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Introduction

Among the fifteen nationa republics that congtituted the Soviet Union,
Kazakhgtan was the mogt “multiethnic” republic in thet it contained alarge number of
Savs and numerous other nationdities and did not bear a digtinct ethnic face. It was
hailed as a*“planet of ahundred nationdities’ and a“laboratory of peoples
friendship” (druzhba narodov) during the post-War 11 period. It was the only Soviet
nationd republic in which the titular ethnic group (the Kazakhs) did not condtitute a
mgority upon gaining independence in 1991. The Savs, dong with ethnic Germans,
formed amgority from the early 1950s until 1989, when the last Soviet era census
was hed.

It was only in 1989 that the Kazakhs emerged as the largest ethnic group,
forming 40.1 percent of the populaion and thus acquiring an edge over Russans who
then formed 37.4 percent. Since independence in 1991, the Kazakh sharein the
population has continued to increase as aresult of emigration of non-Kazakhs mainly
Savs and Germans, and higher hirth rates among Kazakhs (Table 1). The first podt-
independence census of 1999 confirmed that Kazakhs condtituted a mgority with 53.4
percent, whereas the Russian share dropped from 37.4 percent in 1989 to 29.9
percent. Kazakh ruling dites and nationdists who had decried the reduction of
Kazakhs as aminority in their “own” higoricad homeand over the past 60 years of
Soviet rule had mogt anxioudy awaited the officidization of Kazakhs as the mgority.

During the firgt pogt-independence decade, Kazakhstan has dso become more
Turkic or Mudim in its compaosition, which has diluted its Savic or “ Europeen
ethnic profile. The magor Turkic groups (Kazakhs, Uzbeks, Kyrgyz, Uighurs,
Karakapaks, and Tatars as the mgor groups) together form about 61 percent of the
population, up from 48 percent in 1989, and continue to have a higher birth rate.

President Nursultan Nazarbaev has hailed Kazakhstan as a Turkophone state
(Kazakhstanskaia pravda, 15 December 2000). However, he has dso continued to
project Kazakhgtan as“ Euradan” sate, which is home to Savic and “European”
ethnic groups as well. At the same time, the growing number of Kazekhsin the
country affirmsthe vison of Kazakhgtan as ahomeland of Kazakhs. Furthermore, the
ongoing emigration of Savs and Germans and the rgpidly growing share of Kazakhs
have bolstered the nationdlizing trends, culminating in a higher representation of
Kazakhs in date bureaucracy, government and virtudly al state-controlled sectors.

Territory and Population

Kazakhgan isthe ninth Iargeﬂ date in the Sze of itsterritory, dmog the Sze
of Argentina, though ranks about 70" in terms of population. It is the second largest
country of the former Soviet Union after Russain itsterritorid expanse. It
encompasses 2,724,900 s km, with the average population dengity of 5.5 persons per
square km and recorded the total population of 14.9 million in 1999. Kazekhstan's
rich natura resources and sparse population have made it atarget for an influx of
Savsaswdl other groups for much of the twentieth century.

The term “ European” was used interchangeably with “ Russians” in the 1920s and the 1930s. It is still
used as a self-designation by various Slavic groups, Germans (who between 1959-1979 formed six
percent of the total population), and Balts.



The term Kazakh means a nomad. Kazakhs as nomeads distinguished
themsdlves from other sattled Mudim communities, mainly Uzbeks, Tatars and
Uighurs. Kazakhs identified themselves primarily by genedlogy, i.e., membership of a
particular dan (ruin Kazakh, rod in Russan). Genedogy or dan membership dways
indicated the regiond ffiliation or identity of the Kazakh in question. Subsequently,
the three mgor Kazakh hordes (zhuz), each composed of a number of dansdaming
common ancestry and inhabiting a shared territory, came to be organized dong
territorid basis. The Elder horde (ulu zhuz) roughly inhabited the southern territories,
the Middle horde (orta zhuz) occupied the territory of the centra steppe region and
northern and eastern parts, whereas the Y ounger horde (kishi zhuz) occupied the
western regions between the Ara and Caspian seas. The leaders of these three hordes
had sought protection from Russa againg atacks by other nomadic tribes from time
totime.

Nomadism was a product of the given ecologicd stting, a means of
adgptation to the ecologica conditions by itsinhabitantsin a pre-technologica age.
The prevaent natural geographica conditions, lack of water or irrigetion facilities and
the impossibility of deveoping agriculture mede pastord nomediam the only vigble
means of surviva. Since nomedic life-style required the maintenance of a baance
between the available water resources and the Size of the population, low population
densty was a common atribute. The Sze of the pastord nomeadic populations had
remained stable due to its dependence on the available grazing area. Population
dengty in the nineteenth century was just over one person per sg km (Masanov 1999)
but the arrival of Savic and Cossack sdttlersin the latter haf of the nineteenth
century led to a shrinking of the nomadic pastures and increased pressures on land and
water resources leading to the outbresk of famines.

According to the Russan imperid census of 1897, Kazakhs numbered 3.39
million and formed 81.7 percent of the total population in the pre-Soviet borders. The
first Soviet census of 1926 recorded Kazakhs as condtituting 57.1 percent of the
population in their newly-congtituted nationd republic whereas the Savic groups
formed 31 percent of the population. Neither the 1897 or 1926 census were complete,
given the lack of trangport network and the difficulties in offering areligble count of a
mohile population.

In 1926 only about afourth of the Kazakhs led a sedentary mode of life, the
remaining were dependent on the livestock economy and seasond agriculturd
farming. As part of the callectivisstion policies implemented by the Soviet gatein the
late 1920s, the Stainist regime argued that an immediate settlement of the nomads
was the only means of intengfying agriculturd production. The forced settlement of
Kazakhs led to the perishing of dmost 90 percent of dl cattle—the only source of
livelihood for nomads. The ensuing famine resulted in a catastrophic human loss
Egtimates of loss of Kazakh lives vary from 25 to 40 percent and most Kazakh
historians and demographers refer to this period as a“ genocide’ attempted by the
Soviet regime againgt the Kazakh nation.

The depopulated lands of Kazakhstan soon became the * dumping ground’ for
deportation of various ‘enemy’ nationdities aswel as for convicts sentenced to hard
labor. In 1937, aspecia decree issued by Stdin led to the deportation of 95,241 ethnic



Koreans to Kazakhgtan from the Far Eagtern regions of the RSFSR bordering with
Korea They were moved to prevent a possible dliance with the Japanese during the
Second World War. Similar fears of a possible collaboration between the Soviet
Germans and the Nazis propdled Sdin to abolish the Volga German autonomous
republic in 1941 and deport most Germans from the Volga region and other parts of
the European regions of the USSR to Sheriaand Centrd Asa During 1941-42
444,000 Volga Germans hed been deported to Kazakhstan. An estimated 478, 479
Chechens were moved out of their homes in 1944 and most of these were brought to
Kazakhgtan as the Stain suspected their loydty to the Soviet Union during the War.
By 1949 Kazakhstan had become hometo a least 820,165 deportees, which included
444,000 Germans, 302,526 Chechens and Ingush, 33,088 Karacha, 28,130 Poles
28,497 Meskhetian Turks, 17,512 Bakar and numerous sSmdler nationdities

The Virgin lands campaign inaugurated by the then Generd Secretary of the
Communist Party, Nikita Khrushchev during 1954-56 led to the arriva of about
640,000 settlers from the Savic and Bdltic republics. The 1959 census unveiled a
totaly transformed ethnic profile of the republic with the Kazakh share reduced to a
mere 29 percent of the population and the Savic and European nationdities together
forming nearly 60 percent of the total. The Savic influx into Kazakhstan had dowed
congderably by 1970 with the economic downturn in Centrd Asa. For the period
1966-1979 the number of arrivas to Kazakhstan from other republics decreased by
gxty percent, and Kazakhstan encountered the highest loss as aresult of inter-regiond
migration between 1970 and 1980 (Alekseenko 1998: 105). Altogether, between 1970
and 1939, the number of the Savs and Germans in Kazakhgtan decreased by 940,000.

Kazakhgtan' s ethnic composition has undergone aradical change over the first
decade of its independence as aresult of emigration of Russans and other Russan+
gpesking groupsz, manly Germans. Kazakhgtan's ethnic German poypulation dropped
sharply, from 946,900 people in 1989 to 353,400 in 1999. Overdl, nearly 2 million
Russan-speakers have |eft Kazakhstan over the last decade.

According to 1999 census data, Kazakhstan' s population decreased by 7.7%
from the 1989 levels. All the northern oblasts bordering Russia, dominated by Savic
groups, experienced negative population growth. Akmola, North Kazakhgtan, and
Karagandalogt dmost afifth of their population, with adightly smdler drop in
Kostanal, Pavlodar, and East Kazakhstan. The four Kazakh dominated oblasts of
South Kazakhgtan, Kyzyl orda, Almaty and West Kazakhstan as wel asthe new
cgpitd Adana and former cagpitd Almaty gained in number during the same period.
Uighurs and Uzbeks are the two mgor groups that experienced a growth of 15 and 12

percent respectively.

The lowering of the birth rate among Kazakhs, relative to other ethnic groups
in Central Asa, has dso dowed the growth of Kazakhs. The birth rate among
Kazakhs, a 1.6 percent in 1999, is lowest among the mgor Central Asan ethnic
groups. Uzbekigtan, its mgjor rival for regiond hegemony, has an estimated
population of 24 million (about 17 million of whom are Uzbeks), growing by nearly
two and a hdf percent (about 450,000) annudly. Uzbekistan possesses about one

2The category “Russian-speakers’ that includes ethnic Russians, other Slavs, Germans, as well as numerous other
small ethnic groups, such as Koreans, who have adopted Russian astheir first language.



gxth of the territory of Kazakhstan and has an average population dengty of 485
persons per g km.” The dowdown in birth rate is largely a consegquence of higher
levels of education and urbanization among Kazakhs who were incorporated egrlier in
the Soviet-led modernization reletive to other Centrd Asans. The average age of the
Kazakh population is 31, up from 24 as reported in the 1989 census” In contragt, the
Uzbek population is much younger, with the average age just under 25. The Savic
and European ethnic groups conditute an ageing population, with an average age of
about 50.

Table 1. Ethnic composition in Kazakhstan, Census Data 1959-1999

Nationality 1959 1970 (%) 1979 (%) 1989 (%) 1999 (%)
Kazakh 30.0 32.6 36.0 40.1 53.4
Russian 42.7 424 40.8 374 29.9
Ukrainian 8.2 7.2 6.1 5.4 3.7
Belorussian 12 15 1.2 11 0.8
German 7.1 6.6 6.1 58 24
Tatar 2.1 2.2 2.1 2.0 17
Uzbek 15 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.5
Uighur 0.6 0.9 1.0 11 14
Korean 0.8 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7
Combined* 39.7 42.7 45.5 50.2 61.0
TurkiMudim

Combined* 60.3 57.3 54.5 49.8 39.0

Slavic/European

*figures are esimates and includes other samdler ethnic groups.

