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1+ BACKGROUND

The Soviet Union is a multi-national state. |t is the homeland for almost
100 ethnic groups ("nationalities’). These ethnic groups are extremeiy
diverse culturally, religiously, and linguistically. Russians, the larg-
est nationality, comprised a bare majority -- G52 percent -- of the Soviet
population at the time of the last census in 1979.

The Russians speak a Slavic language and are traditionally Orthodox
Christian in religion:. About two-thirds of the remainder of the Soviet
population is composed of members of nationalities that are traditionally
Christian, and about one-third is composed of members of nationalities
that by tradition are Moslems. A small number also adhere to other reli-
gions, such as Buddhism.

[1. PURPOSE AND KEY FINDINGS

& common perception in the West is that the Soviet government has tried in
every way possible to assimilate -- to '"russify'" -- the non-Russian na-
tionalities, That all non-Russian children must study the Russian lan-
guage in schools is regarded as evidence for this perception.

The increasing knowledge of the Russian language by members of non-Rus-
sian ethnic groups is also commonly interpreted as evidence of the success
of the government's russification effort,

The purpose of this project is to exptain the differences among non-
Russian ethnic groups in the Soviet Union in their tendencies to russify
linguistically and ethnically.

The project develops new methods and cultivates sources of information
that have not been used extensively before in the study of Soviet ethnic
change. Specifically, a method of estimating the different rates of eth-
nic reidentification (assimilation) of Soviet nationalities is presented.
Jn additicon, new information about the role of different languages in the
Soviet schools is developed. This informmation helips to explain why So-
viet educational pelicy generally has not actually contributed to the as-
similation (ethnic russification) of ethnic minorities.

The conclusions reached on the basis of these new methods and sources
differ from conventional Western understandings of Soviet nationalities

policy and of ethnic and linguistic change. The most striking of these
conclusions are the following. :

1. BIL!NGUAL EDUCATION POLICY. The Soviet Union's policy toward the
use of Russian and the non-Russian languages in education can best
be described as a bilingual education policy, not as a policy of
linguistic russification. The main effect of this policy is bilin-

gualism, not the elimination of the use of the non-Russian languag-
es.
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b)

INCREASING SUPPORT FOR MANY OF THE NON-RUSSIAN LAMGUAGES. Since
1940, while there has been a decrease in the extent to which the
non-Russian languages have served as the primary media of in-
struction in the schools, there has been an increase in the ex-
tent to which these languages have been taught as subjects of
study in the schools.

BILINGUAL EDUCATION OOES NOT NECESSARILY ELIMINATE NON-RUSS|AN
LANGUAGES. How far in the school curriculum the non-Russian
languages are used as the primary media of instruction strongly
affects whether non-Russians learn Russian as second languaqge,
but has little effect on whether non-Russians abandon their
traditional group language and adopt Russian as their native
language.

How far in the school curriculum the non-Russian languages are
taught as a separate subject of study, however, strongly affects
whether non-Russians abandon their traditional group language
for the Russian language as native language.

The Soviet policy of increasing the availability of native-lan-
guage instruction in language and literature for most non-Rus-
sian ethnic groups, even while decreasing the use of the non-
Russian languages for teaching other subjects, such as math or
science, should therefore increase bilingualism in Soviet socie-
ty without immediately threatening the maintenance of non-Rus-
sian languages as native languages.

RUSSIANS ARE MOT RAPIDLY ASSIMILATING THE NON=RUSSIAN ETHNIC
GROUPS. About ) percent of the non-Russians who were age 0-38 at
the time of the 1559 Soviet census and who survived to the 1970 So-
viet census date changed their ethnic self-identification to "Rus-
sian."

a)

b)

NONE OF THE MAJOR INDIGENQUS SOVIET NON-RUSSIAN NATIONALITIES
APPEARS TO BE ASSIMILATING RAPIDLY. All groups whose official
homelands in the Soviet federal system have the status of "union
republic' show little net change in ethnic seif-identification
between censuses.

UKRAINIANS AND BELORUSSIANS ARE NOT BEING RUSSIFIED RAPIDLY,
About 1 percent of those age 0-38 in 1959 who belonged to a
non-Russian Slavic group changed their ethnic self-identifica-
tion to Russian by 1970.

The widely held impression that Ukrainians and Belorussians are
strongly prone toward ethnic russification is probably attribu-
table to the fact that there are so many non-Russian Slavs.
Since there are so many non-Russian Slavs, even if they had a
low rate of ethnic russification, a large number of them would
change to Russian ethnic self-identification.



“»

Therefore, non-Russian Stavs who changed their ethnic self-i-
dentification probably account fer over half of the Russian gain
through assimilation.

c) MANY SMALL ETHNIC GRQUPS ARE BEING RUSSIFIED RAPIDLY. Among
ethnic groups that are similar to the Russians in traditional
religion and whose official homelands are in the Russian Republ-
ic, rates of russification are usually high. In eéxtreme cases,
as much as 30 percent of adolescents changed their ethnic self-
identification to Russian between 1959 and 1970.

[11. PRIORITY AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The current project points to the need for further research on several
topics, two of which are especially important.

A. DETERMINING THE ETHNIC MAKEUP OF SOVIET ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS

The smallest administrative unit for which recent Soviet censuses re-
port data on the ethnic composition of the population is the province (for
the urban and rural areas as a whole). Soviet censuses do not provide
data for small units comparable to the 'census tracts" employed in the
U.5. Census.

Consequently, from Soviet census data, determination of the extent of
ethnic mixing in the USSR is restricted to measurement within large popu-
lation aggregates.

We think it is possible to make much more refined estimates of ethnic
composition than are currently feasible with Soviet census data. These
estimates can be valuable for a variety of purposes, including determining
the ethnic composition of Soviet border territories,

B. RE-ESTIMATION OF SQVIET POQPULATION STATISTICS

There are some significant problems with available data on the Soviet
population. Insufficient awareness of these problems has led to question-
able conclusions about Soviet peopulation problems and trends.

Four problem areas with Soviet population statistics that require
further technical demographic work are identified: mortality, the age
composition of the Soviet population, fertility, and population growth,
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OVERVIEW

The main purpose of this project is to explain the differences among
non-Russian ethnic groups in the Soviet Unien in their tendencies to rus-
sify linguistically and ethnically. Two primary sets of factors can ac-
count for the differing tendencies: (1) social-demographic factors and
(2) political factors. The main social-demographic factors are wurbaniza-
tion, education, and inter-ethnic group contact. The main political fac-
tor is the degree of official governmental support given to the cultures
and languages of the ethnic groups; the prime indicator of such support
examined in this project is the availability of schooling in the tradi-
tional language of a non-Russian elhnic group.

The project also develops new methods and cultivates sources of infor-
mation that have not been used extensively before in the study of Soviet
ethnic processes. Specifically, the project presents a method of estimat-
ing the different rates of ethnic reidentification (assimilation) of So-
viet nationalilies. |In addition, the project develops dala about the use
of languages in schools that help to explain why this policy may or may
net encourage Jlinguistic assimilation.

Some of the conclusions reached on the basis of these new methods and
sources do not support the conventional Western understanding of Sowviet
nationalities policy and ethnic processes, The most striking of the con-
clusions are listed in outline below., The empirical research supporting
these conclusions is summarized in the next section of this report. Three
working papers (Anderson and Sitver 1981, 1882a, 1982b) provide a fulier
analysis and explanation of the technical aspects of the research,

1. BILINGUAL EDUCATION POLICY. The Soviet Union's policy toward the
use of the non-Russian and Russian languages in education can best
be described as a '""bpilingual education policy,'" not as a policy of
russification. The main effect of this policy is pilingualism, not
the liguidation of the non-Russian languages.

a) INCREASING SUPPORT FOR MANY NON-RUSS!AN LANGUAGES. Since 1940,
while there has been a decreatce in the extent to which the non-
Russian languages have served as the primary media of instruc-
tion in the schoois, there has been an increase in the extent to

which these languages have served as subjects of study in the
schools.

b) BILINGUAL EDUCATION DOES NOT NECESSARILY ELIMINATE NON-RUSSIAN
LANGUAGES., How far in the school curriculum the non-Russian
languages are used as the primary media of instruction strongly
affects whether non-Russians learn Russian as second language,




but has little effect on whether non-Russians abandon their
group's traditional language and adopt Russian as native lan-
guage. How far in the school curriculum the non-Russian lan-
guages are used at least as a separate subject of study, howev-

er, strongly affects whether non-Russians will abandon their
traditional group language for the Russian language as native
language.

The Soviet policy of increasing the availability of instruction
in the language and |literature of most of the non-Russian
groups, even while decreasing the use of non-Russian languages
for teaching other subjects (math or science} should therefore
increase bilingualism in Soviet society without immediately
threatening the maintenance of non-Russian languages as native
languages.

2. RUSSIANS ARE NOT RAPIDLY ASSIMILATING THE NON-RUSSIANS. About )
percent of the non-Russians who were age 0-38 at the time of the
1959 Soviet census and who survived to the 1970 Soviet census date
changed their ethnic self-identification to "Russian."

a) NONE OF THE MAJOR INDIGENQUS SOVIET NON-RUSSIAN NATIONALITIES
APPEARS TO BE ASSYMILATING RAPIDLY. All groups whose official
homelands in the Soviet federal system have the status of "union
republic' show little net change in ethnic self-identification
between censuses.

b) UKRAINVANS AND BELORUSSI|ANS ARE NOT BEING RUSSIFIED RAPIDLY.
About | percent of those age 0-3B in 1959 belonging to a non-

Russian Slavic group changed their ethnic self-identification to
Russian by 1970.

The widely held impression that Ukrainians and Belorussians are
strongly prone toward ethnic russification is probably attribu-
table to the fact that there are so many non-Russian 5lavs.
Thus, even if non-Russian Slavs have a low rate of ethnic russi-
fication, a large number of non-Russian Slavs c¢an become self-i-
dentified Russians. Non-Russian Stavs who changed their ethnic
self-identification probably account for over half of the Rus-
sian gain through assimilation.

c) MANY SMALL ETHNIC GROUPS ARE BEING RUSSIFIED RAPIDLY. Among
ethnic groups that are similar to the Russians in traditional
religion and whose official homelands are in the Russian Republ-
ic, rates of russification are usually high. |In extreme cases,
as much as 30 percent of adolescents changed their ethnic self-
identification to Russian between 1659 and 1970.

During the past two years, the bulk of the work on this project was
conducted at Brown University and at Michigan State University, the home
institutions of the principal investigators. During the 1982-1983 academ-
ic year, the work is being conducted at the Russian Research Center of
Harvard University, where both of the investigators have been appointed
Visiting Scholars,



The main research results presented in the next section of this report
represent interim products for three of the main segments of the

larger
project. In each of these segments we have a working paper. Each paper
was presented during the past two years at a naticnal professional meeting
and will be integrated into the monograph being prepared during the cur-

rent year. Some important segments of the project have not yet been writ-
ten up;, we summarize other research results in Section (1[I, In addition,
as a by-product of the current project, we became aware of several topics

that we believe merit attention in the future. We identify a few of these
in Section V.



bl. SYNOPSIS OF FINDINGS

We have presented three papers from this project at national profes-
sional meetings (Anderson and Silver 15981, 1982a, 1982b). Most of our
findings to date are in those papers. |In this section, we summarize each
paper., Technical details, detailed citations, and full results are pro-
vided in those papers.

A. EQUALITY, EFFICIENCY, AND POLITICS IN SOVIET BILINGUAL EDUCATION:
1934-1980

The education policy of the USSR is particularly interesting because of
that country's encrmous ethnic diversity, the Soviet state's official
ideolcgical commitment to the egalitarian treatment of ethnic groups, and
the Soviet Union's lopng and extensive experience with bilingual education,
Although the Soviet Union has had longer and more extensive experience
with bilingual education than any other country in the worid, this experi-

ence has been little studied |n the West. It is surprising that the large
English-language literature devoted to Soviet education, including the
special literature that appeared in the immediate post-Sputnik period, has

given scant attention to education in languages other than Russian.

One reason Western scholars have paid so little attention to Soviet
education in the non-Russian languages is the lack of systemalic and com-
prehensive data on such education. We have developed a new set of data on
the trends in schooling in the non-Russian languages. These data allow us
to examine factors related Lo whether or not a given non-Russian language
was {a) available as a separate subject of instruction, or {b) used as the
primary medium of instruction.

The provision of schooling in a particular language iS an important re-
gime policy; whether native-language schooling is provided through the
tenth class, the seventh class, the fourth class, or not at all, repre-
sents the extent of the regime's commitment to the maintenance of that
language. OQur data reflect the highest grade level for which native-lan-
guage schooling was avaitable for each of 10) ethnic groups for every year
from 1934 through 1980.

Most Western scholars have tended to view Soviet education as pursuing
a single-minded course toward russification of non-Russian children. Alt-
hough Soviet authorities have endorsed a principle of equality, they have
not publicly stated the actual decision-rules that have guided the provi-
sion of native-language schooling.



We draw from the Soviet )iterature three principles that might have
guided the provision of native-language schooling: an equality principle,
an efficiency principle, and a political principie, We test hypotheses
implied by each of the principles. We show that although provision cof na-
tive-language scheooling has always been highly differentiated among ethnic
groups, it has also always had a strong egalitarian element. Before World
War |1, economic efficiency considerations are highly consistent with the
differential provision of bilingual schooling; since the War, the pattern
is more consistent with a political principle.

Background

In 1879, the Soviet population numbered 262 million, only 52 percent of
whom were ethnic Russians. Twenty-two ethnic groups had a population of
at least 1 million. Approximately 90 ethnic groups, which, following So-
viet practice, we refer to as "nationalities," are officially designated
as indigenrous to the USSR,

The Soviet state structure is federal in form, with the primary geo-
graphical divisions representing the official territories of particular
nationalities, as is reflected in the territorial names. Over 50 ethnic
groups are recognized as the titular nationalities of administrative-ter-
ritorial units in the federal state structure. There are 15 soviet so-
cialist republics (5S5R's), also called union republics, that are the offi-
cial homeiands of such nationalities as the Russians, Ukrainians, Uzbeks,
Armenians, and Latvians., Below the level of union republic there are 20
autonomous Soviet socialist republics (ASSR's), also called autonomous re-
publics. Autonomous republics are all located within the boundaries of
union republics., Sixteen are located within the Russian Republic (RSFSR).
At the next lower level, there are 8 autonomous provinces {(avtonomnye ob-
lasti or AD'e)}, six of which are in the RSFSR. There are 10 autenomous
districts f{avionomnye okrugi) or AD's, until recently called “"‘national
districts”" (natsicnal'nye okrugi or NO's), all of which are located in the
R5FSR., There are additional territorial divisions within union republics

that are not the primary homelands of particular nationalities. They do
not concern us here.

Almost every one of the 90 indigenous ethnic groups has its own tradi-
tional non-Russian language. The languages of the Soviet nationalities
are extremely diverse, coming from five main genetic language-families
{Indo-European, Uralic, Altaic, Caucasian, and Paleocasiatic) and numerous
subgroups within those families.

Soviet scholars have long cited the development of schools in the trad-
itional languages of non-Russian nationalities as evidence of the regime's
commitment to the equality of nationalities. Soviet authorities claim
that this egquality is promoted both by the egual rights accorded to the
"national' languages (languages of the non-Russian nationalities) and by
the resulting increased literacy and other skills among the non-Russian
peoples. The levelling of differences in educational opportunities is
supposed to reduce the degree of economic inequality among nationalities.



In addition, language is usually cited by Soviet theorists on nationality
relations as the best example of what is meant by "national form" in the

slogan describing non-Russian cultures as "socialist in essence and na-
tional in form."

Official Soviet policy has long balanced a concern for extending the
role of the Russian language with a reluctance to stir up nationalist re-
sentments. Both for this reason and as a2 mechanism of mobilizing support
by non-Russians for the new regime, from the eariy-1920's to the
mid-1930's the Party pursued a policy of "indigenization'" {(korenizatsia)
of local administrative affairs that included promotion of the use of the
local languages,

Since the late 1930's, the role of the Russian language has expanded in
governmental affairs, in the mass media, and in schools in most non-Rus-=
sian territories, especially in the territories of the smaller nationali-
ties. There has been a gradual 'russianization' of many of the nocn-Rus-
sian areas -- ji.e., spreading Russian culture, language, and people
throughout these territories.

Recently, there has been a massive effort to increase the quantity and
to improve the quality of Russian language instruction among non-Russians
(Feshbach 1981; Solchanyk 1982: Kreindler 1982). The long-term goal, some
Western scholars maintain, has been the elimination of the use of the
non-Russian languages; in this view, these accelerated efforts to promote
the learning of the Russian language represent the inevitable culmination
of a series of steps taken over many years toward the russification of the
non-Russian nationalities. These studies assume, or at least give the im-
pression, that whenevér there is an increase in the study of the Russian
language there s necessarily a commensurate decrease in the study of the
group's traditional non-Russian language.

The key problem with this line of reasoning is that it ignores the fact
that Soviet nationaiities poli¢cy has always displayed some tendencies that
run counter to a policy of russification. Soviet nationalities policy is
not the same as Soviet theories about mationalities. Although according
to current official doctrine, ethnic distinctions will eventually be obli-
terated, and a single lingua franca will be adopted by all nationalities,
actual Soviet policy has not involved a head-long rush to eliminate the
use of the traditional languages of the non-Russian groups,

We proceed as follows, Ffirst, we describe the establishment of non-
Russian schocls in the 1920's and 1930's. Then we discuss the three prin-
ciples that Soviet authorities might have employed in deciding how much
native-language schooling to provide for different naticnalities, After
that we discuss the available information for the systematic study of na-
tive~language schooling and describe the new data set that we have con-
structed. Ffinally, we use that data set to test the relative strength of
alternative hypotheses about the provision of native-language schooling.




Establishment of the "National Schools"

After the 1917 Revolution, the Soviet government embarked on a massive
program to provide native-language schooling, The 1920's and early 1930's
were a period of extensive experimentation in education and of great ac-

tivity in creation and standardization of written forms for many languag-
es.

A special section of the Commissariat of Enlightenment responsible for
developing schools using the non-Russian languages was established by de-
cree of the Council of People’s Commissars on Qcteber 31, 1918, 1t is
clear that in the 15820's and 1930's non-Russian ("national') schools
filourished in the larger and medium-sized republics and provinces,

We know that by the middle of the 1930's, native-language schools were
operating in all regions of the country, and in 1034 textbooks were print-
ed in 104 languages. But there are many important things about the non-
Russian schools in the first two decades after the Revolution that we do
not know. No Soviet source reports what languages were used in every re-
gion of the country. No source gives a catalogue of the grade (class)
levels in which schooling was conducted in every language. information on
matriculation rates by language for different nationalities is also scan-
ty.

We alsa know that by the late 1950's there was a hierarchy of educa-
tional opportunities in the native language for members of different na-
tionalities in the RSFSR. According to Sovetkin (1958: 24), the number of
years of native-language schooling available to the different nationali-
ties in 1958 was essentially established by the 1931/2 school year and was
an outcome of the process of indigenization.

The Minister of Education of the RSFSR published an article concerning
non-Russian scheooling in 1972 which, when contrasted with the reporied si-
tuation in 1958, shows the deteriorating status of the languages of na-
tiocnalities indigenous to the RSFSR (Danilov 1972). However, no compila-
tion based on published official sources can provide an exhaustive summary
of the languages used in the RSFSR for years other thar 1940, 1958, and
1972, or for schools outside the RSFSR for any date (Silver 197ka).,

Decision Rules in the Allocation of Native-Language Schools

Between 1931 and 1936, the Communist Party made several major decisions
that centralized Party control over educational administration, defined
the structure of school curricula, and assured '"stability of textbooks."
After these steps were taken, it is likely that policies about the use of
non-Russian languages in schools were almost completely centrally deter-
mined. In a decree of the Council of People's Commissars and the Central
Committee of the Communist Party on March 13, 1938, "On the Obligatory
Study of Russian Language in Scheools in the National Republics and Pro-
vinces,'" the Russian language was made a mandatory subject in all non-Rus-
sian schools.
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The actual administrative rules employed to determine whether native-
language schools were to be set up and at what grade levels in the curri-
culum a given language might be used have seldom been discussed publicly
by Soviet officials. In 191B, a rule was introduced by the Council of
People's Commissars calling for the establishment of native-language
schools for '"nmational minorities" whenever there were at least 25 pupi'ls
at a given grade level who spoke that language.

