Communist

arty.

World War II ended all organized
German life. When the Nazis invaded
the U.S.S.R. in 1941, Stalin accused the
Soviet Germans of treason and ordered
them deported to the east. Six hundred
thousand Volga Germans were sent to
forced labour camps in Siberia and Cen-
tral Asia and confined under inhuman
conditions. Their autonomous units

Jews
Years Israel US. Other?
1948-70 11,200 — 14,000
1971-80 156,300 83,400 9,200
1981-86 8200 7,800 900
198791 342,900 132,700 22,800
Totals 518,600 223,900 46,900

Table 3: Destinations of Emigrants by Nationality, 1948-91

Germans Armenians

FRG GDR uUs.

22400 —  — 12,000
63,300 1,000 34,000 —
19500 — 6,400 —
456,800  — 34,400 — 800
562,000 1,000 74,800 12,000 800

Other places where Jews have resettled include Canada, Europe, Latin America and Oceania.
¥Other places where Armenians resettled include the Middle East, Greece and the Netherlands.

France Other?

Sources: See Table 2.

Greeks Evan. & Pent.  Others
Greece U.S. Canada US.
1,300 100 — —
36,000 25,400 200 4,600
37,300 25,500 200 4,600
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were abolished, their property was con-
fiscated and their cultural and religious
organizations were closed. The Black Sea
Germans were overrun by the Nazis be-
fore they too could be deported, and
250,000 of them were evacuated by the
German government, resettled in Poland
and incorporated into the Third Reich.
After the war, all but 100,000 of them
were forcibly returned to the USSR,
where they were deported to the labour
camps in the east.

Though the end of the war ended the
pretext for their internment, the Ger-
mans were confined to the camps for
another decadeandreleased only in 1955
_ as a result of West German Chancellor
Konrad Adenauer’sintercession on their
behalf. They were permitted to resettle
in southwestern Siberia and Central
Asia, but they were prohibited from re-
turning to their former homes or seeking
restitution for lost lives and property. In
1964, the Soviet government granted
theman amnesty absolving the Germans
of the wartime charge of collective trea-
son, but the restrictions remained in
force. Their circumstances gradually
improved thereafter, particularly their
economicstatus, for their diligent labour
in agriculture and industry was highly
valued and well rewarded by the Soviet
regime.

However, they resented their con-
tinuing disabilities and the prohibitions
against restoring their prewar status and
property. Fearful of renewed persecu-
tion, some Germans sought to assimilate
into Soviet society, while others joined
dissident movements. Still others, how-
ever, inspired by the example of Soviet
JewswhowereemigratingtoIsraelinthe
early 1970s, also sought to escape the
U.S.S.R. by returning to their “historic
homeland” in West Germany.

Like the Jews, during the 1950s and
1960s several thousand Germans had
been permitted to emigrate to the Fed-
eral Republicunder pressure from Bonn.
To disguise the exodus and prevent set-
ting a precedent for general emigration,
the Soviet government justified it on the
grounds of “repatriating” former Ger-
man citizens and the reuniting of fami-
lies separated by the war. By 1968, these
early transfers came toanend whenrela-

tions between Moscow and Bonn cooled
(see Table 1).

In1969-70, theissue of Soviet German
emigration arose anew. Willy Brandt,
the new chancellor of West Germany,
inaugurated a new Ostpolitik and used
the rapprochement with the US.SR. to
press for, among other things, freer emi-
grationby Germans. Atthe sametime,a
group of Volga Germans who had been
rebuffed in an effort to have their prewar
autonomous republic restored, de-
spaired of improving their lot in the
U.S.5.R.and sought toemigrateenmasse
to West Germany. With the thaw
brought about by Ostpolitik and detente,
Moscow sought West German favour
and opened the gates of emigration for
Soviet Germans as it was also doing for
Jews. Between 1971 and 1980, a total of
more than 64,000 Germans emigrated
from the U.S.S.R.—more than a tenfold
increase over the preceding decade. Af-
ter 1980 the erosion of detente led to a
sharp decline in German (as well as Jew-
ish and Armenian) emigration, but after
1987 the exodus revived and attained
unprecedentedlevels. By theend 0£1991,
a total of 563,000 had left the U.S.S.R.
since 1948, all of them resettling in West
Germany (see Tables 1 and 2).

Armenian Emigration’

The causes of Armenian emigration are
distinct from those of Jewish and Ger-
man emigration (though not unrelated)
because the status of Armenians in the
Soviet Union in the 1970s was unique.
Since 1920, whenashort-livedindepend-
ent Armenian republic was annexed by
the Soviet Union, there has been a nomi-
nally sovereign Armenia in the U.S.S.R.
According to the 1979 Soviet census, 4.15
million of the world’s five million Arme-
nians lived in the Soviet Union, 70 per-
cent of them in their own national
republic. Within the Armenian S.S.R,,
Armenians comprised 90 percent of the
population, spoke their native tongue,
and observed their cultural, nationaland
religious customs with a high degree of
freedom, compared to other ethnic mi-
norities in the U.S.S.R. They also gov-
erned themselves, albeit under the
guidance of the Communist party, in
which native Armenians held high of-

fices; until recently, the Armenian S.S.R.
was one of the most prosperous repub-
lics in the Soviet Union. There were also
many well-educated Armenians who
boasted arich culturallegacy and ranked
high in scientific, creative and intellec-
tual achievements.

Why then did thousands of Armeni-
ansseek toleavethe U.S.S.R.? Atfirst, the
impetus for emigration came not from
native Armenians but from immigrants
to the Armenian S.S.R. during the post-
war years who had answered a call by
theSoviet authorities to former nationals
and others to return and help rebuild the
country. Among those who arrived be-
tween 1946 and 1960 were 250,000 Arme-
nians living in Europe, the Middle East,
North Africa and the Americas. Though
they had neverlived in the U.5.5.R,, they
considered Soviet Armenia their historic
homeland and religious centre and were
attracted by Soviet promises of generous
aid and hospitality.

Instead of housing, jobs and assist-
ance, however, they found a backward,
undeveloped country peopled by un-
educated and impoverished peasants
who spoke a different dialect and were
openly hostile to the newcomers. They
were forcibly billeted in the homes of
resentful natives or makeshift shelters;
their money and other valuables were
confiscated; and they were barred from
desirable positions in the economy and
administration by jealous local officials,
notwithstanding their education and
skills. When they protested thebreach of
faith, thousands of them were impris-
oned or exiled.

As aresult of their treatment, the im-
migrants remained apart from the local
inhabitants, nursed their grievances and
looked foran opportunity toreturn tothe
West. Thoughtheymadeimportantcon-
tributionsto the postwar economicboom
that transformed the sleepy Caucasian
republic into a modern, productive re-
gion and profited in the process, they
knew they could do better in the West
and awaited a chance to leave.

Such an opportunity arose in the
1950s for 12,000 Armenians, who had
immigrated from France, when the
French government pressured the Soviet
government to permit them to return to
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their former homes. Anxious to accom-
modate the French at the time, Moscow
permitted the petitioners to leave on the
grounds of “repatriating” former citi-
zensof another country soas toavoid the
official proscriptions against emigration
per se.

This movement ended by 1960, but
those Armenianswhoremained awaited
an opportunity to follow, which arose
when the Soviet government eased re-
quirements for emigration for Jews and
Germans in the early 1970s on the osten-
sible grounds of family reunification.
Armenians could also qualify for family
reunification because they left members
of their large extended families in the
West when they emigrated to the
USSR, and they began to apply in
growing numbers for the right to leave.
Surprisingly, the Soviets allowed them
to join the Jewish and German exodus,
and Armenian emigration peaked in
1980 with 14,000 persons. Immediately
thereafter, the wave declined along with
Jewish and German emigration, but, like
the two other groups, the number of Ar-
menians who left the U.5.S.R. rose again
after 1987 (see tables 1 and 4). Except for
thegroup that went to France, mostother
Armeniansresettled inthe United States.

Beginning around 1985, two other
groupsjoinedJews, Germans and Arme-
nians in emigrating from the US.S.R—
namely Pontic Greeks and Evangelical
and Pentecostal Christians (sometimes
referred to collectively, though inaccu-
rately, as “Soviet Baptists”).

Pontic Greek Emigration®

The 1989 Soviet census reported 344,000
Pontic Greeks living in fourteen union

republics of the US.S.R,, but unofficial
estimates place the number today at
500,000 to one million. These Soviet citi-
zens are descendants of Greek colonists
who settled the southern shore of the
Black Sea (Euxine Pontusin in ancient
Greek) during the eighth century B.C,,
where they were overrun by successive
waves ofinvaders. Inthe nineteenth and
twentieth centuries, they were perse-
cuted by the Turks and fled across the
Black Seato Russia. Many Pontic Greeks
supported the Bolsheviks in 1917 and
were rewarded with three autonomous
units, in which Greek cultural life flour-
ished untilthe 1930s when Stalinbrutally
exiled them to Central Asiaand resettled
them among hostile Muslim
populations. According to some esti-
mates, a third of a million Greeks per-
ished during this time. Perestroika and
glasnostimproved thestatus of the Pontic
Greeks, but they were so alienated by
then that the decline of the Soviet
economy and the rise of ethnic conflictin
the US.SR. in the late 1980s impelled
them toleave the country in emulation of
the Jews and Germans; like them, they
were one of the few national minorities
with a native “homeland” outside the
Soviet Union, though they had left it
more than two millennia ago.

The Greek government gladly inter-
ceded on their behalf and received them
as “repatriates” becauseit was anxiousto
stem the “shrinking of Hellenism” re-
sulting from declining birth rates in
Greece and the loss of ethnic identity
among Greek communitiesabroad. Dur-
ing the early 1980s only a few hundred
Pontic Greeks succeeded in leaving the
Soviet Union, but in 1988 the number

Table 4: Annual Soviet Emigration, 1987-91
Armenians Greeks Evangelical & Others

Year Jews Germans
Pentecostal

1987 8,200 14,500 3,300 500 50 50
1988 19,400 47,600 10,900 1,400 , 50 40
1989 72,500 98,100 10,800 6,800 14,000 70
1990 201,300 148,000 6,800 14,300 4,200 2,600
1991* 197,000 148,600 3,400 13,000 7,400 1,800
*Data for 1991 are approximate. Sources: See Table 2.

grewto1,365,in1989t06,791,andin 1990
to 14,300. Since then, approximately
15,000 immigrants have been received in
Greece annually (see tables 1 and 4).
Greek officials anticipate that 100,000
additional Pontic Greeks will emigrate
over the next several years and possibly
more if conditions in the former U.S.S.R.
continue to deteriorate.

