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PREFACE

This report analyzes some emergent ethnode~~graphic and ethno—

political trends in the USSR and examines their economic , mili tary,

and political implications for the Soviet reg ime . In addi tion , It

deals briefly with problems and opportunities that these trend s are

l ikely to create for policymak ers in the West. The report was pre-

pared under the Project AIR FORCE (formerly Project RAND) study effort

entitled “Implicatio ns of Soviet and Chinese Military Policy and Strat-

egy for Air Forc e Planning .”
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SUMMARY

The changes that are occurring in the ethnodemographic composition

and ethnopolitical orientation of the Soviet population could seriously

comp licate the lives of future Soviet policymakers. Althoug h these

changes of themselves will almost certainly not lead to a breakdown of

the Soviet system , they could generate considerable within—system stress

and hamper the further growth of Soviet power.

The ethnod emographic composition of the USSR is characterized by

a large disparity between the growth rates of the country ’s “European”

(Slavic and Baltic ) nat ionalities , which are low and have steadily

fallen, and the growth rates of its “non—European” (Caucasian and Cen-

tral Asian) nationalities , which are extremely high . Because the Euro-

peans form such a large majority of the population , overall Soviet

population growth has slowed to slightly over 1.3 percent per annum ,

while the proportion of “non—Europeans” in the population has risen

from 11.5 percen t in 1959 to an estimated 17 percent in 1977 and is

steadily increasing. That the regime is seriously concerned about this

situation is indicated by a variety of official statements and actions.

However , current trends cannot possibly be stopped or reversed on short

notice, and the spectre of a demographic “yellowing” that haunts many

Soviet “Europeans” will become an increasingly salient fact.

~y the late l980s, there will probably not be enough “European”

entrants into the industrial workforce to replace scheduled “European”

retirees, let alone to staff new plants and enterprises. Even if sched-

uled retirements are deferred and non—industrial manpower is redeployed,

the only sizeable reservoir of labor resources will consist of Central

Asians. Short of a very sharp increase in labor produc t ivity , there-

fore, continued economic growth will depend on the regime’s willingness

and ability either to shift its industrial center of gravity eastward

toward the presently semi—developed republics of Central Asia, or to

~~bilize the presently non—migratory natives of those republics for

work in other regions. Both of these alterna t ives, however , involve

large costs and high risks .

~~
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On the one hand , a rapid buildup of Central Asia ’s industrial Ca—

pacity would require the d iversion of a great deal of scarce capital

and equipment both from the already industrialized regions of the coun—

try and from underdeveloped regions that are far richer than (intral

Asia in essential natural resources . In addition , such a buildup would

probably have the unintended but familiar effect of drawing scarce man-

power away f rom o ther reg ions in to Cen t ral Asia , where the natives are

still predominantly technically unskilled peasants. On the other hand ,

there is little prospect that these natives can be enrolled as ;;1~~t~~r-

: i tc v without the introduc t ion of incentives and/or sanctions that

could not only disrupt both the local and the all—union economy but

could also generate serious national unrest. In consequence , there is

a distinc t possibility that Soviet economic growth will slow apprec iably

in the near future and that the regime will come under increasing pres-

sure both to speed the acquisition of labor—saving Western tec hnology

and to introduce administrative and management reforms of a sort that ,

though potentially conduc ive to increased labor productivity, are

costly to implement and fraught with political risk.

The manpower demands of the labor—short all—union economy will

make it tempting for the regime to reduce the size of its armed forces.

In addition to a potential manpower cutback , moreover , the armed forces

will face the prospec t of a substantial “yellowing .” This is fore-

shadowed , if not foreordained , by the fact that the proportion of “non—

Europ eans” in the country ’s pr ime—age draft pool will increase from a

low of 20 to 25 percent to almost 40 percent between the late 1980s

and the end of the century. At a minimum , the regime will almost cer-

tainly have to abandon its current practice of assigning only a few

atypical Central Asians to high—priority military units , while rele—

gatin~, typical Central Asians to construction , supply, and rear service

functions. Despite improved schooling, the vast majority of typica l

Cent ra l  Asians w i l l  probably still be poor ly  educa ted by Europ ean

standards and have a weak command of spoken Russian. In consequence,

there is little prospect that the impending decline in the quantity of

Soviet military manpower will be counterbalanced by a significant in-

crease in its quality. On the contrary, the language—related command ,
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contro l , and communication problems that have heretofore been largely

confined to relatively low priority units could spread to other units ,

w ith corresponding adverse effects on the country ’s military capabili—

t ies.

Although these problems could be significantly alleviated by a

return to some form of “military feder alism ,” the top leadership is un-

likely to endorse any decisive move in this direction because of its

tear that national uLits might provid e tacit or open military support

tor na t ionalist challenges to central authority. Suc h challenges have

become increasingly frequent and militant in recent years and are likely

to become yet more so as a result of the impending “social mobilization ”

of the Central Asian nationalities , the backlash of the “European” na-

tionalities in general and the Russians in particular to the “expro-

priation ” of “the ir ” resources to speed Central Asia ’s industrializa-

tion , the increasing exposure of the masses to dissident nationalis t

spokesmen and to the demonstration effects of nationalist protests

within the Soviet Union and in the outside world and the growing ac-

cessibility of weapons and explosives. Barring a major military defeat

or a politically incapacitating succession strugg le , there is little

immediate prospect that national protest will rise to unmanageable

levels. At most , there is likely to be a tenser version of the status

quo——i.e., more numerous acts of Individua l and small group terrorism ,

more frequent episodes of collective violence , more massive protest

demonstrations , more extensive public or semi—public dissent , and the

like. Even such “manageable” outcomes , how ever , would force the regimt

to introduce or strengthen economically counterproductive and politi-

cally demoralizing police controls and could jeopardize its ability to

secure economic concessions from the West and diplomatic support from

the Third World.

Although the ethnodemographic and ethnopolitical pressures that

it faces could lead the Kremlin to impose harsher restrictions at home

and to tighten its grip on Eastern Europe , they could also conduce

toward greater Soviet willingness to enter into balanced force !educ—

tion agreements and , more generally,  toward a curtailment of Soviet

“global ism” and the adoption of a lower Soviet profile in international

.,- .~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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affairs. For these latter -~ sIhili t Ies tv be realized , however , the

West may have t~ ap~ ly—— or b~ read y to apply——som e of t h e leverage that

it will inevitabl y •icquire tv virtue of the fact tha t the ethnodemo—

~,r~ p hiic and et hn o p o l  it lcdl pressures or) the S o vi e t  reg ime ca~i to at

least  some extent be alleviated or exacerbated by Western actions.

— ~~~~—
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1. INTROI)U CT I ON

This report examines some of the policy problems tha t will confront

th~ Soviet leadership over the next ten to twenty years as a result of

the rapidly chang ing ethnodemographlc composition and (thnopo lirical

orientation of the Soviet population. Unlike some recent commentaries ,

the report does not contend that these problems foreshadow a breakdown

of the Soviet system or even that they are likely to reach crisis pro-

portions.
1 

Contrary to the view tha t still prevails in many quarters ,

however , it c-.; contend tha t these problems are neither adventitious

nor recessive and could significantly influence the future development

of th ~ -oviet system.~ Since most readers w il l already be acquainted

with the main attributes of the Soviet system , this report does not

attempt to place the problems that it addresses in their broader set-

ting, wh ich is largely taken for granted. Nor does it attemp t to survey

‘See, for example , the remarks of Professor Richard Pipes in ‘ Re—
fiecti”ns of a Nationality Expert ,” in Carl A. Linden and Dimitri K.
S ines ( e d ~~.) ,  .zti~o;(zljt~~.

; and ~7czti ’aL ~ i;r i .  t~~: Y J ~~: A U D f ~’t
) l . r~~~ : , (-enter for Stra teg ic and International Studies , Georgetown
University, 1977 , pp. 9—11 , especially p. 10. For a somewhat more
qualified statement by Pipes , see his “Reflections on the Nationality
Problem in the Soviet Union ,” in Nathan Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan
(eds.), ~;~~ nio

-it y , Harvard University Press , Cambrid ge , Massachusetts ,
1975 , pp. 451—4 65 , espec ial l y pp. 464—4~ 5. Compare also the prediction
of President Khadaffi of Libya , in his political treatise :li e Third
:h~- :r ~ , that , as a result of “the nationalist movement ,” “ i day w ill
come when it Eth ic Soviet Ijnionl will split. ” (Al—Qadhaff i, Mu ’ammar ,
!‘i—1l— ~L~; r.1j 1’z al— thai r; o;, Benghazi , 1974 , p. 28.) According to
then—Professor Zbign iew Brz ez insk i, “th e national question.. .creates
a major block to gradual evolution” in the USSR and “could prove itself
to be th e fatal contradiction of Soviet political evolution.” (I n
~‘ie t PoZit~ o~;: From the - ~~~~~ to t~hc 1 wt? Research Institute on
I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Chan ,~e , Columbia University, Ma rch 1975 , p. II.)

2
For a sophisticated and well—informed defense of the proposition

that the Soviet Union has become essentially “denationalized” and that
th e evidence to the conLrary derives from a brief and anomalous flare—up
of int -rethnic tensions in the period 1965 to 1970 , see the a r t i le
“Eth nography in Soviet Russia ,” by David Z11’berma n , an ex—Soviet soci-
ologist , in Dialeoti~ Anihro~. logy , No. 1, 1976 , pp. 135—15 3, especia l ly
p. 149.

~~~~* —
-, - - -- - —

~~~~~
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the entire range of policy.problems which developments on the “nation-

ality front ” will or could engender. Rather it focuses on a few se-

lected topics that should be of particular interest to U.S. policymakers

and policy planners and attempts to explore these problems in somewhat

more detail than one ordinarily finds in either the scholarly or the

analytical literature.

- - - --- - - .. —~~- - - - —~~-
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II. ETHNODEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS

The most el emental of the ethnode*m graph ic prob lems confronting

the reg ime is the large and persistent disparity in the growth rates

of the country ’s “European” (Slavic and Baltic) nationalities on the

one hand and its “non—E uropean ” (Caucasian and Central Asian) nation-

alities on the other .
1 

As can be seen in Fig. 1, of the major “European ”

Major European” no tiono lities Major “non - European” nationa lities

%~ %~~~~%~ Uzbek

~~~~ 
Tartar

Russian 
~~~~~~~~~~ Kozak h

Ukrainian V/// %~~ Azeri

~~~~~ Belorussian ~~///~7//4 Armenian

~%~%1 Moldavkn ~~V////~ Geor9ian

~~~~ Lithuanian 
__________________ 

Todzikh

] Latv lan ~~~/////////////~~ Turkmen

Estonian ‘~~~/z~~~~1 KlrgIz
F I I I 1 I I f 1 1

0 I 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4
Av.r~~e annual percentage Increase between 1959 ar~i 1970,

per the results of the correçondlng Soviet cen~ ‘~is.