Although this rule may explain the liberal development of the national
schools in the 1920's, the operative administrative rules employed in more
recent years are less clear. |In fact, & rarely cited portion of the March
13, 1938, decree making study of the Russian language mandatory in
schools, states that:

the native language is the basis of instruction in schools of the
national republics and provinces, that exceptions from this rule,
occurring in some autonomous republics of the RSFSR, can have only a
temporary character, that the tendency to convert the Russian lan-
guage from a subject of study to a language of instruction while at
the same time infringing on the native language, is harmful and
incorrect (Sovetkin 1958: 15).

Yet we know that by 1958 a hierarchy existed in the roles of the non-Rus-
sian languages in schools and that such a hierarchy supposedly was estab-
lished by 1931/2,

. Neither official pronouncements nor official published data provide the
actual decision rules employed in establishing non-Russian schooling.
Based on writings by Soviet scholars, however, we propose three decision-
rules or principles that might describe the actual policy on native-lan-
guage scheooling at various dates.

THE EQUALITY PRINCIPLE. The dominant theme in official Soviet doctrine
concerning the non-Russian languages has been that each nationality is
free to use its traditional language. Article 121 of the 1936 Constitu-
tion of the USSR guaranteed citizens the right to instruction in schools
in their native language. Article 36 of the 1977 Constitution does not
explicitly guarantee citizens the right to education in their native lan-
guage but assures cilizens ''the opportunity to use the mother tongue and
languages of other peoples of the USSR." We call the basic official doc-
trinal principie regarding the treatment of languages the ''equality prin-
ciple."

Strictly speaking, the eguality principle has not been followed, since
Russian clearly holds the preeminent position among languages of peoples
of the USSR. Russian has been described in numerous official speeches,
documents, and scholariy writings as unigue among Soviet languages. It
has been designated the '"inter-nationa'ity language of discourse" (me-
zhnatsional'nyi iazyk obshcheniia) of the peoples of the USSR.

This does not mean that there has been no egalitarian element in Soviet
language policy, however. Many Western scholars characterize the 1920's

- 8§ -
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and 1930's, in particular, as a period of egalitarian idealism in policies
toward the non-Russian languages f{cf. Carrere d'Encausse 1980: Kreindler

1982) .

Ingstead of applying an absolute eguality standard, we define a modified
egalitarian standard along two dimensions: (a) the greater the number of
nationalities that are provided with some form of native-language instruc-
tion, the more egalitarian is school-language policy; and (b) the greater
the number of school years (the higher the class level) in which the non-
Russian languages are used either as the primary media of instruction or
as a separate subject of instruction, the more egalitarian the policy.

THE EFFICILENCY PRINCIPLE. A second principle that might explain use of
the non-Russian languages in schools is the principle of economic effi-.
ciency. Arguments consistent with the efficiency principle are freguently
offered by Soviet scholars to explain why the Russian language is the pre-
ferred lingua franca of Soviet nationalities and why the smaller national-
ities often have limited opportunities for native-language schooling.

The efficiency argument has two aspects. From the perspective of the
child or the child's parents, it is an inefficient investment of personal
resources to study in a language that has limited utility in the job mark-
et or that cannot offer a full range of cultural opportunities. From the
perspective of the state, it may be inefficient to expend substantial re-
sources to develop the capacity to teach in languages that are used by
only a small number of people and thus can play only @ limited role in the
modern economy, in science and technology, and in disseminating the cul-
tura! achievements of the society as a whole.

On the basis of the Soviet literature, we propose two efficiency hy-
potheses, First, the targer the population size of a group, the greater
the likelihood that their traditiomal language will be used either {both)
as the medium of instruction or as a separate subject of study in schools,
and the higher the class level in which the language will be used. Sec-
ond, native-language schooling wil! be more likely to be provided if the
group is compactly settled than if it is not.

THE POL'TICAL PRINCIPLE. A third possible explanation for the varying
treatment of the non-Russian languages may be termed the '"political prin-
ciple.'" In its broadest application, this principle would determine op-
portunities for native-language schooling according to the roles assigned
to the nationalities by the country's top political leaders. Armstrong
(1968) , for example, has constructed a model of Soviet nationalities poli-
¢y that assigns specific "roles" to ethnic groups based on the groups' po-
tential utility in realizing the goals of the top Communist Party leaders.

An illustration of the working of the politica! principle is the exper-
ience of the nationalities that were deported from their official home-
lands during World War || for their alleged collaboration with the Nazi
invaders. All of these nationalities lost native-language schooling from
the date of their deportation in 1943-4L, For most, native-language
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schooling was restored after their official political "rehabilitation" in
the late 195Q0's.

Another special group is the Jews. They had extensive Yiddish~language
cultural facilities in the Soviet Unien in the 1920's, and there were na-
tive-language schools in Yicddish, Tat, and Bukharan Jewish until the lae

1930's,: Jews have not been provided native-language schools since Wortd
War | I.

A more systematic and stable political factor could also affect the
treatment of the non-Russian languages. The establishment of the USSR as
a federal system may be viewed as a pragmatic concession by the Bolshevik
Party to the non-Russian nationalities as part of an effort te consolidate
control in the non-Russian regions. |t may also reflect a real commitment
to the long-term maintenance of ethnic distinctions,

The true motivation or explanation for the development and maintenance
of a federal system was the subject of an extended scholarly debate in the
USSR during the 1960's. Whatever the initial reasons for the organization
of the USSR inte a federal system, however, formal recognition of a na-
tionality's territoriality probably reflected some willingness to make
concessions in the cultural sphere, especially the possibility of using

the group's traditional language inh schools, mass media, and goevernmental
affairs.

We therefore hypothesize that: (a) the higher the formal political
status accorded a nationality in the federal structure, the more likely
the nationality is to receive some native-language schooling; and (b} the
higher the formal status of the group, the higher the grade level in wnich
that group's traditional language can be used either as the primary medium
of imstruction in the schools or as a separate subject of study.

Determining the Status of Non-Russian S5chooling

Although Soviet sources sometimes present figures on which languages
are used in schools in particular regions; including, on occasion, enroll-
ment figures by language of instruction, they seldom report such figures
by grade level, and only rarely are any figures published on the enroll-
ment of children of particular nationalities in schools with particular
languages of instruction. However, we have two other sources of systemat-
ic information about native-language schooling: (a) curricula (education-
al plans), and [b) information on school textbook publication.

SCHOOL CURRICYULUM PLANS. For some years and regions, we have curricu-
lum plans that list the number of hours in the school program mandated for
particular subjects of study. These reports outiine the different curri-
cula for the non~Russian (national) and Russian schools, and they reveal
the recent increase in the number of hours mandated for Russian-language
study in the non-Russian schools.



Although these model curricula are useful, they have limitations. We
do not have model curricula for all years or for all groups. Additional-
ly, we know that the plans outlined in these model curricula have not been
followed in practice for some groups to whom the plans ostensibly apply.

These published curricula reveal, however, that, at least in recent
years, in the non-Russian republics and provinces there have been three
main types of genera! educational schools at the primary and secondary
levels.! These are:

(1) Russian schools where Russian is the primary medium of instruc-

tion and where the local languages are not studied. We call these
Russian schools type 1.

{2) Russian schools where Russian is the primary medium of instruc-
tion but where the language of a non-Russian nationality is studied
as a separate subject. These are officially called '"Russian schools
where the language of a republic, autonomous province or autonomous
region nationality is studied as a separate subject according to pa-
rents' wishes.'" (Sometimes they are also referred to as '"mational
schocls with Russian as the language of instruction.') We call
these Russian schools type 2,

(1) Non-Russian ("national') schools where one or more nonr-Russian
language serves as the principal medium of instruction for a'most
all subjects {(except Russian language and foreign languages) and
where Russian language and |iterature are studied only as separate
subjects. We call these type 3 schools.

Western scholars often assume that there is only one kind of '"Russian
school'" in the Soviet Union.? They assume that in "Russian schools' the
entire curriculum is conducted in the Russian language and that members of
non-Russian nationalities in Russian tchools study alongside Russian chil-
dren. These model curricula show that there is more than one kind of
"Russian school'" and that some native-ianguage schooling is available in
the type 2 Russian schools.

They also show that enrolling non-Russian children in "Russian schools"
does not necessarily imply integration of non-Russian children in the same
schools that Russian children typically attend, because non-Russian ¢chil-
dren will often be in type 2 Russian schcols rather than in type 1 Russian
schools. Separation of ethnic groups in schools, along with the continued
teaching of the non-Russian group's traditional language (in the type 2

! |n addition to the three main types of school described here, there are

schools with more than one non-Russian primary medium of instruction.
These are especially common in new urban settlements and in other re-
gions with an ethnically diverse population,

? Kreindier {1982) notes that there are type 2 Russian schools in the Ta-
tar ASSR, but she does not comment on their more general existence.
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Russian school), should help to assure both literacy in the group's tradi-
tional language and continued use of that language in everyday affairs,
even if the number of hours per week in the curriculum devoted to the
group's language is small.

TEXTBOOK PUBLICATION DATA. We use data on textbook publication by lan-
guage to construct a data set reflecting the status of different languages
in schools over time. The details of the procedures and assumptions in
developing this new data set are explained in Anderson and Silver {1982b).

Knizhnaia letopis' (Chronicle of Books) and Ezhegodnik knigi (Book An-
nual of the USSR} report data on virtually al)l books, including gchoal
textbooks, published in the Soviet Union by year. The All-Union Book
Chamber (Vsesoiuznaia knizhnaia palata) publishes both of these serials,
the first appearing weekly and the second yearly. The first year in which
the All-Union Book Chamber began to compile and to report information on
books published outside the Russian Republic was 19134,

Before 1934, even for the RSFSR, the Book Chamber {then called the Cen-
tral Book Chamber of the RSFSR) did not identify books acecording to the
ianguage in which they were written. Thus, the first year for which we
can construct a summary of the languages used in school| textbooks is 1934,

We depict the status of native-language schooling opportunities for the
years 1934 to 1980, inclusive. Relying on both Knizhnaia letopis' and
Ezhegodnik knigi, we extracted information for every year between 1934 and
1980 on the languages in which school textbooks were published for mathe-
matics, natural science, language, and literature,

We assume that the printing of school texXtbooks in math or science in a
given non-Russian language is a good indicator that the language is used
as the primary medium of instruction in at least some schools. |f math or
science are taught in a given non-Russian language, it is reasonable to
infer that most other subjects are also taught in that language. Accord-
ingly, for each year between 1934 and 1980, we code for each non-Russian
language the highest class level for which any textbook in math or natural
science was reported published.

If only one or two subjects are taught in a group's traditicnal lan-

guage, they are likely to include a course on the group's language or 1it-
erature. Thus we assume that the printing of school textbooks in language
or literature in a given language indicates that the language was used at

least as a subject of study in at least some schools. Therefore, for
1934-1980 we also coded the highest class level for which any textbook in
language or literature was reported published in each non-Russian lan-
guage. Since the language may well have been used in more areas of tLhe
curriculum than simply language or literature courses, this measure should
indicate the minimum usage tc which the language is put in schools,

The textbook data allow us to assess changes in the maximum class lev-

els in the school curriculum in which the different languages are employed
as subjects of study or as the primary media of instruction. These maxima
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by themselves are important indicators of the statuses of different
languages. Furthermore, when non-Russian languages continue 10 be taught
as subjects of study but are no longer employed as the primary media of
instruction, this indicates the elimination of the type 3 national schools
in favor of the type 2 Russian schools,

Trends in Native-Language Schooling

We proposed three alternative decision-rules for determination of the
extent of native-language schooling provided to different naticonalities.
We now examine the extent to which the pattern of provision of native-lan-
guage schooling is consistent with each of these principles.

EGALITARIAN HYPOTHESIS. The stronger the influence of an "equality
principle," the less variation we should find in native-language schooling
among different nationalities, and the higher the average class ievels at
which such schooling should be available.

The Soviet Union has provided at least some native-language schooling
to the vast majority of mationalities. Eighty-three of the 10| nationali-
ties included in the data set had schooling where the group's traditional
language was used at least as a subject of study at the tevel of class |
or beyond during at least one year between 1934 and 1980, Thirteen of thc
18 nationaltities that did not have any native-language schooling during
this period were classified in the 1926 Soviet census as not having a 1i-
terary language. All of them have smal! populations and reside in either
the Soviet Far North er the Caucasus.

Twenty-one nationalities that officially lacked a Jiterary language in
1926 received some native-language schooling between 193k and 1980. Five
nationalities that were classified in the 1926 census as having literary
languages did not, according tc our data, receive native-language schooi-
ing in the USSR between 1934 and 1980: Albanians, Rumanians, S!ovaks,
Khalkha-Mongols, and Karaims. Of these, only the Karaims are indigenous
to the USSR,

The presence of ''mnon-indigenous' {fereign) nationalities in the data
set presents an analytic problem because, in ltight of practice in most
countries, it is not reasonable to expect the Soviet government to provide
native-language schooling for many foreign groups. Thus we concentrate in
the remainder of the analysis on the nationalities that are "indigenous"
to the USSR. It is for these groups, more than for foreign groups, that
the logic of Soviet language policy should be examined. |f we exclude the
20 foreign mationalities from the analysis, there are 8! indigenous
groups.

Based on our data on publication of math-science or language-literature
textbooks, of those 81 indigenous naticnalities, 67 (83 percent) had
schooling in which their group's traditional language was used at least as
a subject through at least the first class for at least one year between
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1934 and 1980. Judging by our data on publication of math or science
textbooks, these same 6] nationalities also had schooling at some time in
which their group's traditional language was the primary medium of in-
struction,

Al though impressive by almost any standard, these figures give a super-
ficial picture because they answer only a simple question: Between 1934
and 1980, how many nationalities ever had schooling in which their group's
traditional language was used as the medium of instruction or as a subject
of study at any class level? It is alse important to know how the avail-
ability of native-language schooling has changed over time, and whether,
on average, the class levels for which native-language schotling has been
provided have followed any trend.

To answer these additional questions, we broke the L7-year time series
into nine intervals: 1934-1940, 1941=-1945, 1946-1950, 195]1-1955,
1956-1960, 1961=1965, 1966-1970, 1971-1975, and 1976-1980. For each of
these intervals, and also for the entire 193L4-1980 period, we calculated
the number of indigenous nationalities that had schools in which their
group's traditional language was used in math or science textbooks (abbre-
viated as M}, which we interpret as indicating that the group's non-Rus-
sian language was used as the primary medium of instruction in schools.
We also calculated the number of nationalities that had schools where the
group's traditional language was used in language or literature textbooks
(abbreviated as L), and the number that had schools where their group's
traditional language was used in either math-science or language-litera-
ture (abbreviated as H -- Higher of M or L). We use "H" as the indicator
of whether the language was used at least as a subject of study in
schools.

The results of these calculations are given in Table 1, |In Table 1,
for the entire 1934-1980 period, and also for each sub-period, a national-
ity is considered to have native-language schooling only if there was a
textbook in the group's traditional language for class | or higher; pres-
chool texts alone do not gualify a group for inclusion.

The figures in Table 1 show that within the 1934-1980 time-span, the
heyday of the existence of non-Russian schools was before Worid War II.
During the 1934-1940 period, 64 nationalities had schools in which math-
science was taught in the group's traditional language, and 65 had schools
where language-literature was taught in the group's traditional language.

The number of nationalities with schools where their language was used
to teach math-science (M) declined substantially since 1934, After a pla-
teau of about 50 such languages between 1946 and 1965, the number dropped
in each succeeding period to a low of 35 such languages in 1976-1980, just
over half of the pre-War number.

The pattern of use of the non-Russian languages as subjects of study is
very different. Since 1945, in every period about 53 nationalities have
had schools where their group's language was usec at least as a subject of
study (H) -- about 82 percent of the pre-wWar number.




TABLE 1}

Number of Indigenous Non-Russian Nationalities that had Native-Language
Schooling (N=81)

Type of Number with Number with Number with
Schooling: Group's Language Group's Language Group's Language
Used To Teach Used to Teach Used for EITHER
Math-Science Lang.-Literature Math-Science or
Lang.-Literature
(M) (L) (H)
Period:
1834-1840 bl 65 &5
1941-1945 Lg Ly 51
1946-195C 50 51 52
1951-1955 50 49 51
1956-1960 52 55 55
1961-1965 L7 52 52
1966-1970 39 49 49
1971-1975 36 53 53
1976-1980 35 53 53
Ever 1934-1980 67 67 67

NCTES: Estonians, Latvians, Lithuanians, and Tuvinians are included at
all dates even though their basic territories were annexed to the USSR
during World War |I.

Table ! indicates the dying out of the '"national schools" by the disap-
pearance of schools where the non-Russian language serves as the primary
medium of instruction. We conclude that increasingly over time, the type
3 schools (''mational schools'') described earlier have been replaced by
type 2 Russian schools,



We also want to know the highest class level for which native-language

schooling was available. |In Table 2, we examine this for those groups
that had native-language schooling at some time, i.e., the 67 groups from
the last row of Table 1. For each period, for all indigenous groups that

ever had some native-language schooling, we compuled an average of the
highest grade in which science or math textbooks were published (M). We
also computed an average of the highest grade in which either math-science
or language-literature textbooks were published (H). In Table 2 and in
the succeeding tables, preschool texts are coded as .5 years to take some
account of the difference between preschool native-language schoo!ing and
no native-language schooling.

Table 2 shows that among those indigenous nationalities thal ever had
schooling in their group's traditional language, the average maximum ¢lass
level in which the group's language was available as the primary medium of
itnstruction (M) declined from a high point of 5.L8 years in the 1934=1940
period te a low point of 3.21 in 1576-1980, A substantial drop in the av-
erage occurred during World War |Il, probably mostly due to the serious
disruptions in both the production of textbooks and the operaiion of So-
viet schools during those years. After the War, the leve! rebounced, alt-
hough it mever regained the pre-War level. The average declined steadily
in each period after 1951-1855.

We derive a different picture of the trend in the availability of na-
tive-language schooling from the extent to which the non-Russian languages
have been available at least as a subject of study (H). The figures in
the right-most column of Table 2 reveal that the average maximum class
level in which the groups' language was available at least as a subject of
study has increased since World War Il. By 1956-1960, the leve! exceeded
that in 1934-1940 (6.21 years vs. 5.94 years), and by 1976~1980C i1 reached
£.93 years.

~To summarize, at the same time that availability of some instruction in
the non-Russian languages {(H) has increased, there has been substant:ial
erosion in the use of the non-Russian languages as the primary media of

instruction in the schools {(M). This suggests that the non-Russian lan-
guages are increasingly being reduced to use as a subject of study in Rus-
sian-language schocls -- the type 2 Russian-language schools that we de-

scribed earlier. But there is substantial inter-group variation in the
extent to which this is taking place.

Obviously, an equality principle cannot explain this differential
treatment. We therefore turn to examining the evidence for the operation
of the efficiency principle and the political principle,

THE EFFICIENCY HYPOTHESIS. There are two aspects of the efficiency
principle. 0One indicator of the efficiency of providing native-language
schooling to a given nationality is that nationality's population size.