Evangelical and Pentecostal
Emigration®

- The second group to join the exodus

around 1985 was comprised of
Evangelicals and Pentecostals, members
of a conservative branch of Russian fun-

. damentalist Christianity. An estimated

half million of them live in the U.S.S.R.
today, where they work mainly in agri-
culture and industry. At various times
they have been persecuted, particularly
by Stalin and Khrushchev. In the 1980s,
several developments converged toiniti-
ate their emigration from the USS.R.
One was their lingering resentment over
past mistreatment, distrust of the Soviet
government despite the relaxation of
political repression by Gorbachev, and a
fear that his liberal reforms would be
followed by a new wave of repression
predicted in their sacred beliefs.
Another was a conviction that the
U.S.S.R. would be severely punished by
God for its sinfulness, and they wanted
to leave before this calamity occurred.
Some Evangelicals and Pentecostals sim-
ply wanted to escape the atheistic influ-
ences of Soviet society and to live and
worship freely, despite the adoption of a
new law providing forreligious freedom
in the U.S.S.R,, which they did not trust.
Against this background, three
events led directly to efforts by the
Evangelicals and Pentecostals to leave
the US.S.R. One was the conclusion of
the Helsinki accords in 1975, which com-
mitted the Soviet Union as a signatory to
comply with international norms of
human rights, including freedom of
movement. The second was theexample
of Soviet Jews and Germans who were
emigrating to the West in increasing
numbers in the 1970s and 1980s. The
third was the notoriety given to the “Si-
berian Seven”—the Pentecostal
Vashchenko family who took refuge in
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the American embassy in Moscow in
1978 and who were permitted to emi-
grate to the United States six years later.
Encouraged by their success, in 1985 sev-
eral Pentecostal families obtained photo-
copies of vyzovs (invitations) used by
Soviet Jews for emigration to Israel and
brazenly applied to emigrate to the
Jewish state at the Dutch embassy in

Moscow, which served as a proxy for the .

Israeli embassy, since the U.S.S.R. had
broken off diplomatic relations with Is-
rael during the 1967 Six-Day War. Curi-
ously and inexplicably, their petitions
were approved by the Dutch, Israeli and
Soviet authorities, and they left the
U.S.S.R. officially as part of a Jewish con-
tingent. When they reached Vienna,
where transit was provided for Jews en
route to Israel, they asked to go as refu-
gees to the United States instead and
were admitted by the American govern-
ment under its then liberal asylum
policy.

From 1985 to 1988, only 100
Evangelicals and Pentecostals left the
U.S.S.R,, butin 1989 the number grew to
nearly 14,000 as the Dutch, Israeli,
American and Soviet governments con-
tinued the charade, the first three out of
humanitarian motives, the U.S.S.R. for
still unknown reasons. When new re-
strictive U.S. immigration regulations
went into effect in 1990, however, the
numberof Evangelicalsand Pentecostals
admitted to the United States declined
along withthose of Jewsand Armenians,
butbetween 1985 and 1991, 25,700 Soviet
Christians succeeded in leaving the
U.S.S.R. (see Table 2).

Soviet Emigration Policy'?

Turning to the question of Soviet emigra-
tion policy, what has this policy been
over the forty-five years of the move-
ment, and how and why has it changed
since 1948? Why were some groups but
not others permitted toleavethe U.S.S.R.
despite official opposition to free move-
ment? What similarities and differences
have there been in the Soviet govern-
ment’s treatment of the several emigrant
groups and whataccounts for these simi-
larities and differences?

Important and interesting as these
questions are, the fact is that there are no

precise answers to them, for the Soviet
leaders have never publicly explained
their policies, reasons for which must be
inferred indirectly from other evidence.
Broadly speaking, certain parallels and
similarities may be seen in the treatment
of the three main emigrant groups at
various times, suggesting that Soviet

policy towards them was determined by -

broad general factors rather than by spe-
cial considerations depending upon the
nationality involved, as it has been
claimed by some authors, particularly
those dealing with Jewish emigration.

For example, during the first stage of
the Third Emigration (1948-70), Soviet
policy towards all three groups was the
result of foreign intervention—from
Israel on behalf of the Jews, from West
Germany on behalf of the Germans, and
from France on behalf of the Armenians,
as it has been seen. Despite ideological
and political opposition to emigration,
the Soviet governmentallowed amodest
exodus of the three groups in order to
placate these governments, but dis-
guised its capitulation and prevented
setting a precedent by justifying the de-
partures on the grounds of family reuni-
fication or repatriation, as mentioned
earlier. Influencing these decisions was
the fact that the 1950s and 1960s were a
time of dislocation and massive postwar
population transfers, into which the exo-
dus of a few thousand Jews, Germans
and Armenians merged without undue
official concern. Moreover, in the case of
Jews and Germans, most of the emi-
grants were elderly or infirm persons of
little value to the Soviets—and, indeed,
liabilities as pensioners.

During the second stage of the move-
ment (1971-80), three common factors
also appear to have influenced Soviet
policy towards Jewish and German emi-
grations, though quite different consid-
erations underlay policy towards
Armenians. The common factors affect-
ing Jews and Germans were certain in-
ternal Soviet developments, the actions
of Western governments onbehalf of the
two emigrant groups, and the influence
of Western public opinion.

One internal Soviet development
was the relaxation of political controls
that paralleled detente with the West af-

ter 1971. This was manifested in part by
the liberalization of emigration for Jews
and Germans, many of whose question-
able claims to family reunification were
winked at by the authorities. A second
internal development was a new assert-
iveness and activism on the part of pro-
spective Jewish and German emigrants,
who staged daring demonstrations, pre-
sented petitions and demands, and
openly courted foreign support from
various governments and publicfigures.
The Soviet government reacted to this
unaccustomed defiance with surprising
moderation and permitted increasingly
large quotas of emigrants to leave
throughout the seventies, as seen. Atthe
same time, the United States (which sup-
planted Israel as the main champion of
theSovietJews)and West Germany used
various forms of coercion and blandish-
ments to persuade Moscow to liberalize
emigration. '

The relations between the U.SS.R.
and the West during the 1970s has been
widely discussed elsewhere and need
not be reviewed here. Suffice it to say
that Western measures included, among
others, the offer or withholding of trade
and technological exchanges; thelinkage
of Soviet conduct concerning human
rights to the resolution of other interna-
tional issues; and public exposure of po-
litical repressioninthe U.S.S.R., to which
the Soviet government was sensitive in
those years.

The third factor was the impact of
Western public opinion, to which the
Soviet leaders appeared toberesponsive
for a time. Though its precise effect is
difficult to gauge, there is reason to be-
lievethatwide press coverageoftheissue
of humanrightsinthe U.5.5.R. in general
and of emigration in particular; activities
of Western supporters of the emigrants,
including demonstrations before Soviet
embassies and confrontations with visit-
ing Soviet representatives; parliamen-
tary declarations and denunciations;
public reminders of Soviet obligations
under the Charter of the United Nations
and the Helsinki accords; and even criti-
cism by European communists all
helped to persuade the Soviet leaders to
liberalize emigration policy between
1971 and 1980.
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With the erosion of detenteafter1980,
however, the Soviet authorities became
indifferent to their “image” in the West
and Western public opinion ceased to
exercise an influence. With the emer-
gence of a reformist policy under
Gorbachev, however, Western public
opinion again began to figure impor-
tantly in Soviet internal and foreign rela-
tions, and a liberalization of Jewish and
German emigration followed, as men-
tioned earlier.

While these factors help to account
for Soviet policy towards Jewish and
German emigration, they do not explain
Armenian emigration. Unlike the Jews
and Germans, the Armenians had no
foreign country or lobbyists in the West
working on theirbehalf. Onthe contrary,
the international Armenian diaspora
deplored emigration from the Armenian
S.S.R., which it considered its national
homeland and religious centre and
wanted to see strengthened. Why then
did the Soviet authorities permit thou-
sands of Armenians to leave during the
1970s in the absence of the forces that
shaped their policy towards Jews and
Germans?

There is no answer to this question,
for even members of Armenian commu-
nities in the West cannot explain it. Only
possible reasons have been suggested.
These include Moscow’s benign neglect
of Soviet Armenia; a desire by the Soviet
government and Armenian officials to
be rid of troublesome elements; an at-
tempt to dispel the impression that the
Soviets had “caved in” to Western pres-
sure on behalf of Jews and Germans by
permitting another nationality “ eligible”
for family reunification to leave; efforts
by the Soviet leaders to court Armenian
goodwill at home and abroad to encour-
age tourism and the hard currency it
earned as well as foreign investment in
the Armenian S.S.R.; and concern over
the strategic importance of Armenia in
the event of a conflict with neighbouring
Turkey or a flare-up of the volatile
Middle East.

Whatever the reasons, Soviet policy
towards Armenians changed after 1980,
as it did for Jews and Germans, and emi-
gration levels declined from the high
point reached in that year (see Table 1).

The main reason for the cutback un-
doubtedly was the breakdown of de-
tente, and the resumption of Armenian
emigration after 1987 was presumably
duetothethawunderGorbachev, aswas
the case with Jews and Germans (see
Table 4).

The motives of Soviet policy towards
the Pontic Greeks, Evangelicals and
Pentecostals are as obscure as those to-
wards the Armenians. It is known that
the Greek government intervened on
behalf of the Pontic Greeks, while the
United States actively supported the
Christians, and it can only be assumed
that there was no reason for Moscow to
refuse their emigration in modest num-
bers and risk alienating Washington and
Athens as long as it did not encourage
others to leave.

Summary

The discussion has traced Soviet post-
war emigration from its origins through
the end of 1991, analysing its causes and
dynamics and exploring Soviet emigra-
tion policy. Beginning in 1992 the mo-
mentous changes that brought about the
end of the Soviet Union also effectively
ended the Third Emigration per se. Out-
migration from the successor states of
theformerU.5.5.R. continued apaceafter
1991, of course, but the causes, composi-
tion, patterns, dynamics and directions
of the exodus changed so radically that it
nolonger resembled the movement until
then. Indeed, Western writers began to
alludetothestart ofanew “fourth wave”
of post-Soviet emigration in 1992 that
was expected to dwarfthe Third Emigra-
tion and inundate Europe with a horde
of refugees who would be joined by a
massive flight of others from eastern
Europe.!!

This flood has not materialized thus
far, though some observers believe it
may yet do so if conditions in the former
Soviet Union or eastern Europe deterio-
rate beyond a point of tolerance. In any
case, the distinctive features of the Third
Soviet Emigration and the forces that
brought it into being and sustained it for
more than four decades no longer pre-
vailed after 1991.

This article has sought to illuminate
the course and dynamics of the move-

ment while it was an active, influential

- force in Soviet and international affairs

and to place it in its proper historical
context. It also provides an indispensa-
ble background for understanding the
continued, albeit altered, flow of popula-
tion from the Soviet successor states and
the possible course of this migration in
the foreseeable future.

Notes

1. I wish to acknowledge the assistance of
Robert J. Brym of the Department of Sociol-
ogy, University of Toronto, who provided
invaluable suggestions and read and com-
mented on the text of this article.

2. Foradetailed treatment of Soviet emigration
and an extensive bibliography on the subject,
see Sidney Heitman, The Third Soviet Emigra-
tion: Jewish, German, and Armenian Emigration
From the USSR Since World War II (Cologne:
Bundesinstitut fur ostwissenschaftliche und
internationale studien, 1987).

3. AlanDowty, Closed Borders: The Contemporary
Assault on Freedom of Movement (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1987), 68.

4. George Ginsburgs, “Soviet Law and the Emi-
gration of Soviet Jews,” Soviet Jewish Affairs, 3,
no. 1 (1973): 4.

5. The literature on Soviet Jewry and Jewish
emigration is voluminous. This section is
based on various published accounts, includ-
ing A. Alexander, Immigration to Israel from the
USSR (Tel Aviv: Faculty of Law, Tel Aviv
University, 1977); Joel Cang, The Silent Mil-
lions: A History of the Jews in the Soviet Union
(New York: Taplinger Publishing Co., 1969);
Robert O. Freedman, ed., Soviet Jewry in the
Decisive Decade, 1971-1980 (Durham: Duke
University Press, 1984); William Korey, The
Soviet Cage: Antisemitism in Russia (New York:
Viking Press, 1973); Thomas E. Sawyer, The
Jewish Minority in the Soviet Union (Boulder:
Westview Press, 1979); and Victor Zaslavsky
and Robert J. Brym, Soviet Jewish Emigration
and Soviet Nationality Policy (New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1987).