3 The Ferghanavalley is the most densely populated region with population density of over 250
persons per sq km in the Ferghanavalley and only 6.5 persons per sq km in Karakal pakstan). For
comparison, Kazakhstan's great eastern neighbor China has an area of 9,561,000 sgq km, a population
of over 1.2 billion and a popul ation density of 105 persons per sq km. India has aterritory of 3,287,000
sq km, population of over one billion and population density of 284 persons per sq km.

* http://www.eurasia.org.ru/2001/analyse_en/02_18 Risi_risingbirthrate_eng.htm




Table2.
Proficiency in the State L anguage (Kazakh) and in Russian in the 1999 Census
among major nationalities (in %)

Nationality Proficiency in Language

Of own nationdity Of other nationdlity

Kazakh Russan

Kazakh 994 75.0
Russan 100.0 149 --
Ukrainian 161 126 995
Beorussan 135 9.0 994
German 21.8 154 99.3
Uzbek 97.0 80.0 59.2
Tatar 371 63.6 96.9
Uighur 813 80.5 76.1
Korean 25.8 28.8 97.7

Source Itogi perepis nasdeniia 1999 goda v Respublike Kazakhgana Val. .
Natsdond’'nyi sodav nasdeniia RK. 2000. Almay: Agentsvo RK po
datigtike, 33 & 181-3.

Ethnicidentification during the Soviet period

Mogt ethnic or cultural communitiesin Centrd Asadid not see or imagine
themsdves as members of adistinct nation or Sate, or as belonging to a specific
ethno-linguistic group before the advent of the Soviet rule. The term “nationdity” —
the Russian and Soviet equivaent for “ethnicity” —was afluid and shifting category
inthe Tsarigt eraon the eve of 1917. The Soviet rule, by contrast, forged a grict
correspondence between ethnicity and language asit transformed the fluid ethnic and
linguidtic differences within the agrarian and nomadic communities into territoriaized
“nations’, possessing their own digtinct languages and scripts. Soviet territorid-
adminigrative sructure and sodidist ideology have played apivotd rolein shgping
collective and persond identities, and in indtitutiondizing an ethnicity-centred
discourse of indigenous paliticsin its condituent republics. Congstent with Soviet
definition, the term “nationdity” is synonymous with ethnic membership and is
digtinct from citizenship. Nationdlity was recorded in Soviet passports, aswel asin
al mgor offica documents.

The nationd ddimitation of Central ASa, executed by the Bolsheviks during
1924-25, forged a sense of territoriad nationhood by identifying didtinct netiondities
from a plethora of ethnic, sub-ethnic, dan, and rdigious groupings. TheKirgiz
(Kazakh) Autonomous SSR, crested within the RSFSR in 1920, was enlarged by
induding the mainly Kazakh-inhabited Syr Darya and Semirech’ e regionsin the
south, which had earlier been placed under the adminigration of the Turkestan
Autonomous Republic. However, the Cossack-dominated region of Orenburg, the
cgpitd of the Kirgiz (Kazakh) Autonomous SSR since 1920, containing Szesble
Kazakh populations, was tranderred to the RSFSR.



As the Bolsheviks sought to forge anaiona consciousness among the
agrarian and nomedic groups of Central ASa, they sought to eevate the ‘tribd’ or
Zhuz-based consciousnessinto a sense of Kazakh nationdity. The forging of asense
of Kazakh identity, in which dan and region-based differences were coopted, has
been a sgnificant outcome of the nation-building policies promoted under the Soviet
state.

Language standardization through the adoption of awritten script was akey
eement of Soviet nation-building policies. As anomeadic language, Kazakh had arich
ord folklore but did not possess a standardized script. In the later haf of the
nineteenth century, Russan missonaries had introduced a Cyrillic-based script for
Kazakh, a Turkic language though an Arabic-based dphabet was aso being worked
out by Kazakh literary dites. A Latin-based aphabet was adopted for Kazakh, as for
al other Turkic languages of the Soviet Union, in 1920s. However, in 1938-39, dll
Latin-based dphabets were converted into Cyrillic-based ones. Whereas Uzbekistan
and Azerbaijan have gone back to Latin-based scripts snce the mid 1990s,
Kazakhgan (dong with Kyrgyzstan) has retained the Cyrillic aphabet.

L egacy of Soviet nationalities theory

The condtituent Soviet republics were named after a“titular” or “indigenous’
nationdity. At the same time, they were ingtitutionalized as bi-ethnic and bilingua
units, in which Russans had a grategic role. The category ‘nationdity’, referring to
one' s ethnonationa affiliation, was samped on the passport and recorded on dll
identity or employment documents. Nationdity referred to a biologically-inherited
ethnic affiliation, and not territoria beonging and was distinct from citizenship.

The Soviet soddis gate promoted the ideology of “internationalism,” which
implied arough parity and a proportiona representation of other nationditiesin the
party and adminidrative infrastructure of the republic, on asymboalic plane. However,
mohbility within “their” nationd unit was a prerogative of the titular nationdity, often
regulated by the Srategic presence of members of Savic nationdities, largely
Russians, sent from the “ European” regions of the Soviet Union. These
representatives of the centre wielded substantive control, often occupying the
positions of Second Secretary of the Communist Party in the republics, or serving as
deputies to the titular figureheads. On the whole, while titular representetives held
symboalic leadership positions, the de facto authority was widded by the Savic
emissaries of the centre who often occupied the less visible position of the deputy or
second-in-commeand.

A corollary to the “internationa” or multiethnic profile of Kazakhstan was the
fact that the titular Kazakhs did not necessarily occupy visble leedership postions,
Dinmukhamed Kunaev (1959-61 and fallowing abrief hiatus, 1962-86) was the only
Kazakh to hold the position of secretary of Kazakh communist party for a prolonged
period. His two Kazakh predecessors had held office for no more than ayear. The
remova of Kunaev in December 1986 by the Soviet communist party chief Mikhall
Gorbachev on generdised charges of “corruption’ and ‘danism’, and the gppointment
of Gennadi Kalbin, an ethnic Russan who was then sarving in Georgia, led to waves
of protests and riots in the capitd Almaty (known as Alma-Atathen). Thiswas the



fird ever incidence of public defiance of Moscow in a Centrd Asian republic. By
officia account 3 people died though unofficia counts range from 50 to 500. The
protests a thet time were routindy dismissed as acts of “hooliganism” committed by
drunken youth. No independent inquiry of the incident has been published to date,
largely because the current president Nursultan Nazarbaev, who succeeded Kolbin as
the heed of Kazakh communist party in 1989, was a leading contender for the pogition
and is seen as having acquiesced to Kunaev' s abrupt remova. Furthermore, the
Nazarbaev |eadership remains deeply concerned that a public discusson of the event
could potentially open up the Pandorra s box and disrupt the existing sability and
cam between ethnic communities. The riots cannot be smply viewed as clashes
between ethnic groups or between Moscow and a peripherd republic. The
demondirators were protesting against what they saw was adismantling of an
affirmative action structure favouring Kazakhs that had been erected during the
Kunaev period.

Rogers Brubaker (1996, 411-12) has argued thet virtudly dl post Soviet Sates
are ndiondizing dates, inditutiondly-geared to function as the states of and for the
particular ethnoculturd nations, based on cdlams of an excdusve ownership of thelr
land, but incomplete and insufficiently “nationd” in asubstantive sense. Its leaders
and members see their nations not as vibrant, prosperous, and cohesive ethnoculturd
communities, capable of integrating and assmilating their various nationd minorities,
but as threatened cultures and languages, which had been margindized in their own
higorical homeands by the demographic and economic might of the dominant
nations. The belated acquisition of sovereign statehood offers them alega framework
and an organizationd tool for executing a“remedid political action” (Brubaker 1996,
410) and to erect safe havens for their indigenous culture and language and redress
their higtoricd injudtice.

Demography and Kazakh language have served as two sdient tools of
promating nationdization and attaining Kazakh ethnonationa hegemony in the new
date snce independence in 1991. Conggtent with the Soviet nationdities theory,
Kazakhs, asthetitular or eponymous nationdity, see themsdves asthe sole
indigenous netion of the sovereign republic.

Post-Soviet Kazakhstan
The Language issue

The demographic preponderance of Russ an-speskers in Kazakhstan turned
Kazakhs into the mogt linguidicaly and culturdly Russfied of al Centrd Adan
ethnic groups. An Uzbek proverb, “if you want to become a Russian, first become a
Kazakh,” captures the profound impact of Russan language and culture on the
Kazakhs. Furthermore, the traditiona nomadic culture in the 1920s and the
diminaion of Kazakh nationd intdligentsa and literary dites under the Stdinist
purges generated a sharp didocation among the Soviet era Kazakhs from their
traditiona culturd heritage. The new Kazakhs, reared in Soviet vaues, had little
option but to adapt to the dominant Russian-spesking milieu. Praficiency in Russan
sarved asavehidle of socid mobility and integration into a‘world’ avilisation (Dave
1996).



By the late 1980s and early 1990s, scholars from Kazekhstan and Russa
began drawing atention to a high degree of native language loss among Kazakhs,
especidly those raised in Russophone urban settings. There were varying estimeates of
‘proficiency’ in Kazakh and conflicting views on how ‘proficiency’ isto be
determined; as aresult, the levels of “praficiency’ and the numbers of those not
proficient in the native language were a matter of highly subjective assessments.
Abdudi Qadarov (1992), aKazakh linguist and the head of the language reviva
society Qazaq tili, estimated that some forty per cent of Kazakhs were not ableto
speek the language. Ethnographic observations during the period 1992-95. Almost
two thirds to three fourths of Kazakhs living in urban settings spoke Russian dmost
exdusvey though many of them daimed to underdand Kazakh and spesk it if
necessary (Dave 1996). Few of them felt a necessity to read or write in Kazakh.

At the sametime, officid data, as reflected in the 1989 census Satidtics,
indicated that 98.5 percent of Kazakhs clamed Kazakh to be their ‘mother tongue
The Soviet era census contained a question about ‘ mother tongue' (rodnoi iazyk). This
was ameans of recording ascriptive ethnic saf-identification and not of measuring
actud proficiency in the language. There were widespread disparities between
language datistics compiled by the Sate and the redl language Stuation pertaining to
an ethnic group (Tishkov 1997, 88). Thefact that 98.5 per cent of Kazakhs daimed
Kazakh to be their ‘mother tongue (1989 census) and 99.4 did soin 1999 did not
mean that they use Kazakh astheir *first language', and presumably, spesk it mogt of
the times.

