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REPORT ON HUMAN RIGHT VIOLATIONS 
DURING “ANTICAPITALIZM–200�” RALLIES, 

SEPTEMBER, 200�

ANNOTATION

In the September of 2005 the representatives of the Moscow Helsinki group with the 
assistance of the All-Russian public movement “For Human Rights” created a group of in-
dependent public investigation. While investigating the facts of the violation of the citizens 
rights in Blagoveschensky Region of Bashkiria in the December 2004 — March 2005, the 
Moscow Helsinki group and the All-Russian public movement “For Human Rights” came to 
the conclusion of the necessity of the creation of a mechanism of professional public reaction 
to the gross violation of the rights and freedoms of the Russian Federation citizen, which 
includes forming a special group of independent investigation.

The assessment of the situation, which requires public investigation, is being held by a 
group of independent public investigation with L. M. Alexeyeva at the head. At this they 
take into account the scale of the events (the number of people who have suffered), the social 
importance of the event, and also the influence of the event on the practice of observation of 
human rights in Russia.

The Moscow Helsinki group receives the information on violation of the rights of citi-
zens during peaceful meetings from the majority of regions of Russia. Though the choice for 
the investigation was determined by one event — the fact of violation of the rights of the par-
ticipants of the action “Anticapitalism–2005” during the period of September 24, 2005 in the 
cities of Nizhniy Novgorod, Dzerzhinsk, Bor of Nizhegoridsky Region. We have also consid-
ered it important to include in the materials of the investigation the episode of the detention 
of the action participants on September, 15 in the city of Orel, because the circumstances of 
the detention and the treatment of the activists are correlated with the circumstances of the 
event in Nizhniy Novgorod region.

The present report contains not only the collected information on the violations, but also 
the analysis of the reasons of such violations. In this connection our purpose is not only to 
inform the public of the event, but gives reason for the reaction of the law enforcement organs. 
The conclusions and recommendations of the report should become a reason for the discussion 
of the necessity of the change of the practice of demonstrators’ treatment with the regional and 
federal authorities with the purpose of the prevention of such incidents in the future.

The reason of holding a public investigation became an open appeal of the participants of 
the action “Anticapitalism–2005” to the deputies of the State Duma of the Russian Federation 
with the request to help in the investigation of the events, which happened with the partici-
pants in the period of September 24–25, 2005. 

While holding the public investigation there have been meetings with the participants 
and witnesses of the action in the cities of Nizhniy Novgorod, Moscow, Orel. There have 
been collected materials, connected with the preparation of the actions, the documents of 
bringing administrative actions against the participants, the documents and testimony to 
inflicting injuries on the victims. 



Public investigations on human rights violations

In Nizhniy Novgorod and Moscow the public investigation has been held by the officials of 
IHF: S. M. Shilovsky and N. A. Tagankina. The information was presented to the city of Orel 
by D. A. Krayukhin and V. V. Katkova (the Institute of Social Problems “United Europe”).

INTRODUCTION

On the initiative of the political movements of the Russian Communist Union of the 
Youth–RKSM(b), The Russian communist labor party, the Revolutionary Party of the Com-
munists (RKRP–RPK), The National-Bolshevik party (NBP) there were held actions of pro-
test — meetings and demonstrations in the regions of Russia in the September of 2005. Such 
actions were held in the cities of Moscow, St. Petersburg, Barnaul. They planned to finish the 
campaign in the Nizhniy Novgorod Region.

The campaign “Anticapitalism” has been held for several years, the last two years — 
without serious complications. Before this, in 2000 and 2002 there were excesses in the city 
of Moscow, connected with the detention of the participants. 

There had not been observed any difficulties before the final stage of the campaign 2005. 
And only at the last stage the participants of the action suddenly faced a tough counterac-
tion. According to the estimation of the participants of the action, the representatives of the 
political parties in the Nizhegoridsky region (and partly in Orlovsky region) they (and the 
representatives of the left radical political movements) had been treated with special partial-
ity on the part of the regional authorities. 

Thus, during the last 2 years the majority of the public actions have been held in Nizhniy 
Novgorod and Orlovsky regions at the open counteraction of the executive organs: it was 
prohibited for the organizers to hold meetings, demonstrations and pickets in response for the 
notification of them, the officers of the law enforcement organs allowed illegal interference 
during holding the actions. All the actions were held in the presence of the convoy of the of-
ficers of UVD strengthened inadequately. 

It should be noted that the restrictions to hold the actions and the interference of the law 
enforcement organs have grown in the last years. In Nizhniy Novgorod region such restrictions 
from the power bodies have been especially toughened after the incident, in which a bus of spe-
cial police unit (OMON) ran over a pensioner, a participant of the demonstration of the CPRF.1 

There have also been pursued activists of the “left” youth organizations of Orlovsky 
region. Thus, for example, at the beginning of September on preparing a picket against the 
reform of education one of the organizers of the picket, M. Deyev, was detained by militia-
men, taken to the suburb of the city and thrown out of the car into the dirt. On November 10 
(already after the September events) at a meeting of the left radical youth an official of De-
partment Against Organized Crime [UBOP] of police department (UVD) of Orlovsky region 
accused one of the organizers that he was in the state of drug intoxication and threatened to 
take him for a compulsory examination. 

We have the trustworthy information that there has not been made known no violation of 
the public order on the part of the activists of RKSM(b), RKRP–RPK and NBP in the regions 
in this period. 

1 Prosecutor’s office of the Nizhniy Novgorod region commenced a criminal case on the fact of the death of a 
participant of the 1 May demonstration in Nizhniy Novgorod. Prokurorsky nadzor — Internet-magazine under the 
edition of E. N. Ryabov, May 6, 2004 http://nadzor.pk.ru/articles/showart.php?id=11854.
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These circumstances give reasons to assert that the actions of the law enforcement sys-
tem and the local administration in respect of the participants of the action “Anticapital-
ism–2005” contained political partiality. This partiality defined the events of the September 
of 2005 in many respects.

1. THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE EVENTS IN NIZHNIY NOVGOROD REGION

1.1. Preparation of the action

The representatives of the Revolutionary communist union of the youth RKSM(b) and 
the Russian communist labor party (RKRP) planned to hold meetings and demonstrations 
in the cities of Dzerzhinsk, Bor and Nizhniy Novgorod on September 24–25. It was planned 
that there would take part in the actions representatives of different organizations of Russia: 
RKSM(b), the Avangarda of the red youth (AKM), AKM “the working Russia”, the Union 
of the communist youth.

The local administrations were notified of the place and time of holding the meetings and 
demonstrations by the state departments of the parties in due time. Thus, the notification of 
holding a demonstration and meeting in Nizhniy Novgorod on September 25, 2005 was sent 
by the Movement “The working Nizhniy Novgorod” on September 14, 2005. There were not 
sent any other inquiries or notifications. 

In the city of Dzerzhinsk the information on the procession and picket was sent by the 
Dzerzhinsk organization RKRP. In the process of the preparation for the action there took 
place considerable violations on the part of the authorities, which were displayed in the form 
of both the usual espionage and in groundless detentions. Thus, for example, in the evening, 
the day before the action, there were detained two friends (one of them is under age), who 
were distributing leaflets with the information of the forthcoming demonstration. On the de-
tention in the militia department they were threatened, they were told that they should not be 
present at the action; otherwise they would have to pay for it. Besides, there were intensified 
repressions in respect of the secretary of the Dzerzhinsky state organization RKSM(b) Ser-
gey Pchelintsev. As one of the organizers of the action on September 22–23, was called to the 
prosecutor’s office and to Town Police Department (GUVD), they also confirmed there, that 
the action in Dzerzhinsk was prohibited, and that in case people took part in the action there 
would be used force, of course, there were used much simpler words, they also recommended 
him to order his companions not to be present at the action at all”.2 

The administration of the city of Dzerzhinsk refused to coordinate holding of the meet-
ing and demonstration for the reason that there was no passport information of the applicants 
in the notification. 

In response to the notification of holding the action in the city of Bor there were presented 
no official claims from the administration of the city. 

There was sent from the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod3 a letter of re-
fusal to coordinate the time and place of holding the action addressed to the chairman of the 
executive committee of the movement “The working Nizhniy Novgorod”. 

2 From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKSM(b), of the city of Moscow.
3 The letter of September 16, 2005 #03-1276/outgoing letter with the signature of the vice mayor of the city 

of Nizhniy Novgorod S. V. Gladishev.
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The administration bases the refusal to coordinate the action on the following circum-
stances: 

1. The notification doesn’t hold the purpose of the measure and there are no signatures of 
the pointed out responsible persons;

2. The pointed out rock concert is to be coordinated in a special–an ordered authoriza-
tion;

3. At the pointed out place of holding the meeting it is planned to hold a track and field 
athlete race for a prize of the newspaper “Nizhegorodskaya Pravda”.

 After the letter the organizers of the action received the warning of the prosecutor to 
make them subject to administrative responsibility in case of holding the actions. There were 
not held any negotiations on the initiative of the parties to change the time, place and forms 
of the actions.

By the time of holding the actions in Nizhniy Novgorod region GUVD of the Nizhniy 
Novgorod region prepared a plan of holding measures on the providing law and order. There 
were prepared the subdivisions of special police units of Nizhegorodskiy GUVD. There was 
applied a special regime of control to all the notified measures of the action. The increase 
attention from the part of the law enforcement organs was caused by the number of the par-
ticipants of the actions (there were notified 1,000 people) and also the decision of the state 
administrations to prohibit the action. 

In accordance with the plans of the initiators there was planned the participation in the 
actions of the local movement activists (of the region and cities) and participants from other 
cities (first and foremost Moscow, Moscow region, St. Petersburg, Tatarstan). 

Several days before the action there had begun to spread rumors in the cities where the 
action was to be held that Nazis would appear in public. The sources of the rumors have not 
been determined for certain. However students and pupils had been informed of it from the 
administration of higher educational establishments and schools. On September, 24 in the 
city of Bor in connection with the threat of disorder there were closed prematurely kinder-
gartens and schools, palaces of culture. The city market also closed. 

According to the testimony of the witnesses the information on skinheads’ action under 
preparation had been delivered by the regional radio. There was also delivered a message on the 
television of the city of Bor with the comments that the police would not allow public disorder.

1.2. The demonstration and meeting in the city of Dzerzhinsk

In the morning of September, 24 there arrived by electric train from Moscow at Dzer-
zhinsk about 40 people, participants of the action. Privokzal’naya Ploshad’ was pointed out 
as the place of the gathering of the demonstrators. By the time of the gathering (11.00) the 
square was surrounded by a dense circle of militia cordon, it was supported by details of mi-
litia with dogs. There were gathered about 70 persons, participants of the action, at the square. 
The quantity of the militiamen exceeded the quantity of the gathered considerably. 

Some participants of the action were allowed to go to the square, some not. “The people 
were not allowed to go to the railway station through the square. Many people were indignant, 
especially students, as they were hurrying to catch an electric train. But nobody was allowed 
to pass the circle.”4 

4 From the interview with A. Oleynik, November 4, 2005.
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In spite of the prohibition to hold the demonstration and the meeting, the militiamen did 
not hinder in the gathering of the participants. “Since the very beginning the militiamen 
began to demand that we not use the flags, as they according to their opinion were a weapon 
but we managed to dispute it, since everybody knows that flags are widely used at public 
actions.”5 The representatives of the UVD of the city of Dzerzhinsk made terms of holding 
the demonstration, to the organizer of the demonstration, S. Pchelintsev (The Dzerzhinsk 
organization of RKSM i.e. not to use loudspeaker equipment. These terms were accepted. 

Having been marshaled the participants of the demonstration, accompanied by the mili-
tiamen took the route: Privokzal’naya ploshad’ — Griboyedov St. — Kirov St. — the palace 
of culture “Khimikov”. There was held a meeting at Lenin square. The passage to the palace 
of culture “Khimikov” was limited. Besides the officers of the special police units, accom-
panying the column there were organized cordons at crossroads, along the entire route, up to 
30 persons in a chain at each of the crossroads. They did not inhibit pedestrians. At the same 
time the presence of the militia cordon created obvious difficulties for the participants of 
the demonstration in the distribution of newspapers and leaflets among passers-by. Besides, 
there were noticed many persons wearing civil clothes in the column, operating officers. The 
very people had already been noticed by the participants of the action in Nizhniy Novgorod, 
before the detention. 

In all there were drawn in the city of Dzerzhinsk from the region according to different 
estimations 1,000–2,000 militiamen. 

After the end of the demonstration the participants of the demonstration who had come 
from other towns returned to Privokzal’naya Ploshad’ of the city of Dzerzhinsk by the same 
route. The militiamen continued to accompany the participants till the railway station, where 
there expected them a subdivision of militia on transport. The participants intended to go to 
Nizhniy Novgorod by electric train and farther to change and travel by the electric train till 
the settlement Tolokontsevo (the Semyonovskoye direction). 

The transport militiamen met the participants of the action and asked them to proceed to 
the 1st carriage of the electric train. The other passengers were asked to vacate the carriage. 
There were 60 persons in the carriage, participants of the action in the city of Dzerzhinsk and 
militiamen in camouflage with the sign OMON. 

On the arrival of the train at the Moskovsky railway station of the city of Nizhniy 
Novgorod about 10 transport militiamen together with the participants of the action passed 
to the electric train, going in the direction of the Tolokontsevo station, and also asked to va-
cate the 1st carriage of the electric train. “The carriage was full of people, but the militiamen 
began to drive them out of the first carriage. The people became indignant and some of them 
stayed.”6

1.3. The demonstration and meeting in the city of Bor

On the arrival at the station of Tolokontsevo7 the participants were met by a detail of 
OMON, about 30 persons, who wore special equipment (helmets and bullet proof jackets) 
and green uniform (not camouflage). “There came a lieutenant-colonel to us and told us–it 
is necessary to examine you with metallic detectors. The participants did not dispute these 

5 From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKSM (b), the city of Moscow. 
6 From the interview with A. Gorshkov, November 24, 2005.
7 Tolokontsevo station is located 5 km from Bor.
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requirements and agreed to be examined. At the examination there were withdrawn from 
3 participants penknives (clasp-knives), and they were not returned later. The participants 
of the action went to the road to the city of Bor surrounded on all sides with the fighters of 
OMON. Since the column with the cordon occupied half the road wide, the movement of 
the transport into one direction was stopped. After there had been formed a many kilometer 
traffic jam at the Semyenovskaya line, the militiamen led the column to the side of the road. 
At the town military registration and enlistment office there joined the column about 30 ac-
tivists of the movement from the city of Bor. All the participants went till the city monument 

“Eternal flame, where they held a 30-minute meeting. 
By the evening of September 24 many participants of the action from other cities went 

to the city of Nizhniy Novgorod by an ordered bus. The bus was accompanied by militiamen 
in the compulsory way. 