6. This section is based on various published
and unpublished sources, including 30 Jahre
Lager Friedland (Hanover: Niedersachsischen
Minister fur Bundesgelegenheiten, 1975);
CDU/CSU Group in the German Bundestag,
White Paper on the Human Rights Situation in
Germany and of the Germans in Eastern Europe
(Bonn: CDU/CSU Group, 1977); Ingeborg
Fleischhauer, Die Deutschen im Zarenreich: 200
Jahre deutsch-russischer Kulturgemeinschaft
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlag Anstalt, 1986);
Adam Giesinger, From Catherine to Khrush-
chev: The Story of Russia’s Germans (Saskatch-
ewan: Marian Press, 1974); and Sidney
Heitman, The Soviet Germans in the USSR To-
day (Cologne: Bundesinstitut fur
ostwissenschaftliche und internationale
studien, 1981).

Refuge, Vol. 13, No. 2 (May 1993)

13

© Sidney Heitman, 1993. This open-access work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International
License, which permits use, reproduction and distribution in any medium for non-commercial purposes, provided the original author(s)
are credited and the original publication in Refuge: Canada’s Journal on Refugees is cited.



7.

This section is based on information from in-
formants and the following sources: Michael
J. Arlen, Passage to Ararat (New York: Farrar,
Straus and Giroux, 1975); Robert Mirak, Torn
Between Two Lands: Armeniansin America, 1890
to World War I (Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1983); Richard G. Hovannisian, Ar-
menia on the Road to Independence, 1918
(Berkeley: University of California Press,
1971) and The Republic of Armenia, vols. 1 and
2 (Berkeley: University of California Press,
1971, 1982); Claire Mouradian, “L'immigra-
‘tion des Armeniens de la diaspora vers la
Rusd’ Armenie, 1946-1962,” Cahiers du monde
russeet sovietique, no.1(1979), and De Staline a
Gorbachev, histoire d’une republique
sovietique: 1’Armenie (Paris: Editions
Ramsay, 1990).
Thissectionis based on information provided
by the Greek embassy in Washington, D.C,,
and on the following published sources:
“Greece Prepares for Soviet Migrants,” The
Financial Times (London) (January 7, 1990), 2;
“The Pontians Are Coming,” Athena (Athens)
(February-March 1990), 223; “The Descent of
Tens of Thousands,” Athena (Athens) (Febru-
ary-March 1990), 339-340 “Foreign Ministry,
Red Cross on Pontian Resettlement,” The
Daily Bulletin (Athena News Agency) (March
10, 1990); “EC to consider Aid for Pontian
Resettlement, “The Daily Bulletin (Athena
News Agency) (April 5, 1990); “Council of
Europe Loans Announced,” The Daily Bulletin
(Athena News Agency) (April 6, 1990).

Thissectionis based oninformation provided
by Dr. Kent R. Hill, executive director of the
Institute on Religion and Democracy; Serge
Dussof World Relief;and William C. Fletcher,
University of Kansas, and on W.C. Fletcher,
Soviet Believers: The Religious Sector of the Popu-
lation (Lawrence: Regents Press of Kansas,
1981), and Soviet Charismatics (New York: P.
Lang, 1985); Kent R. Hill, The Puzzle of the
Soviet Church: An Inside Lookat Christianityand
Glasnost (Portland: Multnomah Press, 1989);
and Walter Sawatsky, Soviet Evangelicals Since
World War 1I (Scottdale: Herald Press, 1981).

10. Soviet and international politics in the

11

post-World War Il period have been reported
widely in the press and in a large body of
writings on the subject that do not require
citation here.

See, forexample, “Winter Wanderers: Europe
Braces for Immigrants from a Hungry and
Chaotic Soviet Union,” Newsweek (December
15, 1990), 34-36; “Donations Gladly Ac-
cepted,” Time (December 19, 1990), 59; “West
Europe Braces for Migrant Wave from East,”
The New York Times (December 14, 1990), 6;
“Moscow Predicts 1.5 Million Will Move
East,” The New York Times (January 27, 1991),
4Y; “The Russians Are Coming,” The Econo-
mist (October 20,1990), 11-12; and Leon Aron,
“The Russians Are Coming ... and the West

Needs an Immigration Policy That Makes

Sense,” Washington Post (January 27, 1991),
C1L

Meskhetians:
Muslim Georgians or Meskhetian Turks?
A Community without a Homeland

Stephen F. Jones

Historical Background

Meskhetians are an ethnically heteroge-
neous group of peoples, including
Islamicized Georgians, Meskhi Turks,
Kurds, Turkmen, Khemshins and
Karapapakhs. This group of peoples
adopted the name Meskhetian after they
wereexpelledin1944to Central Asiaand
Kazakhstan on Stalin’s orders. The term
comes from the region in southern Geor-
gia where they lived before their expul-
sion. After expulsion from their
homeland and more recently from their
place of exile in Central Asia, the
Meskhetians are in serious danger of los-
ing their identity completely.

Meskheti is a mountainous region
located on the Georgian-Turkish border,
which originally extended almost as far
southas Erzerumin present-day Turkey,
but is now confined to Georgia’s south-
ern regions.! The original settlers were
the Meskhi, a Georgian tribe thatbecame
Christian in the fourth century along
with other Georgian groups. Until the
sixteenth century, the region, known as
Samcxe-Saatabago, was culturally and
politically part of Georgia. Occupied
from the sixteenth to nineteenth centu-
ries by the Ottoman empire, most of the
inhabitants, including the Armenian
Khemshin, adopted Islam. In 1829, the
northernpartoftheregion (nowinsouth-
ern Georgia) became part of the Russian
empire. By the time of the Russian revo-
lution, the area was occupied by
Gregorianand Muslim Armenians, East-
ern Orthodox and Catholic Georgians
(thelatterknown as “the Franks”), Geor-
gian Muslims (Sunni), Kurds and
Karapapakhs. In the 1920s, Soviet au-
thorities established Turkish language

Stephen F. Jones teaches at Mount Holyoke College
in South Hadley, Massachusetts, U.S.A.

schools for the inhabitants, and in the
1926 census, the majority Muslim popu-
lation, though ethnically originally Geor-
gian, was classified as (Azerbaijani)
Turkish. Later they were reclassified as
Azerbaijani, but in 1944, on the eve of
their deportation, classified as Turks
from Turkey.2

The Deportation

In 1926, “Turks” in Meskheti numbered
137,921; in 1944, the number deported,
which included other Muslim groups
suchastheKurds and Khemshins settled
in the region, was approximately
110,000. The inhabitants of over 220 vil-
lages were rounded up in one night and
packed into cattle trucks for the long
journey into exile in Central Asia and
Kazakhstan. Over 50,000 perished from
hunger and cold on the way or shortly
after arrival. They were dispersed in col-
lectives and state farms according to la-
bour needs, which led to the breakup of
many families and village communities.
Until 1956, they were under “special set-
tlement control,” which entailed regis-
tering at the special commandant’s office
twice a month. The Meskhetians were
never officially accused of collaboration
like the other exiled North Caucasian
peoples who were deported at the same
time, but they suffered the same restric-
tions on their civil rights.?

There are various hypotheses as to
why the Muslim Meskhetians were de-
ported. The commonly accepted view is
that they were removed in preparation
for Soviet plans to annex parts of north-
eastern Turkey.* One author suggests
that the deportation was directly linked
to historical Armenian claims for Turk-
ishterritory, and that the Soviet intention
was to incorporate the region into a
GreaterSoviet Armenia.>TheSoviet gov-
ernment claimed East Anatolian prov-
inces on behalf of both Armenians and
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Georgians from 1945-53. A third hypoth-
esisnot considered before touches on the
roleof Lavrentii Beria, whowasincharge
of the deportation. In the 1930s, he
launched a Georgianization campaign
against Ossetians and Abkhaziansliving
in Georgia. The “ethnic cleansing” of
Meskheti, which was followed by the
resettlement of native Georgians in the
region, may have simply been the most
violent part of Beria’s campaign to
“Georgianize” Georgia. It is interesting
to note that large areas of territory that
formerly belonged to the exiled North
Caucasians were annexed to Georgia in
1944-45.

Meskhetian Identity

The common fate of these peoples in ex-
ile led to a Meskhetian' consciousness
closely identified with a feeling of turkluk
or “Turkness,” although many still clas-
sify themselves as Georgian Muslims
rather than Meskhetian Turks. An angry
letter from a Muslim Meskhetian ad-
dressed to the Georgian government in
1991 suggested that the term “Meskhi
Turks” was a false one invented by the
Tsarist authorities to denationalize the
Georgians.® After 1956 when the
Meskhetians were granted passports,
most were entered as Azerbaijanis or
Turks. The 1989 census counted 216,000
“Turks” in the U.S.S.R., most of whom
are Meskhetians. Approximately 70,000
are classified as “ Azerbaijanis” and live
in Azerbaijan. The Meskhetians them-
selves claim a total of 350,000. The vast
majority are employed in rural occupa-
tions. After their expulsion from the
Fergana valley in Uzbekistan in 1989,
most Meskhetians were relocated to
Azerbaijan (40,000), Belgorod, Kursk,
Smolensk, Krasnodar, Stavropol and
North Caucasianregions. Inall, there are
currently 74,000 registered Meskhetian
refugees.

Meskhetians classified as “Turks”
speak Turkishastheir firstlanguage (84.7
percent in 1979). Forty-six percent claim
a good knowledge of Russian. The
Meskhetians never acquired territorial
autonomy, but from the early 1920s until
1935-36, instruction in local schools was
in Turkish. Thereafter, it was in
Azerbaijani. Initially, Meskhetians were

permitted tousethe Arabalphabet. From
1930, it was switched to the Latin form
and in 1935 to Cyrillic. While in exile,
they had to learn whatever local lan-
guage was used for instruction. They
were poorly integrated in Central Asia.
Most Meskhetians are Sunni Muslims,
although small numbers of Meskhetians
who were not deported in 1944 remain
Christians. Since the Meskhetians’ ex-
pulsion, the region has remained ethni-
cally and religiously mixed, with large
numbers of Armenians, Azerbaijanis
and Georgians living there.

Although the vast majority of
Meskhetians are Muslim and speak
Turkish, there is still confusion about
their identity. Since the nineteenth cen-
tury, there was a close association be-
tween religion and nationality, and by
the turn of the century, most Meskhetian
Muslims. considered themselves more
Turkish than Georgian, despite their
Georgian names.

The majority of Meskhetians today,
most of whom were born outside
Meskheti’s borders, call themselves
“Meskhi Turks.” But a significant minor-
ity, in its campaign to return to Georgia,
continues to identify itself as Georgian
Muslim. Meskhetian solidarity has been
undermined by a recurring conflict be-
tween those who take a pro-Turkish ori-
entation as against those who maintain
their “Georgianness.”

The Campaign to Return

In 1956 the Meskhetians’ punitive “spe-
cial settler” status was lifted, but unlike
the Greeks who were expelled from
Georgiain 1948, they were not permitted
to return to Georgia. Between 1945-68
the Soviet authorities continued their
public silence on the Meskhetians. It was
not until a decree of the Presidium of the
U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet in 1968 that the
Soviet authorities publically acknowl-
edged that the Meskhetians had been
deported and gave them the theoretical
right to live where they wanted. But at
the same time, the decree implied that
the Meskhetianshad now “takenroot” in
Central Asia, so there was no need for
them to move.”