In additien, the more concentrated the settlement of a nationality, the
more efficient it is to provide schools in that group's traditional lan-
guage. Although our current data do not allow us to test the effects of
residential concentration at the level of cities and rural districts, whe-
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TABLE 2

Hean Highest Grade of Native-Language Schooling among indigenous
Nationalities that Ever Had Such Schooling {(N=67)

Type of (M) (L) (H)
Schooling:
Group's Language Group's Language Group's Language
Used in Math-Sci. Used in Lang.-Lit. Used in EITHER

Math-Sci. or
Lang.-Literarture

Mean Mean Mean

Period:
1934-1940 5.48 5.38 5.94
194 1-1845 b, 10 4.0 L.b6
1946-1950 b7k 5.0k 5.50
1951-1955 k.92 5.29 5.48
1956-1960 .57 6.18 .21
1961-1965 4,26 6.35 6.36
1966-1970 3.63 6.22 6.23
1971-1975 3.L3 6.85 6.85
1976-1980 3.2) 6.93 6.93

NOTES: Estonians, Latvians, Lithuanians, and Tuvinians are excluded
from calculations for 1934-1940 but included for other periods.

Only groups with native-language schooling at class | or higher are in-

cluded; groups with only preschool native-language schooling are not in-
cluded.

re the implementation of central policies on native-language schooling
takes place, we attempt to measure the effects of geographic concentration
on the availability of native-language schoecling. As an indicator of geo-
graphic concentration, for nationalities with titular areas, we use the
number of members of each nationality that resided in that nationality's
titular area (republic, province, or district}) in 1959,
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Thus, if the “efficiency principle' were the basis for deciding which
nationalities were provided with native-language schooling, the larger the
group's population size, and the larger the number of members of the given
nationality that reside in the group's titular area, the higher the class
level for which schooling in that group's traditional language will be
available.

We found that the population size of a group was strongly positively
related to the extent to which each kind of native-language schooling was
available in every period. However, the strength of the relationship de-
creased over time. This was true whether population size was measured in

1826 or in 1959.

We also found that the size of the population of a group within the
group's titular area was important. The relationship between the popula-
tion of a group in its titular area and the math-science variable (M) re-
mained strong in all periods, but the relationship with the math-science
or language-literature variable (H) weavened over time. For the mainte-
nance of schools where the group's traditional language is the primary
medium of instruction, having a large population residing in the titular
area is more important than is having a large population overall. Total
population size is somewhat more important in determining whether the
group's tradilional language was available for study at least as a sepa-
rate subject,

This pattern for groups with titular areas is consistent with efficien-
cy considerations., Providing a curriculum allowing for the study of a
given non-Russian language in one subject (i.e., language-~literature) is
retatively inexpensive, but maintaining an entire curriculum in a given
non-Russian language is only reasonable when a large number of pupils from
the same non-Russian naticonality reside in close proximity to each other.

THE POLITICAL HYPOTHESIB. The essence of the '"political principle' is
that the differential provision of cultural opportunities among naticnali-
ties is determined by the extent to which groups are viewed favorably by
the central political authorities. Groups such as the deported nationali-
ties suffered not only the dismantling of their autonomous republics and
provinces and deportation to Central! Asia and the tastern zones of the
Russian Republic, but they lost all mative-language cultural facilities
during their period of deportation.

The formal status of mationalities in the federal state structure of
the Soviet Unien represents another aspect of the political principle. To
examine the extent to which the provision of native-language schooling has
varied with the territorial status of the nationality, we classify all of
the indigenous nrationalities according to their current status: (1} union
republic (55R) nationalities; {2) autonomous republic {(ASSR) nationali-
ties; (3) autonomous oblast' (AD) nationalities; (4) automomous district
(avtonomnyi okrug -- here abbreviated AD) nationalities; and (5) other in-
digenous nationalities (here abbreviated as IND).




The graphs in fFigures | and 2 show for each period the average highest
school year in which tertbooks in the nationality's traditional language
were published either in math-science or language-literature (H), or in

math-science (M), for nationalities grouped by their formal peolitical sta-
tus.

Figures ! and 2 show that the extent to which schooling has been avai-
lable in a group's traditional language follows distinctive paths related
to the group's formal poilitical! status, and the status groupings always
remain in the expected rank order. The highest schoal year in which the
group's traditional language is used is always lower on average for the
autonomous republic {ASSR) nationalities than for the SSR nationalities.
The corresponding figures for the autonomous oblast (AQ) nationalities are
lower on average than those of the ASSR's during each period. And the
figures for the autonomous district (AD) nationalities are lower on aver-
age than those of the A0 groups, but higher than those for the groups that
have no official territory (the remaining indigencus groups -- [ND).

Figure | depicte the average highest class levels in which the non-Rus-
sian languages were used in school at least as a separate subject (H).
Figure |1 demonstrates the steady increase since World War |l in the class
Jevels in which the languages of all groupings of AQ status and higher
were used in schools. After lagging behind the 5S5R nationalities by over
three class levels in the 1934-19L0 period, the ASSR nationalities im-
proved their position to such an extent that it nearly matched that of the
SSR nationalities in the 1976-1980 period. The AQ natiocnalities followed
a similar upward trajectory over time, but lag behind the ASSR nationali-
ties. In contrast, after a decline in the status of their languages bet-

ween 1931Lk-1940 and 1941-1945, both the AD and INDO groups have experienced
little change.

The trends in the use of the non-Russian languages as media of instruc-
ticn are very different from the trends in use as a separate subject,
Figure 2 shows that all groupings except the SSR nationalities have exper-
ienced steady reductions over time in the highest school year in which the
groups' traditional languages were used as the primary media of instruc-
tion. This generalization is oniy slightly modified by observation of the
brief recovery foliowing World War || for the non-SSR groupings.

For each of the two indicators of native-language schooling, the five
political status groupings break into two classes. The composition of the
two classes differs between the two indicators, according to where the
ASSR- and AO0-leve!l naticonalities are located. While experiencing steady
increases in the class ievels in which their languages are used at least
as a separate subject (H), the ASSR and AQ nationalities have experienced
steady decreases in the class levels in which their languages are used as
the primary media of instruction (M),

We infer that native-language education for the ASSR- and AC-level na-
tionalities is increasingly taking place not in the "nmaticonal schools' but
instead in the '""Russian schoois with the {non-Russian) native Janguage as
a separate subject." In contrast, for the AD- and INO-level naticnali-
ties, schocling in their groups' traditional languages is disappearing
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completely; children in these nationalities are increasingly attending
only what we have calied type 1 Russian schools.

These patterns show how complex and varied the changes in native-lan-
guage schooling policies have been. The upward trends in Figure 1 run
counter to the common supposition in the West that the non-Russian lan-
guages are disappearing from use in the educational system. The downward
trends in Figure 2, however, are consistent with the Western supposition
of increasing russianization of the bulk of the school curriculum for mem-
bers of non-55R nationalities., Thus it is inappropriate to suppose that
any single pattern of c¢hange applies to all Soviet ethnic groups.

he Relative Importance of Efficiency and Political Factors

We found that a nationality's formal pelitical status is related to the
extent to which it has been provided schools in its traditicnal language.
At the same time, the differential availability of native-language schools
is consistent with both the political principle and the efficiency princi-
ple. 5ince the explanatory power of the efficiency principle has tended
to diminish over time, other factors must account for the inter-group var-
iation in the availability of native-language schooling.

We found that fer both the 193L=-1940 and 1941-1945 periods, populaticn
size is a more powerful predictor of school-language policy than is formal
political status. Just the opposile is true for all periods after World
War |!. Between 1934 and 1945, the differentials in the availability of
schooling in the non-Russian languages were highly consistent with both
the economic efficiency principle and the political principle, but the ef-
ficiency factor predominated. After World War ||, the efficiency and the
political factors can each account for a substantial amount of the varia-
tion in policy, but the political factor predominated.

Over time, then, the policy of providing schooling in the non-Russian
languages has bhecome decreasingly related to considerations of economic
efficiency and increasingly related to the hierarchical organization of
the Soviet federal state. Differences in formal constitutional status ap-
pear to be associated with real policy differences, independently of the
size of the population of the nationalities.

This does not necessarily mean that population size had only a tempo-
rary effect on the availahility of schooling in the non-Russian languages.
On the contrary, we found that population size is related to school-lan-
guage policy in the post-War era in three ways. First, population size
affects recent school-language policy through its relation with the poli-
tical status of the nationalities. G5econd, to the extent that school-lan-
guage policy during 193L-1940 was determined more by group population size
than by group political status, population has a persistent indirect ef-
fect on later native-language schooling oppertunities. Third a nationali-
ty's populaticon affects school-language policy even in the post-War years
is through its geographic concentration in combination with its size,
i.e., through the comhined effects of the two aspects of economic effi-
ciency.
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Implications

This study's newly generated data have permitted us to explore aspects
of Soviet educational policy about which scholars previously lacked syste-
matic information. Now we characterize the evolution of Soviet policy to-
ward use of the non-Russian languages in the schools, and we illustrate
how the patterns of change and the decision-rules that led to them were
manifested in particular historical periods.

The best way toc characterize the Soviet Union's policy toward the use
of the non-Russian and Russian languages in education with a simple phrase
is that it is a "bilingual education policy.'" Although there have been
many changes in the use of the non-Russian languages in the schools, in
all periods the traditional languages of the non-Russian nationalities
have played a substantial role in the curriculum, even as the role of the
Russian language has expanded,

Since World War {1, the number of languages used as the primary medium
of instruction in schools has decreased, and also there has been a sub-
stantial reduction in the highest class levels in which the non-Russian
languages have been used in this capacity. But the non-Russian languages
still mhave an important place in the curriculum. The number of nationali-
ties able to study their traditional language as a separate subject in at
least some schools was not much lower in 1976-1980 than in 193L-1940 and
has not changed since 1941-1945, More importantly, on average, the high-
est class level in which the non-Russian languages are taught as subjects
of study has increased since 1934-1940,

We regard Soviet school-language policy as one of bilingual education
rather than of linguistiec russification because for the great majority of
the non-Russian population this policy seems to be aimed more at assuring
bilingualism than at eradicating the non-Russian languages. We regard use
of a language in the curriculum even as a subject of study as an important
source of support for the lenguage.

In this respect, we take issue with the implicit argument of many other
Western scholars, who seem to regard the use of languageés as the primary
media of instruction as the only meaningful support for the non-Russian
tanguages, and who seem to regard the use of non-Russian languages as sub-
jects of study as comparatively inconsequential. Qur attention to use of
the languages as subjects of study is grounded in part on empirical ana-
lyses that reveal that availability of the languages as subjects of study
is often sufficient to assure native-language maintenance (Anderson and
Silver 1982a).

The data on use of the non-Russian languages in schools are not consis-
tent with the patterns of poiicy shift suggested by others., Whatever
changes may have occurred in the official theoretical formulae on Soviet
nationalities policy, our evidence on school-language policy supports
neither the depiction of official policy as shifting back and forth bet-
ween a centrist (pro-Russian) and a peripheralist {(pro-non-Russian} empha-
sis {Lewis 1972), nor the depiction of official policy as moving inexora-
bly in a russificationist direction {Kreindler 1982), nor the description
of the policy as absoclutely egalitarian (Isaev 1978).
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If the policy had shifted between a centralist and peripheralist empha-
sis, we would not have found a monolonic decrease over time in the number
of nationalities whose traditional languages were used as media of in-
struction, Nor would we have found a monotonic increase in the average

ciass levels in which the non-Russian languages served as subjects of stu-
dy.

[f the policy had moved inexcrabl!y toward greater russification, we
would not have found nearly complete stability over time in the number of
languages that are employed as subjects of study, and we would not have
found that these lTanguages are used at increasingly higher levels of the
school curriculum. Nor would one find that in many of the union republ-
ics, such as Uzbekistan, the roles of the local languages have substan-
tially increased over time (Fierman 1982),

If the policy were completely egalitarian, Soviet authorities would not
have extolled the virtues gof the Russian language to such an extent, and
there would not be the high degree of assymetry in the emphasis given to
the non-Russian and the Russian languages in the school curricula in re-
cent years (e.g,, Salchanyk 1982; Kreindler 1982). Although a great many
non-Russian nationalities have been provided with instruction in their
traditional languages., these nationalities have not been treated identi-
cally., In all periods since at least 1934, school-language policy has
differentiated among the non-Russian nationalilies either on the basis of
their population size, their geographi¢c concentration, or their political
status.,

Based on our data analyses, we identify three main periods in the evo-
lution of Soviet policy toward the use of the non-Russian languages in the
schools: {1} 1917-1938; (2} 1938-1959; (3) 1959-1980. The first period
begins with the October Revolution and ends roughly with the 1938 decree
that made Russian a mandatory subject of study in school. The second per-
iod begins with the decree on Russian-language instruction and ends with
the adoption of the 1959 education law. The third periecd runs from the
1969 education law to the present.

This periodization is linked with important changes in the legal frame-
work for the use of languages in schools. The actual conseguences of
these legal changes were sometimes delayed by half a decade or more.

World War 11 interrupted the ful! implementation of the 1938 decree, and
the 1959 reforms were introduced gradually jn the 1960's {(Silver 197hLa).

Consistent with the interpretation of several Western scholars, we
characterize the first period between 1917 and 1938 as an egalitarian per-
iod during which an enormous effort was made to construct new alphabets,
open non-Russian schools, and limit the role of the Russian language in
the non-Russian areas. The mode! ''mational school' was one in which all
subjects were taught in the traditional (natiwve] language of the non-Rus-
sian pupils.

A commonly used measure of the success of Soviet nationalities policy

during this period was the extent to which the schools were "indigenized."
The Russian language may have been studied but was usually not 2 mandatory
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subject. Nonetheless, there was an important measure of pragmatism in the
development of native-langdage schools even in this '"egatitarian' period,
as is reflected by the strong relationship between the size of the popula-
tion of & nationality and how far in the curriculum children could attend

schools where their own nationality's traditional language was the primary
medium of instruction:

The second period was one of differentiated bilingual education. Dur-
ing this peried Russian became a mandatery subject of study in the non-
Russian schools; but the model non-Russian school remained one in which
the non-Russian language was the primary medium of instruction. |t became
acceptable for non-Russians to attend Russian-language schools. As educa-
tional attainment increased and as greater numbers of non-Russians started
to attend secondary schools, the earlier d¢ifferentiation of mative-lan-
guage schooling opportunities was more or less frozen into established po-
licy. About 50 languages of indigenous non-Russian nationalities were
used as media of instruction.

In the second period, the highest grade level for which & given non-
Russian language could serve as the primary medium of instruction remained
quite stabple, but was tied less to the ethnic group's population size than
to the formal status of the mationality in the federal system. If they
were to complete their secondary education, most children who belonged to
non-union republic nationatities had to attend schoo!s where RuSsian was
the primary language of instruction.

The third period was one of highly differentiated bilingual schooling.
It dates from the 1959 education law, which nominally changed the study of
the Russian language by non-Russians from an obligatory to a voluntary act
and gave parents the right to choose the language of instruction for their
children. |In this period, the model non-Russian schools divided into two
main types! (a) the traditional national schools, where the non-Russian
groups' languages served as the primary media of imstruction and where
Russian was studied as a separate subject; and (b) the national schoois
with Russian as the main language of instruction, but where the non-Rus-
sian groups' ianguages might be studied as separate subjects.

There was a sharp decrease in the 1960’'s and 1970's in the number of
languages that served as the primary media of instruction as well as in
the highest class level in which the non-Russian Janguages might serve in
that capacity. To preserve their groups' traditional languages as the
primary media of instruction, groups had to have a large population and to
be concentrated geographically. Fformal status in the federal system be-
came more closely linked to the use of the non-Russian languages as media
of instruction.

During the third period, the established Soviet scholarly classifica-
tion of Soviet languages even defined the social functions of languages by
explicit reference to the territorial status of the corresponding nation-
alities. For example, using a formula shared by others associated with
lu. D. Desheriev, who for the past 20 years has been the dean of Soviet
language planning and sociolinguistics, |saev (1970) classified Soviet
languages into five groups: (1) Russian, the language of inter-nationali-
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ty discourse of the peoples of the Soviet Union; (2) the "national

literary languages of the union republics'; (3} the "literary languages of
the autonomous republics and provinces'; (4} the "written languages' ful-
filling highly limited functions in the national {autonomous) districts

and among some cof the smal) ethnic groups in Siberia and elsewhere; and
{5) the “scriptless languages."

Isaev {1970: 26) writes: '"In this grouping of languages, the preferred
indicator for classification is the form of statehood, of autonomy.'" |t
is probably not accidental, therefore, that the rank-ordering we have
found in the opportunities to use the non-Russian languages in schools is
so closely linked to the formal status of the groups in the federal hier-
archy.

Our characterization of the role of the non-Russian languages in the
schools does not fit a conventional Western pertodization of Soviet histo-
ry based on major changes in the top leadership of the Communist Parrty; it
corresponds closely to the periodization of language policy by lu, [,
Desheriev (Desheriev and Protchenko 1968: 119-123).

The policy shifts noted here have occurred in the context of rapidly
increasing educational attainments within every nationality. |! appears
that for the ASSR- and AQ-level nationalities, additional schooling in the
group's traditional language as a separate subject has been added to keep
pace with the rising educational levels of those groups. We would argue
that the continual increases in Lhe provision of instruction in the
groups' languages provide support for the maintenance of the languages of
the ASSR- and AQO-level nationalities and are likely to retard the shift of
group members to Russian or some other 55R-level group's language as na-
tive language.

We know from recent census reports that the Russian language has become
increasingly widespread as both the native language and a second language
among the ASSR- and AQ-level nationalities. But the role of official lan-
guage policy in inducing the spread of Russian should not be exaggerated.
Nor does it make sense first to expect Soviet school-language policy to
lead non-Russians to adopt Russian as native language and then to label
that policy as unsuccessful if few non-Russians abandon their group's
traditional language as native language.




B. CHANGES IN LINGUISTIC IDENTIFICATION IN THE USSR 1 -1

The distribution of non-Russians in the Soviet Union by first language
and by second language changed between 1959 and 1979. We examine socio-
demographic and political factors that are related to acquisition of Rus-
sian as first and second language. We focus on the relation of the avail-
ability of the two kinds of native-language schooling to the extent to
which non-Russians come to have the Russian language as first language or
as first or second language. |In this way the effects of school-language
policy on reported linguistic behavior can be ascertained.

Patterns of Language Change

Table 3 shows the distribution of all non-Russians by first and second
language over time. At all recent dates, the vast majority of non-Rus-
sians have claimed the traditional language of their group as native lan-
guage. Even in 1979, over B85 percent of non-Russians did so. At the same
time, among those non-Russians who did not claim the traditional language
of their group as native |anguage, Russian is the most often cited native
language, with over 13 percent of non-Russians claiming Russian as first
language in 1979. Less than 2 percent of non-Russians claimed some cther
language (than the traditional language of their group or Russian) as
first language at any of the three recent census dates.

Similarly, Russian is the most commonly mentioned second language among
non-Russians, with almest half (L9.! percent) of all non-Russians claiming
Russian as second language in 1979. Less then 3 percent of all non-Rus-
sians claimed a language other than Russian or the language of their group
as seceond language in 1970 or 1979. Thus for most non-Russians, discus-
sion of linguistic ¢hange focuses on shift between the traditional lan-
guage of the group and Russian.

Use of Russian as both first language and as second language has in-
creased. The bulk of the increase in reported Russian knowledge is in
Russian as second language.

In this analysis, we restrict the comparisons of language change over
time to ethnic groups (or segments of ethnic groups) for whom language
data are reported for the same union republics at all three post-World War
Il census dates: 1959, 1970, 1979. Data for many groups were reported in

all three censuses for more than one union republic. For example, lan-
guage behavior of Ukrainians was reported for all 15 union republics, tIn
all, the language behavior of 61 different non-Russian ethnic groups is

indicated by 141 different cases for which data were reported at all three
census dates.