FIg. 1 — Population growth rates among major
“European” and “non — European” nationalities

1The reader will , of course , recognize that the categories “Euro-
pean ” and “non—European ” are aynthetic and tha t each of them includes
na t ionalities tha t differ from one another in important reapects. In
the caRe of the “non—Europeans ,” the crucial interna l distinction is

~~
.- —  

- —.- — -
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nationalities , wh ich constitute about four—fifths of the country ’s

total population and therefore dominate its overall demographic per-

formance , only the Moldavians have increased by more than 1.2 percent

per annum in recent years and some of them have scarcely increased at

all.
1 Of the m a j o r  “non—European” nationalities , on the other hand ,

only the Georg ians and Tartars have fallen below a 2 percen t increase

per annum and the Central Asian nationalities have achieved annual in-

creases of close to 4 percent. As a result , “non—Europeans” have in-

creased their share in the country ’s total population from 11.5 percent

in 1959 to a conservatively estimated 17 percent in 1977.
2

Th is dispar it y ( the size and pers is tence of wh ich the regime had

apparently underestimated prior to the 1970 census) has become a source

of mounting officia l concern. There is little doubt , f or examp le , that

it was instrumental in the regime ’s dec ision to create a special high—

level Scientific Council on Nationality Problems under the Presidium of

the Academy of Sciences.3 In addition , it was almost certainly a factor

probably between Christians (Georgians and Armenians) and Muslims
(Azeri, Uzbeks , Turkmen, Tadzhiks, Kirg iz , and Kazakhs). Except for
the Tadzhiks , all of the Muslim nationalities speak mutually compre-
hensible languages and share a common Turkic background that may be
more important to them than their Soviet—sponsored national identities .
A str iking bit of evidence to this effect is the recent statement by
the well—known Kirgiz novelist Chingiz Aitmatov that recent literary
output in Central Asia filled him with “Turkic national pride.” (As
quoted in N. Khudaiberganov , “Vdokhnovennaia Ispoved ’,” Pravda V eto ka ,
December 10, 1976 , p. 3.) That suc h a statement could be presently
made about “Slavic” or “Bal t ic” national pride seems doubtful. (On the
mutual comprehensibility of Soviet Turkic languages , cf. C. K. Dulling ’s
review of a major Soviet study of Turkic languages in Central Asian Re-
view , Vol. 15, No. 2, 1967 , p. 160.)

‘See Appendix for fuller detail.
2
S. I. Bruk and M. N. Guboglo , Development and Interaction of

Ethnodemographic and Ethnolinguistic Processes in Soviet Society,”
Ia toriia SSSR, No. 4, Ju ly/Augus t 1974 , pp. 26—45, in Tra nBia t i  -~w on
USSR Political and Sociological Affair8, No. 556, JPRS 629 84 , Septetn-~
ber 17 , 1974 , pp. 90—123, especially p. 93.

3
lhis Council was created in late 1969 or early 1970 but was ap-

parently moribund until 1974—75, when it went into high—gear operation.
Fo r one , among a number , of recent accounts of its work , see ~he article
by the leading Soviet demographer M. N. Guboglo , “V Sektsii obshcheat—
vennykh nauk Prezidiuina AN SSSR — v Nauchnom sovete p0 natsional’nym
p roblemam ,” Voproay I~ t o r if , No. 4, 1976 , pp. 148—150.

— 
- - - - - --—- - -, - -. —
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in Brezhn ev ’s recent call for the formulation of an official d emographic

policy that would take account of “a number of population problems whi h

have lately become exacerbated.”
1 

~or the immediate future , however ,

there is little tha t the reg ime can do to stimulate the growth rate

among “European” nationalities , and no conceivable combination of pro—

and anti—natalist policies can avoid a lengthy continuation of the

overall trends displayed in Table 1. In consequenc e, by the end of the

century, between 20 and 2” percent of the country ’s total population

and almost 40 percent of its teenagers and young adults will be “non—

Europeans ,” of whom the vast majority will be Central Asians.
2

That this prospect has aroused deep—seated psychological and po—

litical anxieties among members of the ruling elite is indicated , among

other things , by the epithet “yellowing” ( ;: - l t c ~: i ’~) tha t is appl ied

to it in the private conversations of many Soviet officials .
3 These

anxieties in turn are strongly reinforced by the “jokes ,” which hav e
gained currency in certain Central Asian circles , about the impending

restoration of the Tartar Yoke, the forthcoming confirmation of the

propos ition tha t “when you scratch a Russian you find a Tartar ,” and

th e fate that will befall the Russians when the Chinese “libera te”

‘Translated in 1hc r~r~~t. D-i~
j
~;c t of the ~)c~’ie E’rcss, Vol. 28,

No. 8, March 24 , 1976 , p. 27 .  Even prior  to brezhnev ’s statement , the
legal implicat ions of possible o f f i c ial demograph ic pol icy were d~ s—
cussed at a “round table” convened by the editors of the journal S~ t’~~ t

~:t-2te and Law and attended not only by jurists but by repr esen ta t ives
of the Central Statistical Administration and the Lenin Military—Po-
l itical Academy . See “Legal Aspects of Demographic Policy,” SoV~ t8kc ’
gOBudaratvo i pravo , No. 1, January 1975, pp. 28—25 , in Tranalatio~:.~
on USSR Political and So~~ log i. zl Aff~zzrs , No . 621, JPRS 64573 , Apr i l
18, 1975 , pp.  1—14 , especial ly  p. 5.

2
See Appendix. The ‘ow~~t U.S .  Governmen t p ro jec t ions , which are

based on assumptions tha t  a lmos t  c e r t a in ly  understate probabilities on
the Muslim side and probably overstate them on the European side, en-
vision a 21.3 percen t Muslim component (65 million) in a 307 million
popula tion . (Compare J. F. Besemures , “Population Politics in the
U.S.S.R.,” Soviet Union/Union Sovi~’tique , No. 2, par t 1, 1975 , p. 69,
who , after citing these figures , concludes that they “are so cautious
(as regards Muslim growth ratesj as to be almos t foolhardy.”)

reported by numerous Soviet emigres.

— 
—- - . -
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Tabl e 1

THE CHANGING COMPOSITION OF THE USSR POPULATION , 1959—1970

Percentage
o f To tal

Popula t ion
Percen tage

iat ionality 1959 1970 Point Change

Major “European” 79.6 77.2 —2.4
Russian 54 .6 53.4 —1.2
Ukrainian 17.8 16.9 —0.9
ii~ 1orussian 3.8 3.7 —0.1
Moldavian 1.1 1.1 0.0
Latv ian 0.7 0.6 —0.1
Lithuanian 1.1 1.1 0.0
Estonian 0.4 0.4 0.0

Major “Non—European” 12.6 15.2 +2.6
Uzbek 2.9 3.8 +0.9
Tartar 2.4 2.4 0.0
Kazakh 1.7 2.2 +0.5
Azeri 1.4 1.8 +0.4
Armenian 1.3 1.5 +0.2
Georgian 1.3 1.3 0.0
Tadzikh 0.7 0.9 +0.2
Turkmen 0.5 0.6 +0.1
Kirgiz 0.5 0.6 +0.1
Others 7.8 7.6 —0.2

Selected Na t iona l  Groups
Slavsa 

b 
76 .3 74.0 —2.3

Non—Slavic “Europeans” 3.3 3.2 O.1
“Non—European” Chris tians’ 2.6 2.8 +0.2
“Non—European” Muslims d 10.0 12.4 +2.4
All other 7.8 7.6 —0.2

aslavs are d e f i n e d  as the total  of the Russian , Ukra in ian ,
and Be lo russ i an  popu l a t i ons .

b N S l i “Europeans ” are def ined as the to t a l  of the
Moldavian , Li thuanian , Latvian , and Estonian populat ions .

C I~N E fl Ch r i s t i ans  are def ined  as the to t a l  of
the Georgian and Armenian populations .

d
~ N E H Muslims are defined as the total of the

tlzbek , Tartar , Kazakh , Azeri , Tadzhik, Turkmen , and Ki rgia
populations.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  ——
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Turkestan .
1 

Nonetheless , the current ruling elite itself is not dj s—

cernib ly racist in its outlook or composition , and it is doubtful that

it feel s immed ia tely threa tened by an erosion of “~hitc supremacy ” or

the emergence of a Ch inese “fifth column .” The fact t h a t  it has chosen

to treble the number of Turkic representatives on the Politburo (from

one to three , w i t h  the addition of the Azeri , C. A. All ey, and the

Kazakh or Ui ghur , D. A. Kunaev , to the Uzbek Incumbent , Sh. R.  R a sh id o v )

on the eve of a potential succession crisis suggests a relative indif-

ference on the first count , and there is no evidence to suggest tha t

the Central As ians , who are , of course, not yellow but brown , have any

real (as against rhetorical) sympathy for the Chinese. Although Chinese

propaganda against the domina t ion of Central Asia by “new Tsars” un-

doubtedly strikes responsive chords , its pro—Chinese content is filtered

through an almost primord ial Sino—phobia and a widespread awareness

(cultivated by the Soviet regime) of the unhappy fate ot~ the Turkic

minorities in the People ’s Republic of China.
2

‘As reported by numerous Soviet emigres and Western visitors to
th e USSR. Cf. also igor Shafarevich , “Separa t ion or Reconc i l iation ,”
in Alexander Solzhenitsyn , Michael Agursky , et al., i”ror~ U~~!cr the-
ThaU le , Ban tam Books , New York , 1976 , p. 87, where the author affirms
that “In our Central Asian cities I and many others have often heard
t he  c ry , ‘Just wait til the Chinese come , they ’l l  show you wha t ’s
wha t ! ‘“

2
For representative Chinese attacks on Soviet nationality policy ,

see Hung Chuan—yu , “The New Tsars——Common Enemy of the People of All
Nationalities in the Soviet Union ,” ~~ Pe~~~q Revf, :, No . 27, Ju ly 4 ,
1969, pp. 25—27, and an unsigned article , “Soviet Social—Imperialism
Pursues  a Po l i cy  of N a t i o n a l  Oppression ,” Th ’ P~~ i ’..; Revi.- .’, No. 22,
May 28 , 1976 , pp.  19—23. Al thoug h these and other Chinese statements
deal w i t h  the “pli ght” of a l l  non—Russ i an  nationalities , the focus is
on the nat ionalities of Central Asia and on the U k r a i n i a n s , who , of
course , constitute a significant proportion of the “European ” popula-
tion in Kirgizia and Kazakhstan. For a typical Soviet commentary on
China ’s maltreatment of its Turkic minorities , see V. A. Bogoslovakil ,
A. N. Kuz ’mina , et al. , Vcl:~ z~~~~~i z politi.k.~ mac i~ t.ov t’ f~~ —
al’nykh raionakh rAVR , lsda tel’ stvo politichesko l literatury, Moscow ,
1975. See also the speech of the Kazakh party f irst secretary 0. A.
Kunaev to the Twenty—Fifth Party Congress, T~~- ‘~rr. ’t ? f i - ~ t -f t~z~
Sovic t  Press , Vol. 28 , No.  9 , March 31, 1976, p. 4 2 ;  the speech of
Kirgiz party first secretary T. U. Usubaliyev to the Twenty—Fifth Party
Congress , The Current i’zgeat cf the ~i ui. t im-88 , Vol. 38, No. 11 ,
April  14 , 1976 , pp .  15—16; and the review of a new Uighur language book

- - -~~~~~-- _—
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At a minimum , the Kremlin ’s conc ern on bo th  these c o u n t s  is a lmost

certainly less urgent than its concern over the implications of the

“ye ll owing” process for the national economy . In this conn etion , more-

over , what is most troubling is not the shift in the ethnic balance

per St. but  the low “European” (and hence , all—union) growth rates and

t he  t a c t  t ha t  the C e n t ra l  Asian n a t i o n a l i t i e s  have remained outside

the mainstream of the ~~~~~~~~~ economic development and contain a

heavy preponderance of undereducated peasants with a weak—to—non-

e x i s t e n t  knowled ge of Russian and a tenacious aversion to interreg ional

or even Intraregional migration.
1

by M. K. Khamraev in t-z;;a~:hstanskafa I-lu~kia, August 23, 1973 , p. 3,
wh ich is synopsized in Al-SLF~~, January 1974, p. 31. For a description
of a Soviet newspaper published for the tens of thousands of Turkic
ref ugees f ro m Ch ina , see Christopher S. Wren , “Kazakhstan Beckons Refu-
gees from China,” ~ .V~~’ Y r ~ 1 irnE:.~ , Ap ri l 24 , 1976 , p. 8. Cf. also
Rasma Silde—Karklins , “The Uighurs Between China and the USSR,” Ca r’.a—
~zian Slz ~’u~i P z; r~~, Vol. 17, Nos. 2 and 3, 1975 , pp. 341—365.