10 persons, participants of the action, decided to stay overnight in the city of Bor. Having 
learnt about it the head of the RUVD of the city of Bor said, “I prohibit you to stay on the 
territory of Bor region. Take a bus, they will take you to Nizhniy. Everybody was indignated, 
and he submitted. He himself took those who had decided to stay in the city to the hotel.”8 

On entering Nizhniy from the city of Bor at 7 p.m. the bus, which was carrying partici-
pants of the action was stopped by militiamen as if because of some, of which we had not been 
informed, statement of the administration of Nizhniy Novgorod “because of an outbreak of 
hepatitis all the documents are checked of all the people, who arrive in the city”, they required 
that “they get off the bus one after the other”. There came an alternative offer: to show the doc-
uments immediately in the bus. But when the officers of the Ministry of Internal Affairs began 
to write down the passport information we protested: it is a violation of the human rights! For 
almost 1 hour and a half they didn’t let the bus go anywhere (till 9 p.m.), there stood speaking 
officials of the officers of the Ministry of Internal Affairs (about ten persons), who were not 
going to fulfill the order of the administration in respect of other cars and buses, which rushed 
past and aroused no interest in them. It was obvious that they needed information on the par-
ticipants of the political action”.9 “The bus was delayed for more than an hour at the entrance 
to Kanavinsky region of Nizhniy Novgorod, because we had refused to get out, as a result we 
agreed that there would get three officials in the bus and write down the sir names, names and 
patronymic names from our words. And only after that they let the bus move.”10

1.4. The dispersal of the demonstration in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod

After holding the actions in the cities of Dzerzhinsk and Bor the control of the partici-
pants was intensified. According to the description of the participants of the actions the con-
trol was exercised in the form of outer observation of operating officers. “My group arrived 
in Nizhniy Novgorod in the morning, after 9, having crossed the Volga by ferry. Entering 
the centre we ascended the Chkalov stairs and near the walls of the Nizhegorodskiy Kremlin 
people wearing civil clothes and militiamen “paid attention to us” and at once. They didn’t 

8 From the interview with A. Oleynik, November 4, 2005.
9 The application to the deputies of the State Duma A. Tyulkin, N. A. Benediktov from the participants of 

the Russian youth demonstration of protest “Anticapitalism–2005” The press-release of the Nizhniy Novgorod 
municipal organization, The revolutionary communist union of the youth- RKSM (b)-September 28, 2005.

10 From the interview with Maria Donchenko, the head of the Central committee of the party Avangarda of 
the red youth, a member of the “Working Russia”, the city of Moscow.
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try to start a conversation, but they followed us in a big group, when we stopped they stopped 
too, we didn’t try to do anything, we only tried to make sure that none of our group stayed 
alone. Thus we reached to place of the gathering several meters from the middle point of the 
mall “Bolshaya Pokrovka”.11 

On September 25, 2005 at 10.00 about 40 persons gathered near the office of RKSM(b), 
at Lykovaya embankment, and set off in a group to the square of Gorky (the place of the 
gathering of the participants of the demonstration)”. A big part of the group (headed by 
P. M. Tipakov) was stopped by militiamen in camouflage while they were going to Bolshaya 
Pokrovka St. (near the palace of culture of Sverdlov). Several militiamen crossed our way, be-
sides judging by the shoulder-straps many of them were of a high rank, they behaved rudely, 
they pushed us, didn’t let us go, at this they didn’t speak very politely. Soon there came in 
an official car a representative of federal security and after him there came two buses with 
OMON”10. The representative (according to different opinions) of UVD or Federal Security 
Service (FSB) of the region warned the participants that it was prohibited for them to hold the 
demonstration. But still, he let the participants go, having received assertion that they would 
not unwrap the banners and transparencies till they reached the square of Gorky. The group 
was accompanied to the place of gathering by militiamen. “They let us go along the street 
Bolshaya Pokrovka, but as in the case in Dzerzhinsky they surrounded us with a tight circle, 
i.e. thy led us as the worst criminals along a rather busy street”.10

The militiamen stopped a group of young men going along the street in the direction of 
the square of Gorky and made them turn back. 

By this time at the square of Gorky (near the restaurant “McDonald’s”) there had gath-
ered another group of the participants of the action, about 40 persons. At the square (in the 
public garden, opposite the restaurant “McDonald’s”) there stood 2 buses of OMON. In the 
buses next to them there were 150 militiamen and officers of the special police unit. The pub-
lic garden around the square was cordoned; passers-by were not allowed to go there. 

There reached the square only 70 persons. At 11.45 the group headed by P. M. Tipakov 
reached the public garden (the place of the gathering) from the street B. Pokrovka. The group 
coming from “McDonald’s” also reached the place of the gathering. The militiamen let both 
the groups pass. 

One of the representatives of the militia declared in a megaphone, “Your action is pro-
hibited!”, that is why they asked the gathered to go away. The statement was repeated several 
times. In response to this P. M. Tipakov said in a megaphone that “There are no reasons to 
prohibit the meeting, and the requirements of the militiamen are not constitutional”. He also 
informed that the notification of the demonstration had been presented in accordance with 
the law and the organizers had the right to hold the action. 

Right after the gathering of the participants there came two tall officers of the special 
police unit to P. M. Tipakov, grabbed the megaphone and began to wring his arms. Accord-
ing th the testimony of P. M. Tipakov, “One of the militiamen shouted, “Press him, press!” 
They were wringing my arms even worse and I began to fall with my head down. In this 
position they practically carried me in their arms in the militia microbus (“Gazel”)12 “There 
managed to break through to him a turned down participant of the action from Leningrad 
Masha, she also tried to resist this violation of the rights, she was also thrown in the same 
militia “Gazel” 10. 

11 From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKSM(b), the city of Moscow.
12 From the interview with P. M. Tipakov, November 1, 2005.
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 At this time all the people who were at the place of the gathering were cordoned by the 
officers of the Ministry of Internal Affairs. “The officers of the special police unit began to 
press up in a tight mess. They grabbed people at random and led them to the bus. Several 
people tried to push back the pressing militiamen. Everybody was shouting, “Down with 
tyranny!” People were taken one by one and put in the bus. There was a young man with a 
girl next to me, who had turned up at the place by chance.”13 According to the words of Victor 
Burenkov, “3–4 minutes later there appeared on the left a column of OMON. We began to 
run from the other side in the direction of Bolshaya Pokrovka, and two or three of our com-
panions managed to escape the ring, then there was given a command not to let anybody go, 
and nobody was allowed to go, and they were pushed in an autozak. Not less than 40 detained 
persons were pushed in a narrow place (2 to 3 meters, not more) of the autozak. In spite of the 
fact that our friend Ilya Ulyanov had the certificate of a reporter of the newspaper “Molnya”, 
they took his digital camera and destroyed all the photos of that day. They tool all the flags, 
newspapers and even bags from the participants of the action, they confiscated everything. 
During the detention there were applied different stiles in respect of the participants. For ex-
ample, I know that some of my friends before they were thrown in the autozak were pushed 
on the ground; their hands were wrung behind the back. At first they put two thirds of the 
participants in the autozaks, the others were still at the square, at this moment there came 
journalists to them, among them there were people from the channel “Volga”, and the head 
of the Dzerzhinsk organization RKSM Sergey Pchelintsev managed to give a short interview, 
in which he commented on this tyranny of the authorities. Hardly had the interview been 
finished, when he and the other companions were pushed to the buses, and as it was found 
out later, they had been taken to the militia department UVD of Sovetsky region of Nizhniy 
Novgorod”.14 Later all the people were taken to the Sovetsky UVD 3 hours later. 

The first group of the detained was taken to the militia department of Nizhniy Novgorod 
region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod. When they were still on the way they managed to 
contact their friends and the deputy of the State Duma, the first secretary of the central Com-
mittee of RKRP–RPK Victor Tyulkin. At this time he was in Nizhegoridsky region, in the 
town of Sarov. Later his intervention helped to set free the detained participants of the action. 
Two detained persons, P. M. Tipakov and Maria (from St.Petersburg) were taken to the Nizh-
niy Novgorod ROVD separately from the others. On the way they began to express indigna-
tion in respect of the cruel and illegal treatment. In response to this the militiamen sent gas 

“bird cherry” in the van. On the arrival “the 15-year old Maria from Petersburg (height — 160 
cm) was dragged to the department by the arms and legs face down.”15 

The majority of the detained, about 40 persons were placed in one of the cells of the 
Nizhniy Novgorod RUVD, (the square about 12 square meters). It was very crowded, every-
body had to stand. The people who had been brought had to stay there in such a position for 
about 1,5 hour. According to the testimony of Alexander Oleinik, “One lieutenant took our 
passports, which we stretched through the bars. He was the only one who introduced himself, 
giving his sir name.” During the stay in custody there were made records of the detention of 
all the detained. But unlike the standard procedure the detained were subjected to other not 

13 From the interview with A. Oleynik, November 4, 2005.
14 From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKSM (b), the city of Moscow. 
15 The application to the deputies of the State Duma V. A. Tyulkin, N. A. Benediktov of the participants of 

the Russian youth demonstration of protest “Anticapitalism–2005” Press-release of the Nizhegorodsly municipal 
organization of the revolutionary communist union of the youth–RKSM(b), September 28, 2005.



13Human rights violations during "Anticapitalizm-200�" rallies

provisioned by the law procedures. All the detained were questioned and photographed; be-
sides they were forced to undergo the procedure of taking finger-prints. These requirements 
were accompanied by threats and frightening with inhuman conditions of the stay there. 
“The people were taken for the interrogation one by one. At first I was led to a room with by 
arms at my back. One of the lieutenants asked how I had got to the square of Gorky in order 
to write it in the record. Then I was taken to the cell. Then everybody was led to take finger-
prints. They threatened that those who refused would have to stay in the cell for three days. 
We were photographed by a woman in regular clothes. Then I was taken for an interrogation 
to an officer who didn’t introduce himself either. I think he was also the FBI officer. He asked 
me about my occupation, about the organization and how I had got in it. Then I was taken to 
the cell again. At about 5.00 p.m. I was taken to a woman, a lieutenant of GUVD, who let me 
see the record of an administrative infringement of the law. I signed it.”16

Victor Burenkov says, “When we were in the cell for drunken people, we saw Peter Tipa-
kov being dragged, he was being dragged by two persons by the arms, with his face down, 
almost in the horizontal position. He was not put in a cell for drunken people, he was taken 
to some separate room we didn’t see. Then they began to take us out to make explanatory 
notes, I didn’t find anything special there, at that moment they didn’t use force. We wrote in 
the explanatory notes that we hadn’t caused any violations of the public order, though the mi-
litiamen persisted in telling us of it and took us back to the cell for drunken people, calling us 
for the second time to make a record according to the standard form. But between these two 
points we were also invited to a separate room, where there was, as he introduced himself, an 
official of the department of struggle with political extremism. He simply took the passports 
and wrote down the passport information of the participants of the action, at this he had sepa-
rate lists of RKSM(b), AKM and other organizations. He either asked about the membership 
of the organizations or defined it by the symbolism. When we had been in the column we had 
special T-shirts on, by which it was possible to distinguish us, though not all of us had them, 
but the most scandalous thing was that they had offered us to take finger-prints, though only 
2 of us are professional lawyers, we all knew, that it is the rule not to take finger-prints till a 
criminal case is started, and we were there not in connection with a criminal case. About 5–6 
persons let their finger-prints be taken, because they were not very well informed of it. But 
several persons and I among them refused collectively. We were called “the cleverest” and 
while those who had submitted to have their finger-prints taken were sent further in the trial, 
we were returned back to the cell for drunk people and they promised us to keep us there 
for three days. All the detained received records on Article 20.2 part 2 of the administrative 
code “Participation in an unofficial meeting”, and the organizers “organization of an unof-
ficial meeting” accordingly, at this it was sometimes called “violation of the established order 
of holding a meeting”.17

In the period between 4.00 p.m. till 6.00 p.m. the detained were taken one by one from 
the cells and led to a bus PAZ. The officials of OMON didn’t allow to leave the department for 
the bus without assistance. All the detained, about 60 persons, were taken to the Moskovsky 
station. The officials didn’t react to the requirements of the participants from Moscow to let 
them out of the bus to take their things. “Some people had their things in the building of the 
regional committee RKRP–RPK and there arose definite difficulties in giving these things. 

16 From the interview with A. Oleynik, November 4, 2005.
17 From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of the revolutionary communist union of the 

youth RKSM(b), the city of Moscow.
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Nevertheless it didn’t embarrass the militiamen to violate the right of the freedom of move-
ment.”18 

In the bus all the detained were divided into groups: the citizens from Nizhniy Novgorod, 
people from the region, from Moscow and other cities. 

The citizens of Nizhniy Novgorod were taken from the bus first and accompanied by 
transport militia they were led out of the territory of the Moskovsky station. The other groups 
were taken out in the same way, at this they were given their passports. The Muscovites were 
accompanied by the militiamen to the train and were given the passports only at getting on 
the train. 

“Only at 5.40 p.m. the bus finally left. Since we could use the mobiles, we contacted the 
people who had been set free before; they got on the second floor of the headquarters, got 
down our things and took them to the railway station. We were taken to the Moskovsky rail-
way station, those who had tickets for 6.20 were relieved only when people began to get on 
the train, i.e. at 5.55 p.m. My ticket was for 10.40 p.m., and some people had tickets for trains 
which departed later, we were passed to the transport militia and were held in the waiting 
hall on the second floor, at this thy made all the other passengers leave this hall. Only after 
the train left at 6.20 p.m. we (ten persons) were kept for an hour more by the officers of the 
transport militia, then they offered us to go to a cafй and have a snack. After we had eaten 
and returned back the officers of the transport militia were gone, in this way they had let us 
go in an original way.”19 

At this time at about 6.00 p.m. the headquarters of RKRP (near which the participants of 
the demonstration had gathered) was attacked by a group of young people. There was Sergey 
Samokhim from Balakhna and a schoolgirl from Dzerzhinsk, they were also detained, taken 
to the Sovetskoye RUVD, but they were set free at about 3.00 p.m. According to the infor-
mation of the victims there had been 15–20 persons in the group. According to all the outer 
signs, the clothes, shouts, behavior, they belonged to skinheads. During the attack there were 
broken windows in the headquarters. They hit Sergey Samokhins’ head with a brick, there 
was called an ambulance and it was found out that besides outer injuries he had concussion. 
The girl Lyudmila had been knocked down and hit when she already lay. Her mouth bled for 
some time, but there were not found out any serious injuries. There was put in an applica-
tion to the militia on the incident and in the evening there came a certain important militia 
official, but he spoke in such a way as if our application were not serious, such petty attacks 
could have been beaten off without help, and he added that everything he had seen there, was 
several small stones, which lay at our door, and that it didn’t prove anything.”20 

The attack became known through the telephones to the participants who were in the 
Sovetskoye RUVD. But all the applications and requests to interfere were left without record-
ing and response. “We got to know about it from our friends who called us on the cellular, 
when we were in the bus, but the militiamen we applied to didn’t react.”21 

18 From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of the revolutionary communist union of the 
youth RKSM(b), the city of Moscow.