Thus the units of analysis (our cases) are the 14l non-Russian ethnic
"groupings'" by union republic that were listed in the 1959, 1970, and 1979
Soviet censuses. For example, Ukrainians listed in the Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic and Ukrainians listed in the Belorussian Soviet Socia!l-
ist Republic would constitute two of the 1kl cases.
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TABLE 3

Distribution of All Non-Russians According to Language identification

1959 1970 1979

Distribution by First Language

Lang. of Group as First Lang,. 87.6% B87.0% 85.6%
Russian as First Lang 10.8 11.5 13.0
Another Lang. as First Lang. 1.6 1.4 V.4
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Distribution by Second Language

Lang. of Group as Second Lang. 3.4 3.9
Russian as Second Lang. 371 Lo
Another Lang. as Second Lang. 2.2 2.2
No Second lLang. 57.3  44.8
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Distribution by First and Second Language

First Lang.: Lang. of the Group 50.6% 37.2%
Second Lang.: None or non-Russian

First Lang.: Lang. of the Group 6.4 L84
Second Lang.: Russian

First Lang.: Russian 2.7 3.2
Second lLang.: Lang. of the Group

First Lang.: Russian 8.8 9.8
Second Lang.: None or not the

Lang. of the Group

First Lang.: Neither Lang. of 1.4 1.4
the Group nor Russian

Total 100.0% 100.0%
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Cross-sectional analysis of all groupings for which data were available
at any given census data would include some additional groupings. We
chose to use the largest available consistent set of groupings (141) in
order to study change over time. |In this part of the analysis, change is
the primary concern, rather than a complete description at any one date.

Table 4 shows the mean proportion with Russian as first language in the
1959, 1970, and 1979 Soviet censuses and the mean proportion with Russian
as first or second language in the 1970 and 1979 censuses among the ethnic
groupings. Recall that the ethnic groupings are those ethnic groups by
union republic for which data were reported in all three post-Worid War 11
censuses. The ethnic groupings are classified by whether the primary
traditional religion of the group was I|slamic and by location of the
grouping -- in the USSR as a whole, in the Russian Republic, in a union
republic whose titular group was non-Moslem aside from the RSFSR, or in a
union republic whose titular group was traditionally Moslem. The numbers,
then, are the means for the groupings qualifying in the given category.

In virtually every classification by religion and location, the mean
level aross groupings of Russian as first language and Russian as first or

second language increased over time. It is also clear that the level of
knowledge of Russian and of claiming Russian as first language differed
greatly between groups -- with non-Moslem groups having higher proportions

knowing Russian well and higher proportions claiming Russian as first lan-
guage.

Also the linguistic identification of group members differed according
to their Tocation in the USSR. Non-Moslems living in Moslem union republ-
ics had especially high levels of linguistic russification.



TABLE &4

Russian as First and as First or Second Language for Groups by Union
in All Three Post-War (Censuses

Republic Listed

AT

RSFSR

Other NonMoslem Mosliem

Repubiic

Republic

Mean Number Per Thousand of Groupings With Russian as lst Language

1979

NonMoslem Group
N

Moslem Group
N

1970
NonMoslem Group
Moslem Group
1955
NonMoslem Group

Moslem Group

358
(81)

75
(60)

303
54

289

303
{24)

59
(15)

267
bo

239

346
(43)

143
(7)

285
83

272

490
(14)

69
(38)

418

52

L28

Mean Number Per
1975

NonMoslem Group

Mosiem Group
1970

NonMoslem Group

Mosiem Group

Thousand of Groupings With Russian as

813
586

743
L57

879
797

822

711

745
535

662

352

Ist or 2nd Language

907

513

855
7
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Explanatory Variables

Based on theoretical considerations and earlier research on €thnic and
linguistic c¢hange in the Soviet Union (e.g., Anderson 1978; Silver 1974ib,
1978}, we consider a combination of social, demographic, and policy varia-
bles. The socio-demographic variables are: proportion urban and contact
with Russians.

In general, we expect groups to be more likely to become linguistically
russified the more urbanized they are and the greater the degree of con-
tact with Russians. LUrban residents are more likely to appreciate the ad-
vantages of knowing Russian well as an aid in secial mobility, while rural
residents typically have lower mobility aspirations. Alse, even rural re-
sidents in highly urban territories may have a greater appreciation of the
value of knowing Russian than ruralites in a less urbanized area.

In general, we expeclt groups to have a higher degree of linguistic rus-
sification, the greater the amount of contact between group members and
Russians. Contact with Russians represents not only a measure of the ex-
tent of opportunities 1o use the Russian language but also lhe probable
degree of competition between Russians and group members for jobs and oth-
er social and cultural advantages. In addition, interethnic group contact
is more likely to occur in urban thanm rural places, because urban places
tend to be more ethnically heterogeneous than rural places.

Based on earlier research using the 1959 and 1970 Soviet censuses, we
expect not only that proportion urban and extent of interethnic contact
will separately affect levels of linguistic russification, but that there
will be non-additive effects of preportion urban and contact. Each will
have a greater effect, the higher the level of the other.

Proportion urbar is operationalized simply as the proportion of the
group in the area that lives in an urban area. ldeally, we would like to
examine trends in language identification for urban and rural populations
separately, rather than using "proportion urban' as a measure of the ef-
fects of urban life. Such data would allow us to distinguish between the
individual and the ecological hypotheses about urbanization. However,
published 1979 Soviet census statistics do not report language data for
urban and rural areas separately.

Contact with Russians is operationalized as the number of Russians in
the union republic divided by the sum of the number of Russians and the
number of members of the group in the union republic. Thus it is a mea-
sure of the balance between numbers of group members and of Russians.

This contact variable gives similar results to contact as operationalized
by the proportion of the population of the area who identify themselves as
ethnically Russian, which was used as a measure of contact with Russians

in earlier work (Silver 197L4b, 1978), but it performs somewhat better than
that variable.

In addition, we expect a cultural variable -- traditional religion of

the group -- to have not only an independent effect on linguistic russifi-
cation but also to have substantial non-additive effects in combination
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with the proportion urban and contact variables. Previous research based
on the 1959 and 1970 Soviet census data has shown that Moslem ethnic
groups are especially resistant to shifting to Russian as first language,
even when their socio-demographic situations would seem to be conducive to
this change in the long run (Silver 1974b, 1978).

A variety of explanations have been proposed for Moslem resistance to
linguistic russification. These may be characterized most usefully, per-
haps, by the existence of a strong '"Moslem ethnic ideology' that regards
abandonment of the traditiona! language of the group for Russian as akin
to rejection of the community of betievers.

The independent variables did not all change in the same manner over
time, The proportion urban has increased over time. Ffor non-Moslem
groups, the level of contact has tended to increase, while for Moslem
groups, the level of contact has tended to decrease. The level of contact
of Moslems has tended to decrease hecause of high rates of population
growth of Moslems in Moslem republics and little tendency on the part of
Moslems Lo move out of their home areas.

[f a high proportion urban and a high level of contact with Russians
contribute to linguistic russification, then the change over time in pro=-
portion urban should by itself increase linguistic russification. A pos-
sible reason for the high levels of linguistic russification of non-Mos-
lems in Moslem republics is the high proportion urban of nen-Moslems in
Moslem republics.

For non-union republic-level groups, Moslem groups had more years of
language or literature schooling available in their group's language than
non-Moslems at every date. Also, the increase in number of years of ian-
guage or literature schooling in the group's language was greater for Mos-
lem than non-Moslem groups.

The greater availability of bilingual schooling in which the group's
language was available at least as a separate subject of instruction was
not due to Moslem groups not knowing Russian as we!l as non-Moslem groups,
since the difference between Moslem and non-Moslem groups in the number of
years in which the group's language was available as the primary medium of
instruction was negligible -- a difference of .14 years in 195860 and a
difference of .04 years in 1978-80. :

Cata on First and Second lLanguage

The 1959, 1970, and 1979 censuses each asked every respondent's native
language (rodnoi iazyk), with parents answering for young children. This
question seemingly elicited the language to which the person felt most at-
tracted or knew best -- it did not necessarily mean the language he or she
first learned. The person's native language did not have to match his or
her self-identified ethnicity. We use the terms '"native language' and
"first language'" interchangeably to refer to the responses recorded to the
Soviet census question on ''‘native language'.
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The 1970 and 1579 censuses {but not the 1959 census) also asked whether
a person '"freely commanded' any other language of the peoples of the USSR
(at most one other language was recorded) . Thus & person could cite Rus-
sian, Estonian, Tatar, or Koryak, for example, as second language, §ince
Russians, Estonians, Tatars, and Koryaks are considered "peoples of the
USSR,'" but a person could not.cite German or Korean as second language,
since Germans and Koreans are considered foreign pecples. German, Korean,
Russian, English, or any other language could be reported as first lan-
guage, however.

Analysis and Interpretation

We analyze the overall relation between the social, demographic, and
policy variables and linguistic identification through multiple regres-
sion. The main focus of attention is on explaining linguistic identifica-
tion in 1979. For this purpcse,; we use the values of the contact and pro-
portieon urban variables for 1970. We use the values of the
school-language policy variables for 195G. We pick 1955 rather than 1970
or 1979 for the school-language policy variables because those people re-
perted in the 1979 census results would have received their education at
some earlier time, and policy as of 1555 probably is a good indicator of
school~language policy at the time the average non-Russian in 1979 was in
school.

The results showed that in order for @ group to have a high proportion
of its members claiming Russian as first language in 1979, it is necessary
that the group have both high degree of contact with Russians and a high
proportion living in urban places. Ffurthermore, urban residence and con-
tact with Russians are more effective if the group is traditionally non-
Moslem than if the group is traditionally Moslem.

For a group to have a high proportion whe know Russian well, i1.e., have
Russian as first or second language in 1979, a high degree of contact with
Russians was sufficient by itsclf. Furthermore, non-Meslem groups tended

to have a higher proportion knowing Russian wel!l than Mos'lem groups.

Even with the religion, contact, and proportion urban variables taken
into account, a school-language policy variable was important for the pro-
portion who claimed Russian as first language and for the proportion who
knew Russian well. But a different school-language variable was important
for each language variable. For Russian as first language, the language-
literature school-language policy variable was more important; for Russian
as first or second language, the math-science school-language policy vari-
able was more important.
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Implications

The differing effects of the two policy variables are suggestive. Re-
call that we interpret the math-science school-language policy variable as
an indicator of whether the group's traditional language was available as
the primary medium of instruction, and the language-literature school-lan-
guage policy variaple as an indicator of whether the group's traditicnal
language could be studied at least as a separaté subject.

The results suggest that when native language schools =-- schools with
the native language as the primary medium of insruction == are eiiminated,
people tend to learn Russian well, but as long as the language or litera-

ture of the group can be studied at least as a separate subject in the
group's language, group members do not tend to change to Russian as first
language. This interpretation is consistent with earlier arguments we
have made (Anderson 1978; Silver 1978) that learning of Russian as second
language is essentially a pragmatic decision conditioned by opportunities
and incentives to learn Russian well, while a ¢hange to Russian as first
language indicates a more fundamental shift of ethnic attachment.

We have shown (Anderson and Sitver 1982b) that while the Soviet govern-
ment has phased out schools with a non-Russian language as the medium of
instruction for groups below the level of union republic status, the

groups have an increased availability of study of the mon-Russian languag-
es at least as separate subjects, This Soviet policy of increasing the
availability of language or literature classes in non-Russian languages,

while decreasing the number of years that mathematics or science can be
studied in a non-Russian language should result in a great increase in the
proportion of non-Russians who know Russian well but should not cause a
commensurate decline in the number of non-Russians claiming their group's
traditional }anguage as native language.
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C. ESTIMATING RUSSIFICATION OF ETHNIC IDENTITY AMONG NON-RUSSIANS 1IN THE
USSR

We describe and evaluate a method of estimating ethnic reidentification
in the USSR, The method establishes relative differences in the propensi-
ty to reidentify ethnically among 26 Soviet nationalities. We show that
these differences are not artifacts of the assumptions required to develop
the estimates, and that many ethnic groups clearly experienced substantia)
reidentification between 1959 and 1970. Finally, we assess the implica-
tions of the Russian gain in population through ethnic reidentification.

Between the Soviet censuses of 1970 and 1979, the population of some
ethnic groups declined, and the growth rate of other ethnic groups either
lagged well behind or greatly exceeded the population growth rate of the
country as a whole. Four main demographi¢ processes contribute to differ-
entials in the rate of growth of Soviet ethnic groups: fertility, mortali-
ty, emigration, and assimilation. A fifth source of intergroup varijiation
is differential completeness of enumeration, which is not a8 demographic
process but rather a problem of measurement.

Both Western and Soviet scholars have typically attributed the bulk of
variation in growlh rates among ethnic groups to fertility differentials,
This is reasonable since official Soviet statistics show that regional
fertility rates vary more than regional mortality rates,; and regions are
readily identifiable as the basic territories of ethnie groups.

Except for Jews, Germans, and Armenians, emigration from the Soviet Un-
ion cannot account for much of the variation among Soviet ethnic groups in
population growth, In the past, some Asian groups, such as Uighurs and
Kazakhs, have shifted back and forth across the Soviet border intc China
or Afghanistan, but this movement has become very limited in recent years.

The role of assimilation in accounting for the differential growth
rates of Soviet ethnic groups has been largely unexplored by both Soviet
and Western scholars;, However, possible assimilation of members of some
ethnic groups has often been commented upon. The assimilation of smail
groups, such as Karelians and Mordvinians, and of non-Russian Slavic

groups, such as Ukrainians and Belorussians, has most often been suggest-
ed.

The new method elaborates substantially on the apprcach taken by Ander-
son (1978). in brief, the method works as follows. Standard demographic
techniques for estimating the proportion of a cohort surviving from one
census to another are applied, in order to establish a baseline of the
number of members of an ethnic group who would be expected to be alive at
the second census date. The expected number of survivors to the second
census date for each age cohort of a given ethnic group is compared to the
reported number of cohort members at the second census date to determine
the net number who have changed their ethnic self-identification, that is,
have ethnically reidentified between censuses. |In this analysis, we are
concerned with change between the 1959 Soviet census and the 1970 Soviet
census.
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Measurement of the extent of ethnic reidentification for Soviet ethnic
groups is complicated by three main factors, First, we lack mortality
data for ethnic groups. Second, peculiarities in the categories used in
Soviet census reports, especially for the reporting of age data, along
with a non-standard eleven-year gap between the 1959 and 1970 censuses,
necessitate numerous adjustments to reported census figures before the es-
timated proportieon surviving by age cohort can be applied to the 1959 po-
pulation. Third, age distributions were not published for all Soviet eth-
nic groups for 1959 and 1970.

Despite these complicating factors, we show that plausible estimates of
the rates of ethnic reidentification can be made. We also show that the
wide differences among ethnic groups in the rate of ethnic reidentifica-
tion are unlikely to be primarily artifacts of the complicating factors.
Thus there is good reason to treat the estimated differences in rates of

ethnic reidentification as real and in some cases substantial, altheough
subject to some measurement error.

Definitions and Selection of Cases

We use the term ethnic reidentification as synonomous with assimila-
tion. This is in keeping with recent practice of leading Soviet ethnogra-
phers and ethnic demographers, who define assimilation as the process
", .,.of inclusion of small groups (or of separate individuals) of one peo-
ple in the body of ancther -- usually a larger or more developed communi-
ty" (Bromlei and Kozleov 1877: 19). In current Seviet usage, assimilation
is viewed as one of a set of processes of ethnic unification characteriz-
ing Soviet society.

Most Soviet citizens acquire an internal passport at age sixteen which
lists, among other things, a person's nationality. Kozlov (1975), a lead-
ing Soviet ethnic demographer, has speculated that the listing of nation-
ality on the internal passpert strongly inhibits subsequent change in eth-
nic identification. He sees the choice of passport nationality as clearly
"fixing' ethnic affiliation. His view suggests not only that younger peo-
ple, who have not yet chosen their passport naticnality, would be more
likely to reidentify ethnically, but that there should be virtually no
ethnic reidentification after a person's passport nationality is chosen.

We define a measure of reidentification based on the '959 and 1970 cen-
suses as follows:

ETHNIC REIDENTIFICATION: The difference between the actual number

of pecple claiming to be members of a given ethnic group in 1970 and
the number who would be expected to claim to be members of that eth-
nic group in 1970 if all those who were members of that ethnic group

in 1959 and who survived to !970 maintained their original ethnic
identification.

The estimated difference between the actual and expected number of sur-
vivors of an ethnic group between census dates is a net number; it does
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not reflect the gross amount of shifting in ethnic identities. Also,
without individual-level time series data, it is impossible to measure the
gross amount of ethnic reidentification that occurs between census dates.
Nevertheless, the net propertions changing their ethnic identification in-
dicate the attractiveness of particular ethnic self-designations. Ethnic
reidentification affects the long-term survival or disappearance of an

ethnic group through the net shift rather than the total (gross) amount of
reidentification,

The net estimates of ethnic reidentification show the overall loss or
gain in members of an ethnic group by cohert, but in the case of net loss,
the destination ethnic group is nolt stated. We think that in most cases
the destination ethnic group is Russians. This is supported by our evi-
dence of a net gain by Russians.

Members of some groups are probably shifting to ethnic identifications
other than Russian., For instance, Bashkirs, are probably becoming Tatars,
Poles may be becoming Ukrainians or Belorussians, and Ossetians may be be-
coming Georgians. |n the non-Russian republics, the titular non-Russian
nationality may also assimilate members of other nationalities located in

the republic. Assimilation of Lezghians by Azerbaidzhanis and of Uighurs
by Uzbeks and Kazakhs are examples.

Iln these special cases, data on native language choice in 1959 would
suggest a tendency toward assimilation by the designated non-Russian eth-
nic group, not eonly by Russians., For such groups, caution must be exer-
cised in interpreting results. However, the main destination ethnic group
for ethnic reidentifiers is the Russians.

We focus on estimates by age cohort for several reasons. Since the po-
pulation distribution by age at each census date is given, the proportion
of a given age cohort surviving between censuses cannot be affected by
fertiltity. Furthermore, by focusing on the proportion surviving by age
cohort rather than the entire population of an ethnit group, we can com-
pare the extent of reidentification of the same age cohort across ethnic
groups, and we can compare the extent of reidentification of different age
cohorts within the same ethnic group.

The number and choice of ethnic groups for which age data were pub-
lished in 1959 and 1970 limits the groups for which estimates can be made.
We make cohort estimates of change in ethnic identity between 1959 and
1970 for 26 Soviel ethnic groups.

CASES FOR ANALYSIS

The 26 qualifying nationalities represent a diverse set of politica!
and cultural backgrounds as well as probable assimilation rates. Tabie 5
lists for each of the 26 groups, the political status of their official
territory, their population in 1959 in thousands, their predominant tradi-
tional religion, and the family to which their traditional language be-
longs.
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TABLE 5

Characteristics of Twenty-Six Soviet Nationalities Included in the

Analysis
Ethnic Group Population Predominant Language
1959 in Traditional Family
Thousands Religion

Level of

Official

Territory

SSR
Belorussians 1:913 Orthodox Christian Slavic
Moldavians 2214 Orthodox Christian Romance
Russians 114,114 Orthodoex Christian Slavic
Ukrainians 37,253 Orthodox Christian Slavic
Estonians 989 Lutheran Finnic
Latvians 1,400 Lutheran Baltic
Lithuanians 2,326 Roman Catholic Baltic
Armenians 2,787 Armenian Christian Distinctive

Indo-furcpean

Georgians 2,692 (rthodox Christian Caucasian
Azerbaidzhanis 2,540 Mos lem Turkic
Kazakhs 3,622 Mos | em Turkic
Kirghiz §69 Moslem Turkic
Tadzhiks 1,397 Mos lem franic
Turkmenians 1,002 Mos lem Turkic
Uzbeks 6,015 Mos lem Turkic

ASSR
Buriats 253 Buddhist Mongolian
Chuvash 1,470 Orthodox Christian Turkic
kKarelians 167 Orthodox Christian Finnic
Komi 287 Or thodox Christian Finnic
Mar i 5oL Or thodox Christian Finnic
Mordvinians 1,285 Orthodox Christian Finnic
Tuvinians 100 Buddhist Turkic
Udmurts 625 Orthodox Christian Finnic
Yakuts 233 Orthodox Christian Turkic
Bashkirs G849 Mos iem Turkic
Tatars 4,765 Moslem Turkic
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The formal political status of an ethnic group's official territory is
related to the extent of aveilability of cultural facilities in the
group's traditional language (anderson and Silver 1982) . Hence one might

expect formal political status to be related to a group's tendency to as-
similate.