The Soviet gate, from 1970 onwards, asked its citizens to designate not only
their native language but aso any (though only one) other language of the peoples of
the USSR in which they were fluent. Russan was invarigbly the ‘ second language
chosen by non-Russan nationdities due to the Soviet ideologicd emphasson
‘bilinguaism.” The Soviet date was interested in promoting proficiency in Russan as
‘second language’ among non-Russians while formaly recording the attachment to
the native language. The higher the numbers who clam proficiency in the * second
language (invarigbly Russian for non-Russian groups), the greater was the use of
Russanin lieu of native language. While the European ethnic groups, on thewhole,
fdt little need to spesk Kazakh and saw it as an inferior language, Kazakhs
experienced agreat ded of pride in ataining fluency in Russan.

In 1989, only one percent of Russans (and Savs) had proficiency in Kazakh,
which wasthe lowest levd of proficiency in the language of the titular nationdity
among Russans inhabiting thet republic. In contrast, 64 per cent of Kazakhs clamed
fluency in Russian, defined as their * second language’ in 1989."

The state launched an active campaign of Kazakh languege reviva by
mohilizing the support of linguists and culturd inteligentsa. Kazakh was prodaimed
as the sole gate language in 1995 following an acrimonious debate over the language
issue. Proponents of Kazakh as the sole state language prevailed over advocates of
bilingudism, i.e,, recognition of both Kazakh and Russan as date languages. Kazakh
language proponents argued that given the highly unequa status and devel opment of
both languages, Russan would further push out Kazakh as the state language. In their
view, only the recognition of Kazakh as the sole Sate language, and ensuing financid,



legd and ideologica support to its deve opment can eventudly enable Kazakh to
regan its gatus.

The 1995 language law established a dear hierarchy of languages with
Kazakh being granted a higher satus as sate language and Russian placed in theless
equd position as*language of interethnic communication” or linguafranca An
amendment passed in 1996 recognized Russian as the “ officid language’ in 1996,
operating on a par with the sate language. The law served to gopease not only various
Russangpesking netiondities who had little competence in Kazakh, but aszesble
number of urban Kazakhs as well who no could no longer function effectively in their
native language.

The language law did not affect Russan-gpesking Kazakhs as adversdly as it
affected other Russan-gpesking nationdities. Because of the inextricable linkage
between nationdity and native language, it is easy for any Kazakh in theory to daim
proficiency in Kazakh as his or her native language. Virtudly al Kazakhs (99.4 per
cent) cdlam knowledge of Kazakh. In a gate where Russian remains the dominant
lingua francaaswell asthe preferred language of communication among avast
mgjority of Kazakhs who are more & ease with functioning in Russan a al levels,
these data do not reflect the actud commeand of the language and smply indicate the
forma endorsement of Kazakh language as akey symbol of Kazakh nationd identity.
The pagt Soviet censuses directly inquired about knowledge of Russan aswel as
“ndive language”

Despite fervent pleas by Kazakh nationaists, the government has refused to
introduce any language proficiency tests. A proposa introduced in 1995 to maeke
Kazakh mandatory for numerous posgtionsin the sate adminigtration was rejected.
The requirement that Sate officids learn Kazakh within aten-year period was
dropped. wever, key palitical postions, such as presdency, the chair of both the
lower (M3gilis) and upper (Senate) houses of parliament require the incumbent to be
fluent in Kazakh.

The ten-year state programme on language policy introduced in early 1999
emphasizes ‘increasing the demand for the use of the Sate language and * creeting
conditionsfor learning it.” It lays down how these objectives are to be redized
through adminigtrative and bureaucratic measures, while steering clear of any
discusson of ‘palitical’ or *ethnic’ dimension of the language issue.

Since non-K azakhs were unlikely to be proficient in the Kazakh language, the
proclamation of Kazakh as the sole sate language and the ensuing policy of
Kazakhization generated profound anxiety among Russan-gpesking populationin
Kazakhstan about their status and prospects for their children in a Kazakh-dominated
date Psychologicd anxiety over a deterioration of their politica status following the
adoption of the language law is the mogt crucid factor triggering an exodus of the
Russian-gpesking population from Kazekhstan since 1991." The officia governmental
postion isthat emigration is motivated largdy by “economic” condderationsand is
thus “non-palitical” in neture.

The 1999 census judicioudy avoided questions that could assessthe
knowledge of Kazakh in distinct domains: spesking, reeding, and writing—or
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deployed to legitimate the Sate agenda of promoting Kazakh as the sate language as
well as demondrating the “success’ of such apolicy by showing thet amogt all
Kazakhs know the state language whereas the Savic groups, dthough lagging behind,
areindeed “learning” the language. If in 1989 jugt about one percent of the Savic and
European nationdities cdlamed any knowledge of Kazakh, just a decade later dmost
15 percent of them cdlam to know it.

In practice, there is awide gep between the gods of the state language policy
and ther actud implementation. Almogt al Kazakhs recognized the rhetoricd vaue
of an ability to issue badc pleasantries in Kazakh, but many city residents would
quickly return to a more comfortable Russan. Informants consistently reported that
this was quite common, even in the absence of non-Kazakhs.

Another law requiresthat at least 50% of al media broadcasts bein Kazakh
language. Numerous independent centrd and regiond TV channds have periodicaly
been fined or shut down for aleged violation of this law. However, politicd, rather
than linguigtic consderations have influenced the decison to pendize them. The
Kazakh-language media received cons stent state subsidies, dthough data on ther
extent isnot avallable.

The language law has gppeasad Kazakhs who primarily spesk Russan. In
December 2000, Nazarbaev claimed that the |anguage issue has been “solved” in
Kazakhgtan. At the same time he inveigled upon Kazakh dites to spesk with their
children and grandchildren in Kazakh and reminded ordinary ditizens of their “duty”
to learn the state language.”' Indeed the 1997 language law states that it isthe “duty of
evey citizen” to learn the Sate language, “which is amos important factor in the
consolidation of the people [narod] or Kazekhstan™ (O iazykakh 1997, 24). The
gatement by Nazarbaev suggests that the sate is not the sole agency responsible for
promating Kazakh. The respongihility for advancing the cause of the language has
been shifted to the intelligentsa and the people.

Minoritiesin Kazakhstan

Russians and other Savs

Although Russians formed an absolute mgority in the northern and eagtern
regions of Kazakhstan between 1950s and 1990s, they do not conditute a
homogeneous ethnic group. The predominant identification anong Russansin
Kazakhstan was with the Soviet Union, rather than Russain its present territoria
framework. Russian nationdity was never conscioudy homogenised or consolidated
by the Soviet gate in amanner that the various non-Russan nationditieswere. In
many ways, the category ‘Russan’ remains dosay associated with an imperid or
date identity, conscious of its higtorica role as a sate-forming nation as well as
Kulturtrager in the ‘backward’” Asian regions.

The culturd, linguistic and “civilizationd” gap between the two groups, the
deeply-ingrained image among Russians of themsdves being the Kulturtrager act as
psychologica bariersto integration of Russansin the Kazakhgtani state. On the one
hand Russians decry their loss of satus and on the other Russans are also at unesse
with thelr reduction into aminority, discontinuous from their higtorica gatus. This
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culturd and ideologicd resstance to referring to Russans or Savic groups as
“minorities’ is common among Kazakhs as well. References to Russans as
‘diaspord, ‘settlers, or as‘guests in state-gponsored press and academic circles
denotes attempts at affirming their “non-indigenous’ satus aswell as weskening their
territorid clamsin Kazakhstan. Overdl, the terminology and concepts used to
characterize ethnic relations are very much rooted in Soviet nationdities theory.

In the early 1990s, the Russian writer Alexander Solzhenitsyn wrote a
paemicd article cdling for the “restructuring” of Russan's present borders by
reclaming the numerous Russian-dominated areas dong its borders. He especidly
sangled out the Russan-dominated regions in northern and eastern Kazakhstan, which
he saw as ceded to Kazakhstan in the 1920s as aresult of Bolshevik *affirmetive
action palicies . In his reasoning—which aso reflects awidey-shared Russan
view—the nomads had no territorid atachment. Although Solzhenitsyn’s proposals
for aregtructuring of Russan state have fuelled Russan nationdist sentiments, they
have not had any backing from the Russan government. Contrary to widdy-held
expectations, the Russian sate has lacked the will, resources or aplan to intervene or
to ad the Russan diaspora across its borders.

Russansin Kazakhgtan vary in terms of the degree of rootedness in the region
aswell asregiond markers. Russansin the northern and eastern parts of Kazakhstan
tend to identify themsalves more closdy with Russansin the Far Eagtern regionsin
Sheria (the Altal Kral, Tomsk for example), rather than the ‘mainland’ Russans.
Kazakhgtani Russan higorian Irina Erofeeva has pointed at the strong regiond and
locd atachments among Russans in East Kazakhstan, which often override their
sense of belongingness to Kazakhgtan or Russia. Russans in southern Kazakhstan on
the whole are more acculturated into Kazakh culture and more likely to have a
familiarity with Kazakh language.

Ovedl, ‘Russan’ isacompodgte, multi-layered identity and a smplifier for
the profound ethnic mix in Kazakhgtan, especidly the virgin land regions, where
Soviet-gyle internationdism flourished. A Russan saying “my mother is Tatar,

Father aGreek, and | an aRussan” (“mamatatarka, otets grek, aia russkii
cheovek”) rings true for alarge number of Russansin Kazakhgtan. A high incidence
of mixed ethnic marriages offer testimony to this internationaism, dthough these
marriages were by and large among people of Savic and * European’ nationdities
rather than between Savs/Europeans and Kazakhs. According to Soviet laws
(Kazakhgtan has retained this feature), a child of mixed parentage can choose hisher
nationdity at age 16. Children of mixed parentage, in which one of the parentswas a
Russian, tended to opt for Russan nationdity. However, in casesinvolving a
marriage between a Kazakh and a Russan (or another ethnic group), the generd
tendency was to opt for the titular nationdity.

Altogether, about one to 1.4 million Russian have left Kazakhstan between
1989-1999. ‘Exit’ has been the dominant response by culturdly and paliticdly
disgruntled Russians who percaive the nationdizing course asirreversble and see
little future for their children in the ethnically reconfigured landscapes of Caucasus
and Centrd Asa A progressive identity shift among the Russan diagpora
communities in Kazakhstan has reduced the potentia for irredentism or separatiam.