1
0n the extremely low rates of interregional mobility among Cen-

t ral Asians , see V. N. Korovaeva , “Population Migration in the USSR,”
in C. M. Maksimov (ed.), Vsesoiuznaia perep i8 ’ naaeleniia 1~ ?O ~j o (L~,
“Statistika ,” Moscow , 1976 , especially p. 259. The proport ion of
Central Asian natives who claim fluency in Russian is under 20 perc ent
among all nationalities excep t the Kazakhs , where it is almost 42 per-
cent. See Soc.- tskaia Pedagog ika , No. 11, November 1971 , p. 65.

— - —--.- - . — - -  - -  - - —~~~ - -.-~~~~~~~~--.- —,__ — ~
—- -
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111. ECoNOMIC 01 LENMAS

What t he  “s h o r t f a l l ” in the country ’s “European” population means

fo r  t h e  economy is that the l a t t e r  w i l l  no longer be able  to provide

large—scale reinforcements for the i n d u s t r ia l  w o r k f o r c e .  By the la te

1980s , the number of “Europeans ” reaching working age will actually

decline from the present average of about 4 million per annum to only

slightly over 2 mIllion per annum , and the regime will be extremely

hard pressed to find enough “European” workers to replace those whose

retirement (even if extended beyond the current norms of 60 for men

and 55 for women) can no longer be delayed .
1 

What makes this prospect

particularly unsettling, in turn , is the fact that the vast bulk of

the increase in Industrial output that has occurred in the postwar So-

viet Union is attributable to increases in the “European ” workforce

rather than to increases in per capita labor productivity, which has

grown only modestly despite the regime ’s frantic efforts to raise it.
2

Even if it manages to replenish its “Eur opean ” workforce , e.g., by re-

ducing draft terms and/or draft quotas , curtailing full—time secondary

education , accelerating the alread y rapid  f l i g h t  of young “Europeans ”

from the countrysid e, etc., the only way it can hope to staff the many

new e n t e r p r i s e s  on which  i t  has s taked so much of i t s  pres t ige  and

c r e d i b i l i t y  is c i t h~’r to locate the bulk of them in Central Asia or to

1 iierived f rom Murray Feshbach and Stephen Repaway , “Soviet Popula—
lation and Manpower Trend s and Policies ,” in Congress of the United
States , Joint Economic Committee, Soviet Ec;’~oni~ in a ~

.‘w Ecr.’j. - tiv e,
94th  Congress , 2nd Session , Government Printing Office , Washington ,
D.C., October 1976, p. 150 , Table 16.

2cf TsSU SSSR , .‘~~r- 1~~.’ khoziaiatvo SSSR v .‘?4 ~~~
- !: , “Statistika ,”

Moscow , 1975 , p. 85. According to this o f f i c i a l  Soviet source , the
annual  percentage growth of labor p roduc t iv i ty  in Soviet indus t ry  rose
t rom 3.7 in 1964 to 6 . 3  in 1974 . 1974 was a peak year , however , and
the annua l growth rate fi gures dur ing the intervening decade were sub-
stantially lover. In the 1976 to 1980 Five—Year Plan , the planned
average annual growth in industrial labor productivity is 5.7 percent.
(See lzueetii1, M a r c h  7 , 1969 , p. 5 .)
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mobilize large numbers of Central Asians for work in other regions.1

Unfortunately for the reg ime , however , these are polic ies which could

exa ct a very  heavy p r i ~ t .

W h a t e v e r  it s  u l t i m a t e  b e n e f i t s , a rap id  b u i l d u p  of C e n t r a l  Asia ’s

i n d u s t r i a l  c a p a c i t y  would o b v i o u s l y  r e q u i r e  the  d i v e r s i o n  of a great

dea l of s c a r ce  c a p i ta l  and equipmen t both from the already industr i—

i l iz e d  regions of the  c o u n t r y  and f r o m  underdeveloped regions such as

S i b e r i a  and the  Far  N o r t h  w h i c h  a re  f a r  r i c h e r  than  Centra l Asia in

essent  ial (and h a r d — c u r r e n c y  conver t  lb le )  n a t u r a l  r esources .  In add i—

t i o n  to cap i t a l  and equipment , moreover , such a b u i l d u p  could easily

have the ironic but historically famil iar effect of drawing scarce man-

power away from other regions into Central Asia. Despite rising educa-

tional levels and urbanization rates , the number of native engineers ,

tec hnic ians , and skilled workers is still extremely limited , and local

~la nt and factory directors have good reason to favor the long—d istance

recruitment of experienced “Europ ean ” workers over the employmen t of

ready—to—hand but inexperienced Central Asians, who are not only per-

ceived as undependable but are actually far more likely to miss work

and change jobs than their “European ” counterparts. 2 Finally , resources

‘It is also possible , of course , that the Soviet Union could re-
cruit large numbers of foreign workers, thereby emulating not only the
labor—def icit countries of Western Europe but also some of its Eastern
European neighbors. (Cf. Malcolm W. Browne, “Czechoslovakia Is Import-
ing Vietnamese Workers ,” The New York Times, Apr i l  25 , 1976 , p. 10.)
That such a policy is thinkable for the Soviet Union itself is indi-
cated by the extensive importation of Chinese workers during the mid—
lYSOs and by the current mmployment of some East European and Scandi-
navian workers on spec ial projects. Nevertheless , a systematic mass
recru itment policy would be almost impossible to sustain without
drasticall y chang ing curren t economic and politica l premises and prac-
tices.

2The “def icit ” of Central Asian engineers and technicians is in-
d icated by the fact that Kazakhs make up only one—sixth of the
special ists in their republic ’s non—ferrous metallurgy , 13 percent in
light industry , and only 10 to 24 percent of the students in technical
institutes . (See Narod.noe khoaiaiatvo Kazakhstana , No. 10, 1971 , pp.
76—80 , t r ans l a t ed  in ARSgES, April  1972 , p. 12.)  In Tadzhik i s tan ,
Tadzh iks  cons t i tu ted  under one—th i rd  of all specialists with secondary
educa t ion  in 1966. (See L. M. Drobizheva , “0 sbl izheni i  urovne i ku l ’ —
tu rnogo  r a z v i t i i a  so iuznykh  respublik ,” Jc t ’~ iia ~~~ / , No. 3, 1969 , pp.
61— 79 . )  On the p r e f e r e n c e s  of local f a c t o r y  d i r ec to r s  and the  reasons

- —S.- •



—11—

(includ ing human resources) tha t are transferred to Central Asia (or

are retained there when they could be productively relocated) and that

do not directl y contribute to Soviet area—defense capabilities could

be exposed to (~~inese weapons when they might otherwise be largely out

of range. In contrast to the situation tha t may have existed in the

1950s or 1960s , moreover , it can no longer be assumed that the mere

tact of their location in Central Asia will make strategic objectives

significantly less accessible or less vulnerable to U.S. forces. In

consequence , those who advocate the rapid industrialization of the one

region of the country with a large natura l surplus of otherwise scarce

labor are likely to encounter strong resistance from military planners ,

as well as from those party and managerial cadres and foreign—trade

officials who are eager to increase Soviet exports and prevent a sharp

deterioration in the country ’s balance of hard—c urrency payments.
1 As

these advocates will undoubtedly point out , however , it may be no less

d ifficult and risky to move the mountain to Muhanined than to attemp t

the process in reverse.

The chanc es that large numbers of Centra l Asians will spontaneously

migrate into the labor deficit regions of the country are virtually nil.

In th e absence of an accelerated industrialization of their own region ,

to be sure, hundreds of thousands, if not millions , of na tives will be

unable to find full—time employment in the public sector (industrial

or agricultural) of the local economy.
2 In addi t ion , thanks to the

for  them , see V. Perevedentsev , “Shagni za okolitsu,” Komsomo ? ’ .~k~’J-2
PraL~—i 1 , January  28 , 1976 , p.  2;  and L. Chizhova, “Reglonal ’nye aspeckty
izpol ’zovaniia trudovykh resursov ,” in D. Valenti (ed.), Naselenie
Ekonotnika, Moscow , 1973 , p. 25, where the author reports that , “prac-
t ice has shown that some of them [i.e., Central Asians ] still adapt
badly to industrial labor.”

‘The m ilitary will undoubtedly continue to favor a transportation
bu i ldup  in Centra l  Asia to f a c i l i t a t e  i ts  log i s t i ca l  operat ions  on the
Sino—Soviet  “ f r o n t . ”

2h gr i c u l t u r al  underemployment , as measured by the average number
of “labor days” worked by ind ivid ual co l lec t ive  farmers , is a l ready
hig h in par ts  of Central Asia and can be expected to grow rapidly as a
r e s u l t  of on—going and accelera t ing m e c h a n i z a t i o n .  C f . ,  for  example ,
V. Litvinov , in Pravda Vostoka , November 3, 1974 , p. 2 , summarized in
ABSEES, July 1974, p. 55.

— — - .  .~- -.~~~~~~~~~~ -——--— 
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tenacity of early ~arriage and prolific child—bearing practices , many

of those concerned w i l l  u n d o u b t e d l y  have an i no r d i n a t e l y  large number

of d e p e n d e n t s  to s u p p o r t .  As is t h e  case today, however , the very ex-

istence of large families will serve as a constraint on mi gration to

c i t i e s  in genera l  and to overc rowded  “ European ” c i t  ies in ~~tr t icular ,

and these c o n s t r a i n t s  w i l l  be further reinforced by the entire nexus

ot  t r a d i t i o n  of w h i c h  ea r l y m a r r i a g e  and hi gh fertility are a part. ’

In the  absence of s t r o n g  c o u n ter a c t i o n s  by the r eg ime , moreover , many

n a t i v e s  who cannot  find jobs in the p u b l i c  s e c to r  w i l l  s t i l l  be ahh  not

only t~~~ survive but to t a t t e n  on the  proceeds  they d er i v e  f r o m  the ind i-

vidual or tio il !al cottage industri es and private household plots that

a l r e a d y  accoun t  f e r  i sizeahie share ol Central Asian personal income .~
These earnings could undoubtedly be curtailed if the regime were

willing to pursue the necessary restrictive policies. Such policies ,

however , would not only be intrinsically difficult and costl y to enfor~ .-

hut potentially dangerous. At a minimum , they would create serious

local shortages of at least temporarily irreplaceable foodstuffs ,

is worth noting that the average size of rura l Uzbek families
has grown f r o m  4 .8  to 5.8 persons between 1959 and 1970 and that the
“ideal ” family envisiot~ed by younger  C e n t r a l  Asian women is ?zr ; - :’r t han
the current average Central Asian family. See, inter alia , E. K.
Vasil ’ieva , i o~ ,‘ n~

.:t .~ii , “ S t a t i s t i k a ,” Moscow , 1975 , p. 42; and
T. N .  Ri ganova , “ Number and Composi t ion of Fami l i e s  in the  U SSR , ” in
G. M . ~aksimov (ed.) , V:~c~~-iuznaia per.-; is ‘ nase lenila l i ’/ .  goda, ab- i~ ’:

~tz~ 
‘ i , “Stat istika ,” Moscow , 1976 , pp. 260—275; Izaslaw Frenkel , “At-

titudes Toward Family Size in Some Eastern European Countries ,” 1’ j’u ’ i-
ti-~ : Studies , Vol .  30 , No. 1, March 1976 , p.  56.

2 I t  should  be noted  t h a t  t he  earned income of Centra l Asian col-
lective farm families as of 1970 was significantly higher than that of
their European counterparts and that the Central Asian cost of living
index Is lower than that in central Russia. Cf . Gertrude Schroeder ,
“Soviet Wage and Income Policies in Reg iona l Persp ecti ves ,” A~’E~ R~~—

Fa l l  1974, pp. 3—19 , and i-~ : ~i~r’~iah~’ckic ~~~~~~~ No . 1, January
1972 , p. 52. Cf. also 0. Latifi , “Problems of the Rat iona l [ t i l i z a t i o n
of Labor Resources  in T a d z h i kb i st a n , ” I r - .~ ’cia , June 1, 1975 , p.  2 , trans—
lated in  t he  ‘ avr~- o t Di~j c~ t of the Soti€ ’t. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Vol.  27 , No. 12 , June
25 , 1975 , p. 1: “ I f  we p lace  a house and a personal  plot  of ground on
one s i de . .  .and a city apartment on t h e  o t h e r . .,  t h e r e  is no doubt that
for the time being the  scales wi l l  t i p  toward the  f i r s t  a l t e r n a t i v e — —
~t ;f -~~~~ur ’i i~ advi~ i~ i l it~ and from the stand point of social psy-

chology .” (Italics added.)