19 From the interview with Maria Donchenko, the head of the Central committee of the party Avangarda of 
the red youth, a member of the “Working Russia”, the city of Moscow.

20 From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of the revolutionary communist union of the 
youth RKSM(b), the city of Moscow.

21 From the interview with Maria Donchenko, the head of the Central committee of the party Avangarda of 
the red youth, a member of the “Working Russia”, the city of Moscow.
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“Some of our friends who were in the Nizhegorodskoye RUVD heard that the militiamen 
had somehow got this information. When we were comparing this information we under-
stood that the officials of the Nizhegorodskoye RUVD had received this information imme-
diately before the attack happened.”22 

The special operation near the square of Gorky lasted during the whole day on September 
25. Strengthened details of militia were holding a raid in the places next to the square: the 
Srednoy market and Zvezdinka square. They stopped and searched groups of young people 
and teenagers. According to the testimony of A. Kayumov, “I was a witness of such an event. 
Two mounted, 8 unmounted militiamen (there were 2 more patrol cars with militiamen) de-
tained a group of young people. They took the girls aside. The boys were marshaled in a rank 
one next to the other, there lay bags before them. They were searched one by one, their things 
too. There sat young men on a bench, the militiamen came to them too, to check the docu-
ments. It was obviously a check of groups of young people.”23

1.�. The consequences of the detention of the participants of the action in Nizhniy Novgorod

After the discharge P. M. Tipakov went to hospital where a diagnosis was made concern-
ing the state of his health–arm fracture, concussion. He was on a sick leave for a month. The 
prosecutor’s office of Nizhniy Novgorod region made an inspection concerning the fact of 
causing physical injuries. After the procedure terms of the inspection P. M. Tipakov was not 
informed of its results. Later he received a rejection to commence a criminal case for the 
reason of bringing a verdict of guilty of committing an administrative violation of the law 
(for the violation of the order of holding the meeting). 

Since the middle of October till the middle of November the Justice of the Peace of dis-
trict #3 of the Nizhniy Novgorod Court Boyrova considered the cases of the administrative 
violation of the law. The participants from other cities were not present at the examination of 
the cases, the cases were considered in their absence. Concerning two detained participants, 
who didn’t admit the fact of the violation of the public order, the court made the verdict “not 
guilty”. P. M. Tipakov, as the organizer of the action, was subjected to administrative punish-
ment in the form of 1,000 thousand roubles by the court decision of October 24, 2005. The 
prosecutor’s inspection of the facts of inflicting physical injuries was stopped without the 
notification of the persons who had suffered from them.

2. DETENTION OF THE ACTIVISTS OF THE POLITICAL PARTIES IN THE CITY OF OREL

2.1. The circumstances of the event

In the evening of September 15, 2005 activists of the city of Orel intended to go to Mos-
cow to participate in the meeting “Anticapitalism–2005”. The head of Orlovsky regional 
organization The National-Bolshevik party of Russia Michael Deyev and a member of the 
regional organization NBP Dmitry Vasiliev got off a trolleybus at the station “Zheledorozhny 

22 From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of the revolutionary communist union of the 
youth RKSM(b), the city of Moscow.

23 From the interview with Askhat Kayumov, the representative of the ecological centre “Dront”, the city of 
Nizhniy Novgorod
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vokzal” at about 9.00 p.m. They were going to change for the bus “Orel-Moscow”, which took 
off at 9.30 p.m. Before they left the house M. Deyev and D. Vasiliev had drunk together ac-
cording to their words one bottle of beer with a capacity of 0.5 liter .

According to the testimony of M. Deyev and D. Vasiliev immediately after they had got 
off the trolleybus there came two militiamen to them and required that they present their docu-
ments. In their turn M. Deyev and D. Vasiliev asked the militiamen to present their documents, 
but they refused. After the examination of the documents the militiamen offered them to go to 
the ROVD of the railway station with the words, “We’ve been waiting right for you!” 

In the ROVD of the railway station the detained were divided. 
The militiamen offered M. Deyev to write the explanation that he had drunk 150 g. of vod-

ka, promising that they would let him go at once. Realizing that there remained several minutes 
before the departure of the train and being subject to psychological pressure Michael Deyev 
wrote a substantial explanation and, practically without reading signed the record of an admin-
istrative violation. Though after he had signed the record he was not released, they allowed him 
to leave the Zheleznodorozhny ROVD only after the departure of the train for Moscow. 

Dmitry Vasiliev was taken to another building of the duty part of the ROVD of the rail-
way station, at this the fact of bringing him to ROVD wasn’t even fixed in documents. About 
30 minutes later Vasiliev was taken in a militia car to the medical sobering-up station of the 
UVD of Orlovsky region. In the sobering-up house Vasiliev asked to take him to a narcologi-
cal dispensary for an examination, though they refused, and he was taken to a ward for sober-
ing. The relatives of Vasiliev were not informed of the detention, to their calls to militia and 
the sobering-up house they were told that he was not among the detained. At about 5 am on 
September 16 Vasiliev was woken up and invited to sign the record of detention. According 
to Vasiliev’s words that threatened with the use of physical force he wrote in the record that 
he had drunk 200 grams of vodka. At about 8 o’clock in the morning there came Vasiliev’s 
mother and grandmother to the medical sobering-up house, they paid a fine for him, though 
he was allowed to go only after 12 o’clock in the afternoon.

According to the words of both the detained none of them had been given a copy of the 
records of the administrative violation of the law. 

On September 17 M. A. Deyev and D. S. Vasiliev applied for help to the legal reception-
room of the Institute of social Problems “United Europe”, the city of Orel.

2.2. The consequences of the detention

On September 19, on Monday, there was sent to the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodoro-
zhny region of the city of Orel an application of commencing a criminal case on behalf of the 
institute ‘United Europe”. The very day there were presented inquiries to the Zheleznodoro-
zhny ROVD and to the medical sobering-up house of the UVD Orlovsky region to present 
copies of the records of the administrative violation of the law. On presenting the application 
in the medical sobering-up house there were revealed additional circumstances, which char-
acterized the attitude to the detained. 

At first the head of the medical sobering-up house refused to take the application, giving 
the reasons that it was necessary to apply on the matter to the Department Against Organized 
Crime (UBOP) the UVD of Orlovsky region. Then in the presence of a representative of IOP 

“United Europe” D. A. Krayukhin the head of the sobering-up house called UBOP and in-
formed that people applied to him concerning “that case”. The loud telephone allowed to hear 
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the response of the telephone subscriber. Having got to know that a lawyer was present at 
the telephone call the officer of UBOP said, “You are a militiaman, you must think in whose 
presence you can speak and in whose presence you can’t!” 

Later there arrived refusals to hand in the copies of the records of the administrative 
violation of the law from ROVD and the medical sobering-up house. As they said in ROVD 
the copy of the record had been given to M. A. Deyev. Really there is the signature of Deyev 
of receiving the record, though according to his words he did not received the record. The 
medical sobering-up house explained the refusal due to the reason that the record in respect 
of Vasiliev had been taken by the prosecutor’s office. 

Taking into account that the information received in the medical sobering-up house was a 
circumstantial evidence of the implication of UBOP to the case of the detention of M. Deyev 
and D. Vasiliev, D. A. Krayukhin applied to the head investigator of the prosecutor’s office 
O. L. Leonov, who was making an examination on the application with the request to take his 
explanation. Though the investigator refused to take the explanation saying that he was very 
busy, he refused to set a time for the next appearance. The deputy of the prosecutor’s office 
of the region, to whom Krayukhin also applied also refused to comply with the complaint. 
In accordance with it Krayukhin lodged a complaint to the prosecutor’s office of Orlovsky 
region connected with the inaction of the investigator. In spite of this on September 28, 2005 
the investigator of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region passed the resolution 
of the rejection to commence a criminal case24, at this in the course of the examination the 
investigator did not take the explanation of M. A. Deyev.25 

The acting prosecutor of Zheleznodorozhny region I. A. Matiukhin, to whom Khayukhin 
applied with a verbal request, said that he would not check the legitimacy and validity of the 
decision to reject to commence a criminal case before the prosecutor of the region was back 
from his holiday. The complaint of the inaction of the investigator of the prosecutor’s office 
of Orlovsky region lodged before was sent to the prosecutor’s office of the region, later Kra-
yukhin was informed that the investigator had received the order to take the explanation. 

Representing the interests of the victims, D. A. Krayukhin applied to the Zheleznodoro-
zhny regional court with a complaint (according to Article 125 of the Criminal Procession 
Code of the Russian Federation) of the resolution of the rejection to commence a criminal 
case. The prosecutor’s office presented in the sitting of the court immediately the resolution 
of the acting prosecutor of Zheleznodorozhny region of the city of Orel I. A. Matyukhin of 
October 5, 2005 to cancel the resolution of the refusal to commence a criminal case. In his 
resolution Matyukhin stated a number of contradictions, which it was offered to eliminate. 
On October 6, 2005 the materials were returned for an additional examination to the head 
investigator of the prosecutor’s office of the city of Orel O. L. Leonov, who did not start the 
examination. On October 12, 2005 the materials were given for additional examination to the 
investigator of the prosecutor’s office M. A. Markov. 

On October 22, (on Saturday, i.e. at the week end) the investigator M. A. Markov made a 
new resolution of the rejection to commence a criminal case. At this the investigator eluded 
from taken the explanation of D. A. Krahykhin on the matter of the possible participation of 
UBOP in the detention of Deyev and Vasiliev.

24 The resolution of the rejection of to commence a criminal case of September 28, 2005. — the Archive of 
IOP “United Europe”.

25 Later according to the requirement of D. A. Krayukhin they took M. Deyev’s explanations not in the order 
of procedure after the resolution to reject to commence a criminal case.



1� Public investigations on human rights violations

On October 27 there was lodged a new complaint to the prosecutor’s office of Zhe-
leznodorozhny region of the city of Orel and the prosecutor’s office of Orlovsky region (ac-
cording to Article 124 Criminal Procession Code of the Russian Federation) of the evasion of 
the investigator from taking an explanation. 

On October 31 the deputy of the prosecutor of the Zheleznodorozhny region D. V. Ma-
tyashov made a resolution of the rejection to meet the complaint. At this he not only present-
ed no reasons of the complaint with their legal estimation, but the very text of the resolution 
practically coincides verbatim with the text of the cancelled before statement of the rejection 
to commence a criminal case of September 28, 2005. 

To the application to the prosecutor’s office of Orlovsly region there commented the head 
of the department of the supervision of the investigation, inquiry and operative-search work 
(ORD) E. A. Slobodyanik. He pointed that “explanations are taken from persons, who have 
de jure important information, necessary for making a legitimate and justified decision” and, 
accordingly, “there are no reasons to take from D. A. Krayukhin explanations on the fact of 
the detention of M. A. Deyev and D. S. Vasiliev by militiamen”.

3. THE ASSESSMENT AND ANALYSIS OF THE EVENTS

3.1. The practice of the consideration of the notification of holding public actions

In accordance with the Federal law “Of gatherings, meetings, demonstrations, proces-
sions and pickets”26 (further — the Law) there is made the order of notification of the applica-
tion of holding a demonstration and a meeting. The notifications of holding public actions 
in Nizhniy Novgorod region were presented in time with the indication of the necessary 
information, stipulated in Article 7, point 3 of the Law.27 

Together with that the notification, presented to the administration of the city of Nizhniy 
Novgorod, did not contain the signatures of two persons, who were responsible for the orga-
nization of the public action, according to Article 7, point 4 of the Law.28 And in the plan of 
the action there was also specified holding a rock-concert.

These discordances in the notification were the reason of the rejection of the coordination 
of the public action.

Though the applicants (The movement “the working Nizhniy Novgorod”) were prepared 
to make the necessary additions in the notification. In particular, to present the necessary sig-
natures of the people responsible for the public action and not to organize the rock-concert. 

26 the Federal Law of gatherings, meetings, demonstrations, processions and pickets” of June 19, 2004 #54.
27 There are stated in the notification of holding a public action: the purpose of the public action; the form of 

the public action; the place (places) of holding a public action; the routes of the movement of the participants; the 
date, time of the beginning and end of the public action; the supposed quantity of the participants of the public ac-
tion; the forms and methods of the provision of the organizer of the public action of the public order, the provision 
of medical help, the intention to use loudkeeper equipment, while holding a public action; the sir mane, name, pat-
ronymic name or the name of the organizer of the public action, the information of his place of residence or stay or 
the place of stay and the telephone number; the sir names, names and patronymic names of the persons, authorizer 
by the organizer of the public action to perform regulatory functions on the organization and holding of a public 
action; the date of presenting the notification of holding a public action, Article 7. point 3.

28 The notification of holding a public action in accordance with the principles, stated in article 3 of the pres-
ent Federal law, is signed by the organizer of the public action and by the persons, authorized by the organizer of 
the public action to perform regulatory functions on its organization and holding. Article 7, point 4.
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There was used one more argument of the rejection to register the notification: holding 
a bicycle race for the prizes of a newspaper. We consider this argument farfetched, at least 
because the route of the bicycle race did not cross the route of the demonstration. 

Thus the administration of Nizhniy Novgorod refused to coordinate the public action, 
which consisted of the notified demonstration and meeting, at this it did not offer to choose 
another time and place of holding the public action and eliminate the disclosed drawbacks 
in the notification. 

In this way the administration of Nizhniy Novgorod violated the order of coordinating a 
public action, stated in Article 12, point 2 of the Law.29 And the taken decision of rejection 
and the following restrictions of the rights of citizens30 were actions which exceeded the au-
thority of the local self-governing organ. Estimating the actions of the administration of the 
city of Nizhniy Novgorod it is necessary to take into consideration the decisions taken by the 
administration before:

1. By the resolution of the head of the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod on 
June 24, 2003 #67 there was adopted “The order of the coordination of holding mass actions 
and the notification of holding mass actions in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod”. Due to this 
resolution the order of the notification of holding public actions has been changed consider-
ably. Practically there is introduced the licensing order of holding actions ─ the administra-
tion states the right to prohibit an action according to a wide range of reasons in a violent 
interpretation, change the place and time of holding it according to its initiative. It is reveal-
ing that the Statement bound the organizers to receive the coordination of holding mass ac-
tions in the GUVD of the region and pay for the cleaning of the territory while holding mass 
actions.31 This Statement practically did not correspond to the Federal law “of gatherings, 
meetings, demonstrations, processions and picketing” completely, adopted later — on June 
19, 2004, but it was not cancelled.