AGE GROUPS FOR ANALYSILS

Estimates are presented for all cohorts age 3B or younger in 1959 (11
to 49 in 1970) . The estimates for older age groups would be more sensi-
Live to any errors in the mortality assumptions than would the estimates
for the younger age groups, because of the higher mortality rates of older
age groups.

When actual mortality rates are high, as they are for plder people, any
error in the assumed mortality level will have a greater impact on the es-
timared number of survivors ithan when the actual mortality rates are low.
Also, actual changes in ethnic and linguistic identification are more
likely to occur among younger than older people. Thus, real changes in
language and ethnic identity among older people would be more difficult to
detect, because the fairly small magnitude of the identity change could
easily be masked by the large variability in the number of estimated sur-
vivors across possible mortality levels.,

The estimates in this analysis are based on model life tables and on
the observed numbers recorded in the 1959 and 1970 censuses by cohort for
the USSR as a whole. By omitting the coldest age cchorts, we reduce the
risk that any apparent reidentification might be caused by erroneous mor-
tality assumptions, and we can infer more safely that estimated inter-co-
hort differences in reidentification are not an artifact of the survival
assumption used.

Therefore, for both technical and thecretical reasons, we focus on the
younger age cohorts in the 1959 Soviet census. Among Lhese cohorts, per-
sons age 38 or younger in 1959, we expect reidentification to be greatest
among those who were adolescents at the first census date, in line with
Kozlov's view. We expect rates of ethnic reidentification to decline with
age after adolescence. We do not know what level of estimated ethnic
reidentification toc expect for the youngest cohort, since their ethnic
identification at the first census reflects the report by their parents.
Furthermore, any apparent change in ethnic identification for the youngest
cohort might better be regarded as a crystallization of ethnic identity
than as ethnic RE-identification,

Several steps are involved in aligning the 1959 and 197C age cohorts
and in estimating the number who changed to Russian ethnic identification
between 1959 and 1570. The technical aspects of the method are explained
in detail in our paper (Anderson and Silver 1981).

_33_




Results

In this section, we examine the degree of sensitivity of the estimates
of the proporticons reidentifying ethnically to the survival assumption
used, First we examine implied proportions reidentifying for the USSR as
a whole under five different survival assumptions that bracket the likely
range of Soviet mortality experience. Then, using the same set of five
survival assumptions, we examine the impact of the assumption c¢hosen on
estimated proportions reidentifying for 25 non-Russian nationalities.

THE SOVIET POPULATION AS A WHOLE

Table & shows estimated proportions ethnically reidentifying for the
Soviet population as a whole using Coale-Nemeny East Mode) Life Tables at
levels 17, 19, 2!, and 23, and using the survival proporticns implied by
the age distribution of the Soviet population as a whole in 1959 and 1970.
The estimates for the cohort age 0-38 are obtained through summing the net
number estimated to have reidentified, whether positive or negative,
across the four constituent age c¢ohorts and then dividing that by the sum
of the estimated number surviving in the four age cohorts. Throughout
this analysis, the estimates for the age cohort 0-38 in 1959 are obtained
by combining the estimates for the four constituent age cohorts.

For the Scoviet population as a whole, the reidentification estimates
are actually estimates of the proportion experiencing net migration.
Thus, since the Soviet population was virtually closed to migration bet-
ween 1959 and 1670, at an appropriate mortalitly level these estimated pro-
portions reidentifying should be zero. As expected, the estimated propor-
tions ethnically reidentifying using implied survival from the reported
age distributions are within a rounding error of zero.

The estimates using Coale-Demeny Model Life Tables in Table 6 suggest
that the various cchorts were on different life tabies. Assuming no dif-
ferential enumeration of age cohorts across censuses, the youngest cohort,
those 0-8 in 1959, was between levels 21 and 23, the second cohort was
between 19 and 21, the third cohort was between 17 and 19, and the fourth

cohort was between 19 and 21. The overall mortality experience of those
0-38 was between 19 and 2.

TWENTY-F IVE NON-RUSSIAN GROUPS

An effective way to examine the sensitivity of the estimates of ethnic
reidentification to the survival assumpticn employed is to examine data
for all 25 non-Russian nationalities for which we estimate ethnic reiden-
tification. Figures 3 through 7 depict for each of five age cohorts the
range of the estimates of the number per thousand population in 1959 eth-
nically reidentifying by 1970 for each of the 25 nen-Russian nationali-
ties, as well as for the Russians and for the USSR population as a whole
under five different survival assumptions: Coale-Demeny East Model Life
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TABLE 6

Estimated Proportion Ethnically Reidentifying for the USSR, 1959-1970

Coale-Demeny East Mode!l USSR Cohort
Life Tables Survival
Level Level Level Level 1959-1970C
17 19 21 23
Expectation 58.0 62.8 67.6 72.5
of Life
at Birth
Age in
1959
0-8 ' -21.2 -11.2 -3.2 2,2 .7
9-18 -8.6 -4 7.3 13.6 L0
19-28 -10.8 A 10.6 19.6 .0
20-~38 =14 -2.7 10.1 23.2 .0
0~38 -1k, -1.9 5.8 1L, 0 L2

Tables at levels 17, 19, 21, and 23, and the surwvival proportions by
cohort for the USSR population as a whole between 18959 and 1970. In each
figure, tne values for the USSR population as a whole and for the Russians
appear in the left-most part of the figure. Proceeding rightward from the
Russians, the values for the 25 non-Russian ethnic groups are arranged in
descending order of the estimated proportion ethnically reidentifying for
the 0-38 cohort, under the USSR survival assumptien. Each ethnic group is
identified by a three-letter abbreviation. The group associated with each

abbreviation is identified in Table 7. Several conclusions are suggested
by these figures,

RANGE OF ESTIMATES

For each ethnic group and age cohort, the range between the maximum and
mirimum proportions estimated to have ethnically reidentified under the
varying survival assumptions is generally narrow. |t is narrowest for the
second age cchort, those age 9-18 in 1959, and widest for the fourth age
cohort, those age 28-38 in 1959. This supports our argument that the es-
timates of reidentification are less sensitive to the mortality assump-
tions for the younger age groups than for the older ones.
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Thus regardless of the actual mortality experience of individual ethnic
groups, within the range of survival assumpticns, the ethni¢ groups show
the same relative pattern in the proportions ethnically reidentifying.

For many groups, such as the ASSR-level Chuvash, Karelians, Komi, Mari,
Mordvinians, and Udmurts, the proportions ethnically reidentifying are
quite large, whatever the survival assumption.

STABILITY OF ETHNIC IDENT!FICATION, The estimates in Figures 3 through
7 support our expectation that ethnic reidentification |is more likely to
occur among younger than among older non-Russians. Ffor all the 25 non-
Russian nationalities, except the Ukrainians and the Estonians, the second
age cohort has the highest rate of ethnic reidentification., In these two
exceptional cases, the third cohort (age 19-2B in 1959} shows the highest
reidentification proportion. On average, the third and fourth age cohorts
(age 19-28 and 29-38, respectively, in 1959) show positive reidentifica-
tion proportions; and for Karelians and Mordvinians these proportions are
very high,

Therefore, ethnic seif-identification is not completely stable after
the teenage years. The ''subjective' determination of nationality in the
Soviet censuses .permits substantial assimilation by self-identification to
occur even among adults. HKozlov may be correct in believing that the use
of nationality on official documents retards change in ethnic se!f-identi-
fication, but the existence of an official nationality does not prevent
substantial change from occurring among adults between censuses.

Gainers and Losers through Assimilation

Figure 3 reveals marked inter-group differences in the proportions eth-
nically reidentifying between 1959 and 1970. The 26 nationalities {in-
cluding the Russians and the 25 non-Russian nationalities) may be roughly
classified into three main groupings: (a) REIDENTIFIERS, {(b) GROUPS WITH
LITTLE CHANGE, and (¢) GAINERS.

REIDENTIFIERS. The ethnic groups estimated to have the largest propor-
tions reidentifying between 1959 and 1970 are ASSR-leve! nationalities
whose official territories are located in the RSFSR. The two most ex-
treme cases are the Karelians and the Mordvinians. Among the Karelians,
between 16 and 18 percent of those age 0-38 in 1959 are estimated to have
reidentified ethnically by 1970; among the Mordvinians, between 14 and 16
percent of this cohort reidentified ethnically between 1959 and 1970,

From the cohort age 9-18 in 1959, the Karelians lost between 30 and 32
percent through reidentification by 1970, while the Mordvinians lost bet-
ween 28 and 29 percent.

It ts not coincidental that of the 25 non-Russian natiocnalities for
which we made reidentification estimates, the Karelians and Mordvinians
are the only groups that showed an absolute decrease in their total popu-
lation in the USSR between the censuses of 1959 and 1970 (as well as bet-
ween 1970 and 1979). For these groups, high rates of assimilation appa-
rently occur not only in the youngest age cohorts but alsoc among adults.

- 46 -




Several other ethnic groups display less extreme but nonetheless high
estimated rates of ethnic reidentification. Like the karelians and the
Mordvinians, these are ASSR-level nationalities with official homelands in
the RSFSR and with an Orthodox Christian traditional religion. The Chu-
vash, Komi, Mari, and Udmurts al! are estimated to have lost between & and
10 percent of the 0-38 cohort due to ethnic reidentification between 1959
and 1970. for these groups, between 17 and 25 percent of the 8-19 year-
old cohort are estimated to have reidentified over the same period.

The Tuvinians are estimated to have lost between 3.8 and 6.3 percent of
the 0-38 cohort through reidentification between 1959 and 1970. Because
this relatively high estimated loss through ethnic reidentification is not
consistent with the low propensity of Tuvinians to adopt Russian as native
language (Silver 1974b), we are skepticail that Tuvinians are actually rus-
sifying in such proportions.

There are two alternative explanations for the Tuvinian results.
First, the survival rate of Tuvinians may actually have been worse than
that implied by the Coale-Demeny East Modei Life Table at level 17. This
is unlikely to be the complete explanation, since even at leve! 15, the
Tuvinians would show 2 net 3 percent reidentification proportion for the
C-38 cohort. Second, the Tuvinian ASSR is located on the Soviet border
with the Mongolian People's Republic. It is plausible that this border
was not completely closed to migration between 1959 and 1970. At level
17, only a net of about 3,000 Tuvinians would have had to have emigrated
to account for the estimated reidentification of those age 0-38 in 1959,

The remaining ASSR-level nationalilies, the Yakuts and the Buriats, are
marginal cases in the Reidentifier category.

0F the ASSR-level nationalities, the Tatars show the lowest estimated
proportions ethnically reidentifying. The Tatars are one of the two ASSR
nationalities (of the 1) for which we have estimates) who by tradition are
Moslem. The other Moslem ASSR nationality, the Bashkirs, had a high reid-
entification proporticon, comparable to that of the traditionally (Orthodox
ASSR-level nationalities. But based on census data on native }anguage and
on the historical pattern of assimilaticn of the Bashkirs by the Tatars,
we would surmise that most of the 6 to 8 percent of the Bashkirs in the
0-3B cohort who are estimated to have reidentified ethnically between 1959
and 1970 relabelled themselves as Tatars. If this is true, then the low
estimated proportion reidentifying among the Tatars is partially due to
their absorption of Bashkirs,

GROUPS WITH LITTLE CHANGE. A}) nationalities whose official territo-
ries have the status of union republics (S5R's), with the exception of the
Armenians, Georgians, and Russians, have estimated rates of ethnic reiden-
tification that are close to zero.

For the six Masiem nationalities in this group, the range between the
low and the high estimated proportion of the 0-38 cohort that reidentified
between 1959 and 1970 across the five survival assumptions was -1.5 and
+4,.3 percent. Thus this range spanned the zero point. The six nationali-
ties are the Azerbaidzhanis, Kazakhs, XKirghiz, Tadzhiks, Turkmenians, and
Uzbeks.
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Actual survival rates for these groups were probably near the low eng
of the range for which we have estimated the proportions that ethnically
reidentified; therefore, the proportions of these groups that actually
reidentified were probably also close to the low end of the estimated
range. |f there is any assimilation of members of these groups, it is
less likely to be assimilation by Russians than it is by other Moslem
groups.

The three Baltic nationalities (Estonians, Latvians, Lithuanians) also
have negligible proportions ethnically reidentifying in the 0-38 cohort,
with estimates ranging between -1.4 and +3.8 percent. Thus, despite the
increasing net migration of Russians to the Baltic republics, there ap-
pears to be little net ethnic russification of the titular mationalities.
This is consistent with the report by a Soviel social scientist that even
when marriages occur between Balts and Russians in these republics, the
children tend to choose on their passports the nationality of the titular
group in the republic (Terent'eva 1969).

The proportion of Moldavians reidentifying also appears to be negligi-
ble. Between 0.) and 2.8 percent of the Moldavian 0-38 cohort are esti-
mated to have reidentified ethnically between 1959 and 1970.

The most surprising resuit of the reidentification estimates is the ap-
parently low proportion undergoing ethnic reidentification among the Belo-
russians and Ukrainians. Given the well documented historical patterns of
assimilation of these two Slaviec groups by the Russians, particular'y for
Belorussians and Ukrainians living outside their titular republics, as
well as the evidence that Ukrainians and Belorussians readily intermarry
with Russians, we would expect to find higher rates of ethnic reidgentifi-
cation among the two major non-Russian Slavic groups. Yet in the 0-38 co-
hort, only between -1.4 and +!.L percent of the Belorussians are estimated
to have ethnically reidentified, and only between -0.3 and + 2.5 percent
of the Ukrainians appear to have done so.

One possible explanation of the low apparent rates of assimilation of
the Belorussians and Ukrainians is that the two groups were absorbing mem-
bers of other groups: Poles and Jews. There were large numbers of Poles
in Belorussia and the Ukraine in 1859, These numbers declined absolutely
between 1959 and 197C. furthermore, many of the self-identified "Poles"
in the 1959 census probably were actually Belorussians or Ukraintans who
called themselves Poles because they were Roman Catholics.

The Jews also declined in absolute numbers in the USSR between 1959 and
1970 ~- before the beginning of substantial emigration in the 1970's --
and may alsc have helped to increase the number of Belorussians and Ukrai-
nians. However, given their pattern of language preference, we would ex-
pect most of the Jews who reidentified ethnically to become Russians, not
Belorussians or Ukrainians.

To take possible assimilation of Poles by Ukrainians and Belorussians
into account, we estimate the proportion ethnically russifying of the
three Slavic groups -- Ukrainians, Belorussians, and Poles -- taken to-
gether. We estimate that between -0.2 and +2.6 of the "Non-Russian Slavs"
in the 0-38 age cohort in 1959 ethnically russified by 1970,
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Therefore, the possible absorption of Poles by Belorussians and Ukrai-
nians cannot explain the low estimated rate of ethnic russification of the
Belorussians and Ukrainians. Kozlov (1982: 2B8) has claimed, in any case,
that the declining reported number of Poles in the USSR has resulted
chiefly from their assimilation by Russians rather than from their assimi-
lation by Ukrainians and Belorussians.

GAINERS. Three ethnic groups show definite '""megative' rates of ethnic
reidentification, which implies that they gained in group members, These
three are the Georgians, the Armenians, and the Russians.

The main source of the Georgian surplus is probably the QOssetians, who
have shown a strong tendency toward adoption of Georgian as native lan-
guage. Another source of the apparent surplus of Georgians could be unu-
sualtly high survival rates. |In their study of old-age mortality, Bennett
and Garson have shown that the Georgians have an unusually large propor-
tion of reported o'd people, which might suggest better than average mor-
tality rates for younger age groups as well. But the reported longevity
of Georgians may be primarily due to age exaggeration (Bennett and Garson

1982) .

The Armenian SSR is ethnically the most homogeneous republic in the
USSR. In 1859, BB percent of the republic's population consisted of Arme-
nians. Intermarriage between Armenians and non-Armenians in the Armenian
SSR occurs extremely infrequently. Assimilation of non-Armenians is
therefore not a likely source of the excess Armenians.

Instead, the most likely source is repatriation of Armenians from ab-
road. Between 1946 and 1975, approximately 150,000 Armenians repatriated
to Soviet Armenia. Of these, 90,000 arrived in 1946-1949, and the remain-
der came later. During the !960's, an average of 2 to 4 thousand Armeni-
ans per year repatriated to Soviet Armenia from abroad.

Under the USSR cohort survival assumption, only on net about 24,000
Armenians who were age 0-38 in 1859 would have had to have immigrated to
account for the extra Armenitans estimated to be in this cohort cof Soviet
Armenians in 1970. Therefore, we consider Armenians not to be gainers
through ethnic reidentification but instead to belong to the group of na-
tionalities showing little change due to ethnic reidentification.

RATES OF REIDENTIFICATION. Another way to illustrate the implications
of the differing proportions reidentifying ethnically between 1959 and
1970 is to calculate the implied annual rates of dec!ine based on the pro-
portions reidentifying during the 11 year intercensal period. An exten-
sion of this approach is to calculate the number of years that it would
take, at the given annual rate of decline, for a cohort to lose half of
its members due to ethnic reidentification. The "halving times'" are ana-
logous to radicactive half-lives, The annual rates and halving times are
given in Table 7 for the 0-38 age cohor:.

The annual rates and halving times assume that each group's survival
proportion between 1959 and 1970 equalled the USSR cohort survival propor-
tion. |In cases where the estimated reidentification properticn was nega-
tive, no rates of decline or halving times are given,
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TABLE 7

Rates of Ethnic Reidentification and Ha'ving Time for 0-38 Cohort

Annual Rate Halving Time
of Decline in Years
per 1,000
1. GROUPS REIDENTIFYING
Karelians (KAR) 17.2 40
Mordvinians {(MOR) 15.0 L6
Udmurts (UDM) 8.9 78
Komi (KOM) B.0 B7
Chuvash (CHU) 7.8 Bg
Mari (MAR) 7.5 93
Bashkirs (BAS) 6.8 103
Yakuts [(YAK) 5.9 18
Tuvinians (TUV) 4.8 144
: Buriats (BUR) 3.4 203
2. GROUPS WITH LITTLE CHANGE
) Kirghiz {KIR) 2.9 241
Estonians (EST) 2.2 320
Tadzhiks (TAD) 2.1 333
Tatars (TAT) 1.9 370
Moldavians (MOL) 1.4 505
Turkmenians (TUR) 1.3 525
Azerbaidzhanis (AZE) 1.1 639
Latvians (LAT) 1. 655
Ukrainians [(UKR) 1.0 671
Uzbeks (UZB) 2 2,954

Belorussians (BEL)
Kazakhs (KAZ) -- --
Lithuanians {LIT) -- --
Armenians (ARM) -- --

3. GROUPS GAINING THROUGH REIDENTIFICATION

Georgians (GEO] - -
Russians (RUS) - -

NOTES: . (a) The rates are calculated on the basis of estimates
of ethnic reidentification using the 1959-1970 USSR
cohort survival assumpticn.

(b) Rates are not calculated (given as --) if estimated
reidentification was negative.
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For the 0-38 age cohert ameong ethnic groups that were reidentifying
between 1959 and 1970 (Panel | of Table 7), the estimated average annua)
decline in population per thousand due to ethnic reidentification ranged

between 17.2 for the Karelians and 3.4 for the Buriats. At the estimated
annual rates of decline, the Karelian cohort would lose half of its 1859
population due to reidentification in 40 vyears, i.e., by the year 1999,

The Mordvinian cohort would reduce by half in 46 years; the Bashkirs, Ud-
murts, Komi, Chuvash, and Mari in about 80 to 100 years; and the Buriats
in 203 years.