• — ------ —~ -•.—-‘--..-- - -—.—•- —••---
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consume r goods , and personal services . In addi t ion , t h e y  m i g h t  w e l l

lead t o  .1 s 1 twd own in  cent rally p1 anned cot ton and s i l k  p r o d u c t  ion by

t h e  d i ~,;runt led nat i v& coil i -  t ive farl!ers who would const i tute t h e  i r

p r i n c i p a l  v i t i m s . F u r t h e r m o r e , t h e y  could t c i r h  o ff vi l i n t  protests

and t e r r o r i s t  outhurs t~ similar to those tha t accomp anied a re nt ~ U—

c lal crackdown on private entrepreneurship in Geor~;i i . 
1 Even i f  these

1)01 Ic Ics iccompi ished their immediate purpose , more over , both the t ir e—

tested welfare practices of t h e still prevalent ex t ended  f i n i l y  system

and the legally mand atory income—sharing procedures of the collective

tarms system would sipo ifica ntly red ice t h e i r  e f f i c a c y  as spurs to out

ion.

A search for other , potentially more effective policies that the

reg ime r i ght use to inc rease  t h e  s u p p l y  of C e n t r a l  As ian  • n ’~ar! ~i~~ r

y ields two hasic alternatives : administrative mobilization and economic

s t i m u l a t i o n .  In administrative mobilization , the alread y existing re-

quirement that graduates of institutions of higher and specialized

secondary education work for two to three years at state—assi gned jobs

~ou1 d be focused to generate a steady westward flow of younger Centr al

Asi an cadres .  In  a d d i t i o n , the reg ime could make more extensive use

ot the already co~~non practi ce of conscripting militarUy “superiluous ”

or “margina l” Central Asians into t h e  a rmed  f o r ce s  and p o s t i n g  them to

units tha t perform essentially civilian economic tasks.
3 

Going further

below , p.  23 . A c c o r d i n g  to i n f o r m e d  r e p o r t s , a g rea t  deal
ot  t h e  recent u n r e s t  in Georg ia stems f r o m  t i e  reg ime ’s pressure on
th e repub il ‘s flourishing “second economy ” rather than from directly
l i t  t i c a l  sources. See Sooiet ~~~~~~~ Vol. 2, No. 12 , June 7, 1973 ,
p. 1.

2
Althougli collective farms can l eg a l ly  expel members , supertluity

or r e d u n d a n c y  is  n ot  an authorized ground for doing so.
t
Eu ir esentat vt L~s Aspin has recently calculated that the Soviet

.irmed t, rc t s inc l ude some 250,000 men who are kept in uniform to do
civilia n onst ruct ion work . The D e t e n s e  Intelli gence Agency has al—
1egi~J l y confirmed t he  basic accuracy of this fi gure . See John W.
lin t y, “U.S. Sta t ls t i s on Soviet Question Extent of Threat ,“ ~‘ho .‘4

.,  April 2~~, 1 97h . Representative Aspin also contends that
7 ,000 tr ~~~~ .~~~~~t - permanently assi gned to “military tarms ,” a claim
t h a t  the i)IA denies , while acknowledging that large numbers of Soviet

~u 1 d j, r are ass i gned to farm details on an Intermittent basis. Soviet
ref iig ’ t~ uniformly report tha t Olo t r u c t i o n  u n i t s  c o n t a i n  a hi ghly d i —
proN rt lunate nu nt. r of ( t i i t  r i  1 Asians .
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in the s ine d i r e c t i o n , it could reintroduc e a compulsury labor draft

of the sort that exist ed under Stalin , with the sole difference t :iat

Central Asian drafte es could no longer  expec t  job  assi~~t i m e n t s  In their

home reg ions. This last mt .isure would almost certainly have to be ac—

c ompaiued by the reimposit lon of a large number of highl y counterpro—

ductivi ’ Stalini st oi t rols , however , and even the more moderate variants

seer likely to entail p o l i t ic a l  and s o c i a l  costs that would he hard to

“recaptur e ” from the output of transient and disgruntled Central Asia :

workers who accurately viewed themselves as victims of a system of in-

voluntary and discriminatory servitude.

Tie problems assoclited with reliance on “Eurocentr ic ” relocatior

bonuses or pay i n cen t  ives to a t t r a c t  Cen t ra l  Asian ;a.°~ zr. ‘it r are

substantially different from those just mentioned but are in no way

less problematical. At the very least , such incentives would be ex-

treme l y difficult to design and administer and would powerfull y rein—

t orci the alread y strong inflationary pressures within the all—union

economy . In addition , it is likely that the native respondents would

include a disproportionate number of skilled workers and technical

cadres whose contribution to the all—union economy would be equally

great or greater on their own home ground and whose enticement away

t rom home would be particularl y strongly resented by local party and

governmental leaders with an interest in the  economic performance and

progress of the Central Asian reg ion. Finally, a “Euro ent ric ” wage

or bonus policy could easily precipitate a mass exodus of Central

Asia ’s “European” settlers , whose departure would not only leave key

sectors of the regional economy (including the agricultural economy )

at least temporarily crippled but would deprive the regime of some of

its most reliable agents of central control. ’ Over the long run , the

1
In this connec t ion it is worth noting that “Fucopea n” outmigra—

n o n  from the Caucasus, Kaz akhs tan , and K ir g izia has beeti increasing
in recent years (see S. I. Bruk and M. N. (;uboglo , op. cit., p. 106)
and that the regime has rt ’ ently raised wages in Central Asia in a
cle ar yffort to stem the tide . (Cf. Ia~’t~~t~ i~ , December 28 , 1976 ,
p. 1.) One source of this outmigration has been the repatriation (to
the Federal ~(ep ublic) of Volga German collective farmers in Kazakhstan.
The number of Gf rman repatriates has recentl y reached 10,000 per annum

,
,-— —
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regime may lose most of these a g e n t s  a n y w a y ,  s ince  t h e  combined demands

u l  Central Asian worke r s  fo r  loca l  jobs and of “ Eu r o p e a n ” e m p l o y e r s

f o r  “ E u r o p e a n ” employees  wi l l  gen e r a t e  s t r o n g  p r e s s u re  f o r  t t e ’ i r

“repi tri a t ion .” Even if the reg ime had no reason to r e s i s t  t h i s  p r e s —

.ir c , i t  would  u n d o u b t e d l y  p r e f e r  to acc ommodate  i t  i n c r e m e n t a l l y  to

prevent repatriat ion from becoming an unregulat ed and head long  p roce s s .

The prospec t of choosing among such unpalatable alternatives would

give any leader pause , and it would not he s u r p r i s i n g  if Brezhnev con-

tinued to substitute further study for decisive action. Moreover , it

is not unlikely that his successors will also try to “muddle through. ”

Over t h e longer run , however , the only  way in  w h i c h  t h e y  can r ea sonab ly

hope to m a i n t a i n  a n y t h i n g  l ike  c u r r e n t  g r o w t h  ra tes  w i t h o u t  r e c o u r s e

to measures  of t i t  m d  discussed above is to secure  s u b s t a n t i a l  tech-

no logy  t r a n s fe r s  f r o m  the  West  and to implement  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and

n.tiia geri al reforms that would curb their own day—to—day power and weaken

the overall framework of central control. Given the resistance that

these prosp ective outcomes are c e r t a i n  to engender and the difficulties

in acquiring and using Western technology , the chances for  a successf u l

nullification of the ethnodemographic constraints on the Soviet economy

of the l980s and 1990s seem rather dim. In consequence , it would not

be surprising if industrial growth rates declined substantiall y and if

the regime found it increasingly difficult to satisf y both its own ap-

petite for international power and the rising economic expectations of

its citizens .

and is l i k e l y  to remain at t h i s  leve l fo r  some t ime  to come . (J.  A .
~i wt ii , “The 1970 Soviet Census ,” LcL ’iot ~aJi~.r , Vol. 24, No. 2 ,
October 1972 , P . 204.)



IV. MILITARY C0NSh~~1 iN 1 : l S

I itl ess there Is i rise In interria t ima! tensio n s or wider t e l  i a n - c

on mili t a r y  conscript ion as i f o r m  of de I i- to labor d r a f t , the size (if

the Soviet armed lorces is like ly to  decr ease In the next d e c ad e  or so

t I ~ e .  ar e  now i - s t  Insited to number 4 to 5 million men) . Even if t it ’

recent r e d u c t i o n  i n  d r i f t  t e rms  f rom 3 to 2 Y e a r s  were re sc indt ’d , it

would be exceed  ingly (hit f icul t .i n i c o s t l y  to s ec u r e  t h e  req i sIte number

of c o n s c r i p t s  4 i r r e n t l v  e s t i m a t e d  to n u m b e r  a b o u t  1 .5 to 1 . 6 m i i i  ion

p r v e t  r )  t r ~~~~~~ c o u n t r Y  in w h i c h  the  ent i r e  c o h o r t  cf 1 ~ Ye ar  old males

w i l l  he on l y sl ight l y over 2 m i l l i o n  (as  a g a i n s t  2. h m i l l i o n  t o d a y )  ar i d

in w h i c h , b e ca u se  of the age structure of the general popu lit ion and

the virtuall y comp lete texcept In Central Asia) “e’man Ipatlon ” cf women ,

hen ’ cannot possibly be ~1fl i ncr e a s e  in the size ’ of the ‘vi ral 1 civil j i m

workforce except at the military ’s expense.2 While facing a prospective

C u t h i ~~~, nio roover , the armed forces seem almost cent ~In to undergo i

ver y extensive “yellowing .” This outcome is foreshadowed i t  not t o r e ’ —

ordained by the fact that the proportion of “n o n — E u r o p e a n s ” among on ’s.’
draft—a ge m i les will rise from a 1 

~ of 20 to 25 percent in the late

l9~ us to almost 41) percent by the t u r n  of the cent urv . Indeed , i t  t i t

Informed Western analysts est i m a t e  Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  l inpow e r
to h i ’ o n l y  sl ig htly over 4 million where-i s others o n s l h e ’ r  5 million a
l i k e l y  i gure .  4 .5  m i i i  Ion is the  low est  imate  of de ’ner ,il Daniel or than ,
then head of the  I A , fu r  1975. See ( o i t g i e s s  c t  t h e  t’nlted htat es ,
J o i n t  Economic C o m m i t t e e , A L L  . 

~ i o ’po ~u ~. .‘ ~
‘
~~: ~~ i . ,~~‘j i. ~t (je~~

’

ml 5t ’
~v~—— l~ ? , t ’~ t h Congress , 1st SessIon , I . S. Governm ent  P r i n t i n g

O f t  G e , W a s h i n g t o n , D.C ., 1 Y 7 5 , pp .  73 and 121 .