Attempts to take advantage of the
right to return Meskhetians were con-

stantly thwarted. Between 1961-69, there
were six attempts by Meskhetian groups
tomovebacktosouthern Georgia, buton
each occasion they were forcibly ex-
pelled. To this day, despite an unrelent-
ing campaign to secure their return, very
few Meskhetians have been permitted to
do so. .

Like the Crimean Tatars with whom
they were in contact, the Meskhetians
organized their campaign well. Initially
ittook the form of petitions and meetings
with Soviet officials (144 in forty-five
years). They organized “meetings of the
people” on aregular basis. In April 1968,
for instance, 6,000 delegates gathered
near Tashkent for the twenty-second
gathering.

* After the disappointment of the May
1968 decree on rehabilitation, the Turk-
ish Association forthe National Rights of
the Turkish People in Exile, which was
formed by the Meskhetians in 1964, be-
gan to coordinate a more aggressive
campaign, including demonstrations,
appeals to international organizations
such as the United Nationsand Amnesty
International, renunciation of their
Soviet citizenship, and attempts to reset-
tle spontaneously in Georgia. Atthe end
of the 1960s, the Soviet authorities began
to arrest Meskhetian leaders, such as
Enver Odabashev (Khozrevanidze), a
founder of the Turkish Association for
the National Rights of the Turkish Peo-
ple in Exile, and threatened their meet-
ings with Soviet troops. In 1970, after the
movement’s Sixth People’s Assembly,
the Meskhetianleadership petitioned the
Turkish embassy to allow those
Meskhetians who wished to settle in
Turkey to do so. The Assembly also re-
leased a statement in which they argued
their right for a separate national
Meskhetian-Turkish Autonomous Re-
public or Region.

In the mid-1970s, the Meskhetians
linked up with Georgian human rights’
activists, Zviad Gamsakhurdia and
Merab Kostava, and with Helsinki moni-
torsin Russia whobegan tocampaignfor
their return. Such pressure may have led
to the resettlement of approximately 100
Meskhetian families to Georgia during
the 1970s, though none were allowed to
settle in Meskheti.
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After the Fergana events, Georgian
attitudes towards the Meskhetians
changed. Both the Georgian government
and former dissidents raised abarrage of
arguments as to why the Meskhetians
should not be allowed to return: there
was no land available, it would mean
uprooting Georgiansettlersin theregion,
the economy was too weak to support
them, they had lost their “Georgianness”
and their presence would only increase
interethnic tensions in the republic. A
new Georgian nationalism directed at
non-Georgians left theMeskhetians little
hope for return after 1989.8

The Current Situation

For two weeks in June 1989, Uzbeks in
the major cities of the Fergana valley,
who complained of reverse discrimina-
tion and who were resentful of local mi-
nority “privileges” led vicious attacks on
Meskhetian communities. Over 100
Meskhetians were killed in the riots, had
their property plundered, and thou-
sands fled for their lives. The violence
spread to Tashkent.

Many Meskhetians assert that the po-
grom was organized by local authorities
who were pressured into finding scape-
goats for the region’s high unemploy-
ment and “acute social problems”
associated with rapid population
growth.? As a result, the Supreme Soviet
set up a Commission on the Problems of
the Meskhetian Turks, which later that
year recommended that Meskhetians be
allowed to gradually return to Georgia.
TheMeskhetians, led by YusufSarvarov,
chairman of the Interim Steering Com-
mittee of the Turkish Association for the
National Rights of the Turkish People in
Exile, organized an All-Union confer-
ence in Moscow in May 1990. The sev-
enty-eight delegates created an All
UnionMeskhetian Society that reiterated
the callforareturn to their historichome-
land. Leading Georgian activists an-
nounced that only those with a Georgian
name, “orientation” and those who
could speak Georgian would be allowed
to return.10

Frustrated by the Georgians’ refusal
to accept them, in August 1990 approxi-
mately 800 Meskhetians gathered on
Georgia’s northern border and an-

nounced their intention to stage a
“peace” march to Meskheti through
Georgian territory. After negotiations

" with Georgians, the Meskhetian demon-

strators backed down because they
feared a violent reaction. Zviad
Gamsakhurdia, whose party was voted
into power with an overwhelming ma-
jority in October 1990, declared in
December that Meskhetians were “for-
eigners” and their arrival could only
cause “civil war and heavy bloodshed.”
The only Georgian party that cautiously
supported the Meskhetians’ return was
the small and uninfluential Ilia
C’avc’avadze Society. The Coordinating
Committee for the Association of Repat-
riated Meskhetians, formed in Georgia
in 1989, was intimidated into silence
during the Gamsaxurdia period. The
Meskhetians’ pro-Turkish orientation
increased and manybeganto petition the
Turkish embassy in Moscow for
emigration.

Since the removal of Gamsaxurdia in
January 1992 and the arrival of Eduard
Shevardnadze tohead the new Georgian
government, the Meskhetian situation
has slightly improved. In April 1992,
after negotiations with Georgia, Turkey
agreed to resettle 50,000 Meskhetians.
The Georgian State Council set up the
Commission on the Regulation of the
Problem of the Meskhetians, and in May
1992 it called on the Russian government
to protect Meskhetian refugees on its
territory from threatened attacks by
Kuban Cossacks. That same month,
Shevardnadze declared that Georgia
was prepared to resettle Meskhetians in
therepublicovera period offifteen years,
although he mentioned no numbers.1!

Despite these encouraging signs, it is
unlikely the Meskhetians will remain a
single community. The dispersion of
refugees is a real threat to their survival
as a separate people. Apart from the ap-
proximately 74,000 refugees in the cen-
tral regions of Russia, those remaining in
Azerbaijan and Central Asia continue to
be subject to assimilation pressures. The
Georgian economy, despite Shevard-
nadze’s statements, is not capable of tak-
ing on the extra burden of thousands of
new settlers. However, the Meskhetians’
survival to date suggests a tenacity that

may also pull them through this latest
national crisis. m
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Bulgarian Refugees from the Former Soviet Union:

In recent years, Bulgaria has been a
source of unprecedented out-migration
for two reasons. First, a large number of
ethnic Turks were expelled in 1989 and
their emigration is still continuing. Sec-
ond, political and economic turmoil in
Bulgaria have caused a large wave of
emigration. InMay 1992, Minko Minkov,
the director of the Sofia’s Demographic
Institute, estimated the recent out-migra-
tion tobe 400,000, although he admitted
that the actual figures would be known
only after a census in early 1993.2
Besides being a sending country, Bul-
garia has also gradually become a receiv-
ing country for refugees, some of whom
from the former Yugoslavia or from
Third World countries consider Bulgaria
only a temporary stopover in their long

journey tothe West. However, for others, -

Bulgaria is a final destination. These are
mostly members of the Bulgarian ethnic
minority from the former Soviet Union,
whohave decided toreturn to theland of
their ancestors. Bulgarians are similar to
many other minority groups from this
region. As noted by Brubaker, there will
be increased “pressure on other states
with substantial numbers of co-ethnics
in the former Soviet Union—notably
Poland, Greece, Korea, Finland, Hun-
gary and Bulgaria—to grant ‘their’ peo-
ple preferential immigration and
citizenship status.”3 But little has been
done to date by Bulgarian authorities
who, due to the country’s economic
problems, seem reluctant to assist arriv-
ing refugees. While the government has
been slow in setting up policies and pro-
cedures for Bulgarians fleeing from the
former Soviet Union, some nationalist
groups from the areas with ethnic unrest
provide shelter for the newcomers, thus

Kustodinova Iordanova is a visiting scholar at the
Women's Studies Program, University of
Ottawn.

A Troubled Return

Kustodinova Iordanova

strengthening the Bulgarian presence in
these regions.

Bulgarians settled in Moldova,
Ukraine and southern Russia during the
five centuries of Ottoman domination,
particularly in the nineteenth century.
According to the 1989 census, there was
atotal of 372,941 ethnic Bulgarians in the
U.S.5.R. Most of them—233, 000—lived
in Ukraine. In Moldova there was a resi-
dential community of 89,000 Bulgarians
in the so-called Budjak area in Southern
Bessarabia, between the Prut and
Dniester rivers. There were about 33,000
Bulgarians in Russia and approximately
16,000 in Central Asia. Most of the latter,
together with other nationalities, were
forced to move there from Crimea dur-
ing the Stalinist era.* There are also Bul-
garian communities even at the Far East
island of Sakhalin.

In 1991 some scholars began discuss-
ing the Bulgarian exodus. Kuzin wrote
that even though neither Moldovan nor
Ukrainian Bulgarians had direct access
toBulgaria, theirjourney through Roma-
nia was not impossible to imagine, given
aperceived orreal peril broughtaboutby
conditions in the U.S.S.R.5 Until now
there has been no exodus of Bulgarians
from Ukraine. Reports on Ukraine donot
mention significant problems experi-
enced by the Bulgarian minority there.
Instead, they point to the establishment
of basic cultural facilities among ethnic
Bulgarians and attempts to harmonize
interethnic relations.t

However, recent developments in
some other areas have driven many peo-
ple of Bulgarian descent from the trou-
bled territories. These people seek
resettlement in Bulgaria. Most refugees
flee areas of ethnic clashes in Moldova
and Tadjikistan. According to Ivan
Doundarov, chairman of the Union of
Bessarabian and Tauric Bulgarians, in
the first half of 1992 over 200 families
arrived from Bessarabia, 2,000 from

Tadjikistan, and another 3,000 families
were expected to come from Bessarabia
by early 19937

The situation of Bulgarians in the
Moldovan conflict differs from that of
the Gagauz minority.2 While only 17 per-
cent of Gagauz approve of President
Mircha Snegur, as many as 70 percent of
Bulgarians approve of him,® yet others
have switched their loyalties. Whereas
they supported the Moldovan state in
the past, they have gradually become
supporters of the independent Dniester
republic. Some Bulgarians were victims
in the June and July 1992 clashes in
Bendery, where about 5,000 Bulgarians
live. According to some reports, more
than fifty Bulgarians were killed in the
conflict.1The Bulgarian town of Parkani
was constantly caughtinacross-fire. This
has moved the Bulgarian government to
protest'! and to send a 5 million leva
(about Can. $250,000) inaid to thetown'’s
11,000 Bulgarian-speaking residents.
Furthermore, some Bessarabian Bulgar-
ians have been drafted against their will
to fight against other Bulgarians on the
Ukrainian side of the Dniester region
conflict. Emigration to Bulgaria was seen
as a solution to many Bulgarians caught
in this interethnic clash.