These are hypothetical figures for several reasons. First, they assume
a constant annual rate of decline. tf 1979 age data for Soviet ethnic
groups become available, we would compare the reidentification rates bet-
ween 1959-1970 and 1970-1979. Second, the figures assume an identical
survival proportion by cohort (those age 0-8, 9-18, 19-28, and 29-38 in
1959) between 1959 and 1970 for all ethnic groups. Third, cohorts do not
survive 100 or 200 years. But the halving times are based on actua!l ex-
periences of ethnic groups between 1959 and 1370, and they help to demons-
trate how dramatically diverse these experiences have been.

The experiences of the groups with little estimated change due to eth-
nic reidentification {Panel 2 of Table 7) contrast sharply with the exper-
iences of the groups seemingly undergoing substantial reidentification
{(Panel 1). At the assumed survival proportions, several of the groups
with little change are estimated to have slight net gains through reiden-

tification; for these groups, no annual rates of decline or halving times
are given in Table 7.

For those groups that have positive estimated proportions reidentify-
ing, the annual rates of decline per thousand population range from a high
of 2,9 for the Kirghiz to a low of 0.2 for the Uzbeks. Correspondingly,
the projected haiving times for the 0-38 age cohort range from a low of
203 years to a high of 2,954 years.

RUSSTAN GAIN

Now that we have described the differential rates of ethnic reidentifi-
cation ameng non-Russian naticnalities, we examine the magnitude of the
Russian gain in population through assimiiation.

MAGNITUDE OF GAIN. Assuming that Russians survived between 1959 and
1970 at the same rate as the Soviet population as a whole, Russians had a
net gain of 7.7 people per thousand through reidentification in the 0-38
cohort. Under this survival assumpticn, non-Russians as a whole age 0-38
in 1859 had a2 net loss of 10.0 pecple per thousand through ethnic russifi-
cation.

Based on these estimates of the proportions ethnically russifying bet-
ween 1959 and 1970, the Russians gained an estimated 599.9 thousand in the
0-1318 age cohert (age 11-49 in 1970), while non-Russians lost an estimated
638.5 thousand. The difference between these two estimates is not large.
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The survival rate of Russians during this period may in fact have been
somewhat below that of the USSR population as a whole (Dutton 1979). |If
so, in order te obtain the reported number of Russians in the 11-49 age
cohort in the 1970 census, the Russians would have had toc gain through
reidentification somewhat more than 600 thousand. At the same time, if
the surviwval rate of the non-Russian pepulation as a whole was somewhat
better than that of the USSR population as a whole between 1959 and 1970,

the estimated number of non-Russians who reidentified would aiso be high-
er.

The purpose of this amalysis is not tc come up with precise estimates
of the number of people the Russians gained and the non-Russijans lost
through ethnic reidentification. Precise estimates of these numbers would
require mortality data by ethnic group that are not currently available,
It is probably safe to assume, however, that the magnitude of the Russian
gain was at least 600,000 between the censuses of 1959 and 1970 in the co-
hort age O0-38 in 1859 (11-49 in 1970).

The significance of a Russian gain of this magnitude can be examined by
calculating how the Russians would have fared as a proportion of the So-
viet population as a whole with and without the estimated 600,000 ethnic
reidentifiers. In 1959, Russians were 54.6 percent of the toctal Soviet
popuiation. In 1970, they were 53.4 percent.

| f we assume that practically all those who actually reidentified as
Russians were within the 0-38 age group in 1959, then we can estimate that
without their net gains through ethnic reidentification, Russians would
have comprised 53.1 percent of the Soviet population in 1970. Although
the difference between 53.4 percent and 53.] percent is small, the decline
in Russians as a proportion of the Soviet population was only 80 percent
of what it is estimated to have been if the Russians had not gained popu-
lation through reidentification.

Another way to look at these numbers is to calculate the annual decline
in the proporticon of the Soviet population constituted by Russians with
and without a net Russian gain through ethnic reidentification between
1659 and 1970 of 600,000 people. With ethnic reidentification, the actual
annual decline in the proportion of the population that was Russians was
0.020 percent; had there been no ethnic reidentification, the annua! de-
cline in the Russian proporticon of the population would have been 0.025
percent. These rates of decline take into account fertility and mortality
rates of Russians and non-Russians, because they are based on the change

in both the number of Russians between 1959 and 1970 and the number of
non-Russians.

[f ethnic reidentification occurred between the 1970 and 1979 censuses
at the same annual rate as in the 1959-1970 intercensal period, and if the
rates of npatural increase of Russians and non-Russians alsoc continued as
in 1959-1970, because of their gains through ethnic reidentification Rus-
sians should have constituted 52.5 percent of the Soviet population in
1979; had the Russians not gained through reidentification, they should
have constituted 51.9 percent of the Soviet population. [n fact, accord-

ing to the 1979 Soviet census Russians were 52.4 percent of the Soviet po-
pulation.
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|f we employ the same assumptions about the rates of ethnic reidentifi-
cation and natural increase (and assuming minimal emigratioen), we can pro-
ject that if the Russians were not gaining through reidentification they
would decline to only half of the Soviet population in the year 199L: be-
cause they are gaining through reidentification, they will not decline to
half of the Soviet popuiation until 2003 -- 9 years later.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE RUSSIAN GAIN. In principle, the contributions of
the 25 non-Russian nationalities to the estimated Russian gain through
reidentification could be assessed by multiplying the estimated proportion
reidentifying in each nationality by its population size. For severa)
reasons, however, estimates of the number of people contributed by indivi-

dual naticonalities to the Russian gain can be made only with substantial
risk of error.

Nonetheless, one rcugh estimate of the contribution to the Russian gain
does seem in order. |f we can assume that the survival proportions by age
among the Russians were close to those of the Soviet population as a whole
between 1959 and 1970, as well as that the survival proportions of the
other Slavic nationalities taken together and of the non-Slavic nationali-
ties taken together were alsc close to the all-USSR levels, then it is
possible to gauge the relative contributions of the Slavic and non-Slavic
populations to the Russian gain.

Table 8 presents estimates for non-Russian Slavs and for other non-Rus-
sians, using the USSR cohort survival assumption. We combine the Belorus-
sians, Ukrainians, and Poles into a single non-Russian Slavic group for
reasons discussed earlier. |In addition, we assume that all of the net
reidentifiers among the non-Russian S$lavs and among the remaining non-Rus-
sian population as a whole became Russians.

The mest striking thing about Table 8 is that, despite their low ove-
rall proportion reidentifying, the reidentifification of non-Russian Slavs
can account for 55.4 percent of the total! Russian gain. Because the Uk-
rainians, Belorussians, and Poles together constituted 49,1 percent of the
entire non-Russian population of the USSR in 1559, even with a low esti-
mated rate of ethnic russification they can account for a majority of the
net Russian gain. In fact, the Ukrainians alone, who constituted 39.3
percent of the non-Russian population in 1959, can be estimated to contri-
bute 271 thousand people to the Russian net gain through reidentification
between 1959 and 1970 -- u45.) percent of the Russian gain.

That 357 thousand non-Russian Slavs may have changed their ethnic
self-identification to Russian between the censuses of 1959 and 1970 is
impressive., The non-Russian Slavic groups also appear to have a somewhat
higher propensity to reidentify as Russians than do other non-Russians as
a whole. As shown in column (a) of Table 8, an estimated 11.8 per thou-
sand non-Russian Slavs in the 0-38 age cohort reidentified between 1559
and 1970; while an estimated 8.4 per thousand other non-Russians did so.

The large number of non-Russian Slavs who appear to have russified eth-

nically between these two0 censuses suggests that over a period of many de-
cades, if the same process and rate of russification has been occurring,
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TABLE 8

Estimated Contribution by Slavs and Non-Slavs to the Gain in Russians
between 1959 and 1870

Age in 1959: 0-38
(a) (b} (c)
Number Number Pect. of
Reidentifying Reidentifying Russian
per 1,000 x 1,000 Gain
Russians -7-1 -599.9 --
Non-Russian 11.8 357.3 55.5
Slavs
Non-Slavs B.4 286. 3% by.g
NOTE: ''Non-Russian Slavs'' are Ukrainians, Belorussians,
and Poles. |
many million former Ukraintans and other non-Russian Slavs have changed

their ethnic identification to Russian. Therefore, the suggestions by lLe-
wis, Rowland, and Clem (1976), and by Kozlov (1975), among others, about
the large number of Ukrainians who changed to Russian ethnic identity in
the 19th and 20th centuries are not inconsistent with there being a low
actua) rate of ethnic russification among the non-Russian Slavic groups.

Most of the ASSR nationalities, on the other hand, have a much greater
tendency to russify ethnically than the non-Russian Stavic groups, but be-
cause their populations are small compared to the non-Russian Slavs, they
contribute a much smaller number of people to the Russian gain. Among the
Karelians, for example, 173 per thousand in the 0-38 age cohort are esti-~
mated te have russified ethnically between 1959 and 1970 (using the USSR
cohort survival proportions), more than 15 times the estimated proportion
of Ukrainians who reidentified., But the Karelians contributed only an es-
timated 17.3 thousand people to the Russian gain between 1§59 and 1970 --
less than 3} percent of the total and less than 7 percent of the estimated
number of Ukrainians who russified.
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Implications

Although many scholars have asserted that extensive ethnic assimilation
has occurred in Tsarist Russia and the Soviet Union, little effort has
been devoted to making quantitative estimates of assimilation. There is
almost no published work assessing the relative rates of assimilation of
different non-Russian nationalities (but see Anderson 1978 and lLewis, Row-
land, and Clem 1976). Also estimates and projections of the future ethnic
composition of the USSR have made no allowance for assimilation.

We think the rates of assimilation are valid within the ranges given,
although the estimates are not definitive. |In particular; problems con-
cerning the available age and mortality data by ethnic group make us hesi-
tate to provide exact estimates of the number reidentifying for particular
nationalities. But even using a wide range of assumptions about the actu-
al! survival rates between census dates, we have produced estimates of the
proportions ethnically reidentifying that fall within narrow bands.

The differences in the estimated rates of ethnic reidentification are
generally consistent with the results of cross-sectional analyses of lin-
guistic russification among the non-Russian nationalities. The groups
showing the greatest propensity toward ethnic russification are the tradi-
tionally Orthodox Christian nationalities, especially those whose official
homelands in the Soviet state structure are below the level of union re-
public.

All nationalities whose official homelands were union republics showed
low estimated rates of ethnic reidentification between 1959 and 1970. The
most surprising result of our estimates is the low rate of ethnic reiden-
tification by Ukrainians and Belorussians. These kindred Slavic groups
provide a large reservoir from which self=identified Russians have appa-
rently been drawn in the past and might be drawn in the future; but their
propensity toward ethnic reidentification is not very strong.

The inter-group differences in the proportions ethnifally reidentifying
between 1959 and 1970 probably correlate closely with group experiences
during most of the period since the 1917 Revolution. To be sure, russifi-
cation of many of the ASSR nationalities is not of recent origins. It
dates essentially from their Christianization by Russian missionaries in
the two or three centuries prior to the 1917 Revolution. But the very
high proportions reidentifying that we estimate for many of the ASSR-level
nationalities for the 1859-1870 period are likely to be of more recent or-
igin. Ethnic groups cannot long withstand continual losses of up to 30
percent of their 9-18 year olds through assimilation in an eleven-year
period. At the same time, because before the Revolution the Tsarist go-
vernment actively tried to russify the Ukrainians and Belorussians, the
low estimated proportions reidentifying in 1959-1970 for these national!i-
ties may also be a fairly recent phenomenon.

Change in ethnic self-identification in the census is a change in
setf-applied labels., |t does not necessarily denote change in everyday
conduct, in cultural preferences, or in preferences for associating with
members of particular nationalities, Moreover, in some cases, the choice
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of an ethnic label on the census may be more a matter of convenience than
of conviction -- to avoid discrimination or persecution, for example.

Nonetheless, we think Soviet scholars are correct in asserting that
change in ethnic self-labels is generally not made lightly and that it
typically implies a serious change in ethnic attachments. |t is also
likely to be linked to other behaviors such as ethnic intermarriage. Alt-
hough erstwhile Ukrainians, Karelians, or Mordvinians who come to cal!l
themselves Russian may still maintain sentiments or habits that mark them
as Ukrainian, Karelian, or Mordvinian, they are likely to try to blend
into Russian society and to intermarry with Russians. |f not they them-

selves, then more likely their children, will come truly to regard them-
selves as Russians.




111, ADDITIONAL WORK IN PROGRESS

The three subprojects described in the previous section are supplement-
ed by additional research on Soviet language and nationalilies policy and
processes. In this section we describe four areas of research that are
either partly or substantially complete at this time. Each of these areas
involves the generation of large new data sets and addresses subjects of
research that generally have not been addressed empirically in previous
research.

A. LINKING POLICY TO ETHNIC REIDENTIFICATION

The official ideology of the Communist Party envisions the eventual el-
imination of distinctions among nationaiities., It is widely believed in
the West that much of Soviet nationalities policy has been directed toward
achieving this end. We argue on the bas!s of our study of Soviet school-
language policy that the actua! practice of Soviet nationalities policy
has neither invariably favored nor produced the elimination of linguistic
differences,

In particular, the maintenance and expansion of opportunities for non-
Russian schoolchildren to obtain instruction in their ethnic group's trad-
itional language as a subject of study appears to provide significant sup-
port for the maintenance of the non-Russian languages, even as the number
of hours per week devoted te study of the Russian language has increased.
Moreover, the most important factors accounting for the spread of the Rus-
sian language among the non-Russian nationalities are social-demographic
rather than political (Silver 1978),

We plan to investigate the extent to which social-demographi¢ and poli-
tical factors can account for the different rates of ethnic reidentifica-
tion among the nationalities. We expect to find again that the main forc-
es accounting for the ethnic russification of non-Russian ethnic groups
are those that have been cperating for generations, in particular the in-
creasing contact between the non-Russians and Russians and the increasing
urbanization of the non-Russians.

At the same time, however, we expect language policy to have an indi-
rect effect on the rate of assimilation through its effect on shift in na-
tive language. Specifically, earlier work (Anderson 1978) suggests that
¢hange to Russian as native language is a very strong predictor of future
ethnic russification. We think change in native language is typically a
c¢ruciatl and often a nearly conclusive step in a process of assimilation.
This is the position taken by leading Soviet ethnic demographers. {nce a
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person has taken such a step, the next step in the process, change in
ethnic self-identification, is likely to be easy. Therefore, although on
balance the manipulation of linguistic opportunities through the school
system has had comparatively little impact on shift of mother tongue to
Russian, manipulation of linguistic opportunities could affect ethnic
reidentification (russification) under certain condltions, namely when op-

portunities to study the non-Russian languages even as subjects in school
are limited,

The estimates of ethnic reidentification described earlier are age-spe-
cific, that is, they reflect the experiences not of entire nationalities
but of age cohorts within these nationalities. The most appropriate way
to test for the effects of governmental policy on ethnic reidentification
would also involve analysis based on age cohorts. Accordingly, we have
developed from the 1959 and 1970 Soviet census reports a set of data on
language behavior by age cohort. To test for the effects of language po-
licy on the language behavior of age cohorts, we s8hall use the data on
school-language policy to develop measures of the policy that was probably
in effect when each age cohort was in school.

In most of our work to date (Silver 1978; Anderson and Sitver 1982a),
we have assessed the effects of school-language poiicy through an analysis
of the language behavior of the population not broken down by age. In an-
alyzing the effects of schoeol-language policy by age cohort, we will La-
citly be assessing the effects of school-language policy historically.

Since the experiences of age cohorts and of nationalities vary, if
school-language policy can be shown to affect the language behavior by age
cohort, we can measure the long-term impact of the differentjial treatment
of nationalities on linguistic assimilation. We can then estimate the
.possible impact of the differential treatment of nationalities in schools
on their rates of ethnic reidentification.

B. SCHOOL TEXTBOOK PRESS RUNS

The analysis of school-language policy described in Section |l of this
report relied on measures of policy that reflect the highest class level
in which school textbooks in math-science or language-literature were pub-
lished. Although such measures in themselves are important indicators of
the government's commitment to the maintenance of the non-Russian languag-
es, they do not reflect the extent to which the languages are available in
the schools., To measure availability, additional information is provided
in Knizhnaia letopis' and Ezhegodnik knigi SSSR for most years since 193L.
Namely, it is possible to determine the size of the press run (tirazh) for
school textbooks by subject, by class level, and by the language in which
the texts were written.

Although the relation between the size of the press run of textbooks in
a given subject in a particular year and the size of the contingent of
schooichildren studying in the language in that year is not likely to be
one-to-one, the tirazh information should provide a reasonable approxima-
tion for purposes of comparing the experiences of different ethnic groups.
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fn making such comparisons, we can benefit from our work on estimating
the age distributions of nationalities. Specifically, we wil! estimate
the relationship between the size of the press run of textbooks in a
group's traditional language (in courses in math-science and language-iit-
erature) and the estimated size of the cohort of pupils in the given class
level. To minimize the error in estimating the size of the single-year
school cohorts, we will calculate the ratio between the tirazh and the
number of children of the particular nationality (by class level) only for
years close to the recent census dates: 1959, 1970, and 1979.

Preliminary work with the tirazh data alerted us to the need tc use
some form of smoothing procedure to take into account the fact that the
year of publication of the textbooks does not correspond to the academic
calendar, as well as the fact that books may be published in a given cal-
endar year for use in more than one academic year (especially when the
used book market is considered). This work also suggested that examina-
tion of information on the size of the press run can provide useful infor-
mation that will complement the analysis we have done so far on school
textbooks.

The main limitation of the tirazh data will be the )Jimited number of
years for which the data can be used effectively. The main attraction of
the data is that, if they are used with cautien, they will give us a
systematic measure of the extent to which the non-Russian languages have
been used at each grade level and for each nationality.

Data on the size of the printing of math-science and language-litera-
ture textbooks will help us to determine how many non-Russian pupils are
enrolled in the type 3 "mational" (non-Russian) schools described earlier
and how many are in the type 2 "Russian' schools. By comparing the num-
bers of schoolchildren of a particular nationality estimated to be en-
rolled in classes at a given class teve! in math-science and in language-
literature, we can interpret the difference between these two numbers as
the number enrolled in the type 2 "Russian' schools.

Because the nationalities whose official territories are union republ-
ics have all had at least some schools where their traditional language
served as the primary medium of instruction through complere secondary
education, only the tirazh data can provide systematic estimates of the
differences in .native-language schooling among these nationalities.

C. NEWSPAPER DATA

Although the data we have collected on schoo) textbooks provide a rich
source of information on government policy toward the non-Russian nation-
alities, their utility is limited by the fact that they reflect policy
only at a highly aggregated level. They answer the guestion; What was
the policy toward maintenance of the nationality's language on the whole?
Only on the pasis of subsidiary information from published Soviet sources
do we khow where in the Soviet Union particular languages are used in the
schools. This subsidiary information is very incomplete,
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We therefore sought a way to determine the government's support for
particular languages that could be linked unambiguously to the social and
demographi¢ characteristics of the populations in particular geographic
locations. Work by Szporluk (1979} brought to cur attention an important
source of information on Soviet language policy. This is the Chronicle of
the Periodical Press (Letopis' periodicheskikh izdanii), which has been
published in several volumes covering the years 1946 to 1975. This Chro-
nicle reports information on the language and the size of the press run
{tirazh) of every official newspaper published in the USSR during these
years. Newspapers sponsored at every level of the administrative hier-
archy, from the USSR-level down to the rural district, are included.