2. On December 15, 2003 the very head of the administration made order #3847-r “On 
the prohibition of holding pass actions on the territory of the Nizhniy Novgorod Kremlin”. By 
this order it is prohibited to hold any mass actions on the territory of the Nizhniy Novgorod 
Kremlin till a special direction. The reason of making the order was the decision of the re-
gional antiterrorist committee. Though it is necessary to cancel the very order (as it follows 
from Article 8, point 3 of the Law32, the administration of the city -the mayor of the city 
E. Bulavinov exceeded his authority). The use of this order became the reason of the prohibi-
tion in Nizhniy Novgorod of public actions on the territory of the Kremlin. Since the October 

29 The body of the executive power of the subject of Russian Federation or the institution of local government 
after receiving a notification of holding a public action must inform the organizer of the public action within three 
days since the day of receiving the notification holding a public action (and at presenting the notification of holding 
a picket by a group of persons fewer that five days before the day of holding it -the day it is received) a grounded 
offer of the change of the place and (or) time of holding a public action, and also the offer to eliminate by the or-
ganizer of the public action the discordance of the purposes, forms and other conditions of holding a public action 
stated in the notification according to the requirements of the present Federal law, Article 12, point 2.

30 Article 31 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation-the citizens of the Russian Federation have the right 
to gather peacefully, without arms, to hold gatherings, meetings and demonstrations, processions and picketing. 

31 Point 3.6. The statement obliges the organizers to make a contract with the administration of the region of 
cleaning the territory, and point 3.9 contains the rule of the rejection to allow to hold an action if such a contract 
is not made.

32 To the places, in which it is prohibited to hold public actions, there refer the territories which are situated 
immediately near the residences of the President of the Russian Federation, to the buildings, which are occupied 
by courts, to the territories and buildings of the establishments, in which people serve the sentence in the form of 
deprivation of liberty, Article 8, point 3 of the Federal Law “On the meetings…” 
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of 2004 the order of the administration has been appealed according to the order of the court, 
though it has not been cancelled completely and is use in the rejection to register actions.33 

Thus for two years the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod, with the permis-
siveness of the prosecutor’s office has been taking measures sequentially concerning the 
cancel of the order of the notification of holding mass actions (meetings, processions, dem-
onstrations and pickets). In the practice of the registration of the notification of actions there 
were applied additional requirements to the organizers. Accordingly, the officers of the ad-
ministration of the city did not realize and adopt an equality order of the coordination of the 
action. i.e. the obligations to take into account the wishes of the organizers of the actions on 
the order of holding actions, their place and time. Such ignoring of the legislation and the 
rights of citizens could not help reflecting on the actions of the law machinery of the region 
and the city, which are responsible for the order of holding actions.

Due to the policy held by the administration of Nizhniy Novgorod there was a refusal 
to coordinate holding of the public action on September 25, 2005, and as a result–a massive 
violation of the rights of the participants of the demonstration, their illegal detention and 
keeping them under arrest, inflicting them body injuries. Thus, as the result of an unofficial 
apply of violence P. M. Tipakov received traumas–arm fracture and concussion. 

Thus, the illegal decisions and actions of the administration of the city of Nizhniy 
Novgorod resulted in bringing considerable harm to the applicants and the interested persons, 
and, accordingly must involve the responsibility specified by the law.

3.2. Taking the decision on the measures of safeguarding public security

As follows from the analysis of the actions of militiamen the action “Anticapitalism–2005” 
was considered by the law enforcement organs of Nizhniy Novgorod region as extraordinary. 
The circumstances of this decision of the GUVD of Nizhniy Novgorod region are unknown. 
But since the responsibility of using the forces of the special police unit has been assigned to 
the exclusive competence of the head of the regional GUVD34, it seems that the very opera-
tion was controlled by the head of the GUVD of Nizhniy Novgorod region V. V. Bratanov 
personally. It is confirmed by the indirect testimony of the participants of the action. 

It is quite obvious that the decisions taken by the head of the regional GUVD should be 
grounded. 

On the one hand it seems that one of the substantial reasons of taking such a decision is 
the degree of the social danger of the notified action. It should have been possible to estimate 
this degree beforehand taking into account the practice of holding actions and the violation 
made by organizers in other regions of Russia.35 In this case practice shows that there were 
not noted any extraordinary cases in other regions at holding the action. The organizers of 
the action of Nizhniy Novgorod region were not noticed violating the public order. 

33 The complaint of the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod was lodged from the Nizhniy 
Novgorod regional public establishment “The ecological centre “Dront” concerning the prohibition of the picket 
on September 10, 2004. At present the case is under the consideration of the Nizhniy Novgorod regional court by 
the third composition of the court. 

34 In accordance with point 1.6 “the typical state of the special police unit of the bodies of the internal affairs 
of the Russian Federation”, approved by the order of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of the Russian Federation on 
March 19, 1997 #162. 

35 We remind that the action «Anticapitalism” had been held for several years, and in 2005 it was its finishing 
stage. (the authors’ remarks).
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On the other hand, the decisions, taken by the authorities of GUVD must correspond 
to the tasks of the law enforcement organs. One of such tasks, in particular, of the special 
police unit, is “the limits of their authorities to render help to citizens, officials, enterprises, 
organizations and establishments, public unions in the realization of their rights and legal 
interests”.36 I.e. the militiamen were to have given immediate assistance in the realization of 
the right of citizens for the freedom of meetings. 

Nevertheless the participants of the action were considered by the GUVD of the region 
potential disrupters of the public order without visible reasons, and there were taken all 
measures to suppress possible disturbances. According to an overall evaluation there were 
involved in the special operation about 2,000 militiamen of the protection of the public order, 
transport militia and orders of the special police unit (OMON). 

The significant thing for the estimation of taking the decision is the information on the 
negotiations with the organizers of the action. In these negotiations the organizers of the 
action received the requirement not to hold the action with only one argumentation–the com-
plexity of guaranteeing law order up to standard. 

“The organizers of the action were called by the administration of Dzerzhinsk and refer-
ring to the fact that the militia bodies were occupied at some other measures and that they 
could not present an adequate quantity or resource to protect the action. It was their main 
formal argument to the prohibition of the action in Dzerzhinsk and Nizhniy Novgorod. The 
answer concerning Bor had a little different form. Though at some moment the administra-
tion also wanted to prohibit holding the action. Thus, the answer on Dzerzhinsk and Nizhniy 
Novgorod was identical, i.e. the action was prohibited.”37 

Taking into account these facts it can be supposed that the decision to involve in the con-
trol of the action of a considerable quantity of the forces of the law order, “was lowered from 
above”. The authorities did everything not to let hold the action, and with this purpose there 
were involved a considerable number of the officers of the law enforcement organs. 

The order of taking any decisions by officials is not regulated by the legislation. It is 
partly justified by the necessity of holding operative actions in connection with the changing 
situation. Though at the preparation to the action GUVD received the proper information 
not less than 5 days before holding it. In this case the authorities of the GUVD had enough 
time to receive all the necessary information for taking a decision. Though it seems that the 
authorities of the GUVD of Nizhniy Novgorod region did not use such an opportunity and 
took all the responsibility of taking a decision. In comparison with the results of its fulfill-
ment one can say that this decision is not only illegal, but it also bears extraordinary threat 
of the interests of public safety. 

As the analysis of the situation showed, there also took part representatives of FSB in the 
immediate participation in the approval of the decision and making a plan of the operating 
support and control of the action. 

Officers of FSB were present at holding the action and made independent developing and 
forming of cases in the period of the inquiry of the detained. According to the testimony of 
the witnesses this work had been done by the officers of the department of the FSB of the 
struggle with extremist actions, i.e. potentially the participants of the action were recognized 
by FSB as extremists, who threatened the political system. 

36 Point 2.4. “of the typical state of the special police unit of the authorities of the interior affairs of the Rus-
sian Federation”, stated by the order of the Ministry of Internal Affairs of Russia on March 19, 1997, #162.

37 From the interview with Victor Burenkov, a representative of RKS(b), the city of Moscow.
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This fact requires separate consideration and estimation. Really, the task of the depart-
ment of the struggle with extremist actions is extremely inexact, the definition of extremism 
is conventional and subjective. Thus, from the beginning the actions of this department were 
put in the framework of the tasks and directions defined from above instructively. Since 
the work of this department touches upon the political and social activity directly and is not 
limited by legal procedures, its use for the control of political organizations is inadmissible 
without outer limitations and control. Practically this department has become an instrument 
of political control and detection. 

The partiality, groundlessness of the decision of the estimation of the degree of the risk 
of the social safety on the part of the organizers of the action led to the unjustified use of the 
force of the law enforcement organs. 

The excessiveness and inadequacy of the actions of militiamen were reflected in all the 
steps of the campaign. 

Thus, for example, the participants of the action were accompanied by the militia not 
only during the action, but also in the periods between the measures. Such support (as for 
example in public transportation during the travel about the city) is not specified by any legal 
regulations. Such actions with the obvious lack of threat of the violation of the public order, 
limited the freedom of the personality of the participants of the actions, and should have been 
considered as the abuse of the official authority on the part of the militiamen.

Further, while holding the actions and the movement of their participants the militia 
restricted the access to public places. In particular, at the cordoning of Privorzal’naya plo-
shad’ in the city of Dzerzhinsk and the square of Gorky in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod, at 
blocking the highway Semyonovskaya in the city of Bor etc. The quantity of the citizens of 
Nizhniy Novgorod region, who suffered (those, who were harassed) due to the actions of the 
militiamen is estimated at hundreds.

These measures cannot be called justified or grounded. Moreover, the unjustified use of 
the forces of law and order in the cities of Nizhniy Novgorod region practically undermined 
the situation. The very presence of the strengthened militia details was considered by citi-
zens as breach of the peace and predetermined the use of the unjustified measure of force in 
respect of the demonstrators.

3.3. The analysis of the actions of the officers of the law enforcement on safeguarding order

On the basis of the estimation of the planned public action as a measure which had no 
threat of the breach of the public order, the actions of the law enforcement officers in respect of 
the participants of the action “Anticapitalism–2005” can be considered as extraordinary and 
inadequate. I.e. in the absence of threat there were used the measures and means admissible 
and even directed for the suppression of mass riots. Moreover, in the period of holding the 
mass actions in other cities, among them the city of Dzerzhinsk and the city of Bor of Nizhniy 
Novgorod region, the representatives of the law enforcement organs could ascertain of it. 

Nevertheless in the period of holding the action since September 24 till September 25 
the actions of the law enforcement organs were acquiring more and more tough character. 
These actions from prophylaxis ones (September 24) passed into the category of repressive 
ones (September 25). 

In the period of holding the action its participants were subject to different kinds of limita-
tions on the part of militiamen more than once. Thus, for example, at the station Tolokontsevo, 
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under the threat of detention about 60 people were subject to examination. Both the examina-
tion and the removal of the personal things (pen-knives), and the fact of holding the examina-
tion by the officers of the special police unit cannot be considered legal. Requirements of such 
kind were either not grounded or there were used visibly farfetched pretexts. For example, 
the detention of the bus with the participants on the bridge across the river Volga on the 
Semyonovskaya highway was made in accordance with “the hepatitis check”. 

At the preparation and holding the action there were made steep demands to the organiz-
ers. At this the officers of the Ministry of Internal Affairs made the standard argumentation 
that it was necessary in the interests of the enforcement of law. Though the very requirements 
did not correspond to these arguments in no way. For example, to remove the flags, not to 
use the loudkeeper equipment, can be considered exclusively as undefined, i.e. not connected 
with the real conditions and fears.

Raising such requirements by the representatives of the Ministry of Internal Affairs 
was accompanied by the conditions or threats to obstruct holding the action. Out of the pro-
cedure of the notification these requirements were based not on legal norms, but exclusively 
on force. These facts can be referred to the wrongful acts of the law enforcement organs, 
which demanded especial attention and examination, because not standardized limitations 
of the rights of the demonstrators can obviously in the future only worsen and spread in 
practice. 

The dispersal on September 25 of the meeting at the square of Gorky in Nizhniy Novgorod 
with the intention to hold a peaceful procession practically represented a penal measure, be-
cause there were no motives to use force, nor direct threat of the breach of the public order on 
the part of the organizers. According to law force measures can be applied only in extreme 
case, when they are provoked by the organizers themselves. But the very facts of breach or 
threats of violation by the participants of the public order are not found and motivated by the 
militiamen in the presentation of the materials of the cases for the administrative punishment 
of the participants. 

There are also not found grounds for holding a special operation after the dispersal of the 
participants of the action near the square of Gorky. During these operations the inhabitants of 
the city were subjected to ungrounded checking of the documents and illegal search. 

In the period of the detention the militiamen unprovoked (without resistance) applied 
physical force and special means to the participants. Several participants received slight in-
juries (P. M. Tipakov — medium trauma). 

It should be pointed out that the outer observation, organized by the law enforcement 
organs, and also the support of the participants in the action during their movement along the 
city (not in the notified places) is a fact which detracts the dignity of the personality.

In the period of holding the action in Nizhniy Novgorod region its participants experi-
enced different forms of control: from the imposed support at the organized movement of the 
participants, to the operating support of separate groups of the participants along the streets 
of the cities. 

This practice confirms once again the fact that the participants of the action were consid-
ered notorious trespassers, to which it is allowed to use wide means of control. Only in this 
way the actions of the patrol militiamen of public safety can be explained who detained the 
participants who were coming to the place of the gathering of the procession of the city of 
Nizhniy Novgorod. The same conclusions can be applied in the estimation of the episode of 
the detention of Deyev and Vasiliev in Orlovsky region. 
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There draws attention the circumstance that there have not been revealed the facts of the 
use of force or threat of its use on the personal initiative of the militiamen. All the actions of 
this kind bore an organized character under the direct orders of the authorities of the regional 
or state UVD, and also the participation of representatives of FSB.

3.4. The analysis of treating the detained

The detained at the square of Gorky in Nizhniy Novgorod were in custody for about 6 
hours. They all had identification documents. In this respect it is necessary to state the fact 
of the violation of the 3-hour holding in custody. 

It is considered inadmissible, contradicting the sanitary norms of holding in custody in 
cells of pretrial incarceration to place 40 persons in a cell designed for 6-10 detained persons. 
This holding in custody even for a limited time aroused a painful, stress state with the de-
tained. According to the legal norms and in comparison with the decisions of the European 
court of the human rights38, such actions are necessary to consider as cruel, inhuman, humili-
ating human dignity treatment.

In the period of the stay of the detained in the RUVD in the compulsory way they were 
subjected to dactyloscopy and were photographed. These actions of the officers contradict 
the norms of the Federal Law “On the state dactyloscopic registration in the Russian Federa-
tion”. 

Besides, according to the testimony of the detained at the inquiries there were applied to 
them violence and threats at the forcing to testify. 

After the end of the legal proceedings the participants of the action were taken in the 
compulsory way to the place near the Moskovsky railway station with the purpose to send 
them out of the city forcedly. 

Such kind of measures of treating detained persons are not specified by the legislation. 
These actions go beyond the frame of the official authorities and according to the circum-
stances of the illegal holding in custody, cruel treatment, form criminal cases.

3.�. The analysis of the validity of the detention of the participants 
of the action “Anticapitalism–200�” in the city of Orel

The circumstances of the detention of the activists of the action “Anticapitalism–2005” 
in the city of Orel give reasons to assert not a coincidence, but the organized actions of the 
representatives of law enforcement organs in respect of the activists. 