The current Bulgarian citizenship
law datesback to 1968, Eligibility isbased
on the proof of Bulgarian descent and
knowledge of the Bulgarian language. It
is difficult for Bessarabian Bulgarians to
acquire citizenship, partly because in
most cases they have no available docu-
ments to prove their Bulgarian origin.
Furthermore, they are not sufficiently
proficient in Bulgarian. “Untilnow nota

‘single application for citizenship re-

ceived from Bulgarians has been ap-
proved,” reported Nora Dimova in July
1992. She predicted alarge refugee wave
from the Dniester region, but she ob-
served that the Bulgarian government
was not ready to deal with it.12
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TheBulgarian presshas reported that
some 8,000 ex-Soviet Bulgarians have
applied for Bulgarian citizenship.!* Most
of them felt sceptical of their chances of
receivingit soon.4In the meantime, they
were not entitled to work and had to
depend entirely on the generosity of lo-
cal people, who themselves were experi-
encing economic difficulties. The
Bulgarian press has also reported that a
growing number of students from
Bessarabia were studying in Bulgarian
secondary and postsecondary institu-
tions. This was seen as a temporary alter-
native solution to seeking asylum.
According a BBSS International Gallup
poll that surveyed 1,461 Bulgarians liv-
ing in Moldova and Ukraine, 64 percent
of the respondents believe that Bulgaria
cares about them, but only 26.4 percent
hope to acquire Bulgarian citizenship,
and 56 percent of the respondents have
expressed interest in sending their chil-
dren to school in Bulgaria.}

“Doomed to oblivion by the
pro-Soviet totalitarian regime for many
years in the past, Bulgarians living in the
former red empire today are getting
more and more attention from the state
and public circles in Bulgaria,” wrote B.
Nyagulov.!¢ It seems, however, that the
state and the public’s views about assist-
ing Bulgarians who are fleeing from the
former Soviet Union differ significantly.
The government seems more concerned
about protecting ethnic minority rights
of Bulgariansin the former Soviet Union,
rather than assisting arriving refugees.
The Bulgarian government has signed
agreements on guaranteeing the preser-
vation of the Bulgarian culture with Rus-
sia (in August 1992), Moldova (in
September 1992) and Ukraine (in Octo-
ber 1992). According to some reports, in
September 1992 the Bulgarian govern-
ment decided tocreateanagencyrespon-
sible for outlining state policies for
Bulgarian refugees.’” However, given
the resignation of the UDF government
in November 1992, the two-month-long
parliament crisis and the recent appoint-
ment of a new government, supported
mostly by pro-communist forces, the
creation of an effective institution to deal
withthe problemsof refugees might very
well remain only a good intention.

Atthe sametime, some publicsectors
have started demanding a quick radical
solution to the growing refugee crisis.
There is widespread criticism of the gov-
ernment’s failure to respond to refugee
issues. At a September meeting of the
Independent Public Committee for Na-
tional Issues, most of the participants
expressed concern about Bulgaria’s un-
preparedness to receive large groups of
ethnic Bulgarians.!® They argued that
steps taken to promote ethnic culture in
Terakliya (Moldova), Bolgrad (Ukraine),
and in Caribrod (Serbia)’? were inad-
equate. Rodolyubetz, a group of nation-
alist Bulgarian intellectuals, is gaining
force.?2 In November 1992, 2,000 of its
members signed a petition requesting
that the government grant citizenship to
those Bulgarians from Bessarabia and
Tavria who wish to apply for it. They
insisted that ethnic Bulgarian refugees
be admitted to the country and provided
with settlement assistance. They also re-
quested that the Ministry of External
Affairsnegotiate financial compensation
for refugees for the properties they left
behind and that duty charges be waived
for any belongings they may wish to
bringintothe country.?! Velko Valkanov,
an independent candidate at the 1992
presidential election and a well-known
nationalist who enjoys the support of
ex-communists, suggested that refugees
of Bulgarian descentbeallowed tostayin
the country without any restrictions im-
posed on them as foreigners, and that
they be eligible for citizenship. His other
proposal included settling them in areas
designated by the state.Z

While intellectuals pressure the gov-
ernment into providing recognition of
and assistance to Bulgarian refugees,
other organizations have tried to help
these people. It seems that the nationalist
organizations take the problems of the
refugees most seriously. In their view,
helping ethnic Bulgarians from the
former Soviet Union to settle in Bulgaria
isnot only a patriotic duty but also a way
to strengthen the Bulgarian population
in areas of tension with ethnic Turks.
Newspaper reports indicate that newly
arrived refugees from Moldova and
Tadjikistan receive assistance from the
local population and settle mostly in

areas like Kurdjali, Krumovgrad,
Ivailovgrad, Haskovo, Pliska, Shoumen
and Dobrich; that is, areas where most
ethnic Turks live. At a July 1992 press
conference in Kurdjaly, Bessarabian Bul-
garian refugees noted that the only or-
ganization that defended their interests
was the extreme nationalist All-National
Committee for Defence of National In-
terests.23Similarly in anotherregion with
a large Turkish population, Haskovo,
members of this organization helped
Bulgarians fleeing ethnic war in
Dushanbe, Tadjikistan, in August1992.%
This creates resentment among ethnic
Turks. According to Major Ivan Toshev,
the presence of ethnicBulgarian refugees
“was met with suspicion by certain po-
litical forces.” Among themisthe Move-
ment for Rights and Freedoms, the party
of ethnic Turks, which has considerable
political clout in the region.?

So while the government has put off
resolving the problems of ethnic Bulgar-
ian refugees, nationalist groups have
been most generous in offering assist-
ance to them, which may provoke con-
flicts between the refugees and ethnic
Turks, who are returning to Bulgaria af-
ter their recent out-migration. It is quite
possible that one group of exiles (ethnic
Bulgarians fleeing from the former So-
viet Union) will be challenged by an-
other group with a difficult exile
experience (Bulgaria’s ethnic Turks).
Bulgarian refugees are allowed to stay in
Bulgaria as long as nationalist groups
can make use of them to shift the balance
in existing ethnic conflicts. However,
nothing yet suggests that the Bulgarian
government is prepared to promptly
deal with theissue of permanentresettle-
ment for these refugees in a way that
would protect them from new clashes.
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A Sketch of the Migration and
Refugee Situation in Russia

Irena Orlova

This article briefly analyses migratory
processesin Russiainthe 1990sand looks
at the following problems:

* the impact of migration on the coun-
try’s population size and composition
causes, effects and composition of mi-
gration within the former U.S.S.R.

* the dynamics of emigration and the
distribution of emigrants among
major recipient countries

* special features of the 1992 emigration

* the impact of emigration on Russia’s
intellectual structure .
Today’s migratory processes reflect

the general crisis that envelops the Rus-
sian polity, economy and culture.
Streams of refugees and involuntary
migrants are pouring into Russia from
the republics of the former U.S.S.R. (the
so-called “near abroad”), giving rise to
new and unprecedented problems and
changing the country’s socio-demo-
graphic structure. Migration processes
have begun to exert a substantial effect
on the structure and size of the country’s
population.

For many years, natural increase was
the main factor affecting population
growth, although, since the mid-1970s,
more people have been arriving in Rus-
sia than have been leaving it. Thus
between the 1979 and 1989 censuses the
Russian net migration equalled 180,000
people annually, but the contribution of
net migration to population increase
never exceeded 19 percent in a given
year.

The picture has changed consider-
ably in the last few years. Thisis duetoa
sharp decline in the birth rate and in-
creased mortality. As a result, migration
has become a much more important fac-
tor influencing population growth. In
1990-91, a third of the total population

Irena Orlova isa researcher at the Russian Academy
of Science’s Institute of Socio-Political Research
in Moscow.

increase was due to the net migration
balance (see Table 1). In 1992, the inflow
of refugees and involuntary migrants
more than doubled. Even so, it could not
outweigh losses due to lower birth rates
and higher mortality rates. Thus in 1992,
forthefirst time since World Warll, there
was an absolute decline in the size of the
Russian population. Between 1991 and
1992 the Russian population shrank by
71,000 people (see Table 1).

Sincethe mid-1970s peoplehavebeen
arriving in Russia mainly from Central
Asia, the Transcaucasus and Kazakh-
stan. In 1992, the migration wave from
the Baltic countries increased by a factor
of three. Among migrants, the propor-
tion of refugees is constantly growing.
On January 1, 1993 the Ministry of Inter-
nal Affairs registered 362,000 refugees—
1.6 times as many as in 1991.! Russians
accounted for 44 percent of the total, Ar-
menians for 18 percent, Meskhetian
Turks for 8 percent, Ossetians for 7.9 per-
cent and Azeris for 2.5 percent.

The main motives prompting this
tidal wave of refugees and migrants are
socio-economic, ethnic and political.?
Interethnicrelations havebecomeaggra-
vated, nationalist organizations and par-
ties have been galvanized, and
discriminatory laws have been passed
concerning citizenship and language in
the former Soviet republics—all this in
the context of rapidly deteriorating eco-
nomic conditions and political instabil-
ity. In early 1992, interethnic conflicts
were cited as the main motive for going
to Russia by 70 percent of migrants from
Azerbaijan, 64 percent from Tajikistan,
63 percent from Georgia, 51 percent from
Uzbekistan, 50 percent from Armenia, 47
percent from Latvia and 36 percent from
Moldova.

In 1992, nearly two-thirds of the mi-
grants from the near abroad who cited
the aggravation of interethnic relations
as their main motive for leaving were
Russians. In addition, fully 78 percent of
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people who abandoned their permanent
places of residence inside Russia due to
interethnic conflicts were Russians. They
lefttheterritories of Chechen-Ingushetia,
Dagestan, Tuva and North Ossetia.

It has been estimated that the flow of
Russian-speaking people from the
former Sovietrepublicsand thenon-Rus-
sian regions of the Russian Federation
may result in the involuntary migration
of anywhere from 400,000 to two million
Russian-speaking people to Russiain the
next four or five years. These figures rep-
resent roughly a third of the emigration
potential of Russian-speaking people in
the near abroad.? Are Russians in Russia
ready to receive their compatriots? The
clear answer is no. Russia has neither the
experience nor the legal basis for immi-
grant absorption, neither the economic
resources nor the will. The machinery for
receiving refugees has not yet been de-
vised and official organizations are
barely interested in solving the problem.
The problem is particularly acute in'the
already-tense southern region of Russia
(North Ossetia, Krasnodar territory,
Stavropol territory and Rostov region),
where nearly 70 percent of migrants
were concentrated in 1992. In those ar-
eas, refugees and involuntary migrants
compete with local populations in the
markets for consumer goods, labour and
housing, provoking new centres of
ethnosocial tension, this time in the terri-

It would none-
theless be incorrect
to offer a simple
negative evalua-
tion of the conse-

quences of forced 1990 1991 1992**
migration. The | Arrivals for permanent residence from:

growth of the able- the near abroad 9372 7807 8450
bodied population | - ey countries 02 02 02
could create fa- ‘ .

vourable opportu- Departures for permanent residence to:

nities for improv- the near abroad 669.9 6409  646.4
ing the economic all other countries 1036 883 1029
activity of regions | Change in Russia’s population 5020 161.6 71.6
suffering from la- | Net migration balance 1640 516 959

bour shortages.
Such positive con-
sequences can,
however, be real-
ized only if practi-

** Preliminary estimate

Changes in the Russian Population Due to Refugees and
Involuntary Migrants, 1990-92 (in thousands)*

*The figures include arrivals and departures for work and study.

Table 1

cal steps are taken

at all levels to organize the transporta-
tion, reception, housing and employ-
ment of migrants. To date, this has not
happened to any significant degree.’
Such processes are developing sponta-
neously, bringing to naught all possible
positive consequences of forced migra-
tion to Russia.