Feshbach and Repaw ay ,  op.  c i t . ,  p. 147 , t r  cu rrent conscrip-
tion estimates , and p. 150, Table it- , f o r  supp ly  of 1M year old males
in the l9MOs ,ii ~~t 1990g . This supp ly, which Is currently over 2.h mil-
lion , will f i l l  to ~? .0l million during the next decade , and w i l l  not
beg in to rise’ until 1989, ct which point it will rise only slowly and
remain below current levels througho”t the 1990g . See tiso , and more
gener .iliy, two Important re ’ t int a r t i c l e s  by 7. Perevedentsev , “Each of
l’s - t i t h A l l  of U s ,’’ L i f e - i f  ~

,‘~o z f a  ez ae ’t  z , No . II, August H, 1975 , p. 12 ,
i t - h “ I bit ’ t i n  ii y : Yester 1ay , Today, and Tomorrow ,” V w ~i Sot’r. “: ‘~~~ i

No. 6 , June 1975 , pp. 118—Hi , both in ~ ei: /a~ i - u i ’  ~ei USSR !~~?if1 ~~i
’

i i ” ’  ii ~“zirs , No. 6b~2 , JPRS 65850 , Oct ober h , 1975 , and No.
~~~~~ I PR S 65142 , Jul y 3 , 1975 , r e s p e c t i v e l y .

-
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rt ’ginlt ’ were ’ to follow the d i c t a t e s  oh economic rationality alone , t h e

m i i i  tars’ would become an almost  t in t  i r e l y  ‘‘ n o n — E u r o p e a n ” inst  i t  u t  Ion.

In this way, it would be possibl e not only to avoid the inord inately

hi i g b i c i vilian opportunity costs of “European ” soldiers h u t  also to

r t i l I , ’e’ d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t i ’ l v  hi gh civilian returns on its investments jr

in—service traininc p ogr Ims . A l t h o u g h t h e s e  p rogram s  are often redun-

dant for Eur pe ’ini tr ,ijti et’s , th e’~ I requently provide Central Asians with

ne’s, and readi ly transferable s kills , as well as with a career orienta-

tion t h a t c o u l d  n,ike t hem somewha t less averse’ to post—servIce’ out—

Tni grat Ion. For r e a s o n s  tha t Dv now a re  already familiar , however , an

economi cally rationa l conscription policy would significantl y exacerbate

the already serious military and military—political problems that the

natural “yellowing ” or the armed forces is sure to pose .

Even if the regime were to flout economic logic and overconscript

“Fu rope’ins ,” it would have to abandon wha t seems, by nearly all refugee

.e counts , to be its curren t practice of assi gn ing on l y  a few at yp ical

Central Asians to  high—priority military units , including not only units

ot tue strate gic rocket forces (SRF) and antiaircraft defense (PVO ) but

of the air force , the armored corps , the artillery, and even the front—

lIne motorized Infantry. Although these units could be kept preponder-

antly “European ,” their ranks would still have to be filled with typi-

-al Central Asians , who are now assigned mostly to construction , supply,

and rear service funct!ons. By the late 1980s and 1990s, it is true ,

t v p i al  Central Asian conscripts will probably be somewha t better edu—

ci ted than their contemporary counterparts , who aver age less tha n tO

years of forma l schooling .~ ilarring a massive educational breakthrough ,

however , the vast majority of them will almost certainly still be

1A l t hough 10 year s of educa t ion is compulsory In the Soviet Union
and the numbers of rural residents who have completed the tenth grade
are higher in Central Asia than in the USSR as a wnolc . Soviet sources
leave no doubt tha t the quality of rural education is fu. lower than
its urban counterpart , and the ‘act majority of Central Asians live in
rural areas, whereas m o s t  “Europeans” are city—dwellers. Furthermore ,
there Is some reason to believe that official data on Soviet educational
attainments in general and Central Asian educational attainments in
parti cular are substanti ally Infla ted . (Cf. Jeremy Azrael , “ilringing
Up the  Soviet Man:  Di lemma s and Progress,” F~~hZ cn o ’ ‘ o~ unic’ ,
V o l .  17 , No . I , M a y / b it ’ 1968, p p .  2 3 — 3 1 .)

- - -~~ 
‘ —-- —.—~~~~- ‘-- ‘ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ,— - —- -- -‘--—-- - --— -
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gra dua t e s  of second— and t h i r d — r a t e  r u r a l  sc hools , w h h h w i l l  c o n t i n u e

t o  o f r e r  rud iment a r y  vers ions  of the militar y training courses tha t a re

now becoming s t a n d a r d  f e a t u r e s  of the  sen io r  h i g h  schoo l c u r r i c u l u m .

In  consequence , t h e r e  i s  l I t t l e  prospect  t h a t  any impending dec l ine in

t h e  q u a n t i t y  of Sovie t  m i l i t a r y  manpower cou ld  be coun te rba lanced  by a

s I g n i f i c a n t  increase In It s  q u a l i t y ,  let  a lone  by an increase tha t w o u l d

keep pace with the ~accelerating “scientific—t echnological revolution in

m i i i t a r y  a f f a i r s . ”

The difficulties created by the low educational attainments and

technical skills of typical Central Asian conscripts will be exacerbated

and compounded by t h e i r  rud imen ta ry  command of Russian , which is the

only a u t h o r i z e d  med i um of communica t ion  w i t h i n  the  a rmed fo rces  and w i l l

almost c e r t a i n l y rema in the  oniy language spoken by the  majority of

senior officers.
2 

If there is a significant increase in the percent -ace

of central Asians who are urbanized , the proportion of Central Asians

who speak R u s s i a n  with some fluency may rise above the current 16 per-

cent.
3 However , there is little prospect that it will rise sharply,

and present trends suggest that It may actually decline as tUe propor-

tion of ‘ Fearopeans ” within Central Asia becomes progressively smaller .~

1
0n the introduction and spread of military training programs in

the schools , see, inter ali.i , H. (‘,oldhamer , “he ‘ - ‘i. - ’ SoZd “, 1- n i ne ,
Russak , & Co., New York , 1975 , pp . 47—67.

‘Cf. Goidhamer , op. cit., pp. 188—189.
30n the other hand , the very fact that the cities in question will

be u n d e r g o i n g  s u b s t a n t i a l  “ In d ig e n i z a t i o n ” may well reduce their role

‘-as centers of Ru sslan ization.
4 Thus , accord ing  to a verbal communica t ion  f r o m  Murray  Feshb~~.h ,

the results of the 1970 census suggest a slight decline in the propor-
t ion of younger central Asians who claim fluency in Russian. Compare
also kai!:o Lil~e -rt~ keai ’i r ’h , RL 2 8 7/ 76 , June 2 , 1976 , p . 1, for the
repor t of a Soviet demographic conference (described in V - ; r  -c :

ri ,r’7 1~~~ , No. 8, 1975 , pp. 194—152) at which one speaker contended
tha t “the n umber of peop le of non—Russian nationality who do not speak
Russian is increasing. ” Also , S. 1. ~ruk and M . N. Guboglo , “Bilin-
gualism and the Drawing Together of Nations in the U.S.S.R. (from 1970
Census Data),” ,

~- c ’ etakai j b’ rri :;’xf ~i i , No. 4, J u l y / A ugus t 1975 , pp.
1tt — 32 , in Tranalitiona -~~ 1.~~H Politi’a l v t !  .~ s’i°logicaI i lf f : ’r , ’n ,
No. 693, JPRS 66078 , November 5, 1975, pp. 10—29, especially p. 26,
for the lower percentage of Russian—speaking bilinguals among 11 to 19
year old Georgians , Azeris, Armen ians , L it huanians , and Estonians than

_ _ _ _ _  - _ _
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In  any event , the  l a n g u a g e — r e l a t e d  command , con t ro l , and communicat ion

problems that have heretofore been largely confined to relatively low—

priorit y cani t s are likel y to become preva l ent in other units as well ,

with corresponding degrading effects on the country ’s military capa-

b i l i t i e s . ’ Jud ging  by wha t has r e p o r t e d l y  occurred In a v a r i e t y  of

enterprises and offices In Central Asia , moreover , th ere is good reason

to believe tha t units in which Central Asian natives become a

;1 minorit y will be particularly prone to demoralizing ethnic tensions

and open ethnic conflicts.
2

among 10 to 49 year olds In these nationa l groups. For a report on a
rei ent o~ ficia I meeting on the problems of t eaching Russian to non—
Russians , see Var~- Iri ’c Obr’ u: :‘zn ’ 

, No. 3, March 1974, pp. 7—10 , in
c ’ c~~:c ~ r - 

c - C :  ‘
~~ -~ I ~ 1 c ti - :  I - i n !  - 

- - - ,-
‘ - ‘ -

~~ 
• :7 Aff-i “ro , No. Si 7, JPRS

61706 , A p r i l  9 , 1974 , pp.  3 7 — 4 7 .  A c c o r d i n g  to t h i s  repor t , t h e r e  is a
serious shortage of Russian language teachers in the Central Asian and
(aucasus republics “:as a result [of which) the question about teaching
the Russian language in the elementary grades of many schools , p a r t i c u -
l a r l y  the rural schools , has become a very acute one” (p. 39) . Cf.
also ). Chelpanov and S. Matevosyan , “Time for Examinations , and

~
-
~ t I l l . . . ,” i- ’ch-i r I ‘c~’ ziz ~i:: - t a , June 28, 1973 , p. 3 , in i~r x n c 7 ~~t~~or:c

- r i  (‘.‘[~R F’ol’ ~! ‘:7 z , - !  ~~~~
.“ 1 - ; i ~~z ’ -~~~~ ic ’ .’, No . 457 , JPRS 60524, Novem-

ber 1973, pp. 23—28, espec ially pp. 23—24, where it is reported tha t in
an Armenian senior high school in Erevan , “sen ior grad e pup ils cannot
answer in Russian the most simple questions...” and tha t the best hig h
school graduates in rural Armenian high schools “do not even satisfy
the requirements [in Russian] stipulated in the elementary orogram ,”
ca nd the recent  a r t i cl e  by Uzbek SSR M i n i s t e r  of Educa t ion  S. Shermuk—
hamedov , who repor ts that “The Russian language was not taught at all
In some schools and in other schools was only partially taught in indi-
vidual classes of the schools because of the lack of Russian language
teachers. Thus, the subject was not taught In 191 schools during the
1971—72 school year. Russian language instruction in the elementary
grades has been conduc ted and is still being conducted [not) only Dv
non—spec ialists but by teachers who have a poor command of the Russian
l anguage . ” ( 

~ ‘ inc la t 1 ric - n  1i~~H P ii ti. ‘27 - md h.,’:
’ lo~,7i ‘2? ~‘f2n.c,

No. 689 , JPRS 65986 , October  22 , 1975 , p. 2 , f rom “ U n r e m i t t i n g  A t t e n t i o n
to Russian Language Study,” lIa r - drive ’ J i r  - - c : r i f . - , No. 9, Sep tember 1975 ,
pp. 6—10.)

‘The nature of t h e n e  problems is indicated by the materials cited
in  ( .oldh amer , op. c i t . ,  p p .  188—189. Refugee reports are far more
eloquen t.

2
These reports come from both Western observers and Soviet  re fugees .

It should be noted in this conaaa ’ction tha t the recent Soviet shipboard
mutiny in the Balti c is rumored to have been at least partially sparked
by e t h n i c  f r i c t i o n s . See John K.  Coo lev , “M u t i n i e d  Soviet Destroyer
Dispatched on Long Voyage,” (‘hric’ t :zn ~~c ’: r i  ‘1 C: ~f~)~’1 ,lune 29, 1976 ,

•
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Many of these difficult ies could be at le ast partially alleviated

by t he reinstitution of national military forrn.atlons of t h e  sort tha t

were the norm until 19 36 and were sa-lectively rehabIlitated during World
1War 11. Assuming t h a t  t h i s  was not accompan ied  by a p o l i t i c a l l y  pro-

vocative and militarily counterproductive inlunct ion against “home—

basing,” such a measure could yield a number of other bene fits. For

one , i t  would chasten c r i t i c s  of the spurious character of the “sover-

eignty ” of the Soviet I,iai on ’s constituent republics , including several

outspoken dissidents who have p laced the absence of national mIlitary

f o r m a t i o n s  h i g h  on their list of grievances.
2 

In addition , it c o u l d

t o s t e r  a closer i d e n t i t y  between n a t i o n a l pride and Soviet patriotism ,

two sentiments that the regime has long sought to reconcile and fuse