Ukrainians

The Ukrainian population in Kazakhgtan has dso declined from 5.4 in 1989 to
3.7 percent in 1999. A vast mgority of Ukrainians of Kazakhgtan are linguidticaly
and culturdly Russified. Efforts to promote knowledge of Ukrainian language have
been undertaken only after 1991 though their successis limited.

The Ukrainian Culturd Certresin Almaty, Astanaand afew other oblasts
have actively sought to promote Ukrainian language. These centres are mainly
organized by activigs of Western Ukrainian extraction who came to Kazakhstan after
the Second World War and do not have intimete ties with the historical Ukrainian
diasporain Kazakhstan dating to late nineteenth and early twentieth century.”” The
Ukrainian Culturd Centrein Almaty, headed by Aleksandr Garkavets, alinguist and
Turcologig, has enjoyed sustained ideological support and patronage of president
Nazarbaev. The independence of Ukraine and the adoption of Ukrainian asthe sole
date language have injected a certain degree of ethnic differentiation from Russans
and desre to learn Ukrainian, dthough the Ukrainian date has little financid means
to hdlp its diagpora and sugtain the nationa-cultura centre.

The Kazakh state has encouraged a separation between Russans and
Ukrainians (and other Savs) by defining the latter as minorities and encouraging the
formation of officid ‘nationd-cultura centres to safeguard their culturd and
linguigtic dlams. The Ukrainian netiondl cultura centre broke away from the Savic
movement Lad in the early 1990s. While the persond background of the activists of
the Ukrainian Centre and the patronage-based ethnic segregationist policy of
Kazakhgtani sate may have facilitated the exit of the Ukrainian culturd centre from
the Savic movement Lad in the early 1990s,

Some 20-30% of the population in North Kazekhgtan, Akmola, Paviodar, ad
Kokshetau oblasts belong to nationdities other than Russians or Kazakhs. A vast
mgority of these non-titular, non-Russian people are linguidicaly assmilated into
Russan culture and no ggnificant cultura differences exist between them and
‘passport’ Russans. Marriagesinvolving a Kazakh and a‘ European’ ethnic group are
relatively rare (though much higher than other Central Asan nationdities). Over a
third of dl Russian-speskers, who indude includes * passport’ Russians as well as
Savs, Germans, Koreans, Tatars and numerous small il identify themsdveswith
the Soviet Sate.

Germans

In 1959, Germans formed 7.1 percent of the tota population of Kazakhgtan,
numbering dmogt amillion. Ther share was reduced to 5.8 percent in 1989 and 2.4
percent in 1999 mainly due to emigration to Germany. Presently, there are about
300,000 Germans in Kazakhgtan though this number islikely to drop further.

A vagt mgority of Germans living in Kazakhstan were deported from the
Volga German Autonomous republic in 1942 after the Nazi forces invaded the Soviet
Union. Stdin feared a possible collaboration between the Nazis and Soviet Germans
and abrogated the autonomy of the Volga German republic and order that they be
deported to the landlocked regions of Centrd Asa Almost hdf amillion Germans are
edimated to have arrived in Kazakhstan during the World Wer 11. A mgority of these
were sitled in Akmola, Kostanal and North Kazakhstan oblagts.
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The German community has been fairly wel integrated into Kazakhstan's
economy and socid dructure. Thisis partly due to the fact that Germans did not have
any other territorid homeand within the Soviet Union. The upsurge in emigration to
Germany snce late 1989sis mainly aresult of Germany’s policy of extending
citizenship to a person of German descent and the prospects of economic amelioration
upon obtaining Germean citizenship. However, avast mgority of Kazekhdan's
Germans are primarily a Russanspesking group though the older generation retainsa
proficiency in German.

In recent years, Germany has introduced more sringent conditions for
granting German ditizenship and has offered sgnificant financia help to enable the
ghrinking German community to remain within Kazakhgtan. The Deutsches Haus in
Kazakhgtan digtributes free medicine, produce and fud for winter and do runs free
German language classes. Harold Belger, the leader of German culturd centrein
Kazakhgtan, and himsdlf awriter who is fluent in German, Russan and Kazakh, has
played an active role in urging Germans to remain within Kazekhgan.

Koreans

Koreans condtitute asmdl (129,000) but highly visble and well-knit ethnic
community in Kazakhgtan. In 1937, a specid decreeissued by Stdin led to the
deportation of 95,241 ethnic Koreans to Kazakhstan from the Far Eastern regions of
the RSFSR bordering with Korea. Koreans have settled largely in southern
Kazakhstan. The Tady Korgan oblast in the south aswell asthe city of Almaty have
aSzesble Korean population.

Koreans are arussified group. Hardly any Koreans under age Sixty have a
Korean first name or any fadility in their purported native language. The 1999 census
shows that 25.8 percent of Kazakhstan's Koreans claimed knowledge of Korean. Thus
those who daimed proficiency in Korean were endorsing the symbolic sdience of
language for ethnic identity and not dlaiming actud proficiency. 97.7 percent of
Koreans are fluent in Russian (second language), which suggests the extent of ther
assmilaion into Russan. In an interview with the author in Almaty in August 1999,
Gennadii Mikhailovich Ni, the president of the Korean Assodiation of Kazakhgtan,
unhesitatingly referred to Koreans as a "Russian-spesking nation’ (‘ russkoiazychnaia
natsia’).

Koreans have benefited sgnificantly fram help offered by South Koreasince
Kazakhstan' s independence in 1991. South Korea has offered alarge renovated
building for housing the Korean Cultural Centre and the Korean theetre. It dso offers
fadilities for learning Korean, traning in English, aswell as other subjects rdated to
the growth of market economy and marketing skillsin Korean inditutions. Samsung
and Daewoo, huge investorsin Kazakhgtan, use loca Koreans for promoting business
ties.

Uighurs
Uighurs have higoricdly rootsin the Kazekhstan and have inhabited areas

bordering Chinaiin the Almaty oblast. The totd number of Uighursin Kazakhgtan is
about 220,000, which is 1.4 percent of the total population. Although members of
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Kazakh diagpora from Xinjiang are automatically entitled to citizenship, these rights
are not extended to Uighurs whose families fled from Kazakhstan to China during the
Soviet period. Uighurs from Chinavisiting Kazakhstan encounter bureaucratic
obgtades in both countries and are looked upon with suspicion. A few thousand
Uighurs from Xinjiang are estimated to be living in Kazakhgan illegdly though many
have family tiesin Kazakhgtan.

Although dl ethnic groups are formaly encouraged to set up ther nationd
culturd centres, Uighurs have faced a Sgnificant interference and regulation from the
date authorities. The officid Uighur centre is expected to disassociate itsdf from the
demands of Uighur separatistsin China Various Uighur rights advocacy groups have
faced greater struggle in obtaining registration, aswel as maintaining ther legd
datus. Many have complained about the widespread socid stereotyping of Uighur
activigs with “ separatists’ or “terrorists’.

The close economic and trade partnership between Kazakhstan and China has
had aprofound impact on the Uighur question. Both Kazakhgtan and Kyrgyzstan have
sgned treaties with Chinain which they have pledged support to Chinato combat the
problem of ‘Uighur separatism’ and not to provide any shelter to suspected terrorigts.
In February 1999, the Kazakh authorities promptly returned to Chinathree wanted
Uighur separatists who were later executed in China. The decision to deport the three
men without congdering their asylum dams evoked sgnificant criticism by locd and
internationa human rights groups.

Chechens

The Russan academic Vdery Tishkov (1997, 193) refers to popularization of
an ‘officdd’ myth during the Soviet years about exceptiond love of Chchens for their
primordid homeand and graves of ancestors and indomitable desire to return to
Chechnya. Chechens deported to Kazakhstan, as esawhere to Centra Ada, continued
to suffer through the Soviet characterization as* enemy people’ aswdl asloca
perception of them as a bdligerent and unruly people. The intolerance and distrust of
the Chechens propagated by officid Soviet ideology, which cameto beinterndlized
by the Kazakhs and other Central Asans, contributed to a seady margindization of
Chechens from economic and paliticd affairs of the region. As Chechens found it
increasaingly difficult to integrate into the loca economy, political and socid sphere,
informa and unofficid economic and trade activities remained a mgor outlet. This
has contributed to the widespread perception among Russians and other ethnic groups
of Chechens as predominantly engaged in ‘mafia or other crimind activities The
strong desire on the part of the deporteesto return to their homeland during the Soviet
period was primarily aresult of their overdl margindization under Soviet rule. A vast
number of Chechens were dlowed to return to Chechnya only &fter the liberdization
of the Stdinist order under the leadership of Nikita Khrushchev (1956-64). According
t0 1989 census, some 49,000 Chechens had remained in Kazakhstan.

The war in Chechnya has led many Chechensto flee to territories outsde of
the Russian Federation. The number of refugees from Chechnyais estimated at
30,000 at least. The number of illegd resdents, or those living with rlatives or
acqua ntances without proper documentation, is believed to be much higher than the
edimates suggest. Thisis partly due to the fact that the prevaent Kazakhgtani laws
make it very difficult to obtain regidration as arefugee.

15



In 1999 Kazakhstan acceded to the 1951 UN Refugee Convention though it
has been dow in enacting and implementing legidation to ad refugees or asylum
seekers. Kazakhgtan applies different procedures for asylum seekers from Soviet
republics and citizens of other countries. The Ministry of Interior registered former
Soviet citizens such as Chechens and Tgjiks, while the refugee section of the Agency
for Migration and Demography regisersdl others.

The status of Chechen refugees remains undefined in Kazakhstan. Chechens
can fredy enter Kazakhstan as citizens of Russan Federation The Minidry of Interior
granted ditizens of former Soviet Republics, induding asylum seekers, theright to
remain for only 45 days. Kazakhstan has formdly an agreed to let Chechens Say
longer until they could safely repatriate. Much of the $500,000 dlotted by the
UNHCR misson for legd ad to Chechen refugees in Kazakhstan in 2001 was spent
on regigration formdities, including bribesin obtaining speedy regidration.

Kazakhgtan has not yet ratified the Internationa Convention on Refugees (though it
joined the convention in January 1999) and is not obliged to provide full Sate benefits
entitled to bona-fide refugees.