Let us turn now to emigration from
Russia. Actual emigration rates are now
high. The potential is still higher. Esti-
mates of the potential emigration are
characterized by a great range of opin-
ion—from halfa million to five millionin

1993. French social scientists have esti-
mated that fully 25 million Russians will
pour out of the territories of the former
U.S.S.R. to Western countries in the near
future. However, this conclusion ap-
pears farfetched to the inside observer.
According to the Demography Centre of
the Russian Academy of Science, only 2
to 6 percent of Russians living in the near
abroadintend to settlein the West. Yet 38
to 40 percent of Russians in Moldova,
Armenia and Tajikistan, and nearly 20
percent of Russians in Georgia and
Kyrgyzstan wish to leave those repub-

tory of Russia itself.* the territory of the former US.S.R in  lics. Onthisbasis, one may conclude that
. :rable 2': . Figure 1: Emigration from Russia, 1987-92
Sov1et-]ewnsh Em:grahon and By Main Recipient Country (in '000s).
Resettlement, 1990-92
103.8 102.9
Year Israel U.S. Others*  Total B Other Countries AN POTTY
E3 uUsa AN 8e. AN,
1990 181,800 6,500 13,000 201,300 B Germany A T Ex“"x":
1991 145,000 46,000 6,000 197,000 Tarael k;%;‘:ﬁ Ea:g,:,%
1992 67,500 40,800 43,800 152,100 A N
o
*Includes Germany, Canada, New Zealand, Aus- NANAAA A A
tralia, South Africa, Latin America, efc. 47.8 A AN ~
A N ATAYATATA
Source: Sidney Heitman, “Jewish Emigration AN A
from the Former U.S.S.R. in 1992,” unpub- A
lished paper (Fort Collins: Colorado State Uni- 207
versity, Department of History, 1993), drawing <
upon data from the Israeli embassy, Washing- 9.7
ton, D.C,, Israeli Consulate General, New York; | | E=aazw] FEEEEEEEE — EREEEEEEEE] Lo
Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society; and U.S. De-
1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992

partment of State.

Source: See endnote 7
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Russia, notthe West, will bereceiving the
overwhelmingbulk of migrants fromthe
former Soviet republics. Survey data
analysed by the Commission of the Euro-
pean Community and by a Canadian
social scientist corroborate that conclu-
sion. The latter estimated the emigration
potential of Russia at 4.6 percent of the
population, or 6.8 million people.®

Of course, there exists a very great
differencebetween expressing the desire
to emigrate in a survey and the realiza-
tion of that desire. Actual emigration
from Russia is estimated not in the mil-
lions but in the thousands. In 1992 it
reached 102,900 people, exceeding the
level of the previous year and nearly
reaching the level of the peak year, 1990
(see Figure 1). I estimate that in the near
future the level of emigration from Rus-
sia will vacillate around 100,000.

Emigration from Russia by Main
Recipient States

Current emigration from Russia is
largely restricted to Germans and Jews.
Indeed, so many people have emigrated
from these two groups that they have
been substantially eroded as important
components of Russia’s ethnic structure.

Comparing 1991 and 1992, we see
that the number of Russian citizens de-
parting for Germany hasnearly doubled.
That is because the whole complex of
problems associated with ethnic Ger-
mans in Russia has not been solved and
there is no solution in sight, while Ger-
many has not established any quota for
the entry of ethnic Germans. In addition,
as we will see, there has been a recent
upsurge in the number of Russian Jews
going to Germany.

According to data from the Consular
Service of the German Embassy in Mos-
cow, nearly 20,000 Russian Germans are
now applying for exit visas every month.
To weaken this influx of emigrants, Ger-
many insists on concluding an agree-
ment with Russia concerning the
“restoration of German statehood” in
Russia, by which it means the creation of
a German Autonomous Republic in the
Volga Region. For the purpose of solving
this problem the president of the Russian
Federation issued a decree concerning
the creation of a Russian-German settle-

Table 3: Russian Emigrants,
June 1-September 30, 1992,
by Occupation, For Individuals
over Fifteen Years of Age

Number Percent
Engineers and other
technical workers 1,223 6.1
Lecturers, teachers,
educators 984* 49
Medical professionals 750" 3.7
Students of institutes of
higher education and
technical schools 576 2.9
Economists, .
accountants, clerks 455 23
Directors of enterprises
and cooperatives 315 1.6
Researchers 257 13
Subtotal: Skilled 4,560 22.8
Workers 6,137  30.7
Pensioners 4266 214
Unemployed 2,509 126
| Others 1,700 8.5
No information - 797 4.0
Subtotal: All others 15409 772
Total 19,969 100.0
*Of these, 65 worked at institutes of higher
education.
**Of these, 350 had higher education.

ment in the Volga Region. Local admin-
istrators have, however, blocked this
process, using political instability and
theresults of areferendum carried outin
the region as an excuse.

The second main feature of emigra-
tion in 1992 is a decline in the number of
Jewish emigrants from 197,000in 1991 to
152,100 in 1992.8 (These and the follow-
ing figures refer to Jewish emigration
from the entire former U.S.S.R.) This de-
cline is due largely to a sharp drop in the
number of Jews leaving for Israel, which
fell from 145,000in 1991 to 67,500in 1992.
This decline was due mainly toincreased
unemploymentinIsraeland the worsen-
ing of the conflict between Palestinians
and Israeli Jews. There was alsoamodest
declineinthe number of Jewsemigrating
tothe United States from 46,000in1991 to
40,800 in 1992. Interestingly, however,
the number of Jews going to other coun-
tries increased sharply from 6,000 to
43,800. That is largely because Germany
began accepting more than 10,000 Rus-

sian-Jewish immigrants per year (see
Table 2).

It is difficult to estimate the conse-
quences of emigration for Russia’s
intellectual and scientific strength,
sociodemographic structure and so
forth. Wemay, however, draw some pre-
liminary conclusions on the basis of
available data. Some 54 percent of the
emigrants who left Russia during the
month of June 1992 had higher or techni-
cal secondary education. Meanwhile,
amongmigrants within Russiaand those
coming from the near abroad, persons
withsucheducation constitutedless than
40 percent of the total.’?

These figures suggest that Russia is
suffering a net loss of intellectual re-
sources because skilled specialists can-
not find work under present economic,
political and ethnic conditions—or at
least they are not satisfied that they can
realize their creative potential. Table 3,
which gives a detailed occupational
breakdown of Russian emigrants for the
period June 1-September 30, 1992, the
only period for which such dataareso far
available, adds weight to this view.

At present, the emigration of highly
trained specialists is constrained to a cer-
tain degree by the growing opportuni-
ties for forming enterprises in Russia. A
significant number of highly trained spe-
cialists are becoming entrepreneurs.
However, Western countries are very
interested in Russia’s intellectual re-
sources. They may be inclined to formu-
late immigration criteria that will
increase the size of the Russian brain
drain and, as an unintended conse-
quence, increase illegal immigration of
nonspecialists, especially to Europe.1?

Notes

1. Unless otherwise noted, data are from Infor-
mation Bulletin N17-1-16/11 (Moscow: State
Statistics Board of the Russian Federation,
January 14, 1993).

2. Thisisaccordingtoresearchconductedbythe
State Statistics Board of the Russian Federa-
tion and the Ministry of Internal Affairs in
Russia’s twenty-three territories. Ninety-two
thousand respondents aged sixteen and over
who arrived in populated areas of these terri-
tories were questioned.

3. This is according to the Long-Term “Migra-

tion” Programme of the Russian Federation (Mos-
cow: May 18, 1992), 6.
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4. [Izvestiya (November 3, 1992).

5. See, however, Rozalina Ryvkina and
Rostislav Turovskiy, The Refugee Crisis in
Russia, edited by Robert J. Brym and trans-
lated by Patricia Patchet-Golubev (Toronto:
York Lanes Press, 1993).

6. Robert]. Brym, “The Emigration Potential of
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland
and Russia: Recent Survey Results,” Interna-
tional Sociology 7, no. 4 (December 1992),
387-95.

7. Based on data from the State Statistics Board
of the Russian Federation and the Ministry of
Internal Affairs of the Russian Federation.

8. Sidney Heitman, “Jewish Emigration from
the Former U.S.S.R. in 1992,” unpublished
paper (Fort Collins: Colorado State Univer-
sity, Department of History, 1993).

9. Information Bulletin N17-1-16/4 (Moscow:
State Statistics Board of the Russian Federa-
tion, January 14, 1993). In June 1992, an addi-
tional questionnaire concerning
sociodemographic characteristics was in-
cluded in the departure coupons. Beginning
in 1993 this information will be analysed ona
quarterly basis.

10. See The Social and Socio-Political Situation in
Russia: Status and Prognosis (Moscow: Insti-
tute of Socio-Political Research, Russian
Academy of Science, 1993), 60-61.

Troubled Settlement of Refugees in Russia

Tanya Basok and Alexander Benifand

At present, there are 500,000 officially
registered refugees in Russia, although,
according to some estimates, the actual
number may be as high as a million.!
These refugees experience significant
problems with housing and employ-
ment and their movement is limited by
propiska or domicile registration.

In their recent report, Ryvkina and
Turovskiy claim that “the domicileregis-
tration situation for refugees in most ar-
easisnotbad.”? Yet their conclusions are
contradicted by a number of other ana-
lysts.3 According to a researcher with
Helsinki Watch in New York, domicile
registration has been declared unconsti-
tutional, but the Constitutional Over-
sight Committee allowed cities to
continue this practice in order to main-
tain public order.* Thusitseems thatany
city council may use its discretition to
decide whether refugees will be allowed
to settle in it or not. With respect to
Krasnodar in particular, in their August
1992 report, the Helsinki Watch notes that:

The Krasnodar region has recently be-
come a magnet for displaced persons
escaping ethnic violence in the Cauca-
sus.... In response to this influx of dis-
placed persons, theregionallegislative
body adopted a resolution that offi-
cially banned issuing new residence
permits.... Last year the public pros-
ecutor of Krasnodar lodged a protest
against the city’s ban on issuing new
residence permits. Instituted in 1988,
thebanis still in effect. City authorities
indicate that they do not welcome any
interference from Moscow in their in-
ternal city affairs....>

There are ten million families in Rus-
sia who do not have adequate housing,
Their waiting list is regulated by domi-
cile registration. According to Tatyana
Regent, the head of the State Migration
Office of Russia (formed in June 1992),

Tanya Basok is a professor of Sociology and Anthro-
pology at the University of Windsor in Ontario.

Alexander Benifand is a visiting research fellow at
the Centre for Refugee Studies.

eliminating the domicileregistration will
be unfair to these people and can be
viewed as a violation of their human
rights. At the same time, some regions
have been heavily depopulated and un-
derdeveloped and refugees are consid-
ered theonly hopefortheirrevival 6 Thus
refugees have been offered domicile
registration if they agreed to go to de-
populated and agriculturally underde-
veloped regions. According to Viktor
Prevedentsev, an acclaimed Russian
demographer who started studying in-
ternal migration in the 1970s, this is
against their basic human rights. He ex-
plains: “Russians in the ex-Soviet repub-
licslive mainlyinlargecities, for the most
part in republican capitals. They are in-
tellectuals engaged in the production,
scientific and humanitarian [liberal arts]
spheres, or skilled workers. But those
who have moved into Russia are being
sent primarily into the rural hinterlands
of the regions, which have lost their
population. The idea is to make them
work inagriculture. No greater mockery
of people and common sense could have
been devised.”” But the problem is not
only one of adjustment for these urban
dwellers or a lack of skills in agricultural
production. The problem is that they
have not received the financial aid re-
quired to start up rural activities and
build houses. Lidia Grafova, a journalist
and a refugee advocate since the late
1980s, reports that funds allocated to
refugees and transferred by the Central
Bank to local authorities, are not distrib-
uted. Refugees are told that these funds
have not been received yet, or that they
were going to be used to cover the ex-
penses of the referendum. According to
the most recent information, the allo-
cated funds, even if distributed, would
cover only the needs of barely 20 percent
of therefugees.® Older people areamong
the most disadvantaged as their old-age
pensions are not restored. An elderly
refugee from Tadjikistan reports that
their one-time emergency aid was 1,000
rubles per person,® whereas old-age pen-
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sions in Russia have been raised to a
minimum of 8,000 rubles. In Grafova’s
words, theemergency aid offered torefu-
gees was largely symbolicunderthe con-
ditions of the soaring inflation in the
country.?