and that in fact can not only coexist but be mutually reinforcing.

F in a l l y ,  the exist ence of nationa l military formations could lead to

more efficient and effective civil—military cooperation at the local

level in the event of all—ou t mobilization , civil defense emergency,

or resort to martial rule.

p. 6. It is worth noting the report of Soviet ethnograp hers tha t 9.3
percent of a 1970 samp le of Tartar workers who did not know Russian
resented being d irected by persons “of another nationality ” (overwhelm-
ingly  Russ ian) , while only 2.8 percent of those who knew Russian ex-
pressed such resentment. See I. V. Arlutunian , J’-~t.~i- -i?nafa str4 A ’~~4ra

~e? ‘skogo rlw ’i ’C c vv a ?-~.9R, lzdatel’stvo “Mysi’,” Moscow , 1971 , p. 195,
Table 2. Concern on these accounts may well have been one of the fac-
tors responsible for the inauguration in the late 1960s of a major
Soviet research program In military sociology and the sociology of the
armed forces. (See llya Zemtsov , IXS, T : The ~~acoa. In~ t~~t’u t -  a;’ Ap-

- 
~ al R e e - a - c r - ~ ( in  R u s s i a n ) ,  Soviet Institution Series , No. 6,

The Soviet and East European Research Center , The Hebrew u niv ersity of
Jerusalem , Apr il 1976 , pp. 26—29.)

‘For a brief but authoritative outline of the history of national
military formations , see A. A. Grechko , V rc-zhennye Bi? i4 J ~~ e~t8k - J )
iooL4darB tva, 2nd ed., Voennoe izdatel’stvo , Moscow , 1975 , pp. 133— 157.
See also H. I. Kulichenko , ,Va~~i f  ~r i i ?  ‘C : o ’ otnosh,’eiii a c’ .~h~ I z d a t e l ’ stvo
“Mysl ’,” Moscow , 1972, pp. 324— 325.

2See , for example , the protest l e t te r  of 17 Soviet po l i t i ca l
pri soners first published in Sweden in August 1974 and t r ans l a t ed  from
the Swedish in ‘!.‘J’h N a t i - rn1 l Af fa ira— —Pol i  t i ’i I — i~id ~~ci- i l [ , ‘:‘ ‘ i - j r ’ c ’r i t a ,
Vol .  3 , August 16 , 19 74 , p. R 12 .

— -a—--
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In  view of these considerable advantages of a return to “mi li tary

teder alism ,” it would not be surprising if the pos sibIlity of  such a

return has b a - u deliberated in off i’- ’ial circles . That it has in f;n t

de nt’ so is at least indirectly suggested by the expanded treatment of

the Interrelationship between nationa l policy and military policy tha t

ailferentiates the otherwise only slightly modified first (1974) and

second (1975) ~-dItIons of the late Marsha l Grechko ’s highly authorita-

tive - n. J” . I F~ i. n - i ~ ‘~ f- i: ‘ - c :, I - ~a t .  Furthermore , an extremely

reliabl e and unusually well—informed refugee source has recentl y re—

ported that in the early 1970s t h e  Kazakh and Estonian party leaderships

both submitted official requests that conscripts from their republics

be assigned predominantly to local garrisons rather than intentiona l ly

d i sp -r sed  and tha t t h e  Kazakh request  was d u l y  g ran ted . 2 Whatever  dis-

cussions or experiments may be occurring, howev er , the regime is un-

likely to sanction a return to full—fledged military federalism or t e n

permit the “indigenization ” of local bases and garrisons to become a

general policy. Rather , the fact that the recently published draft con-

stitution , to rep1a~ e the so—called Stalin constitution of 19 36 , drops

both of the latter ’s references (in Articles 14—g and 18—b) to republic—

level military formations suggests that the regime is eager to stifle

all hopes and expectations to the contrary .
3 

Like the late Marsha l

Gr echko , official commentators will probably continue to dwell on “the

difficulty of preparing training manuals in different national languages ”

and the importance of reinforcing internationalist sentiments.~ The

1cf . Grechko , op. c i t . ,  pp.  133— 157 , and Gre chko , Vora: ;Iu ri’: •~
‘

lu e; a Ldrl ~t Va , lat ed. , Voennoc izdatel ’stv o, Mo scow , 19/s ,
pp.  1 2 5 — 1 4 3 .

2 In  a p e r s o n a l  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  to  t he  a u t h o r  and to M u r r a y  Feshbach
1
Artic le 14—g of the 1936 constItution grants the central govern-

ment the right to establish “guiding principles ” tor “ t h e ’  r g a n i .~at 1 o n
of the military formation of the union re-publics . Art l i e  18—b affirms
that “each union republic has i ts  own military forma tions .” The dr. a tt
of th e new constitution makes no mention of republic form ations and
states that the central government is responsible for “the organization
of defense and leadership of the armed foroes .” (T ~ “t~Ya , ,Tune 4, 1077 ,
p. 5.)

4Crechko , op. cit., 2nd ed., p. 150.

- —~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~~ -~~~~
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underlying motive , though , will almost certainly be a fear that indige-

nous units might provide’ tacit or open military suppor t for n a t i o n a l i s t

challenges to central authority.

That such fear can be a significant factor in official thinking

is indicated , for example , by Kh rushchev ’s conduct during the large

anti—desta linization riot tha t broke out in Iblisi , Geor gia , in March

1456. Although this riot was clearly beyond the control of the civil

authorities , Khrushch ev ‘i n  ~.tl led the marching orders that had been

issued to a nearby military unit which happened (by a rare anomaly ) to

be predominantly Georgian and allowed the rioters to rampage for 12

additiona l hours while more typical , ethnicall y heterogeneous troops

were dispatched from outlying bases.’ Some years later , It is true,

Khrushchev h imsel f  proposed creat ion of a t e r r i t o r i a l  m i l i t i a  to c om-

pensate for the troop reductions that he was introducing, partially

in response to mounting demographic pressures.
2 

Moreover , there is no

doubt these pressures (which stemmed from a sharp but temporary drop

in the country ’s supp ly of teenagers) were mild compared with those

that are now emerging.3 Before drawing any hasty inferences from these

fac ts, however , it is wor th reca l l ing  tha t Khrushch ev ’s m ilitia proposal

was never imp l emented and tha t any future analogues , let alone cognate

proposals a f f e c t i n g  the regular army , will be critically evaluated in

the light of recent ethnopolitical developments that make it clear (as

it was not clear in 1960) that the Tblisi riot was not the last such

event and that even greater disturbances may yet be in the offing.

~See, for example , Paul K. Cook, “The Soviet Union in the Year
2000 ,” unpublished seminar no tes , Russian Research Cen ter , Harv ard
U n i v e r s i t y ,  December 19 , 1974 , p.  15. The Tbl is i  r io t  took place on
March 9, 1956 , and , according to an untitled and anonymous Georgian
acvnizda t repor t in the presen t ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ possession , resulted in the
dea th of around 500 rioters , some of whom were machine—gunned by tank
units.

2See N.  S. Khrushchev , “Disarmament Is the Path Towards Strengthen-
ing Peace and Ena urin g Friendship Among Peoples , ” report to a session
of the USSR Supreme Soviet , Pravda and Izvea t i ia , January 15 , 1960 ,
pp. 1—5, translated in The Current Zhqeet of the , ‘c’i,ict Preas, Vol.  12 ,
No. 2, February 10, 1960 , pp. 3—16, 23.

3The scarci ty  of teenager s in the late 1950s and early 1960s was ,
of course , a consequence of sharply fal l ing wartime birth rates.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _  - —-. -~~~~~~~~ - - _ _ _--
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V. POLITICAL CURRENTS

When Brezhnev alleged in 1972 that the past fifty years had wit-

nessed the formation of a new “Soviet nation” or “Soviet people”

(c~L’etc ’fi narod) whic h was now sufficiently robust to survive any

ethnopolitlcal crisis and would eventually encompass the  e n t i re  popu-

lation of the USSR , he may or may not have been enga ged in w ishf ul

thinking.’ At a minimum, he could point to Indisputable and massive

demonstrations of all—union loyalty during World War U and to a steady,

albeit slow and by no means universal , postwar growth in bilingualism ,

ethnic intermarriage, and in terreg ional mob ility. However , when he

went on to assure his audience that the Soviet Union had definitely

solved its “historic nationality problem ,” I.e., the problem of nat ional

deviat ionism and c e n t r i f u g a l  nat ional ism, he was c lea r ly  and knowing ly

overs ta t ing wha t was at  bea t a dubious, if not a completely indefens ’ble ,

case.
2 Indeed , the countervailing evidence is so well known tha t a do—

tailed exposition seems gratuitous. A summary rundown will remind the

reader that:

1. Many members of the country ’s major diaspora nationalities ,

including not only the Jews but the Volga Germans, the

Greeks , and the Meskhetian Turks , have become so embit-

tered at the continued denial of their communal rights

that they have renounced their Soviet citizenship and

d emanded to be “ repatriated ” to their in fact quite for-

eign “homelands.”3

‘L. I. Brezhnev , 0 p i a t ides ia t i let i i  SSSRJ Moscow , 1973 , p. 19.
2Brezhnev , op. ci t., p. 24.
3The Jewiah exodus movement is too well known to require any fur-

ther commentary. The Greek exodus , which has been reported in a variety
of source s , has apparently not been seriously impeded by the regime ,
and has therefore not been accompanied by any overt protest. For the
German exod us movement, see , in ter alla , Rober t C. Toth , “Germans in
Russia ,” [h.’ Los Anyeles l imes, April 24 , 1976 , pp. 1 and 25; also ,
David K . Ship ler , “Sovie t Germans Rally in Red Square ,” The New York

- -~~~~~~--- -- -~~~ -~~~~--- —
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2.  N t - ,ir ly all of the ~~~~~~~~ s “ E u r o p e a n ” and Caucasion na-

t i o n a l i t i e s  m d  at  leas t  one  T u r k i c  n a t i o n a l i t y  ( t h e

r imean Tartars) have produced outspoken critics of of-

ficial nationality policies and prac tices. These critics

have managed not only to replenish their own ranks In

the face of hundreds , if not thousands , of arrests , but

;mls o to establish dynamic and resilient d i s s i d e n t  organ-

izations , ranging from clandestine parties , through edi-

torial boards for the preparation of recular ~~v~’a ! i ~

or underground journals , to networks fo r  t he  p u b l i c  cir-

c u l a t i o n  of programs , p e t i t i o n s , and l e t t e r s  of p r o t e st ,

inc lud ing  one 1972 p e t i t i o n  ( to  U . N .  Secre ta ry  General

Waldheim ) that was signed by over 17,000 Llthuanians)

I. A number of nationalisticall y Inspired acts of violence

have inc luded  a two—day r i o t  in Kaunus , L i t h u a n i a , in

1972 , and several recent protest bombings and reported

assassination attempts in Georgia.
2

-.. There have been numerous organized protest demonstrations

against centrally imposed curbs on natIona l self—expression ,

, :r ~ , March 9, 197/ , p. A12. On the Meskhetian Turks , see S. Enders
Wimbush and Rona ld  Wixm an , “The M e s kb e t i a n  Turks : A New Voice  in So—
v iet  C e n t r a l  As ia ,” C . v i : f an J in ’ - - n i  i z ! s r ~~ Vol.  17 , Nos . 2—3 , 1975 ,
pp. 320 —34 1) , and Ann Sheehy , ‘he ’ - ‘i’~~’~e.~n : ~~ ~~~~~~~~ V, ~~~~~~ ;~~-r ~~ z n , ’, ‘rn-i

z n ’ , M i n o r i t y  R i g h t s  ( r ou~~, No. 6 , London , 1973.
1
For a good survey of Soviet nationa l dissidence and nationa l pro-

test up to 1972 , see Con~~Y [‘tudi.’c, No. 30 , !)ecember 1972 , pp .  1—27 .
For the lkr aine , see Michael Browne (ed.), P~’ rri~’nf  in the ‘ ‘