Since September 11, the Kazakhstani authorities have become increasingly
wary of dlowing Chechensto day, fearing incursons by ‘terrorigts’ Locd mediaand
law enforcement authorities have frequently voiced fears of possible exacerbation of
S0cio-economic Situation as aresult of dleged “crimind activities’ of Chechens,

Political and Legal Framework for Minority Representation

The Nazarbaev leadership has carefully cultivated an image of Kazakhstan as
an “oads of gability” and credited itsdlf with maintenance of “inter-ethnic harmony.”
Accordingly, a strong presidentia authority is judtified for the maintenance of
gability, especidly in the ethnic sphere. Ethnic gability, or lack of an overt conflict or
competition between ethnic groups, is partly aresult of de facto priority accorded to
Kazakhs asthetitular group and the virtua absence of indtitutions thet can aid a
mohilization of minority dams The state promotion of Kazakh language and implicit
preference to the titular nationdlity has certainly ddlivered materid and career benefits
to many Kazakhs. In contrast to states such as Maaysiawhere indigenous ethnic
entitlements are clearly specified in the conditution, or in India, where an daborate
Sructure of “reservations’ based on caste and economic backwardness exists,
Kazakhgtan' s condtitution or laws make virtudly no mention of any ethnic
entitlements. The Structure of ethnic entitlements, available to Kazakhs, is ad hoc and
extra-condtitutiond and is executed informdly.

The parliament has a preponderance of ethnic Kazakhs, who hold 58 out of the
77 seats. Only eight of the deputies are women. The mgority of akims (heads) of
Kazakhgtan's fourteen oblasts are dso of Kazakh nationdity. As dready noted, key
politica postions, such asthe presdency, the char of both the lower (Mgilis) and
upper (Senate) houses of parliament require the incumbent to be fluent in Kazakh.
Only eight percent of government employees are Russans (RFE/RL Newdine, 19
October 2000) dthough Russians account for 30 percent of the country’s 14.9 million
population and congtitute a much greater percentage of working age group.



Condtitutional and Legal Provisons

The Kazakhgani dites have sought to portray the country primarily asa
homedand of Kazakhs as well as amultiethnic republic in which various nationdities
peacefully cohabit. Kazakhstan has utilized the sgnificant Savic presence to advance
its‘Euragan’ image and establishing credentias as an agpiring civic Sate, committed
to presarving its multiethnic make-up and maintaining ‘ inter-ethnic harmony’. This
emphads on multiethnicity, or ‘internationdism’ remains ontologicaly and
ideologicaly continuous with the Soviet-era practices. If in the Soviet era under the
ideology of * Soviet community,” internationdlism had a disinctly Russan face, post-
Soviet Kazakhgtani internationdism, shaped by many of the discursive and
inditutiond legacies of its Soviet-era predecessor, displaysadidinctively “Kazakh
face’ (Schatz 2000).

A draft of the present congtitution (which was adopted in August 1995)
described Kazakhstan as a Sate founded on the principle of the “ sdif-determination of
the Kazakh people.” The clause was ddeted subsequently but a distinction between
‘Kazakh' and ‘other’ people of Kazakhgtan has continued to prevail in semi-officid,
academic, journdigtic and popular references. The preamble to the Congtitution refers
to Kazakhgtan as the “indigenous homdand of the Kazakhs” inhabited by “ Kazakhs
and other nationdities” The present congtitution aso coined the concept “the people
of Kazakhgtan (narod Kazakhstana),” which is reminiscent of itsideologicd
precursor, “the Soviet people” Notwithstanding Nazarbaev' s trumpeting of the nation
of narod Kazakhstana, thereislittle officid effort to indtitute a supra-ethnic
‘Kazaekhgtani’ identity. No census category for ‘ Kazekhgtani’ was crested; insteed
‘nationdity’ continuesto remain firmly inscribed in dl identity documents.

Sinceitsintroduction in the 1930s as amandatory passport and identity
category, nationality has served as amod influentid mechaniam of inditutiondizing
afixed and biologicaly-governed conception of alanguage-based identity. Any
departure from one' s ascribed nationdity or native language is seen as an instance of
(forced) assmilation. This mandatory ‘fifth column’ (piataia grafa) on identity
questionnaire has been viewed as amgor obstacle in redizing acivic vison of Sate
aswell asin moving from aracidized, group-centred conception of identity to an
individua centreed one. Numerous pogt-Soviet dates, particularly the Russan
Federation, Ukraine, and Georgia have proposed the removd of the mandatory
category ‘nationdity’ from passports and identity documents and instead endorse the
‘cvic category pertaining to citizenship. Thereislittle doubt thet the remova of
‘nationdity’ could sgnificantly influence asense of nationd beonging by removing
obgtacles for inter-generaiona assmilation and help cultivation of a‘civic’ or
territoria attachment to the gate. In the short run, however, the remedia nature of the
post-Soviet state-building policies, geared at bendfiting the titular nationdity, militate
agang the removd of the nationdity category from officid documents.

The new passportsissued by Kazakhgtan retains nationdity on the first page,
written in the Sate language and in Russan, whereas the second page, written in
English and in the Sate language, omits al reference to nationdity, replacing it
ingead with aline indicating citizenship. This suggests thet information on nationdity
is primerily intended for ‘internad consumption.” Article 19 of the Condtitution Sates,



“Each person is permitted to define and indicate or not indicate hisher nationd, party,
or religious afiliation.” Although it is no longer mandatory to respond to the question
on naiondity, repondents habitudly fill the column. It is not uncommon for officids
to either ‘guess the nationdity of the respondent or smply ask for nationdity
affiligtion if the respondent has failed to provide it. The new persond identification
cards retain a column for nationdity. A vast mgority of dtizens do not know this, and
among those who know, few express resentment or reservation about indicating their
nationality. One Russan citizen of Kazakhgtan from Shymkent in South Kazakhgtan,
caused a dir in 1997 by daiming ‘Kazakhgtani’ as his nationdity, indead of ‘Russan
stamped on his passport. He was alowed this choice only after making specid
petition with the authorities and expending his persond resourcesin doing O
(Kazakhstanskaia pravda, 4 March 1997).

Kazakhgtan' s conditution contains provisions guarantesing human rights but
does not el out mechanisms for safeguarding them. Article 14 of the 1995
Condtitution, proscribes any discrimination on the basis of ethnicity, race, language or
religion. Congtitutiondl and legd provisons are necessary. However, they fail to offer
aufficient safeguards to minarities in the albsence of an independent judicid system
(judges as wdl as members of the Congtitutiona court are gppointed and dismissed by
the president) and absence of any other mechanism whereby citizens, induding
minorities, can seek redress for dleged violations of thar rights.

While the Conditution contains a various guarantees on ethnic, rigious and
avil rights of individuas as well as ethnic groups, they are circumscribed by clauses
in the country’s Crimina Code, Adminigration Code and provisonsin the
Condiitution remain at variance. For example, an amendment to Article 374 of the
Adminigrative Code carried out in the year 2000 makes activities of an unregistered
religious group a crimind offence. The Condtitution, however, does not place any
regidration requirement upon areligious group. In recent years, religious groups,
mainly various Christian sects, have routindy complained about inexplicable delays
and obgtacles placed in obtaining regigration.

Kazakhgtan has one of the mogt stringent control mechanisms that limit the
conditutionaly granted rights to form public associations. Kazakhgtan's law on
public assembly, in force Snce 1998, requires prior permisson of the authorities for
holding a public rdly order authoritiesis required to hold any politica raly or support
any ‘ethnic’ grievances. Participation in any ‘unsanctioned’ raly or meeting can leed
to arred, fines and ultimately a disqudification from contesting any public postion.
Artide 337 of the Crimind Code aso provides siff pendlties for participation in an
‘unregistered’ public association. A rigid survelllance by the interior minigtry forces,
legd redrictions and harsh pendties make it extremdy difficult to engagein any
spontaneous public action.

The Condtitution imposes severe pendties to anyone accused of inciting ethnic
discord. The exigting legd structure gives a prerogetive to state authorities to deter
any mohilization of ethnic dams by labdling it acrimind behaviour. Accusation of
inciting ethnic discord or digplaying nationdlism is one of the mogt dangerous charges
aperson can face.



Territorial Framework and Ethnic Control

Kazakhgan is a centrdized and unitary state. The Nazarbaev leedership has
ressted dl pressuresto introduce eections of locd or regiond (oblast) heads, as well
as introduce some form of culturd or territorid autonomy.

The Kazakhgtani sate lacks the concerted action or resources to implement a
full-fledged “demographic engineering” (McGarry 1998), i.e.,, settling the favoured
ethnic group in aregion dominated by the minorities in order to enhance the power
and gatus of the favored group. It has nonetheless pursued such policies on asmdler
scae by means such as trandferring the capitd Almaty, located in the Kazakh-
dominated south to Agtanain the Russan-dominated heartland. The motivationsto
wanting to transfer the capita were multiple. The officia reasons cited were
proximity to border with China (and the argument that the capital should be located in
the geographicd ‘centre’ of the republic), Almaty’ s location on the seismic belt, and
the dleged physca limits on its growth asamgor city. In redlity, the trandfer of
cgpitd to Agtana, announced in June 1994 and completed in December 1998, was
guided by ethnic aswdl as palitical condderations. First and foremog, it was
governed by the desire to exercise a gredter vigilance over the Russian-dominated
regions and to deter any possibleirredentist or separatist dams on part of the regions
bordering Russa The move has dso sought to secure the loydty of the Russified
Kazakhs in these territories, who had been under-represented in governmenta
positionsin Almaty, which were seen largely as prerogative of southern Kazakhs.
Findly, the transfer of capitd has dlowed the gate to channd a significant movement
of ethnic Kazakhs to Agtana and surrounding regions.

Further consolidating its unitary and centraized structure, Kazakhgtan
undertook a ggnificant gerrymandering of itsinternd territorid boundariesin 1996-
98. The Semipdainsk and Zhezkazgan oblagts, containing 54 and 49 percent ethnic
Kazakh respectively, were merged with East Kazakhstan (67 percent Savic in 1989)
and Karaganda (63 percent Savic in 1989). Parts of Kokshetau (the Kokshetau town
and the surrounding areas) were incorporated within Akmola and North Kazakhsten.
Similarly, the Kostanai oblast was enlarged to include parts of Torga. The changes,
affecting dl Russan-dominated border regions (except Paviodar), enlarged the Size of
these oblasts and increased the ethnic Kazakh share in the recondtituted units. The
decison was presumably guided by the calculations thet their large Sze and high
share of Kazakhs would serve as an antidote to any potential secessonist dams.
These changes were dill not able to offset the population loss as aresult of large-scale
Russan emigration. Notwithstanding the ateration of borders and policy of
channdling Kazakhs to the Russan-dominated areas, North Kazakhgtan, Akmola,
Kogana and Karaganda regions experienced the mogt sgnificant reductionsin
population as aresult of emigration of the Russian-gpesking population.