An example of a Russian teacher and
her family who fled from violence in
Tkvarcheli, Georgia, and who were set-
tled in a rural farm in the Belgorod re-
gion, provides anillustration. Whenthey
arrived, they did nothave housing orany
means of subsistence. When they re-
* quested assistance from an organization
called Sootechestvenniki (“Compatri-
ots”), they were told that the 200,000 ru-
bles promised by the government would
hardly cover the cost of a house founda-
tion and that they would require addi-
tional 2 million rubles to build a house.!!
Yet, more aid is not forthcoming.

Accordingto TatyanaRegent, thelaw
on refugees, passed in February 1993 af-
ter the December ratification of the UN
Convention on refugees and enacted on
May 2, 1993, is idealistic and cannot be
implemented under the present condi-
tions. She claims that the economic con-
ditions were not considered when the
law on the definition of and assistance to
refugees was passed and that it is purely
symbolic at the moment. She fears that
there willbe a giganticinflow of refugees
and that without adequate financial
means, regional authorities would be
inundated. New measures would have
to be taken that would undermine the
refugee law. The government of Russia
has allocated 24 billion rubles for 1993,
yet the actual requirement is 180 billion,
according to Regent. She concludes that
the government is unable to fulfil its ob-
ligations to the refugee population.}?

Refugees settling in smaller towns
and rural areas have experienced signifi-
cant problems in finding jobs. As
Ryvkina and Turovskiy report, the un-
employment rate of refugees in Russia
“is tragically high at about two-thirds of
the labour force.”3 Consequently, there
hasbeena growth inillegal agencies that
exploit refugees by ‘helping’ them find
employment under slave-like condi-
tions." Compounding the problemisthe
social rejection by the local population.
As Grafova reports, “On their own Rus-

sian territory, the refugees have heard
the same words they heard in the former
republics from which they fled—get out
of here.”?® Similarly, Ryvkina and
Turovskiy report that there have been
steadily growing tensions between local
populations and refugees. Refugees are
perceived in pejorative terms and are
often believed to engage in illegal activi-
ties.’® Moscow has become a virtually
closed city. The mayor of Moscow has
signed an order thatrequiresregistration
for new arrivals who have their perma-
nent residence outside Russia within the
borders of the former U.5.S.R. or who do
not have a permanent place of residence.
Twenty-four hoursafterarrivingin Mos-
cow, a person willhave to presenta pass-
portandaformindicating the purpose of
the visit and the intended length of stay.
(Initially, it can be up to forty-five days,
after which an extension is possible up to
a maximum of one year.) Staying longer
than twenty-fourhhours withoutregister-
ingcarries the threatof aheavy fine. If the
purpose of the visit is commercial or in-
volves other income-producing activity
not stated on the original registration
form, a person can be fined ten times the
regular fine or be jailed for up to fifteen
days.” This regulation gives authorities
the right to expel undesirable people
from Moscow.

The official draft Constitution of the
Russian Federation contains a point
about the freedom of movement of its
population. Yet Viktor Perevedentsev
estimates that it will take twelve years for
the transition to take place.’® Whether
such a transition will occur at all will
depend on a number of factors, includ-
ing availability of jobs, housing and con-
sumer goods in Russia.

It seems that, given the lack of hous-
inginbigcitiesand thedepopulationand
underdevelopment of rural areas, domi-
cile registration is unlikely to be can-
celled. Without propiska refugees cannot
settle in many Russian cities and towns.
They are forced to go to those areas that
lack adequate infrastructure for decent
housing or employment. At the same
time, the government is unable to pro-
videfinancial assistance todevelop these
regions. As mentioned earlier, often
when federal authories allocate some

funds for refugees, they end up in the
hands of local officials. Millions of Rus-
sian-speaking minorities in the former
Soviet republics are therefore trapped.
Many experience an infringement of
theirrights, yet they are afraid to migrate
to Russia, knowing that their basic sub-
sistence needs will not be met and that

‘they may be socially rejected.
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Who Wants to Leave Moscow for the West?
Results of an October 1992 Survey

In 1976, underground author Boris
Khazanov wrotethat his “generation has
grown up with the conviction that it is as
difficult to leave the Soviet Union as it is
to throw a stone so high that it will not
return to the earth.”! Now, only sixteen
years later, Russia may be on the verge of
implementing anew emigrationlaw that
will, with few qualifications, allow peo-
ple to move freely out of Russia as tour-
ists, temporary workers and permanent
emigrants.

Not surprisingly, Russian and West-
ern observers are deeply concerned
about the potential size and implications
of this movement. Both sides are in prin-
ciple keen to ensure freedom of move-
ment in general and freedom of
emigration in particular as a basic hu-
manright. Butin practicemany peoplein
the West are afraid of a flood of immi-
grants at a time of economic recession
and growing xenophobia. At the same
time, many citizens of Russia are afraid
of abrain drain—that is, the departure of
large numbers of highly trained special-
ists.2

Based on the results of a February.

1991 survey, one of the authors of this
paper has estimated the emigration po-
tential of Russia to be 4.75 to 8.90 million

people. Whether or not this potential is

realized depends in part on Western
states’ willingness to acceptimmigrants.
His findings showed that in Russia the
desire for democracy was nearly as
strong as the desire for economic im-
provement in motivating some citizens
to emigrate. And he emphasized that “it
is clearly an exaggeration to characterize
potential emigrants as representing sim-

Robert Brym is with the Department of Sociology,
University of Toronto.

Andrei Degtyarev teaches in the Department of

Political Science and Sociology of Politics,
Moscow State University.

Robert Brym and Andrei Degtyarev

ply a latent ‘brain drain’ since the desire
to emigrate is equally strong among the
better- and less well-educated.”?

We will explore the brain drain ques-
tion furtherin this article. Our analysisis
based on an October 1992 telephone poll
conducted in Moscow, usingarandomly
selected sample of 988 city residents.
Overall, the margin of error for a sample
thissizeis +/-3.2 percent, nineteen times
out of twenty.

One of the questions asked in the sur-
vey was “Is it your intention in the near
future to leave for one of the developed
countries of the West?” Respondents
were permitted toanswer yes, noorhard
to say .4 The wording of the question was
admittedly vague. Respondents who
want to travel abroad for a few weeks
and those who want to emigrate perma-
nently might both be inclined to answer
yes. Ourinterest here does not, however,
lie with the total number of people who
wish to leave Moscow temporarily or

permanently (see Table 1).5
Table 1
Intentions to Leave Moscow,
October 1992
(Weighted Results)
Frequency % 95% Confi-
dence interval
Yes 65 6.7 +/-1.6
Hard to say 50 5.2 +/-14
No 850 881 +/-2.0
Total 965 100.0

Rather, we want to explore the social
characteristics of Moscow residents who
are inclined to leave the city. That will
allow us to determine whether the pool
of residents who want to leave repre-
sents a potential brain drain of highly
educated specialists or something else.
(We interpret the brain drain argument
tomean that desire toleave Russia varies
proportionately with the level of educa-
tional attainment.)

Consider first the distribution of in-
tentions to leave Moscow by nationality
(see Table 2).¢ Slavic and Tatar residents
of Moscow seem to be much less inter-
ested in leaving the city than Jews and
others. Thus, among Slavs and Tatars,
between 4 and 9 percent expressed the
desire to leave. Among Jews and others,
22 to 26 percent said they wanted to
leave. There is nothing surprising in this
finding, although it is unclear exactly
whothe “others” are. TheJewishemigra-
tion movement from Russia has been in
existence for over twenty years. Israel is
committed to accepting as many Russian
Jews as wish to settle there, while the
United States, Germany, Canada and
other countries are committed to accept-
ing thousands of Russian Jews annually
as well. Owing to these special circum-
stances, the departure of Jews is much
more likely than the departure of Slavs
and Tatars.

Table 2
Intentions to Leave Moscow
by Nationality

(Weighted results; Percent in parentheses)

Yes No Total
Other 7(26) 21(74) 28(100)
Jewish 5(22) 18(78)  23(100)
Belarussian 1 (9) 10(91) 11 (100)
Russian 49 (6) 739 (94) 788 (100)
Ukrainian 2 (4) 41(96) 43 (100)
Tatar 1) 20(96) 21(100)
Total 65 (7) 849 (93) 914 (100)

More interesting is Table 3, which
classifies intentions to leave Moscow by
work status.” The picture that emerges
from the table is more complicated than
the brain drain interpretation. Clearly,
the people least likely to want to leave
Moscow are pensioners, housewives
and workers. Only 1 percent of these
people expressed any interestin goingto
the West. Between 6 and 9 percent of
white-collar workers (sluzhashchiy) said
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they wished to leave Moscow for the
West—6 percent among those without
higher education and 9 percent among
those with higher education. And fully
16 percent of students said they wanted
to leave.

Table 3
Intentions to Leave Moscow
by Work Status

(Weighted results; Percent in parentheses)

Yes No Total
Employer  15(30) 35(70) - 50 (100)
Unemployed 4(23) 12(77) 16 (100)
Student 8(16) 42(84) 50 (100)
White-collar with

university 23 (9) 234 (91) 257 (100)
White-collar without

university 9 (6) 140(94) 149 (100)
Worker 2 (1) 149(99) 151 (100)
Pensioner,

housewife 3 (1) 237 (99) 240 (100)
Total 64 (7) 849 (93) 913 (100)

Sofarthese results seem to favour the
view that the higher one’s education, the
greater the desire to leave for the West.
However, 23 percent of unemployed
people in our sample expressed the de-
sire to leave Moscow for the West, and
most of the unemployed are not highly
educated. Moreover, fully 30 percent of
private employers said they wanted to
leave Moscow for the West, and they are
probably not particularly highly edu-
cated either. These results do not, there-
fore, suggest that desire toleave Moscow
for the West varies proportionately with
educational attainment. Instead, our
datasuggest that the people whowant to
leave tend to believe they cannot fulfil
their potential in Russia—and they are
not just or even primarily people with
higher education.

Table 4
Intentions to Leave Moscow
by Sector of Employment
(Weighted results; Percent in parentheses)

Yes No Total
State 22 (5) 413(95) 435 (100)
Mixed 4 (9) 37(91) 41(100)
Private 24(18) 107(82) 131 (100)
Total 50 (8) 557(92) 607 (100)

Tables4and 5support ourinterpreta-
tion. We asked our respondents to iden-
tify the economic sector in which they
were employed.8 Table 4 shows that peo-
ple employed exclusively in the private
sector were more than 3.5 times more
likely to want toleave Moscow than peo-
pleemployed exclusivelyin the state sec-
tor (18 percent as compared to 5 percent).
People employed in both sectors ex-
pressed anintermediatelevel of desire to
leave for the West. We may infer that
people who want to leave Moscow are
inclined to favour privatization of prop-
erty, and the slow pace of privatization
increases the desire of some people to
leave Moscow.

We also asked our respondents
whether they felt that Russia needs a
strong leader to stabilize the economic
and political situation.’ As Table 5 indi-
cates, people who disagreed with the
need for a strong leader are 2.5 times
more likely to want to leave for the West
than those who agree with the need for a
strong leader (16 as compared to 6 per-
cent). People who said they did not care
whether Russia had a strong leader ex-
pressed anintermediate level of desire to
leave for the West. We may infer that
people who want to leave Moscow tend
to be democrats, and the slow pace of
democratization increases the desire of
some people to leave Moscow.