~~~~~ :1 ’ ;e ’ ,
Macmillan , New Y ork , 1971 . For th e trial of members of m separatist
p a r t y  in Armenia , see C h r i s t o p h e r  S. Wren , “S e p a r a t i s t  Group T r i e d  in
Armen ia ,” 2h. 1/.- ’  1 -r~’ Time.’, November 17 , 1974 , p. 9. For the Baltic
States , see V. S. Vardys , “Modernization and Baltic Nationalism ,”
Pi 1l. ” c of ‘ - nin ’r , September/October 1975, p. 47. On samialat
especia l ly  and d i s s i d e n t  a c t i vI t y  more  g e n e r a l l y ,  see Gayle I)urham
H ol lande r , “P o l i t i t  ii Communication and Dissent in the Soviet Union ,”
In Rudolf L. Tokes (ed.), ~i~ e~cnt  in lJn -

-

‘ ‘ 7- , The Johns Hopkins t ul—
vers i ty  Press , Baltimore and London , 1976 , pp.  2 3 3 — 2 7 5 .

2
See Theodore Shabad , “Lithuaniam~ Tr ial of E ight Starts ,” - ‘h. New

Y r ~’ T ’”7.~~, September 26, 1972 , p. 15; •‘4 i’~~-t Ae:-~l t , Vol. 2, No. 12,
June 7, 1973 , p. 3.

-
— 
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including s e v e r a l  mass gatherings by (;rimeau Tart irs and

a 19h5 s t re et  vig i l  in Erevan  tha t was r e p o r t e d l y  ‘ i t  tended

by 100 ,001) Armen ians . ’

5. Tlwre has been an ex t r e m e l y  r ap id  inc rease  in t u e  member-

ship  of r e p u b l i c  and local  ethnographh’ societies and so—

c a l l e d  s o c i e t i e s  f o r  the  p r e s e r v a t i o n  of a r c h i t e c t u r a l

and historical monuments that were established in the

1960s t o  p rov ide  o u t l e t s  fo r  e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t  and o n s er —

v a t i o ni st  c o n c e r n s .  There is no doub t tha t the  mushroom

growth of these soc ie t ies  and t h e i r  e x c e p t i o n a l popu lar-

i t y  r e f l e c t  a more than  mere l y a n t i q u a r i a n  or f o l k l o r —

istic interest in nationa l history and culture. In fact ,

there is every reason to suspect——as some Soviet se ur lty

offici i ls clearly do——that many of their members are no

less nationalistic t h a n  the  members  of t he  n o t — s o — r e m o t e l y

analogous M a t i c a  Hrvtska  mm d Mat ica  Srbska o r g a n i z a t i o n s

that provided key recruitment bases for the massive na-

tiona l protest movements that recently rocked Yugoslavia .
2

b. There have been numerous recent cases in which native

party and state officials , including two republic party

first secretaries with seats on the Politburo (the

Geor g ian , V. P . Mzhavandze , and the  U k r a i n i a n , P.  Ye .

Shelest), have show n m ertain laxity in combating the

fo rces  of “ l o c a l  n a t i on a l i s m ” and have pursued the

‘On the Crimean demonstrations In Tashkent and Chirchick , U7,beki—
stan , see Ann Sheehy , op. cit., p. 17. In 1966, the Tartars ilso pre-
sented the Kremlin a protest letter , demanding repatriation to their
Crim ean hom eland , with over 130 ,000 signatures——i.e., the greater part
of t i e adult Crimean Tartar populat ion.  (See Roy Medvedev , (~‘z :- ‘ ~:

‘ :Z i s ~
.7’ : . , W. W. Nor ton , New York , 1975 , p. 35 , fn .  4.) On the Frevan

d emons t r a t ion , see Chris topher  S. Wren , op. c i t . ,  p. 9.

‘ b r  secret police concern about these soc ie t ies , see .~~~~~ ‘ ,“ . t
i - : ~ t , Vol 3, No. 19, September 19 , 1974 , pp. 1—2. More generatly, see
“Preservation of Historical and Cultural Monuments ,” ~4-’u’ ’ ‘ui -n , No.
10 , 19 / f , and S. ‘ I .  Palmer , “The R e s t o r a t i o n  ot A iu ’ient Monuments In the
USSR , ” ar ’: ’ . , No. 74/75, Spring and Summer 1970, p p .  163—174. The
f irst of these attl iles quotes a Soviet source (p. 4) that claims these
societies have over 7,000 ,000 ind ivid ual and 41 ,000 collective members.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  - —
~ -~~~~~~~~--- ---~~ - .-‘ — --
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“parochial ” Interests of their co—nationals at the expense

of t h e i r  a l l — u n i o n  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .1 These cases have

been w i d e l y  p u b l i c i z e d  in the  Soviet press , and t h e r e  is

no reason to doubt  tha t most of t he  o f f i c i a l s  concerned

are at least  p a r t i a l l y  “g u i l t y ” as charged and have in

fact encouraged (or failed to discourage) the retention

of local resources for local use , the curtailment of Imm i-

grat ion by ethnic “aliens ,” the preferential treatm”nt of

native cadres , the publication of “nationall y pretentious ”

books and articles , the “tendentious” designation of his-

torical monuments , the perpetuation of “archaic” trad i-

tions and retrograde survivals of the past , and even the

l e n i e n t  t r e a t m e n t  of d i ss ident  n a t i o n a l i s t  In t e 1 le c t ua l s .~

A l t h o u g h  these m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  of na t iona l  s e l f — a f f i r m a t i o n  and s e l f —

asser t iveness  are a f a r  cry  f rom the explosive i n t e r n a t i o n a l  or c e n t e r —

periphery confrontations that took p lace in earlier periods of Soviet

history (e.g., during the revolution and civil war , and the early war-

t ime and postwar years) or that have recently occurred in a number of

other multi—nationa l policies (Yugoslavia , Canada , Belgi um , th e United

Kingdom , etc.), they are more than sufficient to demonstrate that the

USSR has neither transcended Its own h i s t o r y  nor become immune to

worldwide trends.
3 

Unless the regime undergoes an improbable

1
10 addition to the Ukraine and Georgia , Armenia has suffered

th rough a p a r t i c u l a r ly extensive “ renewal”  of leading cadres as a re-
sult of the regime ’s vigilance campaign against “local nationalism.”

charges to these effects , see , among many others , the a r t i c l e s
t ransl at ed in The (~4rrent i,0z~t of the Soviot Press, Vol.  25 , No. 11,
A p r i l  11, 1973 , pp.  12—16 , and Vol. 25 , No. 16 , 1973 , p,,. 5—10 and 36.
C f .  also the a r t i c l e  by Armenian pa r ty  f i r s t  sec re ta ry  Kochinyan and
the report by Georgian party first secretary Shevarnadze translated in
The ‘l 4 r r . ’nt Diges t of the Soviet Press, Vol. 24 , No. 14 , November 29 ,
1972 , p. 15, and in Transla tions ~n USSR Poli ti ’i l and Sociologica l
/i f f 1 i r s , No. 386 , JPRS 59134 , May 25 , 1973 , pp. 25ff , especially pp.
29— 30 . ~:1. also I .  I .  Croshev , Bor ’ba part i l  p ro t iv  natsionalizmcz,
Politizda t , Moscow , 1974 , especially pp. 113—114.

3
For a good treatment of nationality conflicts during the revolu-

tion and civil war , see Richard Pipes , The Forrtation of the Sovi~’t
Union, Harvard University Press, Cambridge , Massachusetts , 1954. For
the war and ii.sediate postwar periods , see John Arms t rong , The Po l i t ics
f Total itarianism , Random House , New York , 1961, especially pp. 144—157.
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ri~~talin i ,’,ation or i t t  even more i m p r o b a b l e  l i b e r a l — d e m o c r a t i c  t r ans fo r -

ma t i o n , such m ,mim ift’stations are likely to be ome more frequent and more
Ii n s i st e n t  over t ime. A l t h o u g h  p i e c e r ’ i t ’m l  r e f o r m s  and partial crackdowns

could undoubted ly have a tranquilizing effect , they would it best pro-

duce a temporary and deceptive calm , and there is a strong possibility

that they would merely further ag itate an already turbulent situation .

Summarily stated , this seems to be the  “ lesson ” of bo th  the  Khrushchev

and the Brezhnev—Kosygin eras , and it is a lesson t h a t  is l i k e l y  to re—

t im i t s  v a l i d i t y  fo r  the  foreseeable  f u t u r e . 2

One reason fo r  a n t i c i p a t i n g  an esca la t ion  in n a t i o n a l  s e l f —

a t f i r m a t i o n  and s e l f — a s s e r t i v e n e s s  is the  a c c e l e r a t i n g  “m o d e r n i z a t i o n ”

of the Central Asian nationalities , who have been conspicuously  passive

since their great uprising in the early 1920s , but who are a lmost  cer-

ta in  to become more m i l i t a n t  as , in one way or ano the r , they are drawn

into the mainstream of the  country ’s economic deve lopment . 3 At the

same t ime , moreover , the “European ” n a t i o n a l i t i e s  are l i k e l y  to become

increasingly restive as they are subjected either to an “onslaught ” of

Cen t r a l  Asian gastarheit r or to an “expropriation ” of “their” resources

to speed the industrialization of distant Central Asia. In this con-

nection , a particularly strong reaction can probably be expected from

the Russians , among whom are numerous spokesmen who contend that the

regime has s a c r i f i c e d  Russia ’s economic w e l f a r e  and c u l t u r a l  i n t e g r i t y

for  the  sake of an i l l e g i t i m a t e  “ i n t e r n a t i o n a l i s m” and who w i l l  soon

undergo the psychological distress of losing their majority status

~
‘Cf. Zbigniew Brzezinski (ed.), Dilerranas of’ ‘h zn ’~ in S~’n’iet Poli-t i c s , Columbi a U niversi ty Pres s, New York , 1969.
2
Cf . Jer emy R. Azrael , “Communa l Protests and Communal Rights in

the USSR ,” paper delivered to the Council on Foreign Relations , New
York , 1976.

3There were , however , reports of a riot in Tashkent in 1969 , dur-
ing w h i c h  many demonst ra tors  shouted “Russ ians  out of U z b e k h i s t a n , ”

~hr’ ’ni’le of Current Event,t, No. 8 , June 30 , 1969; .~: u’i~7t 7d’~kist ni ,
June 10 , 1969. In a d d i t I o n , t h e r e  was a p p a r e n t l y  some sort  of
n a t i o n a l i t y — r e l a t e d  d i s t u r b a n c e  in the  Narab region of Tadzhikistan in
September 1970. Set’ Barbara Wolfe Jancar , “Religious Dissent in the
Soviet Union ,” in Tokes (ed.), op. cit., p. 219.
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within the countr y ’s tot a l population. In t i f l ’  t h i r d  ~, 1 a & , in c r t ’ . m s i n ~

1 i i  ion and  u r b a n  I z a t Ion and improved c omm un I c  at I onn vii 1 not ~ i t

much l a r d  - r  t or t h e  r e g i m e  to Isolate tt ~ masses from li ss ident it;,—

riona li st spokesmen - r  f r o m  t i ~~’ d e rt o n s t ra t l o n  effe ct of nationa l ist

p r o t e s t s  w i t h  i i  t he  Sov iet  l i t  i n  or In ~~l i  o u t s i d e  w o r l d .  F in  1 l y ,  an

i n c r ea s i n g  n u m b e r  of actua l and potent ii i  n a t l o i l  i t  protest r~

1 i~~~ly t o  b~ ou t i  I t  t ed  w i t h  weapons and explos i ves , is , result of t i e

a l t  fusion of s c i e n t i f i c  and t e c h n i c a l  knowhow , t he r n u l t i i l i c t t i o n  of

l a bor  t or i t o  and workshops (inciud I u~ ’ thos e in homes) ant the prol it

it Ion ot b c,, 1 civ i I defense and pre— induct b i t  t r i i ning irsena is.

1 ,,On the revival 1 Russian nationalism , see , inter al ia , t i c  f o l —
lowinF. art id es in a special issue of the .Ji n’i . . . 