For each year, we have coded several key pieces of information about
every newspaper listed in the Chronicle: the type of newspaper (e.g.,
general news, sports, agriculture), the administrative leveil of its spon-
sors (e.g., all-Union, union republic, province, city, district), the name
of the administrative unit served (e.g., name of republic, city, or pro-
vince), the type of sponsor (Party, state, ministry, trade union, etc.),
the frequency of publication, the tirazh, and the language or languages in
which the newspaper was written. In all, the data set consists of about

60,000 card images. As of now, the data have been coded, but the punching
has not been completed.

We coded so much information not only because of its value for the im-
mediate purposes of this project but alsoc because of the potential for
other types of analysis (see section IV of this report). For our current
project, the most important feature of the newspaper data is that they
provide a measure of applied language policy for specific geographic loca-
tions. The newspaper data tel]l us about official use of particular lan-
guages in administrative units that are even more refined than those for
which the Soviet census data are reported.

With these data we can determine empirically the relationship over time
between the availability of newspapers by language and key characteristics
of the population, such as its size, ethnic composition, educatien, and
native language and second language preferences and capabilities. We
shall test two main alternative hypotheses: {a) that the availability of
newspapers is essentially determined by the ethnic-linguistic composition
of the population, i.e., by the '"market"; (b) that the availability of
newspapers i5 essentially determined by political and other factors that
shape, more than they actually reflect, market demand. We will examine
the relationship between the availability of newspapers, the formal poli-

tical status of the nationality, and the provision of native-ianguage
schooling.
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D. STANDARDIZATION OF ETHNIC GROUP POPULATIOQNS

The analysis of bilingual schooling policy described earlier employs
data on the population of Soviet nationalities from both the 1926 and 1959
censuses. The 192b census report publishes data for about 190 narocdnosti
("peoples'). The 1959 and later Soviet censuses publish data for about
125 natsional 'nosti ("matiocnalities"). The difference between these num-
bers is attributable in part to the change from using the concept ''peocple"
to using the concept "nationality.'" It is attributable in part also to
assimilaticon of some small ethnic groups. But it is probably primarily
attributable to formal reclassification of ethni¢c groups by the Central

Statistical Beard. In making this reclassification, the Board relied on
the work of Soviet ethnographers.

It is not widely recognized among Western scholars who use Soviet cen-
sus data that the ''maticnalities'" included in the recent censuses are syn-
thetic, In each census, people were asked to name their own nationality,
which was recorded verbatim by the census enumerator. The Central Statis-
tical Board then used a 'Glossary of Nationalities'" to recode the verbatim
responses into a list of official nationalities. |In the 1959 census, for
example, 733 different ethnic titles appeared in the verbatim responses
{Isupov 196L: 11), which were then aggregated into 126 nationalities for
use in the census report.

Fortunately, from the Foreign Demographic Analysis Division of the U.S,
Department of Commerce, we have been able to obtain copies of the official
Soviet glossaries used for recoding the verbatim responses on nationality
in the 1959 and 1970 Soviet censuses. These glossaries by themselves do

not clarify the fates of all of the "peoples' listed in the 1926 Soviet
census repeort. But on the basis of the glossaries'as well as Soviet eth-
nographic and linguistic literature, we have been able to determine with

fair certainty how each of the 190 narodnosti from the 1926 census maps
onto the 126 natsional'nosti in the 1959 and 1970 Soviet census reports.

The predominant majority of the "extra' ethnic titles in the 1926 cen-
sus consists of groups that in the later censuses have been treated as
subgroups of larger nationalities. Ffor example, the 1926 census treated
as separate ''peoples' such groups as the Tatars, Mishars, Teptiars,
Kriashens, and Nagaibaks; in the 1959 and later Soviet censuses, all of
these groups have been aggregated together and counted as "Tatars."

For our own analyses using 1926 census data on ethni¢c groups, we devel-
oped an exhaustive mapping of the 1926 narodnosti onto the 1959 (and la-
ter) natsional'nosti. We plan to write a paper describing and documenting
the basis of the mapping so that researchers might have a set of rules
standardizing the definitions of ethnic group populations across Soviet
censuses.




1V. PRIOR!TY AREAS IN FUTURE RESEARCH

In conducting our current research project, we became aware of several
subjects deserving further research. We shall identify two such areas
here that we think are especially important and promising, and that we
plan to pursue when our current project is completed.

A. FURTHER APPLICATIONS OF NEWSPAPER DATA

In the previous section we described our plan to use data on Soviet
newspaper press runs by language as an indicator of govermental policy to-
ward particular nationalities. Once that analysis is completed, we expect
to have a good understanding of the relationship between population char-
acteristics and newspaper publication, We think what we learn from that
analysis can be put to another use: estimating the ethnic composition of
particular cities and rural districts (raiony).

The smallest administrative units for which the recent Soviet censuses
report data on the ethnic composition of the population are the urban and
rural populations of entire provinces (oblasti). The one exception is the
reporting of data for the capital cities of union republics. Provinces
and union republic capital cities have very large and often ethnically
very heterogeneous populations -- populations numbering in the hundreds of
thousands or the millions. Soviet census reports do not provide any data
for small units of analysis comparable in size to the ''census tracts' em-
ployed in the U.S. census.

Consequently, if one wants to determine the level! of ethnic mixing in
the USSR based on data in Soviet census reports, one is restricted to mea-
sures for large population aggregates, The population of a given province
may be composed L0 percent of Kazakhs, 30 percent of Russians, 20 percent
of Ukrainians, and the remainder of Central Asian nationalities. But whe-
re in the province do the members of the different nationalities live? Do
they live in close proximity to one another? Although there is no way to
get data for units comparable to U.5. census tracts, we think there is a
way to make much more refined estimates of ethnic mixing than are current-
ly feasible from Soviet census data.

The data on newspapers cover all official newspapers, including not
only the USSR-level papers but those for every republic, province, city,
and rural district. We can tearn from these data for a given (hypotheti-
cal) province in the Ukraine that had eight cities and seventy rural dis-
tricts, which of those cities and rural districts had newspapers written
only in Ukrainian, which had newspapers cnly in Russian, which had both
Ukrainian and Russian newspapers, and so forth., Similarly, for particular
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provinces of the Central Asian republics we can determine for each city
and rural district whether newspapers were published in Russian, Uzbek,
Tadzhik, Turkmenian, or other languages.

Therefore, available data on newspapers published in specific small ad-
ministrative units might be used indirectly to infer the ethnic composi-
tion of particular cities and districts. It is for this reason that we
have coded the newspaper data in such detail. |In the current project, we
employ the detailed data to provide a more refined measure of official
language policy and to determine indirectly the extent of ethnic mixing
within provinces and republics. In future, we plan to use these data (in
combination with other available information) to develop estimates of the
ethnic composition of Soviet cities and districts,

B. RE-ESTIMATES OF SOVIET DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

An important part of our current project reguires the use of population
data from Soviet census reports and cther Soviet publications as well as
estimates of age distributions and other Soviet population characteristics
by Western scholars. Measurement of ethnic reidentification was compli-
cated by the lack of mortality data for ethnic groups and by peculiarities
in the categories used in Soviet census reports, especially for the re-
porting of age data. For example, to align the cohorts between censuses,
we had to estimate the single year age distributions for ethnic groups.

In addition, age distributions for several Soviet ethnic groups at re-
cent census dates are missing, No age distributions are yet available for
the 1979 Soviet census, and we have heard several comments attributed to

Soviet scholars that age data will not be reported at all from that cen-
sus.

The procedures adopted in this project for dealing with these data
problems are adeguate for this project's objectives. Ffor example, we are
able to show that estimates of ethnic reidentification are reasonably ro-
bust under varying assumptions about survival rates. The relative propen-
sities of different nationalities to reidentify ethnically can be deter-
mined through the use of a range of survival assumptions between 1959 and
1970 and attribution of estimates of the single year age distribution for
the USSR-wide population to repcrted age groups of Soviet nationalities,

But our work on this project has alerted us to some very significant
problems with extant data on the Soviet population. We believe these
problems merit. attention because insufficient awareness of them has al-
ready led to guestionable conclusions about Soviet population problems and
trends. Ffour problem areas in particular not only deserve additional "ex-
posure' but also require technical corrections. fundamental demographic
research is necessary so that scholars and analysts who must use official

Soviet population statistics can have the most reliable data possible with
which to work.
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The first area is data on mortality. Several analysts (e.g., Eason
1981; Grupp and Jones 1982) have already given attention to the serious
problems with Soviet mortality statistics as well as to how recent im-

provements in the guality of the Soviet data may have led to a misin-
" terpretation of the nature and extent of the “mortality crisis' in the So-
viet Union. .

We think work on Soviet mortality statistics needs to be taken a step
further., In particular, to make reliable projections of the growth and
distribution of the Soviet population =-- as a whole and by region -- tech-
nical adjustments and corrections to Soviet mortality data are essential.
This requires a thorough evaluation and re-estimation of published Vife
tabies both for the USSR as a whole and for regions,

In addition, we think it not only important but also feasible to make
estimates of mortality by ethnic group, at least for the larger nationali-
ties. Such an effort would not only make it possibie to derive more pre-
cise estimates of rates of assimilation by ethnic group but also would

help to improve projections of the ethnic composition of the Soviet popu-
lation.

The second problem area is with age data from the recent Soviet census-
es. For estimating ethnic reidentification between censuses, we have re-
lied heavily on work by others ({e.g., Brackett 196L; Baldwin 1973; Biraben
1976) on estimates of the single year age distributions for the Soviet po-
pulation as a whole in 1959 and 1970. Single year age distributions play
a vital role in projecting population growth, in calculating several kinds
of age-specific rates (e.g., employment, fertility, entrants to working
ages and to military conscription age), and in reconciling inconsistent
age categories used in different censuses.

We think the currently available single year age estimates are compe-
tently done and are useful for many purposes. But we also found certain
anomalies in these estimates that make their use for some purposes ques-
tionable;, in particular for projecting population growth of the Soviet Un-
ion. For example, the implied number of people surviving (by sex) from
1959 to 1970 in single year age cohorts was sometimes implausibly high,
and the entire distribution of implied survival rates was inordinately
jagged. We think the available single year of age estimates for the So-
viet population as a whole need a thorough examination and, where appro-
priate, revision,

Furthermore, the existing estimated single year age distributions apply
to the Soviet population as a whole, not to regional populations or ethnic
-groups., Given the wide variation in age patterns among Soviet regions and
ethnic groups, adequate projection of future growth and composition of the
Soviet population depends on the development of regional and ethnic group
single year age distributions for the 1959 and 1970 censuses. We believe
sufficient data are now available in Soviet sources to make such regional

and ethnic group estimates.

In addition, if it is true that age data from the 1979 census are not
going to be published (or not published in any detail), then a substantial
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effort will have teo be made to develop estimates of the 1979 age
distribution of the Soviet population. Derivation of reliable estimates

for 1979 will depend in part on the quality of the estimated age distribu-
tions for 1970.

A third problem area is with Soviet data on fertility. There are two
main deficiencies with published Soviet statistics on fertitity. First,
the statistics report overall fertility rather than marital fertility.
This confounds marital fertility rates with marriage rates and makes it
difficutt to analyze the underlying processes behind fertility change.
Second, fertility rates are reported by region but not by ethnic group.

The latter point deserves emphasis. Almost all research on Soviet re-
gional patterns of fertility and mortality assumes either explicitly or
implicitly that data on the vital rates of regional populations are rea-
sonable surrogates for data on ethnic groups. Scholars almost invariably
explain regional differences in fertility and mortality in terms of so-

cioeconomic or cultural characteristics of the indigenous ethnic groups of
the regions.

The largest part of the regional differences probably does derive from
ethnic group differences. But most of the '"mationality regions' (union
republics, autonomous republics, and so forth) are far from being ethni-
cally homogeneous; and the extent of ethnic homogeneity varies greatly
across regions at any given time and also changes over time due to migra-
tion and differential rates of natural increase of both the '"indigenous"
and "'non-indigenous' populations.

Accurate measurement of fertility rates for the USSR population and for
ethnic groups is important not only in itself but because of its role in
making projections of population growth, the fourth problem area in Soviet
statistics that we shall comment on. Projection of growth of the Soviet
population as a whole depends on three rates of change: mortality, (in-
ternational) migration, and fertility. We think our research establishes
that accurate projection of the ethnic composition of the Soviet popula-
tion depends in addition on another rate of change: ethnic reidentifica-
tion (assimilation).

Efforts to estimate the future ethni¢ composition of the Soviet popula-
tion always rely on extrapoclations from recent rates of natural increase
or of intercensal population growth by nationality. We think extrapola-
tions based on rates of natural increase are likely to be misleading if
they fail to take assimilation into account. And we think extrapolations
based on intercensal population growth are alsc likely to be misleading if
they rely on the currently available age data for ethnic groups.

In sum, we think there should be a major effort in fundamental demo-
graphic estimation of mortality, age distributions, and marital fertility
for the Soviet population as a whole and for ethnic groups. This work is
essential for obtaining indicators of underlying demographic processes,
for describing patterns of demographic convergence and divergence among
regions and ethnic groups in the USSR, and for projecting the size and
ethnic composition of the Soviet population.

..65_




V. REFERENCES

Anderson, Barbara A. 1978. “Some factors Related to Ethnic Reidenti-

fication in the Russian Republic," in Azrael, SOVIET NATIONALITY POLICIES
AND PRACTICES: 309-333.

Anderson, Barbara A. and Brian D. Silver. 198). "Estimating Russifi-
cation of Ethnic Identity among Non-Russians in the USSR,'" Paper presented
at the Annual Meeting of the Population Association of America, Washing-
ton, 0.C,, March ({Revised: January, 1983).

Anderson, Barbara A. and Brian 0. Silver, 19B8B2a. "Changes in Linguis-

tic Identification in the USSR, 1959-1§79," Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the Population Association of America, San Diego, April.

Anderson, Barbara A, and Brian D. Silver. 1982b., "fquality, Efficien-
cy, and Polities in Soviet Bilingual Education: 193L4-1980," Paper present-
ed at the Annual Meeting of the American Association for the Advancement
of Slavic Studies, Washington, D.C., Dctober (Revised: December, 1982).

Armstrong, John A. 1968. "The Ethnic Scene in the Soviet Union," in
Erich Goldhagen, ed., ETHNIC MINORITIES IN THE SOVIET UNION. New York:
Praeger, 3-49. .

Arutiunian, lu. V. 1973a. "0 nekotorykh tendentsiiakh v izmenenii
kul'turnogo oblika natsii," SOVETSKAIA ETNOGRAFII1A, No. L: 3-13.

Arutiunian, lu. V. 1973b. SOTSIAL'NOE | NATSIONAL'NOE (OPYT
ETNOSOTSIOLOGI CHESKIKH ISSLEDOVANT! PO MATERTALAM TATARSKOL ASSR). HMos-
cow: Nauka.

Aspaturian, Vernon V. 1968. "The Non-Russian Nationmalities," in Allen
Kassof (ed.}, PROSPECTS FOR SOVIET SOCIETY. New York: Praeger, 143-198.

Avrorin, V. A. 1972, '"Dvuiazychie i shkota," in P. A, Azimov, lu. D.
Desheriev, and F. P. Filin, eds., PROBLEMY OVUIAZYCHilA | MNOGOIAZYCHIIA.
Moscow: MNauka, 49-62,

Azrael, Jeremy R., ed. 1978. SOVIET NATIONALITY POLICIES AND
PRACTICES. New York: Praeger.

Baldwin, Godfrey. 1973, ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION
OF THE U.S.S.R., BY AGE AND SEX: 1950 TO 2000. U.S. Department of Com-
merce, International Population Reports, Series P-91, No. 23.

Baldwin, Godfrey. 1975. PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION OF THE U.S.S.R.
AND EIVGHT SUBDIVISIONS BY AGE AND SEX: 1973 TO 2000. U.S. Department of
Commerce, International Population Reports, Series P-91, No. 24,

- 66 -




Baldwin, Godfrey. 1979. POPULATION PROJECTIONS BY AGE AND SEX: FOR
THE REPUBL ICS AND MAJOR ECONQMIC REGIONS QF THE U.S.S.R., 1970 TO 2000.

U.S. Department of Commerce, International Population Reports, Series
P-91, No. 26.

Beloded, !. K. 1969. RAZVITIE IAZYKOV SOTSIALISTICHESKIKH NATS1|
SSS5R. Kiev: Naukova Dumka.

Bennett, Neil and Leah Keil Garson. 1982. "0)d Age Mortality in the
Soviet Union, 1959-1970," Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Po-
pulation Association of America, San Diego, April.

Bilinsky, Yaroslav. 1962, 'The Soviet Education Laws of 1958-59 and
Soviet Nationality Policy," SOVIET STUDIES 14 (October): 138-157.

Bilinsky, Yaroslav. 1968. 'Education of the Non-Russian Peoples in
the USSR, 1917-1967: An Essay,'' SLAVIC REVIEW 27 (September): L1i1-437.

Biraben, Jean-Noel. 1976. ''Naissances et repartition par age dans 1'-
Empire russe et en Union sovietique,' POPULATION 31 {(March-April):
LL1-478.

BOL'SHAIA SOVETSKAIA ENTSIKLOPEDIA (BSE}. 1970. Third Edition. Mos-
cow: lzdatel'stvo Sovetskoi entsiklopedii.

Bondarchik, V. K., ed. 1980. ETNICHESKIE PROTSESSY | OBRAZ ZHIZNI (N&
MATERIALAKH ISSLEDOVANIIA NASELEN'!IA GORODOV BSSR). Minsk: Nauka i tekh-
nika.

Brackett, James. 1964, PROJECTIONS OF THE POPULATION 0fF THE U.S.S.R.,
BY AGE AND SEX: 1964-1985. washington, D.C.: U.S., Bureau of the Census,
International Population Reports, Series P-91, No. 13.

Bromlei, 1u.V. and V.l. Kozlov, 1977. '"Etnicheskie protsessy kak
predmet issledovaniia,"” in lu. V. Bromlei, ed., SOVREMENNYE ETNICHESKIE
PROTSESSY V SS5R. 2nd Edition. Moscow: Nauka: 10-24.

Browning, Harley L. and Waltraut Feindt. 1969. '"Selectivity of Mig-
rants to a Metropolis in a Developing Country," DEMOGRAPHY 6: 3L7-357.

Bruk, S.l1. and V.l. Kozlov. 1967. '"fthnograficheskaia nauka i perep-
is' naseleniia 1970 goda,'" SOVETSKAIA ETNOGRAFIIA, 1967, No. 5: 3-1L4,

Carrere d'Encausse, Helene. 1978. 'Determinants and Parameters of So-
viet Nationality Policy," in Azrael, SOVIET NATIONALITY POLICIES AND
PRACTICES. New York: Praeger, 39-59,.

Carrere d'fncausse, Heleme. 1980. DECLINE OF AN EMPIRE: THE SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS IN REVOLT. New York: Newsweek Books.

Chuiko, L. V. 1975. BRAKI i RAZVODY. Moscow: Statistika.

-67-



Coale, Ansley J., Barbara A. Anderson, and Erna Harm. 1979. HUMAN
FERTILITY IN RUSSIA SINCE THE NINETEENTH CENTURY. Princeton: Princeton
University Press,

Coale, Ansley J. and Paul Demeny. 1966. REGIONAL MODEL LIFE TABLES
AND STABLE POPULATIONS. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Comrie, Bernard. 1981, THE LANGUAGES OF THE SOVIET UNION. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Congquest, Robert., 1967. SOVIET NATIONALITIES POLICY IN PRACTICE. New
York: Praeger.

Conquest, Robert. 1970. THE NATION KILLERS. Londoh: Macmillan,

Danilov, A. 1972. ''Mnogonatsional'naia shkola RSFSR -- prakticheskoe
voploshchenie leninskoi natsional'nei politiki," NAROONOE OBRAZOVANIE, No.
12: 21-25,

Davis, Christopher and Murray Feshbach. 198B0. RISING INFANT MORTAL!TY
IN THE U.S5.S.R. IN THE 1970'S. Washington, D.C.: U.S5. Bureau of the Cen-
sus, Series P-15, No. 7k,

Desheriev, lu, D, 1976, ZAKONOMERNOST! RAZVITIIA LITERATURNYKH
TAZYKOV NARQDOV SSSR V SOVETSKUIU EPOKHU: RAZVITIE OBSHCHESTVENNYKM
FUNKTS11 LITERATURNYKH [AZYKOV. Moscow: Nauka.