Kazakhgtan has rgpidly tranformed itsdf from a multiethnic Soviet republic
to a nationdlizing Kazakh gate. This transformation, however, is neither aclear
outcome of a salf-conscious manifestation of a collectively shared sense of
nationaism, as in the Baltic Sates, nor aresult of any pre-existing sense of cultura
distance between the two dominant ethnic communities. Bureaucratic-adminidretive
messures, such asterritorid gerrymandering, have produced Kazakh mgoritiesin the
newly condtituted regions and thus undermine any potentia irredentist threet. The
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changes, affecting dl Russan-dominated border regions (except Pavlodar), enlarged
the Sze of these oblasts and turned Kazakhs into mgorities in the recongtituted units.
These changes were presumably guided by the caculations thet the large size of these
oblagts with titular mgority would undermine the basis for a potential secessionist
clam.

The adminigrative mergers, the implantation of Kazakh officids from the
southern regions into the city and oblast offices of the recondtituted unitsin the north
eastern regions, and above dl, an extensive surveillance by interior affairs ministry
and Kazakh nationd security officids over public and private life have weakened the
mohilizationd potentid of Russans. However, the integration of northern and eastern
regions into the central Sructure isfar from afait accompli. Russan clams over
entire north-eastern regions of Kazaekhstan, as articulated by Alexander Solzhenitsyn,
are no doubt grounded in netiondigt thinking than in a differentiated knowledge of
historicd facts These have found little political support from within Russa or of
Russians within Kazakhstan. However, as a Kazakhgtani historian Irina Erofeeva
notes that an undisputed beief in their dvilizationa superiority and degp-seated
higoricad dams over the region’ prevall among locd Russans manifests though they
lack any palitical or culturd mechanismsfor articulating these views (Author's
interview, Almaty, 19 September 1999). Erofeevadso points out that the north-
western parts of the East Kazakhstan oblagt, dong the right bank of river Irtysh,
induding the aity Ust-Kamenogorsk, belong to the Siberian ecological landscape (not
the Kazakh nomadic pastures) and were under the West Siberian governorate dl
through the tsarist period urtil their incdlusion into Soviet republic of Kazakhgtan in
the 1920s. These points undermine the validity of Kazakh ‘higtoricd’ claims over the
region.

I ngtitutions of Ethnic Control and Cooptation

Thefailure of the state to promote democratic inditutions after an initid phase
of liberdization in the early 1990s has deprived ethnic minorities of avoice and
autonomy to organize themselves as agroup. A relatively liberd conditution adopted
in 1993 and an active parliament eected the same year promised palitica
liberdization. However, anew conditution adopted through a referendum after the
dissolution of the parliament has vested unlimited powers in the president and
gripped the parliament of any red authority. There has been a steady concentration of
power and economic wedth in the president and his close family and associates snce
1995. The presdent’ s elder daughter has headed the sate news agency Khabar and
widlded control over dl state and so-cdled independent media. Her hushand Rakhat
Aliev has hdd various influentid positions such asthe head of the Almaty taxation
department and then as the head of the nationd security committee of Almaty before
his recent political demise following his gopointment as Kazakhstan' s ambassador to
Audria In the meanwhile, Timur Kulibaev, Nazarbaev' s second son-in-law has
amased sgnificant economic powers as the deputy head of Kazmunaigaz (previous
kaztransoil), which controls the magor oil routes. Nazarbaev and his close associates
have been persondly implicated in the transfer of millions of dollars of oil revenues
and Wegtern ail investment into their persond bank accounts. An inquiry by Swiss
bank together with the US federa court is under way.



With the consolidation of a persondigtic authoritarian system, Nazarbaev has
lost much of its reformist gpped and popularity acquired in the early 1990s. The
promise of ethnic harmony and stability made in the early 1990s gppear hollow in the
backdrop of large-scae emigration of Savs and the absence of any meaningful
democrétic participation. The regime has continued to characterize the absence of
public activiam or avic action, induding any form of group mobilizetion, as
symptomatic of “gability” and overdl support for its policy. The intimidation and
buy-off of media, opposition and prominent ethnic leaders have mede it extremdy
difficult for individuals or group to mobilize any sodid action. Since 1996 prominent
figures among the ruling dites have sought control over dl mgor centrd and regiond
newspapers and televison and radio channels. Media are under sustained date
pressure to portray ethnic raionsin aharmonious light and refrain from reporting
any event which may be seen as having a negative impact on the exigting ethnic
harmony. Numerous Russ an-language newspapers, most prominently Karavan,
Soldat, and 21-yi vek (21St Century), dl critica of the regime, have been accused of
inaiting interethnic hatred and faced reprisas. At the same time pro-governmenta
newspapers expressing anti-minority sentiments such as the Russan language paper
dozhivem do ponedel’ nika and Kazakh language paper Kazakhskaia Pravda (the latter
propounds extreme Kazakh netiondism and blatant anti-semitism) have not
experienced any sate control.

Kazakhgtan has attempted to pursue both ‘ethnic’ and *civic’ visons of nation-
building smultaneoudy, without erecting the necessary legd basis to promote elther
of the two godsfully. It hasfocusad primarily on providing a symboalic ethnic
representation by sponsoring indtitutions such as nationa-cultural centres and the
Assambly of Peoples (assembleia narodov) of Kazakhstan. The term narod (people,
or narody - plurd) in the Soviet (and post-Soviet) understanding has an ethnic
connotation. Narod was used in the Soviet times to refer to territoridly dispersed
ethnic groups who did not have their own territorid homeland. From this slandpoirt,
minorities such as Russans, Ukrainians, Germans, Koreans, Tatars and Uzbeks are
‘nationdities and cannot be referred to as narody asthey do have their purported
ethnic homeands. Thereis no officid eaboration on why it was decided to cdl it
‘assembly of people’ (and not ‘nations’ or ‘nationdities'). Asthe hierarchical
ordering of Soviet nationdities theory clearly showed that ‘nations are amore
consolidated and deve oped units than ‘narody’ this choice reflects a demotion of the
datus of various nonHtitular ethnic groups or minority.

National-cultural Centres and the Assembly of People

As dready noted, in the new ethnic hierarchy that has emerged since 1991,
ethnic Kazakhs enjoy the gatus of “firs among equas,” whereas Russans and other
non-Kazakh groups have experienced a steedy demoation of status. Formaly spesking,
eech ethnic group has a condiitutiond right to form an officid nationd cultura centre
committed to developing the cultura heritage of its nationd community asawhole.
The gtate in fact encourages each nationdity to formiits‘officia’ nationd centre. At
the same time, the condiitution prohibits formation of a public association or politica
party propounding an ethnic, rdigious or nationdist ideology.

The nationd centres are also encouraged, and expected, to solicit help from
their ‘kin" gate for the cultural and materid advancement of their group. Indeed the

21



German and Korean centres have vadtly benefited from materid support from thelr
kin-gtates, as wdl asfrom ther individua ethnic sponsors, but most other centres
remain largely dependent on the modest state support. Leaders of other ethnic groups
aso express resentment in privete a the expectation that they are expected to obtain
help from thar ‘kin’ gate. In an interview with the author on 21 December 2002,
Pave Atrushkevich, the former deputy chairman of the Assembly of People of
Kazakhgtan, and leader of the Belorussian cultura centre, disgpproved of the fact that
some ethnic groups, such as the Koreans, have been quite successful in using their
ethnicity for “commercid activities’ whereas most others do not have arich kin sate
to seek help from. He dso reminded thet the primary respongibility of heping the
minorities lies with the Kazakhstani date (“minorities are first and foremogt citizens
of Kazakhgtan and not of their ‘ethnic homeand'”).

The nationd cultura centres serve to promote and legitimate officia policies,
rather than attempting to channe group or societd aspirations to the Sate inditutions.
They are socidized into seeing themsalves as a “diaspord and being oriented toward
their kin state and eschewing any demands for autonomy, whether culturd or
territorid. Alexander Dederer, the leader of Kazakhstan's Germans admitted thet ‘no
group will voluntarily seek to limit their rights,” if the principle of nationd-cultura
autonomy were to be endorsed (Panorama, 13 August 1999).

Ovedl, numericdly samal and relaively wel-knit ethnic groupsin
Kazakhgan, such as Poles, Hungarians, Kurds, as well as Koreans and Germans have
found the nationd-cultura centres of some use in providing them with an
organizationa framework for their cultural activities. Large and dispersed groups,
particularly Russans, who represent a heterogeneous group with multitudes of clams
and interests, can Ssmply not be represented by a single nationa-cultura centre. The
organization for Javic unity, Lad, isthe largest organization representing Savs.
However, it is not indigible for the status of a‘ nationd-cultura’ centre because
principles of Savic unity endorsed by it are not confined to a specific ‘ethnic’ group.

Assembly of Peoples of Kazakhstan

Nazarbaev has used persond patronage to provide for symbolic ethnic
representation and obtain palitical loydty of these representatives. The Assembly of
Peoples of Kazakhstan (Assembleia narodov Kazakhstana), established in 1995 a his
initidive, isthe mog visble inditution of widding presdentia patronage over
minority leaders. The Assembly does not have any legd or condtitutiona status. The
president dso serves asits chairman and is looked upon as the Guardian-Protector of
smdl minorities. Both Kazakhgtan and Kyrgyzstan set up these structures of ethnic
representation ostengbly in compliance with the recaommendations of the OSCE High
Commissoner on Nationd Minorities.

The creetion of the Assembly of Peopleisideologicaly conagtent with the
Soviet legacy of kegping minorities diginct and formally egud, without providing
them with a proper indtitutional framework for their representation and integration.
The assembly at the centre congsts of over 300 representatives of various ethnic
groups and has branches a the oblagt levels. Some of its members are nominated by
officaly-recognized nationd-cultura centres. The presdent, in his capacity asthe
chairman of the Assembly, nominates other members, who include academics, artigts,



writers and socid activigs of various nationdities, after aformal consultation with the
nationa culturd centres Membership of the assembly is viewed as an honour
persondly bestowed by the president that the recipient cannot refuse. Lacking any
juridical power or a representative base, the Assembly serves as an instrument to co-
opt leading ethnic figures into the existing political sysem. Its membersare
encouraged to engage in “culturd’ or *ethnographic’ activities such as organizing
language lessons, concerts, plays, nationd fetivas, ‘days of culture’, anniversaries of
mgor literary and historicd figures, and so on. It is essentidly a non-paliticd

channd: acrucd obligation of the Assembly isto refrain from politica activity or

any form of ethnic entrepreneurship.

The law mandeting that these centres be registered with the ministry of justice
serves as an important screening mechanism. Groups such as Russkaia obshchina and
the various Cossack formations encountered a series of bureaucratic obstacles a the
centrd and oblast levelsin the mid 1990s in securing along-term legd status and
have remained on the fringes of the officid framework. The ban on the various oblast
branches of Russkaia obshchina and Lad was lifted in August 1999 on the eve of the
parliamentary eections and the registration requirements have eased since then.