On the one hand it is impossible to find objective information on the presence or absence 
of the state of alcoholic intoxication of M. Deyev and D. Vasiliev. As the detained said they 
two had drunk one bottle of beer, and they had written about the alcoholic intoxication in the 
records only under the influence of psychological pressure. As the militiamen ascertain both 
the detained were in the state of alcoholic intoxication at the moment of the detention. 

On the other hand the actions of the officers of the law enforcement organs contained 
visible partiality. 

In our opinion it is vital that the head of the medical sobering-up house said that the 
questions connected with the bringing to the sobering-house of Vasiliev should be cleared in 

38 In particular, on the fulfillment of the Convention against tortures and other cruel, inhuman and humiliat-
ing dignity kinds of treatment and punishment of The UNO.
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UBOP UVD of Orlovsky region, and also the talk with the officer of UBOP on the inquiry 
“on that case”. 

The documents of the detention of Deyev and Vasiliev are contradictory, at this the 
prosecutor’s office prefers not to pay attention to the inaccuracy and contradictions in them. 
Thus, for example, in the letter of the head of the Zheleznodorozhny ROVD A. M. Azarov 
it is stated that D. Vasiliev was not taken to the Zheleznodorozhny ROVD39, but according 
to the explanation of the head of the department of the PPPSM UVD of Orlovsky region 
A. V. Uzlovsky, Vasiliev was in the duty office of the Zheleznodorozhny ROVD40. 

In the course of checking of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny region there 
were not cleared the reasons of the continuous holding of Vasiliev in the medical sobering-up 
house. As follows from the explanations of the officer of the sobering-up house V. I. Emely-
anov, in the morning of September 16, Vasiliev was “in a sober mind and sound memory”41, 
at 8.30 there arrived at the sobering-up house the mother and grandmother of Vasiliev.42 But 
Vasiliev was discharged only at 12 o’clock of the next day after the detention. 

There are contradictions in the documents too, connected with the detention of Vasiliev. 
In particular, as it follows from the record of bringing Vasiliev to the medical soberint-up 
house, “On September 15, 2005 at 9.40 p.m. D. S. Vasiliev was near 4 Privokzal’naya St., the 
city of Orel43, which contradicts the factual circumstances of the case. 

We can’t help pointing the persistent striving of the prosecutor’s office to protract the 
checking under any pretext, to elude from checking the stated circumstances. 

At the same time M. Deyev’s explanations look verisimilar, that he signed the record of 
the administrative breach under psychological pressure, hoping that after his signing it he 
would be released and would be able to catch the departing bus.

It is necessary to point that IOP “The United Europe” has been leading the monitoring of 
the actions of the national-Bolshevik party, and at this, there has never been fixed a case of 
violation of the public order by the activists of NBP. This organization cannot be referred to 
extremist ones, the members of which tend to illegal actions. 

In connection with this the interest on the part of the law enforcement organs is obvious 
to the activists of NBP, which cannot be grounded by the tasks of guaranteeing the public 
order and is justified only by the tasks of political persecution. This is confirmed by the ac-
tions of the representatives of the law enforcement organs at holding the actions of the NBP 
in Orlovsky region. There is at least one more fixed case (October 10, 2005) of the effort of 
the officers of UBOP to use against the activists of the youth opposition structures the ac-
cusation of the state drug intoxication.

3.6. The display of partiality and the use of the official position in respect of the organizers 
and participants of the public

The analysis of the events proves that the officials of the local self-governing organs and 
the law enforcement bodies plainly inhibited the organization and holding the action “Anti-
capitalism–2005”. This conclusion is made by the comparison of the decisions and actions in 

39 The materials of the checking of the prosecutor’s office of Zheleznodorozhny district of the city of Orel, p. 11.
40 Ibid., p. 6.
41 Ibid., p. 5.
42 Ibid., p. 4.
43 Ibid. 
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respect of the organizers of the action and how these decisions were made. As follows from 
the estimation of the situation raising difficulties in holding the action was not connected 
with the fulfillment of the task of providing law order. Though the scale and cruelty of the 
actions of the law enforcement organs in respect of the participants of the action must have 
had a motive.

The reasons of such kind of actions are explained by all the sequence (chain) of the events, 
connected with the reaction of the authorities to holding the action and its organizers.

In the period before holding the action there were repeatedly spread rumors on planned 
disturbances on the part of skinheads in the cities of the region. It was not possible to define 
the sources of this rumors. It was cleared only that they had been spread in higher educa-
tional establishments of Nizhniy Novgorod. There were also references to radio programs. 
Though in the city of Bor there were found out several sources of this information at once:

— the day before the action there had been passed on the television and radio-channels a 
warning of mass disturbances being prepared. There was given commentary of representa-
tives of UVD that “there would be taken the necessary safety measures”;

— the administrations of schools and kindergartens of the city of Bor received the order 
to close the institutions ahead of time in connection with the danger of mass disturbances. 

This information became the reason of the fear of the citizens of the city (in connection 
with this, for example, there was limited trade in the centre of the city).

“…the local citizens were absolutely sure that there would take place in their city a meet-
ing of either football-fans or some strange hooligans. There was done everything possible for 
people to be afraid of us. It was recommended to the owners or managers of shops not to open 
the shops that day at all, because supposedly the participants of the meeting were going to 
make hooligan actions. In Bor at the meeting we communicated with local youngsters, about 
fourteen years old, they said that their classes at school had been cancelled that say. Along 
the route of the procession in Bor, and it is rather long from the station Tolokontsevo, all the 
shops were closed. They had told the local inhabitants that there was being held a fascist 
march in their town.”44 

The information was spread on official channels, in this way or that connected with 
the local administration and UVD. In the information spread there were direct threats to 
the inhabitants, it was said about possible violations of the public order. The source of this 
threat was connected with the public demonstration, which coincided in the time and place 
with holding the action “Anticapitalism–2005”. Though as the initiators of the mass actions, 
threatening the public order, were pointed other organizations or groups (skinheads, Nazis).

Thus these actions were directed to the disinformation of the population. The aim of such 
disinformation could be:

— the creation of the conditions of groundless and unpunished use of force;
— the discrimination of the organizers and participants of the action;
— the stop of holding the action.
The actions of this kind could not help having political motives. Moreover these actions 

were used with the coordinated participation of different authorities.
Thus after the rejection to register the demonstration in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod, 

the organizers of the action received the warning of the prosecutor of the responsibility of 
holding a not sanctioned picket. We can point out that according to the practice we know in 

44 from the interview with Maria Donchenko, the head of the Avangard of the red youth, a member of the 
Central Committee of the part “Working Russia”, the city of Moscow.
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the regions of Russia warnings of such kind are most often used by the prosecutor’s office 
not in cases of the threat of violation, but in a case of sheer unwillingness of the authorities 
to allow a mass action. 

We can also point out the fact of the immediate direction of the actions of the officers 
of the Nizhniy Novgorod regional UVD by its authorities. With much probability we can 
ascertain that the worst, unprecedented for the region violations of treating the participants 
of the action could not be made without the sanction of the authorities. We can also point 
out good coordination of the representatives of different bodies of UVD at the control of the 
participants of the action. 

In the episode of the detention of the activists of the action in the city of Orel there are 
grounds to ascertain the coordination of such actions with the Department Against Orga-
nized Crime.

There arouses much worry the fact of the attack of skinheads of the office of the organiz-
ers of the action in the city of Nizhniy Novgorod during their detention. The coincidence of 
the time of these actions leads to the supposition of their coordination with the corresponding 
bodies, though there are no proofs of this connection. Though the fact of the inaction of the 
officers of the law enforcement organs to the application of the attack and the demonstrative 
indifference to the obvious crime require not only examination and punishment of the guilty 
persons, but a wide public discussion.

Thus the actions of the authorities in respect of the participants of the action “Anticapital-
ism–2005” testimony of the use by the authorities of their official position for the limitation 
of political actions, the violation of the rights and freedom of citizens.

There were involved in these actions representative of the law enforcement organs and the 
prosecutor’s officers, which are liable according to their official position to observe the neutral-
ity in political interests and provide the realization of the rights and freedoms of citizens.

3.7. The position of the authorities of the prosecutor’s office

In our opinion there represents special danger, threat of public interests the circumstance 
that the misuse by officials which provide the realization of the rights of citizens for the 
freedom of peaceful meetings, cannot be controlled and repressed by any independent law 
enforcement organ. 

This task must be solved by the prosecutor’s office according to its authorities. Though 
due to the existing practice the prosecutor’s office in respect of mass actions cannot take an 
impartial position. As in the case with the demonstration “Anticapitalism–2005” and other 
cases of the rejection to register a public action in Nizhniy Novgorod the prosecutor’s office 
receives information on the rejection to register immediately after taking a decision. The of-
ficers of the prosecutor’s office take a decision in the operative way to warn the organizers of 
the action of a possible administrative violation, about which there is directed a correspond-
ing warning. The decision is so operating (as a rule the very day the information from the 
municipal administration is received), that any examination and contacts with the organizers 
are out of the question. Practically the prosecutor’s office began to change the prohibiting 
order without the stage of holding an additional checking, relying only on the position of the 
municipal administration and UVD. Besides the prohibiting measures are applied in the field 
of the legal relationship, in which deliberate interference is inadmissible — in the notifying 
procedure.
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Accordingly at making the warning there were made conclusions of the danger of the 
violation of the public order by the applicant on the basis of single-sided, not checked infor-
mation. 

In accordance with the Federal law “on the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation”45 
this decision can refer only to the statement of a breach of law which is being prepared. Thus 
the officers of the administration of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod sent to the prosecutor’s 
office a deliberately false (not proved) and partial (under the unfulfilled requirements of the 
order of the coordination of the action) statement. 

The order of the checking applications, complaints and other applications is specified 
by Article 10 of The Federal Law “On the prosecutor’s office”46 and the instruction of the 
General Prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation on March 13, 2003 #13/20 “On the 
investigation in the General Prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation of the applications 
connected with the use of the legislation of administrative violations” and the order of the 
General prosecutor’s office of the Russia Federation on October 21, 2003 #45 “On the con-
firmation of the instruction of the order of the receipt, registration and examination in the 
bodies of the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation of the information on crimes”.

In accordance with this order the prosecutor’s office must register the application and 
hold a checking of the application in the set term (3 days), in the term up to 30 days to give the 
answer and take the necessary measures of the prosecutor’s inspection (p.4 of the instruction 
of the order of the receipt, registration and consideration of the information on crimes in the 
organs of the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation)

According to the order of the consideration of the application the prosecutor must make a 
checking of the presented information. But he did not apply for explanations to the applicants 
of the demonstration, and he prepared the text of the warning the very day. Thus there were 
allowed groundlessness and partiality, the prosecutor made the conclusion of the intention of 
the organizers to hold a demonstration illegally.

It seems that in this situation the prosecutor’s office should have contacted the organizers 
of the action for the clarification of the intentions according to the order and place of holding 
the action.

According to Article 25.1.of the Federal Law “On the prosecutor’s office” the warnings 
are sent in the presence of unlawful actions, among them those which contain signs of ex-
tremist activity. The facts were not confirmed by the materials of the checking. Moreover, 
the prosecutor’s office gave a false estimation of the order of the coordination of the action. 
Practically the decision of the prosecutor and the wrong estimation of the decision of the ad-
ministration led to the procurement (connivance) of committing a breach of law, stipulated 
in Article 5.38 of KOAP of The Russian Federation “The breaches of the legislation on gath-
erings, demonstrations, processions and picketing” and the crime, stipulated by Article 149 
of the criminal code of the Russian Federation “Inhibiting holding a gathering, a meeting, a 
demonstration, a procession, a picketing or participation in them”. 

Comparing the decision of the prosecutor’s office and the circumstance of its making one 
can make the conclusion of the illegality of the warning sent by the prosecutor’s office. In 
accordance with point 1.2 of the instruction of the General prosecutor’s office of the Russian 

45 The Federal Law “On the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation” of January 17, 1992 #2202-1 with 
the following changes and additions.

46 The consideration and resolving in the organs of the prosecutor’s office of applications, complaints and 
other applications. Article 10 The Federal Law “On the prosecutor’s office of the Russian Federation”.



2�Human rights violations during "Anticapitalizm-200�" rallies

Federation on July 6, 1999 #39/7 “On the use of the warning of the impermissibility of the 
infringement of law” (with the changes of October 16, 2000): “The ground of a warning of 
an authority can be only trustworthy information on illegal actions being under way, which 
can lead to committing a breach of law and bringing damage, to the state or public interests 
or the rights and freedoms of citizens protected by the law, which do not involve criminal 
liability” and point 2.1: “To give a warning on the ground of the results of checking which 
have been held, among them on the applications and address of citizens, the information of 
the controlling organs and other concrete signals, which contain trustworthy information on 
illegal actions under way”. 

As it has already been pointed above, the prosecutor’s office did not have this trustworthy 
information.

Having taken a partial position as early as at the stage of the notification of the action the 
prosecutor’s office, naturally can not be involved as a referee or even an organ, which can 
present the interests of the law. Moreover, this position and the actions of the prosecutor’s 
office formed the decisive policy of holding public actions in many respects. Obviously this 
prophylactic interference and the practice of notification should be eliminated.

There alarms extraordinarily the fact that the attack of the office of RKSM in Nizhniy 
Novgorod did not have consequences. In accordance with the Federal law “On the prosecu-
tor’s office” on the fact of the attack with aggravating circumstances inflicting injuries to 
two victims, the prosecutor’s office was under the obligation to commence a criminal case 
and organize an investigation. However according to the information of the participants the 
investigation was not held.

Thus the action of the prosecutor’s office in the incident under investigation cannot be 
considered useful and effective.

3.8 Making answer for inhibiting holding the gathering, meeting, 
demonstration, procession, picketing or participation in them

In the legislation of the Russian Federation there are defined the measures of punishment 
as for disrupters of the established order of holding public actions, so for officers of authori-
ties, which inhibit their holding.

There is established for organizers of public actions managerial responsibility (Article 
20.2 of the code of managerial breaches–“infringement of the established order of the organi-
zation of either holding a gathering, a meeting, a demonstration, a procession or picketing”.

For representatives of authorities who inhibit holding them there are defined at the same 
time two measures of responsibility: in the administrative order–article 5.38 KOAP “In-
fringement of the legislation of gatherings, meetings, demonstrations, processions and pick-
eting”; in the criminal order–Article 149 of the Criminal code of the Russian Federation 

“Infringement of holding a gathering, a meeting, a demonstration, a procession, picketing or 
participation in them”.

The practice of subjecting organizers of public actions to administrative responsibility 
is traditional. It was used in all possible cases to the organizers and the participants of the 
action “Anticapitalism–2005”. Though the administrative punishment of the detained par-
ticipants of the action in Nizhniy Novgorod was considered inconsistent by the court.