Desheriev, |lu. D. and 1. F. Protchenko. 1968. RAZIVITIE |AZYKOV
NARODOV SSSR V SOVETSKUIU EPOKHU. Moscow: Prosveshchenie.

Desheriev, lu. D, and |. F, Protchenko. 1976. ‘'Perspektivy razvitiia
dvuiazychiia v natsional'nykh shkolakh SSSR,' SOVETSKAIA PEDAGOGIKA, No.
B: 18-29.

Desheriev, lu. D. and E. G. Tumanian, eds. 1980. VZAIMOOTNO- SHENIE
RAZVITi A NATSIONAL ‘NYKH [AZYKOV | NATSIONAL'NYKHK KUL'TUR. Moscow: Nauka.

Dutton, John Jr. 1979, '"Changes in Soviet Mortality Patterns,
1959-77," POPULATION AND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 5 (June): 267-291,

Eason, Warren. 1981. "Rising Soviet Infant Mortality in the 1970's."
Manuscript.

Fainsod, Merle. 1963. HOW RUSS!'A 1S RULED, Rev. ed. Cambridge: Har-
vard University Press.

Feshbach, Murray. 1981. 'Demography and Soviet Society: Social and
Cultural Aspects.' Manuscript.
Gantskaia, 0. A. and L. N. Terent'eva. 1965. ‘'Etrograficheskie issle-

dovaniia natsional'nykh protsessov v Pribaltike," SOVETSKAIA ETNOGRAFIIA,
No. 5: 3-19.

- 68 -




Fierman, Bill, 1982. "The View from Uzbekistan," INTERNATIONAL
JOURNAL OF THE SOCIQLOGY OF LANGUAGE, No. 33: 70-78.

Fitzpatrick, Sheila. 1979. EDUCATION AND SOC(AL MOBILITY IN THE
SOVIET UNION, 1921-1934., Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Grandstaff, Peter J. 1980. INTERREGIONAL MIGRATION IN THE USSR:
ECONOMIC ASPECTS, 1959-1970. Durham: Duke University Press,

Gozulov, A. 1. and M, G. Grigor'iants. 1969, NARODONASELENIE SSSR.
Moscow: Statistika.

Grupp, Fred W. and Ellen Jones, 1982. '"Infant Mortality in the.pp; So-
viet Union." Manuscript.

Guboglo, M. N. 1§972. ‘'Sotsial'no-etnicheskie posledstviia dvuiazychi-

ia," SOVETSKAIA ETNOGRAFIIA, No. 2: 26-136,

Gurevich, B., ed. 1963. KPSS 0 KUL'TURE, PROSVESHCHENI1 | NAUKE:
SBORNIK DOKUMENTOV. Moscow: Politizdat,

Heer, David and Nedia Youssef, 1977. 'Female Status Among Soviet Cen-
tral Asian Nationalities: the Melding of Islam and Marxism and lts Impli-
cations for Population Increase,' POPULATION STUDIES 31: 155-173,

Hall, Paul R. 1972. LANGUAGE CONTACT IN THE USSR. Washington, D.C.:
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Georgetown University,

Hodnett, Grey. 1967. 'The Debate over Soviet Federalism," SOVIET
STUDIES 18 (April): L58-481,

'

lakovlev, N. 1831. "ltogi unifikatsii alfavitov v SSSR," SOVETSKOE
STROITEL'STVO, No. B: 105-117.

levstigneev, 1u., A. 1971, "Natsional'no-smeshannye braki v Makhach-
kale," SOVETSKAIA ETNOGRAFI 1A, No. L: 80-B5.

jsaev, M. |. 1970, STO TRIDTSAT' RAVNOPRAVNYKH (0 IAZYKAKH NARODOV
SSSR) . Moscow: Nauka.

Isaev, M. |. 1978. 0 IAZYKAKH NARODOV SSSR. Moscow: Nauka.

Isaev, M. |. 1979, (AZYKOVOE STROITEL'STVDO V SSSR (PROTSESSY

SOZDANJ | A PIS'MENNOSTE! NARQDOV SSSR) . Moscow: Nauka.

Isupov, A. A. 196L. NATSIONAL'NYI SOSTAV NASELENIIA SSSR: (PO ITOGAM
PEREPIS! 1959 G.). HMoscow: Statistika.

Karklins, Rasma. 1980. "A Note on 'Nationality' and 'Native Tongue'
as Census Categories in 1979," SOVIET STUDIES 32 (July): 415-422,

Kashin, M. P. and le, M, Chekharin, eds. 1970. NARODNQOE OBRAZOVANIE V
RSFSR. Moscow: Prosveshchenie.




Khanazarov, K. Kh. 1963. SBLIZHENIE NATS!! | NATS|ONAL'NYE |AZYK!I V
SSS5R, Tashkent: lzdatel'stvo Akademii nauk Uzbekskoi S5R.

Khanazarov, K. Kh., 1977. RESHENIE NATSIONAL'NO-1AZYKOVOl PRODBLEMY V
SSSR. Moscow: Nauka.

Khanazarov, K. Kh. 1982. RESHENIE NATSIONAL'NO-|AZYKOVOI! PROBLEMY V
SSSR, 2nd. Ed. Moscow: Politizdat.

Klement'ev, ie, . 1974. "Razvitie iazykovykh protsessov v Karelii
(Po materialam konkretno-sotsiologicheskogo issiedovaniia Karel'skogo gor-
odskogo naseleniia),'" SOVETSKAIA ETNOGRAFI!A, No 4: 26-36.

Kolosova, G.l. 1976, '"Pol, vosrast i sostoianie v brake naseleniia
SSSR." im G. M. Maksimov, ed., VSESDIUZNAIA PEREPIS' NASELENIIA 1970 GODA:
SBORNIK STATE!. Moscow: Statistika, 165-180.

Konstantinov, N. A. and le. N. Medynskii. Y948, OCHERKI PO !STORII
SOVETSKO! SHKOLY RSFSR ZA 30 LET. Moscow: |zdatel'stvo Ministerstva pros-
veshcheniia RSFSR.

Kozlov, V. 1. 1969. DINAMIKA CHISLENNOST| NARODOV: METODOLOGI 1A
ISSLEDOVANIITA | OSNOVNYE FAKTORY. Moscow: Nauka,

Kozlov, V. I. 1975. NATSIONAL'NOSTI SSSR (ETNODEMOGRAFICHESKI |
DBZOR) . Moscow: Statistika.

Kozlov, V. I. 1982, NATSI|ONAL'NOST! SSSR (ETNODEMOGRAFICHESKI |
OBIOR), 2nd. Ed. Moscow: Finansy | statistika. |

Kozlova, K. |. 1964, ETNOGRAFIIA NARODOV POVOLZH'IA: UCHEBNOE
POSOBIE. Moscow: lzdatel'stvo Moskovskogo universiteta.

Kreindler, lIsabelle. 1982. "The Changing Status of Russian in the So-
viet Union,'" INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF THE SOCIQLOGY OF LANGUAGE, No. 313:
7-40.

Kuregian, V. A. 1978. ‘'Nekotorye oscbennosti formirovaniia i ispol'-
zovaniia trudovykh resursov Armianskoi 55R," in V. G. Kostakov and le. L.
Manevich, eds., REGIONAL*NYE PROBLEMY NASELENIIA | TRUDOVYE RESURSY SSSR.
Moscow: Statistika, 237-254.

Lapin'sh, A. 1980. "Brachpaia izbiratel'nost' v Latviiskoi SSR,' in
P. Gulian, ed., SOTSIAL'NO-DEMOGRAFICHESKIE |ISSLEDOVAN!IA SEM'| V
RESPUBL |KAKH SOVETSKO! PRIBALTIKI, Riga: Zinatne, 49-62.

Lewis, E. Glyn., 1972. HMULTILINGUAL!ISM IN THE SOVIET UNION. The Ha-
gue: MHouton.

Lewis, £. Glyn, 1980. BILINGUALISM AND BILINGUAL EDUCATION: A
COMPARATIVE STUDY. Albuguerque: University of New Mexico Press.

_70-




LY

Lewis, Robert A. and Richard H. Rowland. 1979. POPULATION
REDISTR!BUTION IN THE USSR: (TS IMPACT ON SOCIETY, 1897-1977. New York:
Praeger.

Lewis, Robert A., Richard H. Rowland, and Ralph §. Clem. 1976,
NATIONALITY AND POPULATION CHANGE 1IN RUSSIA AND THE USSR: AN EVALUATION OF
CENSUS DATA, 1897-1970. New York: Praeger,

Lorimer, frank. 19k46. THE POPULATION OF THE SOVIET UNION: HISTORY
AND PROSPECTS. Geneva: League of Nations.,

Mansvetov, M., V. 1964, 'Sblizhenie natsii | vozniknovenie internat-
sional 'noi obshchnosti narodov 55SR,' VOPRQSY ISTORII, No. 1: 38-£53,.

Makarov, |l.l., ed. 1972. [STORiIA NATSIONAL'NO-GOSUDARSTVENNOGO
STROITEL'STVA V 5SSR, 2 vols., Moscow: Mysl',

Mazur, D. Peter. 1967, '"Fertility Among Ethnic Groups in the USSR,"
DEMOGRAPHY 4: 172~195,

Mazur, D. Peter. 1969, "Expectancy of Life at Birth in 36 Nationali-

ties of the Soviet Union: 1958-60," POPULATION STUDIES 23 (July):
225-2L6.

Medynskii, le. N. 1855. PROSVESHCHENIE V 55SR. Moscow: Uchpedgiz.

Morrison, Peter A. 1977, 'The Functions and Dynamics of the Migration
Process,'" in Alan A. Brown and Egon Neuberger, eds., INTERNAL MIGRATION: A
COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE. New York: Academic Press.

Nekrich, Alexander. 1978. THE PUN|SHED PEOPLES. New York: Norton.

Pennar, Jaan, lIvan |, Bakalo, and George Z. F. Bereday. 1971.
MODERNIZATION AND DIVERSITY (N SOVIET EDUCATION: WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TOQ
NATIONALITY GROUPS. New York: Praeger.

Pool, Jonathan. 1976. "Developing the Soviet Turkic Tongues: The
Language of the Politics of Language,' SLAVIC REVIEW 35: L25-4L2,

Pool, Jonathan. 1978. ‘'Soviet Language Planning: Goals, Results, Op-
tions," in Azrael, SOVIET NATIONALITY POLICIES AND PRACTICES: 223-249,

Pool, Jonathan. 1979. "Whose Russian Language? Problems in the Defi-
nition of Linguistic ldentity," in Edward Allworth, ed., ETHNIC RUSSIA IN
THE USSR: THE DILEMMA OF DOMINANCE. New York: Pergamon, 237-2L48B.

Sembaev, A. 1. 1962, ISTORI IA RAZVITIIA SOVETSKO! SHKOLY V
KAZAKHSTANE., Alma-Ata: Kazuchpedgiz.

Schwarz, Solomon. 1968. 'Birobidzhan: An Experiment in Jewish Coloni-
zation," in Gregor Aronson et al,, eds. RUSSIAN JEWRY: 1917-1967. New

York: Thomas Yoseloff, 3L2-395,

_7]_




Sherstobitov, V. P,, ed. 1979. ISTOR!IIA NATSIONAL'ND-
GOSUDARSTVENNOGO STROITEL'STVA V SSSR, 1917-197B, 2 vols. Moscow: Mysl'.

Shorish, M, Mobin. 1976. '"The Pedagogical, Linguistic, and Logistica)
Probiems of Teaching Russian to the Local Central Asians,'" SLAVIC REVIEW
35 (September): LbL3-Lé2,

Sitver, Brian D, 1974a. "The Status of National Minority Languages in
Soviet Education: An Assessment of Recent Changes,' SOVIET STUDIES 26
(January): 28-40.

Silver, Brian D. 1974b. "Social Mobilization and the Russification of
Soviet Nationalities," AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW 68 (March):
L5-66.

Silver, Brian D. 1875. ''Methods of Deriving Data on Bilingualism from
the 1970 Soviet Census,' SOVIET STUDIES 27 (Ocrober): 574-597.

Silver, Brian D. 1976. '"Bilingualism and Maintenance of the Mother
Tongue in Soviet Central Asia," SLAVIC REVIEW 35 (September): LO6-424.

Silver, Briar 0. 1978B. "Language Policy and the Linguistic Russifica-

tion of Soviet Mationalities,'" in Azrael, ed., SOVIET NATIONALITY POLICIES
AND PRACTICES: 250-306.

Solchanyk, Roman. 1982. '"Russian Language and Soviet Politics,"
SOVIET STUDIES 34 (January): 23-4L2.

Sovetkin, F.F. 1958, NATSIDNAL'NYE SHKOLY RSFSR ZA LO LET. Moscow:
lzdatel'stvo Akademii pedagogicheskikh nauk.

Szporluk, Roman. 1979. ‘'West Ukraine and West Belorussia: Historical
Tradition, Social Communication and Linguistic Assimilation,'" SOVIET
STUDIES 31 (January): 76-98.

Tadevosian, E. V. 1972, SOVETSKAIA NATSIONAL'NAIA GOSUDARSTVENNOST'.
Moscow: |zdatel'stvo Moskovskogo universiteta,

Ter~Sarkistants, A. fe. 1973. "0 natsional'nom aspekte brakov v Ar-
mianskoi SS5R,'" SOVETSKAIA.ETNOGRAFIIA, No. 4: B9-95.

Terent'eva, L. N. 1969. 'Opredelenie svoei natsional'‘noi pridladle-
zhnosti podrostkami v natsional'no-smeshannykh sem'iakh,'" SOVETSKAILA
ETNOGRAFITA, No. 3: 20-30.

Thomas, Dorothy. 1938, RESEARCH MEMORANDUM ON MIGRATION
DIFFERENTIALS. New York: Social Science Research Council.

Tsamerian, 1. P. 1973. TEORETICHESKIE PROBLEMY OBRAZOVANIIA |
RAZVITI |A SOVETSKOGO MNOGONATSIONAL'NOGO GOSUDARSTVA. Moscow: Nauka.

Urlanis, Boris T. 1963, ROZHDAEMOST' | PRODOLZHITEL'NOST' ZHIZNI V
SSSR. Moscow: lGosstatizdat,

472-




U.,5.5.R., Communist Party (CPSU). 1962. XX!| S"EZD KOMMUNISTICHESKOI
PARTI| SOVETSKOGO SOIUZA: STENOGRAFICHESKI| OTCHET. Moscow: Politizdat.

U.S5.5.R., Communist Party {CPSU). 1963. DESIATY| S“EZD RKP(B):
STENOGRAF [CHESKI1 OTCHET. 1963. HMoscow: Gospolitizdat.

U.5.5.R., Ministerstvo Prosveshcheniia RSFSR (Minpros RSFSR).
1976-1980., SBORNIK PRIKAZOV | INSTRUKTSI| MINISTERSTVA PROSVESHCHENI A
RSFSR. Moscow: Prosveshchenie.

U.5.5.R., Sovel narodnykh komissarov {(Sovnarkom). 1973. "0 shkolakh
natsional'nykh menshinsty,'" Decree of 31 Dctober 1918, in NAROONOE
OBRAZOVANIE V SSSR (OBSHCHEOBRAZOVATEL 'NALA SHKOLAY: SBORNIK DOKUMENTOV
1917-1973 GG. Moscow: Pedagogika, 1973.

U.5.5.R., Tsentral'noe Statisticheskoe Upravienie (Ts.S.U.) .
1928-1931. VSESQOIUZNAIA PEREPIS' NASELENIIA 1926 GODA. Moscow: Gosplan.

U.5.5.R., Ts.S5.U. 1962-63, [TOG! VSESOIUZNOI PEREPIS| NASELEN!}IA 1959
GODA. Moscow: Gosstatizdat.

U.S5.5.R., Ts.5.U. 1972-73. ITOGI VSESOI!UZNOQO|I PEREPIS| NASELENIIA 1970
GODA. Moscow: Statistika.

U.S.5.R., Ts.S.U. 1980. NASELENIE SSSR (PO DANNYM VSESOIUZNO!
PEREP!SI NASELENIIA 1979 GODA). Moscow: Politizdat.

U.5.5.R., Ts.5.U., Upravienie po provedeniiu Vsesoiuznoi perepisi nase-

leniia 1959 goda. 1959. SLOVAR' NATSIONAL'NOSTEIl I 1AZYKOV. HMoscow:
Gosstatizdat.

U.5.5.R., Ts.5.U., Upravienie Vsesociuznoi perepisi naseleniia. 1969,
SLOVAR' NATSIOMAL'NOSTE!I | ITAZYKOV. Moscow: Statistika.
Vallin, Jacques and Jean-Claude Chesnais., 1974. "Evolution recente de

la mortalite en Europe, dans les pays anglo-saxons et en Union sovieti-
que," POPULATION 29 (July-October): 861-898,

Vasilenko, V. 1931. "Ukraina v tret'em godu piatiletki,” SOVETSKOE
STROITEL'STVO, No. 12: 117-122,

Vinnikov, la. R. 1980. '"Natsional'nye i etnograficheskie gruppy Sred-
nei azii po dannym etnicheskoi statistiki," in R. Sh. Dzharylgasinova and
L. 5. Tolstova, eds.,, ETNICHESKIE PROTSESSY U NATSIONAL'NYKH GRUPP SREDNE |
AZIl I KAZAKHSTANA, Moscow: Nauka, 11-L42,

Wimbush, S. Enders and Ronald Wixman. 1975. '""The Meskhetian Turks: A
New Voice in Soviet Central Asia,' CANADIAN SLAVONIC PAPERS 17: 320-340.

Wixman, Ronald. 1980. LANGUAGE ASPECTS OF ETHNIC PATTERNS AND

PROCESSES IN THE NORTH CAUCASUS. Chicago: Department of Geography, Univ-
ersity of Chicago, Research Paper No. 197,

- 73 -




Zak, L. K. and M. |. |saev., 1966. 'Problemy pis'mennosti narodov SSSR
v kul'turnoi revoliutsii,'" VOPROSY ISTORII, 1966, No., 2: 3-20.

Zaslavsky, Victor and Yuri Luryi. 1979. 'The Passport System in the
USSR and Changes in Soviet Society.,'" SOVIET UNION 6 (2): 137-153.

Zhuraviev, V. K, 1980. "0 funktsional'nom razvilii ukrainskogo i bhe-
lorusskogo iazykov v sovetskii period,'" in lu. D. Desheriev and E. G, Tu-
manian, eds., VZAIMOOTNOSHENIE RAZVITIIA NATSIDNAL'NYKH IAZYKOV |
NATSIONAL'NYKH KUL'TUR. Moscow: Nauka, 206-228,

- 74 -




	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10
	page 11
	page 12
	page 13
	page 14
	page 15
	page 16
	page 17
	page 18
	page 19
	page 20
	page 21
	page 22
	page 23
	page 24
	page 25
	page 26
	page 27
	page 28
	page 29
	page 30
	page 31
	page 32
	page 33
	page 34
	page 35
	page 36
	page 37
	page 38
	page 39
	page 40
	page 41
	page 42
	page 43
	page 44
	page 45
	page 46
	page 47
	page 48
	page 49
	page 50
	page 51
	page 52
	page 53
	page 54
	page 55
	page 56
	page 57
	page 58
	page 59
	page 60
	page 61
	page 62
	page 63
	page 64
	page 65
	page 66
	page 67
	page 68
	page 69
	page 70
	page 71
	page 72
	page 73
	page 74
	page 75
	page 76
	page 77
	page 78
	page 79
	page 80
	page 81