Nazarbaev has sought to cultivate the assembly as a mechaniam for “conflict
resolution.” He cited an agreement, supposedly brokered by the Assembly, between
the Union of Cossacks of Semirech’e and the law and order authorities of Almaty, as
an evidence of its conflict resolution cagpacity (Kazakhstanskaia pravda, 8 October
1998). The Union of Caossacks of Semirech’ e was denied registration because of their
ingstence on wearing military uniforms and bearing ams. Max van der Stod, the
OSCE High Commissoner on National Minorities facilitated negotiations between
Cossack representatives and government officids, urging that Cossack participants be
invited to national and internationa conferences on ethnic issues. Two Cossack
representatives were nominated by the Kazakhstani government to attend a
conference in Locarno in Switzerland in 1996 amidst dlegetions thet they had been
‘bought off’ (Author’s conversations with Cossack leedersin Ust Kamenogorsk, July
1997). The sate officids have successtully exploited the divisons between two riva
Cossack organizations, the Semirech’ e Cossack group, headed by Gennadii Belykov
which is dosdy associated with the Russkaia obshchina and the Union of Semirech’e
Cossacks headed by Viktor Ovsannikov, which enjoys atactical support of the
authorities.

The gate policy of enshrining the country’s multiethnic legecy is oriented
toward cdlebrating the cultures and nationd heritage of numerous smal ethnic groups
while fomenting factions and divisons within larger groups (Russians). The
Assembly has been entrusted with the task of gpportioning the ten per cent quotain
univergtiesfor the ‘smdl’ ethnic groups— a provison that excludes Russans. While
Russans are psychologicaly resstant to being reduced to the status of a‘minority’,
spokespersons for other ethnic groups, notably ethnic Germans, Koreans, and Uighurs
have made seady demands for the recognition and indtitutiondisation of their
minority satus. For example, the German Council of Kazakhgtan, enjoying the
sponsorship of Germany, obtained membership of the Federd Union of European
Minorities



Lacking formd legd channds of ethnic redress, minority representatives have
tended to use more informal and personalistic connections to secure certain political
concessions far their groups. The Koreans worked out an informa arrangement that
alows them to nominate their own akim (head of the region or oblagt) in the city of
Ushtobe in the Tady Korgan oblast, which has a 9zeable Korean populaion
(Author’ sinterview with Gemnedii Mikhailovich Ni, President of the Koreans
Asociation of Kazakhdan, Almaty, August 1999). Thisisan ad hoc arrangement,
which denotes a persond favour granted by Nazarbaev following informd talks and
does not have alegd gatus or wider ramifications for other ethnic groups.

Weakness of ethnic leadership

A mgor mgor problem faced particularly by Russans, and to agenerd extent
al other ethnic groups, is the sheer absence or weakness of ethnic leaders capable of
creating a support base within their ethnic communities. In sum, leaders of ethnic
communities are not representatives of their communities, but are gppointed or
sponsored by forces within the regime. The absence of alegitimately recognized
ethnic leadership isa sgnificant factor that sheds light on the overdl gpathy or
ingbility on the part of ethnic groups to mobilize their dams. 1t should be
acknowledged that the growing authoritarian turn taken by the Nazarbaev regime has
put the legitimacy of the Kazakh ite under question as well. Scholars have pointed at
the domination of regiond and dientdidtic networks among the ruling Kazakh dite
(Masanov 1996, Khliupin 1998). However, an autonomous non-titular elite or
leadership is smply absent in the system, which attests to the overal lack of group
autonomy and a de facto subordination of minoritiesto the titular nationdlity.

The numerous minority representatives in the officid gpparatus are smilarly
gppointees from top, who do not represent any specific ethnic interests. Thelr
presence in the government, however, is often referred to as an illudtration of the
‘multiethnic’ compogtion of the government. Examples of these are Serge
Tereshchenko, aformer prime minister (1991-1993), andive of Shymkent in South
Kazakhgtan and fluent in Kazakh, who is currently the deputy chairman of the
As=mbly of People; Aleksandr Pavlov, aformer finance minister from North
Kazakhgtan; Viktor Shkol’ nik, the Miniger of Education; and Viktor Khrapunov,
current mayor of Almaty who has made public gestures of spesking rudimentary
Kazakh and accompanying his Kazakh wife to mosgue. Indeed, the few Kazakh-
spesking Savs serving in the high political echeons are extensvely plugged into the
‘internd’ clan and zhuz palitics, which critics dub amainly ‘Kazakh' phenomenon.
One Kazakh politicd commentator (Masanov 1996, 56) went on to refer to them
pgoratively asthe “fourth zhuz.”

Integration through co-optation is the only means of mohility avaladle to the
Russ an-gpeskers within the nationalizing gpparatus. Co-optation brings in security of
tenure as areward for loyaty and support. The rewards for compliance are generous
just as pendty for undertaking autonomous politica action or didoyadty is severe.
Scorned as ‘kazakhicised', Russans occupying mgor postionsin the date gpparatus
tend to enjoy little support or credibility among ther ethnic kin and areill-suited to
provide leadership to their ethnic communities.

The gate has aso sought to exploit anti-Russification sentiments among other
Savic groups (mainly Ukrainians) by emphasizing their ethnic distinctiveness and
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‘auffering’ under the Soviet rule. The common plight of Kazakhs and Ukrainiansis
highlighted in references to the losses both ethnic groups suffered under
collectivization of the late 1920s.

As the above examples show, the absence of an autonomous ethnic dite or an
inditutiondized power-sharing arrangements enable the state to co-opt individud
ethnic members and use them as ethnic figureheads. Their symboalic representation
dlowsthe gaeto afirm its ‘multiethnic and internationd’ image and deter the
emergence of a counter-dite outsde the officia organs of power. Asthe oppostion
leader Piotr Svoik noted, “asindividuds, these are respectable and intdligent people,
but together they demondtrate an incredulous calousness and willingness to rubber-
gamp dmog anything” (Delovaia nedelia, 27 June 1997). Svoik himsdf isatypica
example of an individua who has been coopted into the Sate gpparatus after
periodicaly dabbling into oppostion activiam and atacking the ethnic policies of the
state.

Creating a civic national identity and ingtitutions

In theory, the Nazarbaev leadership has highlighted * multiethnicity’ and
‘internationdism’ as defining features of the Kazakhgtani state. Kazakhstan hasissued
numerous ideologica pronouncements and rhetoric to demondrate its commitment to
a‘avic vison of the state and to apped to Western norms of ethnic minorities
protection. The cregtion of the Assembly of People of Kazakhgtan is aresponse to
recommendations of the OSCE High Commissioner on Nationd Minoritiesto
introduce safeguards for minorities.

At the same time, it has aso projected Kazakhgtan as the ancestrd homeand
of Kazakhs and eevated Kazakh ethnic symbols as sate symbols. Kazakh language is
the sole gate language (though Russian is used in officid capacity), dl state emblems
are Kazakh symbols, satehood is defined solely in terms of Kazakh history and
nomedic culture. Sovereignty and satehood have served asvitd toolsin forging ade
facto hegemony of theftitular or ‘indigenous nationdity. Kazakhs may have acquired
anumerica minority, but their satehood is not yet a sociologicd fact.

In his Strategy 2030, a 33-year programme of development spelled out in
1998, Nazarbaev referred to the “integrating role’ to be assumed by the Kazakh
people amidst the country’s culturd diversty. This rhetoric echoes the emphasison
the ideologicd misson of the Russansin forging inter-ethnic integration during the
Soviet period. Although titular Kazakhs are defined as the historical proprietors of the
date and as ‘fird among equas,’ it is unclear what concrete advantages this can
entail.

Having been reduced to the Satus of a minority, Kazakhs have only recently
obtained amgority satus. Asthe examples of numerous ethnically diverse societies
(Maaysa, Fji, Guyana) where the ‘indigenous’ group was once margindized by the
more mobile ‘non-indigenous;,” the daims for indigenous ethnic entitlements do not
subside after the indigenous group has attained a mgority datus. As these examples
illugrate, in seeking to overcome its margindization, a beleaguered ‘indigenous
minority hasinvariably amed toward establish its superiority through a satus
reversa.
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Theinditutionalised salience of nationdity begs the question whet precisely
does ethnic integration entail and how it isto be pursued. It islikdy thet over imea
sgnificant proportion of Kazakhstani Russans will accommodeate to Kazakh culture
and acquire aproficiency in the language. However, it is very unlikely thet the
Kazakh language can serve an “integrative role’ in the foreseegble future. Russan
remains the preferred language of communication for avast mgority of urban
Kazakhs as well as an indisputable lingua franca dthough the use of Kazakh is
becoming widespread in government offices. The demotion in the satus of Russan
has not necessarily enhanced the role of Kazakh. Ingtead, English is making rapid
inroads among youth, irrepective of ethnic origins, as the language of ‘mohbility’ —a
role previoudy played by Russan.

Major problemsand potential conflict areas

Kazakhstan’s falling population and the return of Kazakh diaspora

Kazakhstan has recorded one of the highest levels of economic growth in the
post- Soviet region asaresult of risng oil exports. However, notwithstanding
sustained macroeconomic growth, emigration continues to outweigh the Kazakhgtan's
naturd rate of growth. Although precise data are not yet available, a sgnificant
number of educated Kazakhs have dso emigrated to Russaand to the West. A
shrinking populaion base, in contragt to densdly populated Uzbekistan in south or
Chinain southreadt, is a setback to Kazakhstan's desire of becoming the dominant

regiona power.

Notwithstanding the current demographic trends, the upbest projection by
Presdent Nazarbaev, echoed by policymakers and some academics, that the
population of Kazakhstan will reach the 25 million mark in the year 2030 & the end of
the 30-year developmenta blueprint adopted in 1998, isyet to berevised. These
projections were based on the hopes of an accderating birth rates among Kazakhs and
aggnificant “return” of aszeable portion of the Kazakh diaspora, living manly in
China, Mongoalia, Russaand Uzbekigtan, following the attainment of sovereign
dtatehood.