~~, Vol . 32 , No . 1,
Ma r t  1973: Ja ck  V. Haney ,  “The Revival of Inter est in the Russian
Past ,” pp.  1—16 ; Thomas E. Bird , “New m t  er”st In Old Russian Th inyo ,”
pp.  l 7 — 2 ~~; and George L. F li nt , “Re1 i~’ion , Nationa l Character , and the
‘ R e d i s c o v e r y  of Russian Roots ,’” pp. 2’ —~

( ) . Also , ~ee t i  Soviet col—
le s t ion , .Vw;: Sr ’u ’r ’r’ic’’; : — :  o : ‘in. i ~ r ~~ : 4 ’ ’n : ! ’7 , ‘ ‘ ‘. —

S ’.’r’ r n e i t i k , Mo scow , 1975 , edi ted by Ser , e i Vikulov . For an o f t  ic ial ly
p u b l i s h e d , though  p u b l i c l y  c r i t i c i z e d , p s e u d o — s c i e n t i f i c  cen t i
“th eory ” of Russ ian r acial sy~-r!ority, soc the art id es of U. N .
Cumilev , cited in V . I. Kozlov , “On the Biological—Ceo~’rap hical Concep—
tion )t I thnlc History ,’’ : i’ ~ Ts~ i’ ’i , No.  l _’ , December 197., pp.
7. — - ,  , abs t rae ted in i c .rr ’on i’ ;. :’ cj’ t u. - ; ‘ 

‘
‘ ~ ‘. ‘,‘, Va 1. 27 ,

N o. 2u , June  11 , 19 75 , pp. 1—5. According to Kozlov , G imi lev ’s ideas
lead  to the  conclus ion  t h a t  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  of the non—Slavic peoples of

th e I SSR are “illegitimate ” and could not survive without the tid of
the ceuit ’L icall y bett er endowed Sla t s , who , moreover , are able to pre-
serve t i !  s s u p e r i o r  endowment o n l y  by r e s i st  In)’, i nt e rm a r r i ;~~e . (K oz b y ,
op. c i t . ,  p. 5 .~ On d i s sen t  m a n i f e s t a t i o n s  of  R u s s i a n  i n t e g r a l  n a t i o n a l-
ism m d  xenop hobia , set ’ Dmi t ri PoSD ielovsky , ‘ i i t  Sani. ’ l.i t Journa l
V ‘. . : Russ ian Patriot i Thought  Today, ’’ J: i I:’ o I ii- y’t 1 P ‘ ‘ ~~y ’ .  ,Z ’

N o .  45 , 1 7 1  - For in i n te r e s t  ing  l k r a i n i a n  emigre criticism of the
views of Russian dissidents on ti le nationality pro l-lem , see the edi tor—

1 * 1 In 2h.  i i : :  i :. . .~a z r t . - r T ~~, Vol .  31 , No.  4 , l~i n t e r  1975 , pp.  3 5 0 — H 7 .
2 }’or a ve ry  u n u s u a l Sovie t  m r t i c l t ’  on t h e  need f o r  str i - rer gun

- - i t  r o l  and on r i - a n t  ly  i n t r o d u c e d  l e g i s l . m t  ion t o  im p l e~’m ’nt such con—
t r o l , see Yu .  F t o f a n o v , “R e f l e c t i o n s  on i W e l l — K n o w n T r u t h , ” T h ’ .’t ’ :’ : ,
June 12 , 19 76 , p.  5 , t r a n s l a t e d  L i t  .~~ u ~r .” a Z r ’,..-~ f t h  So,~’i
! r a : t , Vol. 28 , No. 24, J u ly 1 -. , 1976, p. 11 . S t e  a lso the  even mor e
Interesting a rticle by Col . General I .  Mo l ashvill , Ch ief of St i ff of
t f mt’ Georgian Republic Ministry of Interna l Affairs , entitled “Who Has
Explosives?” ~~~~~ ~

‘ att ~~ A p r i l  1, 1976 , p. 4 , t ranslated in ~~o-
‘:~ t -f t he .‘i’~~’ u

’. t “ . :~~. , Vol - 28 , N o .  19, June ~ , 1976 , p.
1 1. ThIs artic le , which wa s  clearly insp i red by th e contemporaneous
o u tf r t ’ , ik ‘if terrorist bombings in Tblisi , calls for the creation at

‘b. — —~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- -
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RarrIng .i breakdown of central control tha t might accompany a major

war or the political degeneration that mig ht accompany a ~r Ionged and

unfe tt .’re -~ Succession strugg le , t he re is little likelihood that national

protest will rise to unmana)’e’able levels. ’ Under more normal circum—

st .mnc&’s , centrally manipulated sanctions and incentives will almost

certainly suft ice to I revent large communal uprisings or national in—

s irgt ’ncics . This seems all the fl irt’ certain because , .is the examp les

of the i i i i t c s l  States during the Cold War and of China today suggest ,

even the most hostile tort-i gn D o w er s  arc unlikely to risk th e  retalia-

tion that might follow efforts to provide would—be i n s u r r e c t i o n a r i e s

with significant externa l support. The most which can be readily C0fl

ct ived , ther efore , is “mere ly ” more of the same——i.e., more numerous

acts of individual and small group terrorism , more frequent ep isodes

of collective violence , more massive protest demonstrations , and more

ext ensive public or semi—public dissent. Even such manageable outcomes ,

however , would impose serious constraints on the regime.

At a minimum , the regime would be forced to increase its police

bud get and introduce security procedures that would not only be eco-

nomical ly counterproductive but would de’mor m lize and e v en  dis a ffect

c i t i z e n s  on whose loyalty and commitment it eoubd otherwise rely. In

the second p lace , the regime would find it increasingly difficult to

p e r s u a d e  even strongly d~ temte—or 1ented Western governments to sponsor

s r  authorize the volume i f  technology transfers , grain sales , and de-

velopment cre d its that could significantly brighten Its somewhat gloomy

economic p r o s p e c t s .  Try as they night , such governments w i l l  he harder

“a sing le organization to conduct i l l  work with exp losives in t h e re—
pub l i c , ” s ince  the cont  r i  I m x e ’r c ised by the 23 minist r i es  ~h ich “

-~~~~‘ a

signif 1. ant amount of work with explosives ” is often lax and “the evi-
dence indicates that it isn ’t very difficult ” to ste ,m l explosives from
the ir stockpile’s , storage facilities , work ~lte ’s , etc.

1 -As is well known , severa l prominent Soviet d i s s i de n t s  have pre-
d i c t e d  that the outbreak of .m major war , especiall y a war with China ,
would lead to violent national uprisings and internationa l pogroms .
(See’ John P. 1)un lop, “So 1 zhen i t  syn in Ex i le .” .h~ r~’. , V o l  . 21 , No. 9~i

Summer 1975 , p. 1 t6; Peter Dornan , “A ndr e! Sakharov ,” in l ak e ’ s  (ed.),
op. cit. , pp. 369—371; Andrei Ama irik , h - i l  t u -  ~~- u ’ : .  t - ‘: ‘:

ru t f i  l~
fr
~1 ’ Harper and Row , New York , 1970 , pp. h . — h 4 .

-. 
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put to ignore Soviet violatIons of communa l rights as the victims of

the se’ v i o l a t i o n s  e s c a l a te  t h e i r  p r o t e s t s , e sp e c i a l l y i f  the  la t  t e ’r come ,

as t h ey almost certainl y w ill , from groups such .is the Jews, Germans ,

l.ithuanians , and Ukrainians whose foreign conationals (in the United

St ,mtes , West C ’rm any , Canada , Australia , etc .) con stitut e’ important

domestic political constituencie s . In the same vein , moreover , the

regime could find it difficult to maintain or consolidate profitable

p o l i t i c a l  and economic relations with a range of non—Western s ouintries

whose native populations have strong e t h n i c  a f f i n i t i e s  w i t h  r e s t i v e

nationalities In the U S S R — — u i  category of countries tha t includes Rumania

(Moldav i ciu s ), Iran (Tadzhiks and Ait’ri ), Afghanistan (Azeri and Turkmen),

mi st T u rke y (Meskhetian Turks and the entire Soviet Turk! - population),

and that cou ld  by e x t e n s i o n  in c l u d e  i l l  of the  c o u n t r i e s  of t h e  M u s l i m

world. Fiti ally——at least for present purposes——escalating national

protest would  f u r t h e r  d i s c r e d i t  the  Soviet “model ” of inter—national

i n t e g r m t i o n  everywhere i n the Third World and would  undermine  t h e  re—

gime ’s credibility as a spokesman for the oppressed nationalities in

tion—Communi st countries .

- - -~~ - -

-
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~~ 1 . IMP!, I (;A1 ’ IONS FOR TIl E WE N~

l)espite the e-’thnodemographic and ethnopoliti~~m l pressures that it

faces , the Soviet reg ime will probably remain an imperialistic and po—

t eiit i~elly expansionistic dictatorshi p. As already indicated , these

pr essures are more likely to lead  to increased domestic coercion and

repression than to a liberal—democratic transformation of the regime.

In addition , they are like ly to strengthen the regime ’s determination

to r e t a i n  i t s  Eastern E u r o p e a n  e m p i r e .  If these , r e ssures  became su f —

1 iently intense , the regime might be tempted to try to dissipate

them by ii t i t i e t i n g  political—military confrontations of a so r t  tha t

c o u l d  a c t i v a t e  an otherwise recessive or inoperative “Soviet p a t r i o t i s m . ”

Unless they happen to be “gratuitously ” relieved by Western actions ,

however , these pressures ilso seem likel y to offer some favorable op—

portuniti es for the containment and redirection of Soviet power.

For One’ thing , the Soviet Union could become more amenable to bal—

mnced reduct i_on agreements of the sort that it has hitherto re fused

seriousl y to entertain. In addition , it mi ght become mi re’ sensitive

to the a u e n g e ’ r  that its continued support of “national liberation move-

ments ” In other countries could lead to a retaliat ory campaign on be--

half of the oppressed nationaliti es of the USSR. At the momen t the

Peop le ’s Republic of China is the o n l y  major power that is pursuing

s u c h  a c a m p a ig n  in earnest , but the’ West ’s re lum t ive forbearance (as

illustrated by U.S. actions to  downplay “ c a p t i v e  n a t i o n s  week ,” to

semi—reo ngrilzc Soviet incorporation of tile Baltic States , t~~ modulate

the tone of ot f i ci a l propaganda broadcasts , and to stress individua l

rather t h a i t  communa l rights in its di plomatic exertions) is an a t  beast

potentiall y reversible’ decision that the Soviet Union may be more than

ord inarily t’ eger to keep in force. Finally , the Soviet Union is likely

to he me’ substant imi l ly more dependent on Western economic cooperation

and assistance , which will thereby acquire greater potential as negoti—

at iti) ’ instruments ~ in1 source-s of diplomatic leverage .

Wheth er these opportunities can be utilized to the West ’s advantage

will dep t- nd importa n tly on t h e  a b i l i t y  of the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  t o  a c t  in

_ _ _ _ _ _  - -



—32--

concert with its allies in a purposeful and t imely fashion. Unfortun-

ately, this capability is far easier to invoke than to attain , and by

no means all currently observable signs are auspicious . Furthermore ,

policies designed to capitalize on these opportunities are likely to

provoke strong normative , strategic , and tactical disagreements within

the United States Itself . Altho ugh some of these disagreements could

p r o b a b l y  be avoided by a more systematic assessment of past experiences

and a more rigorous formulation of ana lytical guidelines , others seem

c e r t a i n  to persist. How these disagreements will be resolved Is intrin—

sically unpredictable , and this report is not the place for even a

p r e l i m i n a r y  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of the potentially contentious issues.

u,iven the historic and continuing competition between the Soviet U n i o n

and the West , however , it does not seem inappropriate to suggest that

the promise of a less expansive Soviet “globalism” and a lower Soviet

profile in internationa l affairs should not be undervalued in principle

sr dismissed as chimerical before i t  has been p r u d e n t l y  but seriously

pursued .

- ----- ,- - -~~~~ ----- — —-----~~---—--—- —- _
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