Table 5

Intentions to Leave Moscow
by Desire for Strong Leader

(Weighted results; Percent in parentheses)

Yes No Total
Agree 43 (6) 666 (94) 709 (100)
Don‘tcare 3(12) 20(88) 23(100)
Disagree 16 (16) 85(84) 101 (100)
Total 62 (7) 771(93) 833 (100)

In sum, the results of our survey
show that it is an oversimplification to
characterize the desire of some Moscow
residents to leave for the West as a brain
drain. To be sure, there are highly edu-
cated people among those who wish to
leave, but there are also many among
those who wish to leave who are not so
highly educated. They tend to be liberals
and democrats. It follows that an acceler-
ated pace of reform is the best way to

decrease the desire of Moscow residents
to leave for the West.10

Notes

1. BorisKhazanov, “Novaya Rossiya,” Vremya i
my 9 (1976): 135-45.

2. Foragood review of this problem, see Sarah
Helmstadter, “The Russian Brain Drain in
Perspective,” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty
Special Report (August 18, 1992).

3. Robert]. Brym, “The Emigration Potential of
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland
and Russia: Recent Survey Results,” Interna-
tional Sociology 7, no. 4 (1992): 387-95. The
quotation is on p. 393.

4. “Est’ li u vas namerenie v blizhayshchee
vremya vyekhat’ v odnu iz razvitykh stran
zapada? (da, est’; nyet; zatrudnyayus’
otvetit’).”

5. We deleted all respondents under the age of
eighteen from our analysis. Moreover, we re-
port weighted results to reflect the age and
sex distribution of the Moscow population.
Because of this, as well as the fact that some
respondents did not answer some questions,
the totals in tables 2, 3, 4 and 5 do not equal
988.

6. Respondents were asked to state their nation-
ality. The permitted responses were a) Rus-
sian, b) Ukrainian, c¢) Tatar, d) Jewish, e)
Belarussian or f) other nationality.

7. Respondents were asked to state their occu-
pation. The permitted responses were a)
worker, b) white-collar worker with middle
school education, ¢) white-collar worker with
higher education, d) employer, e) business-
man, f) a pensioner who is not working, g)
housewife, h) student or i) unemployed.

8. Respondents were asked if they worked in a
state or nonstate enterprise. The permitted
responses were a)inastate enterprise, b)inan
enterprise with a nonstate form of property or
¢) in an enterprise with a mixed form of prop-
erty. :

9. Respondents were asked “The opinion has
emerged that for the stabilization of the eco-
nomicand politicalsituationin Russia thereis
a need for a strong leader. To what extent do
you agree or disagree with this opinion?” The
permitted responses werea)agree, b) inclined
to agree, c) don’t care, d) inclined to disagree
or ) disagree.

10. We conducted a multiple regression analysis
of desire to leave for the West. With 553 re-
spondents providing valid responses, we dis-
covered that Y = 2.33 + .07(X1) + .10(X2)
-.09(X3) - .07(X4), where Y = intention toleave
for the West, X1 = work status, X2 = national-
ity, X3 = desire for a strong leader and X4 =
sector of employment. All independent vari-
ables are statistically significant at the .05
probability level, and the entire equation pre-
dicts 9.3 percent of the variation in the desire
to leave Moscow for the West. Age, income,
marital status and gender were not statisti-
cally significant predictors of desire to leave
for the West, net of the variables in our regres-
sion equation.
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Anti-Semitism and Anti-Semitic Organizations in Russia

At Yeltsin’s prereferendum meeting
with representatives of Russianreligious
communities, Russia’s Chief Rabbi
Adolf Shaevich drew attention to in-
creasingly “organized and open” anti-
Semitism in Russia. In reply, President
Yeltsin claimed that there was no anti-
Semitism at any level of the Russian gov-
ernment.! However, evidence seems to
contradict him. There are numerous ex-
amples of anti-Semitism involving gov-
ernment officials at both the federal and
local levels. There are different ways in
which it is expressed: through the state’s
failure to curb the activities of anti-Se-
mitic organizations and in some cases
throughfinancial support offered toanti-
Semitic organizations and publications.
Furthermore, nationalist organizations
are often headed by members of Parlia-
ment or other governmental officials.

According to Igor Gopp, chairperson
of the American-Russian Bureau on
Human Rights in St. Peterburg, Russia,
anti-Western—and particularly anti-
American—sentiments are openly and
frequently expressed at public fora. Be-
cause Jews are associated with the pro-
Western orientation, they are viewed as
“agents of foreign influence.”?

The Russian nationalist forces have
started consolidating. Various conserva-
tive, nationalist and neo-fascist groups
have formed an umbrella organization,
the National Salvation Front. Three ma-
jor blocs can be identified among them:
the Russian Nationwide Union, the Rus-
sian People’s Assembly and the Russian
National Sobor. The Russian Nation-
wide Union, formed in December 1991
onthebasis of the Russian parliamentary
group, is an organization that defends
Russia’s territorial integrity. Its leader,
Sergei Baburin, is a member of the Rus-
sian Federation’s Supreme Soviet. The
Russian People’s Assembly, formed last
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February at the Congress of Civic and
Patriotic Forces, adheres to the position
of“enlightened patriotism.” This organi-
zation used toreceive support from Vice-
President Alexander Rutskoi. The
Russian National Sobor had its Constitu-
ent Congress last February in Nizhni
Novgorod. The cochairmen are a former
major-general of the KGB, Alexander
Sterligov,3 who is also the leader of the
movement known as Officers for the
Revival of Russia, and writer Valentin
Rasputin. Ithas sixty-nine branchesin all
the republics of the former U.S.S.R. The
first congress was attended by over a
thousand delegates from 117 cities. It
openly called for the formation of “red
brigades” and the organization of a
“movement of Russian national resist-
ance.”4

These three organizations, headed by
members of the Russian Parliament and
other governmental organizations,
represent the country’s most powerful
opposition force, which enjoys consider-
able support from the army, security or-
gans, police and legal institutions. What
makes it particularly dangerous is that
national patriotic forces, including ultra-
nationalist organizations, count on 70
percent support from among the Rus-
sian Army officers. And about two-
thirds of the officers would like to have a
military-based regime introduced in
Russia.’ The Russian military has
warned of potential massive bloodshed.
Senior officers said in a joint statement
that “various political forces have started
a struggle for influence over their army
to reach their own goals.”® At a February
20-21, 1993 meeting of some serving and
retired officers from the armed forces,
the Security Ministry and the Internal
Affairs Ministry, Stanislav Terekhov, the
head of the militantly nationalist Offic-
ers’ Union, claimed that the officersinthe
Russian General Staff and security or-
gans supported their program.” The
coalition of the National Salvation Front
isnotmonolithic. Yetatthe present stage,

when its members are united by specific
negative and destructive goals, they
manageto puttheirdisagreementsaside.
As former U.S. Secretary of State James
A. Baker said with reference to Russian
nationalists, whomheviews“asagreater
dangerthan Soviet communism,” “these
extremists would draw their power not
from what they stand for but from what
they stand against: against the demo-
crats whothey argue are destroying Rus-
sia; against the capitalists whotheyargue
are selling out Russia, and against the
Westerners who they argue are doing
both.”®

Nationalists count on violence and
political instability, on the combination
of legal and illegal, parliamentary and
extraparliamentary forms of struggle.
Any means, including the formation of
armed forces, are considered acceptable
to meet their final objective of taking
power.?

Ultranationalist organizations that
constitute the National Salvation Front
publish more than 100 magazines and
newspapers with a circulation of several
million copies. They have a radio station
and several TV programs.

The publication Russkoe Voskresenie
(Russian Resurrection) has caused such a
wave of indignation from the Russian
public that its managing editor was de-
tained. Yet shortly after he was released,
he put forward his candidacy for city
mayor. This was one rare attempt to deal
with the spread of hate propaganda that
produced no results. In other cases, the
authorities do not do anything at all.
Similar publications have wide circula-
tion and are freely distributed at public
places, but the authorities do not con-
sider such activities illegal. In the words
of one human rights activist, “this gives
one an impression that the authorities
arenotprotectingthe‘right’buttheright-
wing.” He goes on to say “We seem to
have a democratic government. Have
they moved afingerto stop fascist propa-
ganda? No. The most odious incidents
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produced no reaction. Naturally, this
makes fascists more blunt.... No one can
understand why authorities are inactive
at best, and at worst supportive of this
propaganda inciting ethnic hatred. This
is irresponsible and myopic.”10

Two or three years ago, only a few
dozen people were associated with
Pamyat and other similar organizations,
but these organizations now have sev-
eral million members. According to soci-
ologist Galina Staravoitova, these
sinister organizations are supported by
15percentofthe Russian population. The
authorities are unable to ban or halt the
development of these groups. Yeltsin's
attempt to ban the National Salvation
Front failed as the country’s Constitu-
tional Court claimed his move was un-
constitutional. None of theappeals to the
country’s main prosecutor’s officeand to
local branches to stop promoting racial
hatred through nationalist newspapers
brought results. This decision gave the
greenlight to other similar organizations
and their publications.!!

Russian nationalists have developed
their own military, which in some cases
have acted as vigilante forces.1? Espe-
cially notorious are the Cossacks who
enjoy substantial powerin southernRus-
sia but who have attempted to take con-
trolin Moscow and other parts of Russia.
These military groups have ties to the
army, national security agencies and
criminal mafia, as well as large stores of
weapons.

Though there are disagreements be-
tween some of these groups, the one
thing they share is anti-Semitism. They
persecute those who criticize them, as
illustrated by the example of Pamyat’s
attack on the Moskovski Komsomolets
newspaper. Ata dedication ceremony of
the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum,!3
evenU.S. PresidentBill Clinton admitted
that the Russian blackshirts represent a
dangerous force.

Russian nationalism is backed up by
the Russian Orthodox church. In his last
interview, Father Alexander Men, a hu-
man rights activist, warned about the
birth of Russian fascism, actively sup-
ported by many members of the clergy.
He said, “There has been a reunification
of Russian fascism with the Russian

church. This is shameful for us believ-
ers....” Hegavethisinterview on Septem-
ber 5, 1990 and was murdered four days
later. Father Alexander was the first vic-
tim of Russian fascism and this was not
accidental: those who were behind it saw
him as their major obstacle.!¢ There is a
clear connection between the Russian
Orthodoxchurchand nationalism today.
Clergymen frequently attend meetings
of fascists, “blessing” them with their
presence. The most extreme sections of
national patriots firmly claim tobe Chris-
tian.15

In various regions nationalist forces
find support among local politicians.
“Today you are the opposition press, but
tomorrow you'll be at the helm of
power,” said Y. Nozhikov, head of the
regional administration, at a meeting
with the national patriotic organizations
of Irkutsk. Last year the Irkutsk regional
authorities allocated 150,000 rubles from
their budget to support the Sibir maga-
zine. At various periods, Sibir published
anti-Semitic materials. The Irkutsk re-
gion administration became the first
state structure in the history of Russia to
shoulder the brunt of financing anti-Se-
mitic newspapers and books.!® While
anti-Semitism is no longer an official
policy in Russia, the state maintains its
anti-Semitic stand by its failure to protect
ethnic minorities’ human rights, includ-
ing those of Jews.
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