Kazakhgtan estimates the number of Kazakh diagporaa 2.5 to 3 million.
Kazakhgtan has followed the example of Germany and Israel by extending citizenship
to Kazakh diagpora and seeking to fadilitate their “return” to their ancestral homeand.
Since 1992 it has set specific quotas for facilitating the return of ethnic Kazakhs from
former Soviet republics, Mongoalia, Chinaand neighbouring states. Whereasin
previous years the emphas s was on repatriating Kazakhs from Mongolia, the
emphagisin the current year has been on facilitating the return of Kazakhs from
Uzbekigtan. The immigration quotafor 2001 was 600 families, mainly from Iran (15),
Pakigtan (20), Afghanigan (20), China (40), Mongolia (20), Turkey (20), Russian
Federation (71), Turkmenistan (32) and Uzbekistan (362). The new redtrictions placed
by the Uzbeks on movement of people and good across the border have particularly
hit the Kazakhs living across the border in Uzbekisan. An amendment in Kazakh
citizenship law make made it possble for them to acquire Kazakh citizenship without
renouncing Uzbek citizenship. According to Uzbek laws, a person renouncing Uzbek
citizenship hasto pay $100 fee—an unaffordable amount for the average person.
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In contrast to the Baltic ates, which made citizenship conditiona upon the
knowledge of the respective state language, Kazakhstan offered the so-cdled “zero-
option” for citizenship, in which anyone residing on a given territory a the moment of
the Soviet collgpsein 1991 was an autométic citizen of the new Sate. However, it has
refused to accede to demands by Russans that they be dlowed dud citizenship. The
Kazakhdani sate hasreingtated dud citizenship for ethnic Kazakhs though not for
any other ethnic groups.

Kazakh returnees who were forced to flee the country during the Soviet years
are automaticaly entitled to Kazakh citizenship. The number of Kazakhsliving
outdde of Kazakhgtan in 1979 and 1989 censuses, repectively, was 1.26 million and
1.6 million, or about 20 percent of the total Kazakh population in the USSR. Of these
630,000 lived in the RFSFR, 808,000 in Uzbekigtan, 90,000 in Turkmenigtan, and
37,000 in Kyrgyzstan. According to pre-1991 deta, there are about 1.2 million
Kazakhs in China (the 2000 Chinese census resullts should reved the current number)
and about 150,000 in Mongalia

It is estimeted that gpproximately 190,000 Kazakhs, mainly from Mongolia,
Turkey, Afghani stan and ather CIS countries, have immigrated to Kazakhstan
between 1992-1990.° The repatriation quota for Kazakhs from Mongoliawas 10,000
familiesin 1993 but it was gradudly lowered to 7,000 in 1994, 5,000 in 1995, and
4000in 199%6.° A presdential decree set the repatriation quota to 500 familiesfor the
year 1999, ingructing oblasts to find money to accommodate families. According to
the Minigtry of Labor and Socd Wdfare, some 3500 families or 155,000 Kazakhs
repatriated to their homeand, of these 85,000 were from the CI'S countries and 62,000
from Mongolia. An important motivation behind their repatriation was to enhance the
number of pure Kazakh-speskers in the country. Generdly lacking the linguigtic kills
(knowledge of Russan, induding Cyrillic script in which Kazakh iswritten) or
connections to find their way through, the repatriates often encounter alukewarm
response by neighbours. They dso have to fight an uphill bureaucratic baitle, having
to wait much longer before obtaining regidration cards and Kazakhstani passports.
Protracted delaysin processing paperwork in order to obtain citizenship have deterred
their immigration; only about 10 percent of these migrants have mmaged to obtain
passports athough they are formaly entitled to Kazakh cltlzenshlp Various reports
suggest that many of the repatriated familieslack proper housing and have little
choicein sdecting the place they Want to live. Asareault, about 10-15 percent of the
families have gone back to Mongolla

Itistoo early to assess avigble effect of the returnee diagpora on ethnic or
political landscape of the country. Kazakhs from other former Soviet republics on the
whole are better integrated than those from outside as the latter lack facility in
Russian or dility to read Cyrillic script in which Kazakh iswritten. Theinitid
euphoria over the return of ethnic kin from across the borders has been dampened by
financid condraints aswell by the cultura and socid divide between the native and

> http://www.humanrights-usa.net/report/kazakhstan.html

® Statistics provided by International Organization for Migration.
http://www.iom.int/iom/Publications/books_studies_surveys/Kazakhstan.htm
” http://www.humenri ghts-usa.net/report/kazakhstan.html

8 http://www.iom.int/iom/Publications/books_studies_surveys/K azakhstan.htm

27



returnee Kazakhs. The tengon between the expected demographic gains and the
redity of economic costs of supporting migrants is becoming ever more stark. There
are few rich and successful Kazakhs desirous of returning home. Repatriates, mainly
from Mongalia, Turkey, and Afghanistan, tend to be poor, less educated and less
killed. There has been no sgnificant return of Kazakhsliving in Xinjiang in Chinato
Kazakhgtan. Kazakh in China desirous of migrating to Kazakhstan are dissuaded not
only by obstacles encountered from the Chinese Sde, but aso lack of familiarity with
the Cyrillic script (Arabic script is used by Uighurs and Kazakhs in Xinjiang).

Potential for inter-ethnic conflict?

There has been no historical pattern of conflicts between Russans (or Savs)
and Kazakhs (or other Mudim groups), athough numerous works written in 1990s
warned of such a conflict (Khazanov 1995, Chinn and Kaiser 1995). An empiricd
survey of mgor conflictsin Central Adaover the last 20 years suggests that dmost
al mgor ethnic conflicts have ether occurred between various Mudim groups (the
Osh conflict in 1990 between Uzbeks and Kyrgyz in Kyrgyzstan, the conflicts
between Meskhetian Turks and Uzbeks in the Ferghana valey in Uzbekisan in 1989)
or between the titular nationdlity and amore recent migrant community (the clashesin
Novyi Uzen in Kazakhstan in 1989 between Kazakhs and various itinerant workers
from the North Caucasus).

Crude ethnic and racia sereotyping, a carry-over from the Soviet times is
common and widespreed. For instance, Chinese traders are routingly blamed for
bringing “shoddy” products and seen as “taking over” the country through trade as
wel| through demographic influx. In severd parts of Kazakhgtan, locdl traders have
urged protection from the government authorities and often protested and raided
Chinese shops for sdling chegp goods and thus controlling most of the locdl trade.
Chinese embassy protested againgt the rampant stereotyping and prejudice. It is
widdy recognised that Chinese traders and locad police officids have closeties,
which compounds the task of obtaining an accurate number of Chinese traders
practicaly maintaining resdency in Kazakhgtan. Informa estimates suggest thet there
are 50,000 such stlersin Almaty aone. Equaly widespread are common perceptions
of Chinese men routindy marrying loca Kazakh women in order to obtain residency
papers as well as promoting a“cregping colonization” of the Kazakhs though no hard
evidence exigs. Such stereotyping is reinforced by the perception of Kazakhgtan's
economic dependence on China. China has dready taken over Russa as Kazakhgtan's
largest trading partner.

Nationalization of Education and History

Since the declaration of Kazakh as the state language, efforts have been under
way to pramote education in Kazakh in schools and universties. Officid data suggest
a28. 5increase in the number of monolingua Kazakh-medium secondary schoalsin
the period 1989-1996 and a 37% drop in the number of Russan-medium schoadlsin
the same period (Nauryzba 1997) Between 1992 and 1996 in indtitutes of higher
learning, the proportion of Kazakh-medium students rose from 22.1% to 30.9%.

The qudity of indruction in the Kazakh language sectionsis poor given a
dearth of Kazakh-medium specidigs aswell as aosence of good qudity textbooks and
academic or technicd literature in Kazakh. Almogt dl textbooks are trandations from
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Russan or English. Many of the trandations are done by under-qudified gaff and do
not have a sandardized technica or sciertific vocabulary. As the state-funded
universities tend to favour sudents of Kazakh nationdity, especialy those desirous of
studying in Kazakh medium sections, more quaified students, irrespective of ethnic
background, have opted to udy in aquickly proliferating network of private
indtitutes for a better quality education that comes with a price.

According to an informants in the Inditute of History and Ethnography, the
inditute’ s director, a Kazakh nationdist who enjoyed presdentid patronage, issued
an ingruction to researchers to trace the roots of Kazakh statehood in the Sak period
in the firg millennium BC). The am was to establish “andient” roots of Kazakh
dtatehood and a pre-existing sense of nationd and Sate identity among Kazakhs.

The new history of Kazakhgtan, taught in school and portrayed in museums,
downplays or ignores the multiethnic heritage of Kazakhstan and seeks to portray it as
aKazakh gate dl through its history. The exhibitsin the new museum (caled the
Culturd Centre of the President), the ethnographic museum in Kazakhstan, the
exhibitsin the newly-congructed modern building of the Eurasan University in
Adanaaswdl as numerous history textbooks mark growing efforts to show the
centra place of Kazakhs in world dvilization. Military and political accomplishments
of various Turkic tribes and other people who inhabited present day territories of
Kazakhgtan are attributed to Kazakh people.

Conclusion

The Kazakhgtani case shows how the Sate dites have as so judtified remedid
action favouring the Kazakhs by framing the language issue in terms of justice and
aurviva of the titular group. By providing minorities with symbolic support but &t the
same time depriving them of any inditutiond or legd framework for organization, the
date has sought to deter any form of direct ethnic competition or mobilization. Covert
discrimination againgt Russans has not evoked resistance primarily because Russans
as agroup remain deeply acculturated into seeing themsdves asavilizaiondly
superior and do not covet an incdluson in the ethnic hierarchy. The emigration of
Russan-speskers, aswdl asthe palitica disempowerment of non-titular groups have
accelerated the transformation of Kazakhgtan into a Kazakh nationd dtate. Ethnic
‘gahility’ has come a ahigh cost to the principle of ethnic equality and plurdism.

Although Kazakhstan has managed to steer dlear of conflict dong ethnic lines,
the top-down management of ethnic relaions has exacerbated a degp sense of
dienaion of the citizenry from the state, bringing about a massive population flight
and a geady deterioration of the qudity of life and norms governing public sphere.
The 1999 census Sates the population to be 14.9 million, down from 16.7 millionin
1989, and declining further. Such a high drop in population is especidly darming for
acountry that has not been subject to any ethnic turmoil or civil grife and has taken
pride in preserving ethnic ‘ sability’.

The development of democratic inditutions and representation of minorities
through dectionsis a critica requirement for safeguarding interests of various ethnic
groups in any multiethnic system. The ideologicd legacy of Soviet nationdities
theory, especidly its penchant with ‘ tability” and avoidance of any form of ethnic
conflict is further compounded by the growing authoritarianism of the Nazarbaev



regime. To some extent the Kazakhstani state has managed to coopt proposas for
minority representation by the OSCE and other Western indtitutions into a top-down
system of ethnic management. However, such measures have so far enhanced
widespread gpathy and distrust of the regime and led minorities to pursue ther
surviva by avoiding or bypassng the Sate structure.
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