Moreover as the result of the public investigation there were revealed the facts of in-
hibiting holding the demonstrations and meetings on the part of the officers of the Nizhniy 
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Novgorod UVD. These facts are not connected with the circumstances of the detention of the 
participants of the action at the square of Gorky and that is why they were not a subject of the 
trial in the cases of administrative punishment. Thus, for example the episode of the travel 
of the participants of the action in the city of Dzerzhinsk to the city of Bor (accompanied by 
militiamen, with a search and marshalling the participants in a column) can also be consid-
ered as raising difficulties in holding the action and as the compulsion to participate in it. But 
in any investigation on these facts the actions of the officers of the law enforcement organs 
can be considered only illegal.

The decision to make officers of the law enforcement organs subject to administrative 
responsibility on suspicion of committing a crime, stipulated by Article 149 of the Criminal 
Code of the Russian Federation is in the exclusive competence of the prosecutor’s office. To-
gether with that the measures of making officials answerable by the prosecutor’s office are 
practically not used.47 According to the facts known to us the hindrances of holding meetings 
on the part of officials (in 2005 in Volgogradsky region, the Republic of Udmurtia, Kras-
noyarsky kray), the prosecutor’s office refused all the applications to start a criminal case 
according to Article 149. As a rule the prosecutor’s office motivates such a rejection by the 
lack of any fact of infringement, or evil intention on the part of officers of the state organs. 
In such cases the actions of officials are justified: either by the willingness to provide public 
order, of the work of the state organs or the movement the transport. Though the estimation of 
the adequacy of applying such measures is not subjected to examination or simply doubts.

On the other hand we practically do not know cases on subjecting state officers to ad-
ministrative responsibility on Article 5.38 KOAP RF. This circumstance can be explained by 
the following. As a rule, militiamen inhibit holding a peaceful meeting, whose duties include 
limitation of public actions to provide law order. Militiamen have the right to make a record 
of administrative breaches of law. And since other representatives of the law enforcement or-
gans are not detained at holding demonstrations, militiamen have this right (to make a record 
at the place of the breach of law) exclusively. Accordingly it is impossible to imagine that 
militiamen make a record of their own illegal actions. It is not real also to make answerable 
representatives of the local administrations, to whom militiamen of public safety are practi-
cally subjected. Representatives of the administration are present at public actions and can 
make decisions of their stopping.

Thus, the use of administrative responsibility according to Article 5.38 KOAP RF can be 
applied only at the change of the order of making answerable persons guilty of administra-
tive breaches (also widening the authorities in making a record).

4. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The results of the public investigation of the violation of the rights of the citizens in 
the course of holding the action “Anticapitalism–2005” allow to assert the presence of a 
definite system of control and the suppression of mass public actions. There are included 
in the structure of this system as law enforcement organs (the Ministry of Internal Affairs, 
the prosecutor’s office, FSB), and the local self-governing organs. At this there are used and 
involved scaled forces and means, also with the crude and deliberate infringement of legiti-

47 Thus in the period from 2002 till 2003 in the Russian Federation there were arrested on Article 149 only 3 
persons. The fifth periodical report of Russia in the Committee of the rights of man in the UNO. 
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macy, law order and the rights of citizens. All these actions are made under the “slogan” of 
counteraction of anti-constitutional and extremist activity. In practice there suffer obedient 
to the law citizens, who did not think about anti-constitutional or extremist activity of the 
violation of the public order.

Such practice of the use of force to suppress the political activity of citizens contains 
enormous danger to society; it threatens the basis of the constitutional system and the safety 
of the Russian state. This danger is worsened by the existing practice in the action of authori-
ties, connected with the limitation of the civil rights of citizens.

It should be pointed out separately that the report is intended not only to inform the pub-
lic of the events which have taken place. It also pursues the purpose of later discussion with 
the representatives of the regional and federal authorities, who are involved in the process of 
the observation of the constitutional guarantees of the realization of the right of citizens for 
the freedom of meetings, the matters of the legal use of law of the legislation operating in 
this sphere, in particular, the change of the practice of the treatment of demonstrators with 
the purpose of no admission of such incidents in the future.

Below we have pointed a number of the matters which, according to our point of view, 
require a wide discussion and decision:

1. The legislation declares the notifying order of the registration of public actions, and 
also the duty of the local administrations to coordinate the change of holding actions with 
their organizers. Though these norms are more often ignored, they are often substituted by 
the licensing order with the lack of any independent control.

2. The restoration of the structure of political detection in the organs of FSB (the creation 
of a department of the struggle with extremist activity) is extremely dangerous for the civil 
society, which has as practice shows, excessively wide and inexact spheres of interests. We 
understand that the authorities of this department must be clearly specified according to the 
norm, correspond to purposes of the activity, and cannot exceed the established limits of the 
restriction of the human rights by the federal legislation and international treaties. Besides, 
taking into action the fact that the activity of this department as a rule is connected with the 
limitation of the human rights, there must be created and effective outer control of activity, 
also social activity.

3. The authorities of the regional structures of the bodies of internal affairs, estimating 
the degree of the public danger of public actions and working out measures of reaction, are 
very often directed not by objective factors and the practice; but they are directed by political 
estimations. With this approach the measures providing law order at holding public actions 
are often not adequate (they exceed considerably) the real degree of public danger. The lack 
of effective control of the decisions taken by the authorities of UVD involves tightening of 
the practice of applying law.

4. In respect of the participants of the action the militiamen applied such measures of 
influence as physical force, special means groundlessly and not provoked. Besides there were 
used deliberately illegal measures of forced accompanying. There arouses especial worry the 
circumstance that such actions were done with the knowledge and according to the order of 
the authorities of UVD. Precisely this circumstance can be considered the explanation of the 
fact that none of the militiamen, who were applying illegal measures of influence, was made 
answerable. 

5. The activity of the prosecutor’s office, which supervises the observation of the legisla-
tion in the part of the realization of the rights of citizens for the freedom of peaceful meetings, 
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must be changed considerably. First of all the practice of sending to organizers of actions 
ungrounded warnings must be prohibited. It is vitally important for the General Prosecutor’s 
office of RF to work out leading explanations on the reaction of the prosecutor’s office to 
the facts of the rejection to hold public actions. There must be reflected in them: the order of 
holding checking of the facts of violations, on the part of the organizers and on the part of 
the local self-governing organs and the Ministry of Internal Affairs, the order of making the 
disrupters answerable (administrative and criminal responsibility).

6. There arouses worry the excessively contradictory legal practice in the field of le-
gal relations under consideration, in particular at interpretation of the notifying principle of 
holding mass actions. In connection with this it would be useful for the Supreme Court of RF 
to make a summary of the practice on the category of lawsuits and work out corresponding 
recommendations for court of general jurisdiction and justices of the Peace.

7. The practice of the latest events shows that the quantity of the violations of the right of 
citizens for the freedom of peaceful meetings is growing. One of the main reasons of such a 
state, according to our opinion, is the lack of effective control of the activity of the state and 
municipal organs, involved in the process of the provision of the guarantees of the realization 
of the rights of citizens for peaceful meetings, and the lack of a mechanism of making an-
swerable authorities, guilty of counteraction of peaceful demonstrations. In connection with 
this it is necessary to take urgent measures, on the part of the state, in the person of the state, 
in the person of the corresponding authorities, and on the part of the public.
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PREFACE

The largest country in the world in terms of area, the Russian Federation (RF) is char-
acterized by great ethnic, linguistic and cultural diversity. Out of the 145 million residents, 
about 80% are ethnic Russians, while the rest belong to more than 150 different ethnic groups. 
Among these groups are 13 small minorities belonging to the Finno-Ugric language group, 
one of which is the Mari minority. The members of the Mari minority are predominantly 
settled in the Republic of Mari El, which is located in the Volga region east of Moscow.

In recent years, increasing international attention has been given to the Finno-Ugric 
minorities of Russia, including in particular the Mari minority. A series of articles in inter-
national media have highlighted alleged violations of the rights of the Mari minority, and 
several international organizations have expressed concern about lack of protection of the 
Mari and other Finno-Ugric minorities. The situation of the Mari and other Finno-Ugric 
groups of Russia has repeatedly been featured on the agenda of the Parliamentary Assembly 
of the Council of Europe (PACE),1 and currently a report on this subject is being prepared 
by one of its members.2 The European Parliament has also been active with respect to the 
Finno-Ugric minorities of Russia and in a resolution adopted in May 2005 it deplored “viola-
tions of human rights and democracy” in Mari El.3 An international appeal on behalf of the 
Mari people, which was initiated by a group of Finnish researchers in early 2005, has been 
signed by thousands of people.4

Although numerous reports have indicated that the rights of the Mari minority in Mari 
El are being violated, this issue has to date not been addressed by any human rights non-
governmental organization (NGO), neither at the international nor national level. It therefore 

1 See, “Endangered Uralic Minority Cultures,” Resolution 1171 (1998); “Endangered Uralic Minority Cul-
tures,” Report (Doc 8126/1998) prepared by Tytti Isohookana-Asunmaa on behalf of the Committee on Culture 
and Education; “Situation of the Mari minority,” Motion for an order (Doc 9360/2002); and “Situation of the Fenno-
Ugric and Samoyed peoples,” Motion for a resolution (Doc. 10314/2004).

2 PACE Member Katrin Saks has been requested to prepare a report on the situation of Finno-Ugric and 
Samoyed Peoples.

3 “Violations of Human Rights and Democracy in the Republic of Mari El in the Russian Federation,” (P6_
TA(2005)0185), 12 May 2005.

4 The appeal is available at http://www.ugri.info/mari (last accessed on 20 December 2005).
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appeared warranted for the IHF, in cooperation with the MHG to engage in it. Thus, the 
purpose of this report is to examine, from the perspective of international human rights stan-
dards, the current situation of the Mari of the Republic of Mari El. The report does not pro-
vide a comprehensive analysis of all aspects of the situation of the Mari, but is an attempt to 
shed light on recent developments in a number of major areas, which have had human rights 
implications for the members of the minority. More broadly, the report seeks to contribute to 
stimulating a human rights-oriented discussion about minority groups in the RF.

The report is largely based on information obtained during a 6-day fact-finding mission 
to Mari El and Moscow, which the IHF and the MHG undertook on 28 October — 2 Novem-
ber 2005. During this mission, representatives of the two organizations met with officials 
from government departments and other agencies, civil society activists, journalists, acade-
micians, teachers and other members of the Mari community in Mari El. For safety reasons, 
the names of those with whom meetings took place, with the exception of people in public po-
sitions, are withheld. In addition to information gathered during the mission, the report also 
draws on complementary information from various sources, including official publications, 
NGO reports and media articles. The report reflects developments until November 2005. The 
report starts with an executive summary, which provides an overview of the major findings 
of the report. The first chapter offers background information about the Mari people as an 
ethnic group, as well as an overview of the history of the Mari. The second chapter reviews 
international human rights standards on minority protection, which guide the analysis of the 
current situation of the Mari that follows in the third chapter. In this analysis, both legislation 
and practices pertaining to the rights of the members of the minority are taken into account. 
Finally, the report makes a number of recommendations to the authorities of the RF and the 
Republic of Mari El, as well as to the international community.

The Finnish Foreign Ministry provided financial assistance for this project. The con-
tent and conclusions of the report are, however, the sole responsibility of the IHF and the 
MHG.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The RF is constituted by more than 80 regions, some of which are territorially defined, 
and the rest ethnically based. The latter are a legacy of the Soviet Union and exist in areas 
traditionally inhabited by national minorities. The Republic of Mari El, which is located in 
the Volga region 860 kilometers east of Moscow, is one of the so-called ethnic regions. As 
the Finno-Ugric Mari minority is the titular nationality of Mari El, it enjoys a special status 
in this region. The Mari language is an official language in addition to Russian, and the laws 
of the republic oblige the authorities to protect the language, culture and national identity of 
the Mari. Ethnic Mari represent about 40% of the 728,000 residents of the republic, and are 
thereby outnumbered by ethnic Russians.

Since taking office in late 1999, RF President Vladimir Putin has initiated a series of 
reforms of the Russian federal system, which have resulted in growing central control of the 
country’s regions.5 As part of this process, an important rationale of which also is to promote 
a more uniform state structure and a stronger all-Russia national identity, measures to reduce 

5 Putin was appointed acting RF President when Boris Yeltsin resigned in late 1999. In March 2000, he was 
elected RF President, and in 2004 he was re-elected.
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the number of federal subjects have been taken and leading federal officials have advocated 
abolishing the scheme of ethnically based regions. These developments pose a particular 
challenge to the titular nationalities of ethnic regions such as the Mari, whose current status 
is intimately tied to the national territorial component of the federal system.

As a resource-poor region that is heavily dependent on federal subsidies, Mari El is in a 
weak position to oppose the unifying thrust of the federal government, and the current presi-
dent of the republic has chosen a submissive approach in the face of the ongoing centraliza-
tion. Mari national leaders fear that a departure from the national territorial structure of the 
existing federal system would seriously threaten the future of their people as a culturally and 
linguistically unique group. However, President Leonid Markelov, a native Muscovite with 
an ideological background in the extreme right Liberal Democratic Party, has spoken in favor 
of treating Mari El as any other region, thereby indirectly proposing the eradication of the 
special status of the Mari in the republic. Following a transformation of the upper house of 
the Russian parliament into a full-time professional legislature, Markelov has also overseen 
the appointment of deputies without any previous affiliation to Mari El or its titular national-
ity as the representatives of the republic.

In an apparent bid to tighten its grip on regional governments, the Putin administration 
has actively interfered in regional election campaigns, and as of 2005 the direct election of 
regional governors was replaced with appointment by the RF President. When President 
Markelov was first elected president of Mari El in late 2000 he was supported by the Kremlin 
in the second round of the elections, and in late 2004 he was re-elected with full backing 
of federal authorities. The 2004 elections were also unfair because the incumbent president 
made extensive use of so-called administrative resources for his own campaign and public 
employees were intimidated into voting for him. As a result of the entry into force of the new 
regulations for appointing regional governors, Markelov may be able to stay in office beyond 
2009, when his current elected term expires.

As in other parts of the RF, democracy and the rule of law remain weak in Mari El, and 
over the last few years, freedom of expression has come under growing attack. Thus, during 
President Markelov’s period in office, an increasingly repressive climate has developed and 
journalists, political opponents, civil society activists and others challenging official policies 
have increasingly faced harassment such as intimidation, arrest, criminal prosecution, evic-
tion and dismissal. Numerous violent attacks against critical journalists and members of civil 
society have also taken place and have not been effectively investigated or remedied. While 
the authorities strictly control the information circulated in publicly funded media, all but 
one independent newspaper have ceased publication. Accordingly, current public debate is 
overwhelmingly dominated by the presidential administration, to which the region’s parlia-
ment also is largely subservient. Recent political developments at the federal level, which 
have resulted in a rollback of democratic progress in a number of key areas, have reinforced 
anti-democratic trends in Mari El and other regions.6

6 During President Putin’s tenure, power has been increasingly concentrated in the hands of the federal ex-
ecutive, and independent media and opposition forces have been increasingly marginalized. All major TV stations 
in the country are now controlled by the presidential administration, and the pro-Kremlin United Russia Party and 
its associates hold more than two thirds of the seats in the State Duma and routinely approve legislation proposed 
by the Kremlin. Recently NGOs have also come under growing pressure from the federal authorities. For more 
information about political developments at the federal level, see the chapters on Russia in IHF, Human Rights in 
the OSCE Region 2005, at http://www.ihf-hr.org; Human Rights Watch, World Report 2005, at http://www.hrw.
org; and Freedom House, Nations in Transit 2005, at http://www.freedomhouse.org.
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Among those who have suffered harassment in Mari El are Mari activists committed to 
protecting and promoting the rights of the titular nationality. Unlike his predecessors, Presi-
dent Markelov has refused to cooperate with the Mari national movement and has instead cre-
ated a Mari “pocket” opposition, which is made up of people loyal to the authorities. Involved 
in peaceful efforts to pursue ethno-political objectives, members of the national movement 
have been depicted as “nationalists” bent on overthrowing the regime in state-controlled 
media and have been the targets of a growing crack-down on their activities. Pressure against 
Mari activists and other opponents further intensified after the 2004 presidential elections, 
in which the national movement campaigned for the major Mari opposition candidate and in 
the aftermath of which it has directed an increasing number of appeals to RF authorities and 
international organizations. To date the federal government has failed to take any effective 
action in response to reports of persecution against opposition forces in Mari El and, much 
to the consternation of Mari national leaders, RF President Putin awarded Markelov for his 
contributions to “inter-ethnic accord” in connection with the 2004 presidential elections.

According to the presidential administration of Mari El, the rights of the Mari are well 
protected in the republic and the criticism voiced by the national movement is entirely politi-
cally motivated. In reality, the situation is obviously more complex. While the Mari do not 
enjoy any genuine autonomy in the republic, their language and culture are, indeed, protected 
in important ways. The Mari language has the status of a second state language, instruction 
in and of the Mari language is organized in public schools, and public funds are allocated to 
Mari language media and Mari cultural activities. The existing level of protection is no doubt 
better than in other Russian regions inhabited by Mari, and sometimes it is more extensive 
than that enjoyed by the titular nationalities of other Finno-Ugric regions, albeit still more 
limited than that of the titular nationalities of ethnic regions such as Tatarstan and Bashkor-
tostan. In many cases, however, legislative guarantees are not effectively enforced and there 
are worrisome gaps in the actual protection of the linguistic and cultural rights of the Mari.

Despite its official status, the Mari language is used only to a limited extent within the 
public sector. While the residents of the republic have a legally protected right to use the Mari 
language in contact with authorities, this provision is undermined by the fact that public of-
ficials are not required to have any command of the language. Unlike in some other ethnic 
regions, there is no requirement for all students in Mari El to complete courses in the titular 
language. The authorities argue that voluntary instruction of the Mari language is likely to 
be more effective than compulsory courses, but members of the Mari community are con-
cerned that this approach threatens the official status of the Mari language and contributes to 
further pushing it out of the public arena. Available statistics show that the relative number 
of students enrolled in Mari language courses decreased notably after schools were given 
greater choice whether to include the Mari language in their curricula in 2001. There are also 
concerns that oversight of Mari language programs has deteriorated since a special Ministry 
of Education department in charge of this task was closed down a few years ago.

A fraction of the republic’s ethnic Mari students receive education in their native lan-
guage in the first four grades, and in recent years a number of pilot programs of Russian-Mari 
bilingual education have been implemented. As in most other ethnic republics, however, a 
majority of all students of the titular nationality study the Mari language only as a subject, 
either in special native language courses or courses in Mari as a state language. Textbooks 
used for Mari language instruction are often old and outdated, which is likely to negatively 
impact the efforts of teachers to motivate their students to learn, and there are concerns that 



3�The human rights situation of the mari minority

a series of closures of small rural schools have particularly affected Mari language programs. 
Opportunities to complete higher education in Mari are limited to the pedagogical and hu-
manistic fields, while Mari students generally have lower chances of gaining admission to 
university than their Russian peers since they mostly graduate from rural schools considered 
to have lower standards than urban schools.

More than a dozen publicly funded newspapers and magazines are published in the lan-
guage of the titular nationality in Mari El. The circulation of these periodicals is, however, 
relatively small and is further decreasing, thereby reflecting a general trend with respect to 
the circulation of newspapers in the RF. With a transition to wireless radio broadcasting 
under way, radio programs in the Mari language are now aired several hours per day. Com-
paratively high purchase costs of short wave radios, however, limit access to these broadcasts. 
At the same time, TV programs in the Mari language, including in particular news programs, 
have been reduced as a result of changes in the federal programming schedule. This is a 
highly worrisome development given the fact that TV is a primary source of information for 
most citizens. Further, the informational value of the publicly funded Mari language media is 
weakened by the fact that they merely publish information sanctioned by the authorities.

The Mari State Drama Theater, which incorporates a youth theater ensemble, and a re-
gional state theater operate fully in the Mari language and constitute an important part of 
Mari cultural life. However, a reorganization of existing Mari theaters in 2001, which caused 
strong protests within and beyond the Mari community, reportedly resulted in a reduction of 
the volume and quality of theater productions in the Mari language. The republic of Mari El 
also funds other Mari cultural activities such as festivals, seminars and other events, but few 
funded projects are of long-term character and civil society representatives criticize avail-
able support as insufficient. Given the important role that literature plays in the preservation 
and development of minority cultures, it is of particular concern that only a few books are 
published in the Mari language every year.

Altogether, it is clear that there is room for considerable improvement in the protection of 
the rights of the titular nationality of Mari El and that there are several major issues, such as 
the basis for organizing Mari language instruction, which would deserve open public debate 
involving all interested parties. It is therefore disturbing that the authorities are reluctant to 
acknowledge or discuss problems and that Mari activists who seek to pursue issues of con-
cern to the titular nationality are subject to harassment. Further compounding the situation, 
Mari are underrepresented in the republic’s governing structures, and the broad majority 
of Mari are often not very well-informed about political issues and do not actively demand 
their rights. This widespread ignorance and passivity among the Mari is closely related to 
the scarce availability of independent information in the republic and to the dominance of 
officially sanctioned information in regional media. It is also related to the impoverished 
conditions in which a majority of the members of the minority live. Mari El is one of the 
poorest regions of the RF, and the situation is particularly difficult in the countryside where 
most Mari reside.

Current political and social trends in Mari El serve to marginalize the interests of the 
Mari minority in the political process of the republic and to enhance the vulnerability of its 
members to cultural and linguistic assimilation. As other national minorities of the RF, the 
Mari experienced great assimilation during the Soviet era, and during the post-Soviet period 
the effects of assimilation have become even more aggravated since the titular nationality 
is no longer experiencing any natural growth. Reflecting a broader development of growing 
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ethnic chauvinism and intolerance toward national minorities in Russia,7 social acceptance 
of the Mari language has reportedly decreased in Mari El in recent years, and members of 
the Mari and other minorities allegedly face insults and offenses in public life due to their 
national affiliation. What is more, on repeated occasions, leading officials of the presidential 
administration of Mari El have allegedly made condescending remarks regarding the titular 
nationality, thereby encouraging intolerant attitudes toward its members and contributing to 
reinforcing their vulnerability to assimilation.

1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION ABOUT THE MARI

1.1. The Mari as an ethnic group

The Mari (previously known as Cheremis) are a Finno-Ugric people of the Volga branch. In 
total there are five branches of Finno-Ugric peoples, who together with the Samoyedic peoples 
constitute the Uralic language family. The Finno-Ugric peoples inhabit areas stretching from 
the Scandinavian Peninsula in the north to the Siberian Taimyr Peninsula in the east and the 
Carpathian Basin in the south. The total number of members of Finno-Ugric peoples is about 25 
million, and the most sizeable groups are the Hungarians, the Finns and the Estonians.8

Thirteen Finno-Ugric peoples are generally regarded as being native to the RF.9 Within 
the federal structure of Russia, there are five ethnic republics where Finno-Ugric groups 
constitute the titular nationality, namely the republics of Karelia, Komi, Mordovia, Udmurtia 
and Mari El.10

The Mari can be divided into three ethnic sub-groups, Hill (Kuryk) Mari, Meadow (Olyk) 
Mari and Eastern (Upo) Mari. Among these, Meadow Mari are the largest group. Two liter-
ary languages exist among the Mari, and several different dialects are spoken.11

According to the RF census carried out in 2002, a total of 604,300 Mari lived in Rus-
sia.12 About 52% of the Mari are settled in the Republic of Mari El, where they constitute 

7 In a Russia-wide survey carried out by the All-Russian Center for Public Opinion Studies (VTSIOM) in 
2004, 61% of those polled fully or partly approved of the “Russia for Russians” slogan. In 1998, the correspond-
ing figure was 31%. See European Forum for Democracy and Solidarity, “Russia Update,” 10 March 2005, at http 
://www. europeanforum.net.

8 Estonian Institute, “Finno-Ugric Peoples as Ethnic Minorities,” http://www.einst.ee/factsheets/factsheets 
uus kuiu/finno ugric peoples as ethnic minorities.htm (last accessed on 6 December 2005); Information Center of 
Finno-Ugric Peoples (SURI), “The Endangered Uralic Peoples -Short Reference Guide,” at http://www.suri.ee.

9 These include: the Ingrians, the Karelians, the Vepses, the Votes, the Saami, the Erzya Mordvins, the 
Moksha Mordvins, the Komi-Permyaks, the Zyrian Komis, the Udmurts, the Khants, the Mansis and the Mari. See 

“Minority Language of Russia on the Net: Finno-Ugric Languages,” at http://www.peoples.org.ru/eng finnougr.
html (last accessed on 6 December 2005).

10 The Khanty-Mansy Autonomous Okrug also constitutes a Finno-Ugric ethnic region, while the Finno-
Ugric Komi-Permyak Autonomous Okrug was due to be merged with the non-ethnic Perm Oblast in late 2005. 
For more information about the Russian federal system, and the role of ethnic regions, see the section on “Overall 
status of the Mari as the titular nationality of the Republic of Mari El” in chapter 3.

11 Finnish Institute for Russian and East European Studies, “The Mari,” at http://www.rusin.fi/eastmari/eng/
overvm.htm (last accessed on 6 December 2005); Centre for Russian Studies of the Norwegian Institute for For-
eign Affairs, “Ethnic Groups: Mari,” http://www.nupi.no/cgi-win/Russland/etnisk b.exe?Marian (last accessed on 
6 December 2005).

12 Seppo Lallukka, “Venajan suomalais-ugrilaiset — vaestonlaskentojenkertomaa,” Sukukansaohjelman 
arki -Suomalais-ugrilainen perinto ja arkipaiva (Studia Fenno-Ugrica 21.9–16.11.2004), Castrenianumin tomit-
teita 64/2005, p. 35.
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about 43% of the 728,000 residents. Ethnic Russians amount to 48%, Tatars to 6% and 
Chuvashes to 1% of the population of Mari El, and in total more than 50 different nationali-
ties are represented among the residents of the republic. Those Mari who do not reside in 
Mari El live in e.g. the Republic of Bashkortostan (106,000), the Kirov Oblast (39,000), the 
Sverdlovsk Oblast (28,000), the Republic of Tatarstan (19,000) and the Republic of Udmur-
tia (9,000).13

A majority of the Mari continue to reside in the countryside, although they have become 
increasingly urbanized during the post-World War II period.14 Mari still constitute only 
about 25% of the residents of Yoskar Ola, the capital of Mari El, and 30% of the residents 
of the republic’s other towns. They represent 70% of the residents of rural areas in the re-
public.15

In a development partly related to urbanization, large-scale assimilation occurred among 
the Mari during the Soviet era. As in the case of other Finno-Ugric peoples, assimilation ap-
pears to have intensified further during the post-Soviet period, and assimilation is likely to 
be a major factor behind the fact that the total number of Mari in Russia decreased by 40,000 
between 1989 and 2002.16 The impact of assimilation can also be seen in the decline of the 
use of the Mari language. While 96% of all Mari in Russia stated Mari as their native lan-
guage in 1959, this number had decreased to 82% in 1989.17 Among urban Mari the number 
of those retaining Mari as their native language had decreased from 77% to 70%.18 Moreover, 
the share of Mari who use the Mari language as a primary means of communication in daily 
life is likely to be considerably smaller.19 Recent survey information indicates that only about 
half of all the Mari residing in Mari El regularly use the Mari language at home.20

An important element of Mari culture is the traditional Mari animist faith. This faith, 
which largely consists of orally transmitted traditions, is based on deep reverence for nature, 
as illustrated by the fact that it involves festive rituals in sacred groves. In today’s Mari El, 
practice of the traditional Mari religion is often combined with practice of the Russian Ortho-
dox faith, which has resulted in a considerable degree of religious syncretism.21

1.2. The history of the Mari

The Mari minority are historically settled in the Volga region. After centuries of domina-
tion by various foreign rulers, the Mari homeland was incorporated into Muscovite Russia in 
the middle of the 16th century. A number of bloody uprisings against the new rule followed. 

13 Statistics from the 2002 RF Census included in Collection of Information about the Ethnic Situation in the 
Republic of Mari El and the Social-cultural Situation of the Mari People (in Russian), prepared by the Informa-
tional Analytical Department of the Administration of the President of Mari El (2005).

14 Based on statistical figures presented in Finnish Institute for Russian and East European Studies, “The 
Mari,” at http://www.rusin.fi/eastmari/eng/overvm.htm (last accessed on 6 December 2005).

15 Rein Taagepera, The Finno-Ugric Republics and the Russian State, Hurst & Company (1999), p. 238.
16 See Seppo Lallukka, “Venajan suomalais-ugrilaiset — vaestonlaskentojen kertomaa,” op.cit., p. 42, 44.
17 Because of inconsistencies in the way in which the question of the use of languages was addressed in the 

2002 RF Census, the statistics on language use resulting from this Census are not very reliable.
18 Based on statistical figures presented in Finnish Institute for Russian and East European Studies, “The 

Mari.”
19 Seppo Lallukka, “Venajan suomalais-ugrilaiset-vaestonlaskentojen kertomaa,” Sukukansaohjelman arki 

-Suomalais-ugrilainenperinto ja arkipaiva, op. cit., p. 36.
20 See also the section on “Public use of the Mari language,” in chapter 3.
21 Information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to 

Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
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These uprisings, which are known as the Cheremis wars, took a high toll among the Mari and 
decimated their number considerably.22

In subsequent centuries, Russian power was gradually consolidated in the Volga region. 
During this period, a considerable number of Mari migrated eastward to settle in areas that had 
not yet been effectively subordinated to tsarist rule. Many of those who migrated sought to es-
cape heavy taxation, land seizures and other hardships, but some left primarily in search of better 
economic opportunities. Through this migration the Mari spread out over a territory of several 
hundred kilometers. At the same time, the Mari homeland saw a great influx of people from other 
parts of the Russian empire, which resulted in increasing ethnic heterogeneity in this region.23

In the 18th century, efforts to convert the Mari from their traditional animist religion to 
Christianity intensified. These efforts included both incentives, such as offers of tax relief, 
and the use of force. By the end of the century, most Mari had become Orthodox, but their 
conversion was often merely nominal and animist practices continued.24

In the late 19th century, education in Mari and other Finno-Ugric languages was intro-
duced as a means of indirectly promoting the Orthodox faith among these groups. A teachers’ 
seminary was opened in Kazan, and school books were published in local languages. At the 
turn of the century a small, educated elite emerged and formed the core of the national awak-
ening that occurred among the Mari.25

Around the time of the 1905 Russian revolution, a small group of Mari engaged in efforts 
to disseminate the ideas of enlightenment and nationality among Mari village dwellers. After 
the 1917 Russian revolution, a broader national movement developed, whose primary aim 
was to advance the Mari culture and language and improve the socio-economic conditions 
of the Mari. In the course of 1917, an umbrella Mari Ushem (Mari Union) organization was 
established and an All-Russia Congress of the Mari people was summoned. The first period 
of the Mari movement was characterized by broad unity, but the movement soon split into a 
liberal and a radical wing, with the latter advocating a Bolshevik track. By late 1918, the radi-
cal wing had gained full control and all further activities were realized within the framework 
of state-controlled structures.26

In accordance with Lenin’s thinking, the new Bolshevik regime began implementing 
policies to promote various national groups within the former Russian empire. The idea was 
to help formerly oppressed nations to thrive and reach a more advanced level of development, 
and to thereby further equality among the country’s nations, which was considered a condi-
tion for the eventual dissolution of national barriers and the emergence of a united people. 
The Bolshevik nationality policies had two basic tenets. First, a hierarchical federal system 
was put in place, within which different ethnic groups were granted their “own” territories 
with a varying level of autonomy. Second, affirmative action was taken to encourage training 
and public participation of ethnic minorities and to support their languages and cultures.27

22 M. A. Castren Society, “Suomalais-Ugrilaiset kielet ja niiden puhujat: Marit,” at http://www.ugri.net/050/
htm/index.htm (last accessed on 12 December 2005); Finnish Institute for Russian and East European Studies, 

“The Mari,” at http://www.rusin.fi/eastmari/eng/overvm.htm (last accessed on 12 December 2005).
23 Seppo Lallukka, From Fugitive Peasants to Diaspora: The Eastern Mari in Tsarist and Federal Russia, 

Annales Academis Scientiarum Fennics, Humaniora, vol. 328 (2003), p. 10, 22, 135.
24 Taagepera, op.cit., p. 212; Lallukka, op.cit., p. 128–129.
25 Taagepera, p. 66–67, 215.
26 Lallukka, p. 154–155, 158–159, 161–162, 168–169, 395–396.
27 For a discussion of Bolshevik nationality policies see, for example, Jeremy Smith, “Did Soviet National-

ity Policies Work?,” Paper for the XX Congress of International Sciences, Sydney, Australia, July 2005; Valery 



41The human rights situation of the mari minority

In 1920 a Mari Autonomous Province (AP) was created in the traditional homeland of the 
Mari. In the years that followed, a number of previously non-existent cultural and education-
al institutions were established in the Mari AP, and its capital Yoskar-Ola became the center 
for Mari publishing activities and Mari intellectual life. Mari language education rapidly 
expanded, and in 1927 almost half of all Mari children were taught in their own language at 
elementary school level.28 In 1936 the Mari AP was elevated to the status of an Autonomous 
Republic (ASSR).29

While the Mari thus were officially recognized as a nation, and granted a territorial basis, 
they were not able to exercise any real autonomy because of the highly centralized decision-
making that characterized the Soviet Union. The Mari also did not constitute more than slight-
ly over half of the population of the region, and many Mari resided outside of its borders.30

Moreover, under the Stalin era, the liberal policies of the first Soviet period were reversed. 
The collectivization of agriculture, which began in the late 1920s, heavily affected the Mari 
and other Finno-Ugric peoples who were predominantly peasant. During this campaign, pri-
vate land was expropriated and the owners were made to join collective farms under the threat 
of deportation to labor camps.31 In the mid-1930s, Mari cultural life suffered a serious blow 
when a great number of Mari writers, teachers, scholars, scientists and artists were killed or 
imprisoned. While it has not been possible to document the full effects of these purges, it has 
been estimated that as many as 2,000 Mari intellectuals may have been murdered.32

After the death of Stalin in 1953, political repression eased. However, efforts to promote a 
common Soviet identity, and the Russian language as a lingua franca, continued at the cost of 
minority cultures and languages. While Russian became increasingly dominant in public life, 
educational reforms implemented in the late 1950s abolished the compulsory study of the non-
Russian titular languages in the union and autonomous republics, and instruction in minority 
languages was gradually cut back.33 By the 1970s instruction in the Mari language, which was 
offered up to the 7th grade in the 1950s, had been limited to the first three grades.34

In the decades after World War II, Mari experienced considerable assimilation, and the 
use of the Mari language gradually declined, in particular in cities. Each decade the share 
of Mari for whom Mari was not the native language grew and Mari increasingly became a 
language primarily used at home. As a result of a new wave of Russian immigration linked 
to the post-World War II construction of military and other industries in Mari El, the Mari 
share of the republic’s population decreased, although not as significantly as in some other 
Finno-Ugric republics.35

Tishkov, “History and Legacy of the USSR: The Demise of a Multiethnic Experiment,” Searching for Peace in 
Europe and Eurasia, 2002, at http://www.conflict-prevention.net/page.php?id=45&formid=72&action=show&a
rticleid=46 (last accessed on 12 December 2005); Marc Lepretre. “Language Policies in the Soviet Successor 
States: A Brief Assessment on Language, Linguistic Rights and National Identity,” 2001, at http://ccat.sas.upenn.
edu/~haroldfs/540/handouts/ussr/lepretre/LEPRETRE.HTM (last accessed on 12 December 2005).

28 Taagepera, p. 74.
29 Lallukka, p. 24, 173–174, 175–176, 179, 180.
30 Compare Taagepera, p. 70.
31 Taagepera, p. 75.
32 Taagepera, p. 76–77, 220–221; Lallukka, p. 193–194.
33 For a discussion about the 1953 education reform see Yaroslav Bilinsky, “The Soviet Educational Laws of 

1958–59 and Soviet Nationality Policy,” Soviet Studies, Vol. 14, No. 2 (October 1962).
34 See Brian Silver, “The Status of National Minority Languages in Soviet Education: An Assessment of 

Recent Changes,” Soviet Studies, 26, 1, 1974.
35 Finnish Institute for Russian and East European Studies, “The Mari.” Taagepera, p. 235.
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Toward the end of the 1980s, Gorbachev’s policies of glasnost and perestroika made it 
possible for national movements to re-appear across the Soviet Union, with the popular front 
movements of the Baltic States taking the lead. This development also affected the Mari, and 
a number of Mari organizations surfaced in the Mari ASSR and other regions where Mari 
resided.

In April 1990, Mari Ushem was reborn after 70 years, and set out to promote “the revival 
of the Mari people.” While Mari Ushem was defined as a social reform movement rather 
than a political organization, many of its activities were tied to politics. It was, for example, 
involved in drafting the sovereignty declaration passed by the Mari ASSR in October 1990, 
during the so-called parade of sovereignties that swept over Soviet Russia that year. Mari 
Ushem also summoned a new All-Russia Congress of the Mari People, which declared itself 
the highest representative assembly of the Mari and adopted a comprehensive program to 
promote Mari interests.36 When compared to the titular groups of other ethnic republics, sup-
port for nationalist ideas was not very widespread among the Mari,37 and the Mari national 
movement remained relatively limited in scope.38

Following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the re-constituted Russian republic insti-
tuted a federal system similar to that of the Soviet Union, composed of both territorially and 
ethnically defined regions. During the first few years of the federal system, several regions 
were able to assume considerable powers under mutual power sharing agreements with the 
federal government. However, since President Vladimir Putin took office in late 1999, cen-
tral authority has gradually been strengthened.39 The former Mari ASSR was recognized as 
a constituent republic of the new RF, and it soon became officially known as the republic of 
Mari El (“Mari land”). In 1995, a Constitution and Language Law were adopted, declaring 
Russian and Mari (Hill and Meadow) as the official languages of the republic.40 The first di-
rect presidential elections were held in 1991, and in the past decade elections have been held 
regularly. Since 2001 the republic has been governed by President Leonid Markelov. For a 
discussion of the parade of sovereignties see John W. Slocum, “Disintegration and Consoli-
dation: National Separatism and the Evolution of Center-Periphery Relations in the Russian 
Federation,” Cornell University Peace Studies Program: Occasional Paper No. 19, p. 12–13, 
at http://www.einaudi.cornell.edu/PeaceProgram/publications/occasional papers/occasional-
paper19.pdf (last accessed on 12 December 2005).

Table 1.1. Total number of Mari in Russia41

Year Number
1959 498,100
1970 581,100
1979 599,600
1989 643,700
2002 604,300

36 Lallukka, p. 275, 277–282.
37 See Dmitry Gorenburg, “Nationalism for the Masses: Popular Support for Nationalism in Russia’s Ethnic 

Republics,” Europe-Asia Studies, Vol. 53, No. 1 (January 2001).
38 Lallukka, p. 397.
39 This issue is further discussed in chapter 3.
40 Taagepera, p. 242–243, 250–251.
41 Based on Soviet and RF Census information, compiled in Seppo Lallukka, “Venajan suomalais-ugrilaiset 

-vaestonlaskentojenkertomaa,” op.cit., p. 46.
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Table 1.2. Ethnic composition of Mari El42

Ethnic group Number Share of total 
population

Total 728,000 100,0%
Russian 345,500 47,5%

Mari 312,200 42,9%
Tatar 43,400 5,9%

Chuvash 7,400 1,0%
Others 19,500 2,7%

2. INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS ON MINORITY PROTECTION

2.1. Overview

The international protection of ethnic and national minorities has two facets: the prohibi-
tion against discrimination and specially protected minority rights.

The principle of non-discrimination is enshrined in numerous international human rights 
treaties. It is also a peremptory norm of international customary law, which means that it is bind-
ing on states irrespective of the treaties they have ratified. The principle of non-discrimination 
prohibits any distinction, exclusion, restriction or preference based on sex, race, color, language, 
ethnicity, religion or any other status which nullifies or impairs the recognition, enjoyment or 
exercise by all persons, on an equal footing, of human rights and fundamental freedoms. States 
have an obligation to prevent discrimination in legislation as well as in practice and whether 
committed by public authorities or private actors. Likewise they have an obligation to prevent 
both direct discrimination — treatment which has a discriminatory purpose — and indirect 
discrimination — treatment which is neutral on its face but has a discriminatory impact for 
which there is no legitimate justification. As regards members of ethnic and national minorities, 
the non-discrimination requirement is particularly essential in terms of rights such as freedom 
of expression and media, freedom of assembly and association, the right to participate in public 
affairs, the right to education and economic, social and cultural rights.43

As a complement to the non-discrimination principle, special minority rights have gradu-
ally developed at the international level in past decades. Minority rights differ from tradition-
al human rights in that they focus either on the rights of groups or on the rights of individuals 
as members of groups. While international law does not provide any legally binding defini-
tion of the term “minority,” minorities who are subject to special protection are generally 
understood as groups who share a common identity and who are characterized by their own 
ethnic, linguistic or religious identity, which differs from that of the majority population of 
the territory in which they reside.44 The purpose of minority rights is to enable members of 

42 Based on statistics from RF 2002 Census included in Collection of Information about the Ethnic Situation 
in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-cultural Situation of the Mari People (in Russian), op.cit.

43 Compare the discussion in chapter 1 of Interights, Non-discrimination in International Law — A Hand-
book for Practitioners (January 2005), at http://www.interights.org/page.php?dir=Publication&page=discrimina
tionhandbook.php (last accessed on 12 December 2005); and Australian Human Rights and Equal Opportunity 
Commission, “The Fight against Racism: Principles of Non-discrimination and Equality,” at http://www.hreoc.
gov.au/social iustice/nt issues/fight.html (last accessed on 12 December 2005).

44 The perhaps most widely recognized “minority” definition is the one proposed by UN Special Rapporteur 
Fransesco Capotorti in his study, On the Rights of Persons Belonging to Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minori-
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minorities to participate in society on equal terms with members of the majority while pre-
serving their particular identities, characteristics and traditions. Minority rights provisions 
also recognize the need for affirmative action to remedy disadvantages suffered by members 
of minorities and to promote effective equality in a society. As made clear by international 
instruments, measures taken for the specific purpose of advancing the rights of minorities 
should not be considered to constitute discrimination toward other groups.45

In recent decades, a separate set of international standards has developed concerning the 
rights of indigenous peoples. As in terms of minorities, there is no universal definition of 
indigenous peoples and no universal standards for determining what groups belong to this 
category. Indigenous peoples can, however, be described as the disadvantaged descendants 
of peoples who inhabited certain territories prior to colonization, conquest or occupation 
and who have certain characteristics that distinguish them culturally from other people in 
the area where they live. Self-identification as indigenous is an important criterion for the 
recognition of peoples — and individuals — as indigenous. In most cases indigenous peoples 
can also be classified as minorities.46

Below follows an overview of international standards concerning the protection of mi-
norities and indigenous peoples, which are relevant to the analysis of the situation of the 
Mari on this report. The major focus is on international treaties ratified by Russia, but the 
discussion also covers important non-binding standards that Russia has committed itself to 
upholding.

2.2. Principle of non-discrimination

2.2.1. United Nations (UN) standards

According to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) “[a]ll are equal before 
the law and are entitled without any discrimination to equal protection of the law” (article 7).47 
Articles 2 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR)48 as well as the 
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) oblige state par-

ties, which was submitted to the UN Subcommission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities 
in 1979. According to this definition, a minority is “[a] group numerically inferior to the rest of the population of 
a State, in a non-dominant position, whose members — being nationals of the State — possess ethnic, religious or 
linguistic characteristics differing from those of the rest of the population and show, if only implicitly, a sense of 
solidarity, directed towards preserving their culture, traditions, religion or language.”

45 Compare Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights (ONHCR), Fact Sheet No. 18: Minority 
Rights, at http://www.ohchr.org/english/about/publications/docs/fs18.htm (last accessed on 12 December 2005) 
and chapter on “Minority or Group Rights Approaches,” in Interights, Non-discrimination in International Law 

-A Handbook for Practitioners, p. 263–264.
46 See The Concept of Indigenous Peoples — Background Paper, prepared by the Secretariat of the Per-

manent Forum on Indigenous Issues for the Workshop on Data Collection and Dissaggregation for Indigenous 
Peoples, New York, January 2004, at http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/unpfii/documents/PFII%202004%20WS.1%2
03%20Definition.doc (last accessed on 12 December 2005); Fergus Mc Kay, The Rights of Indigenous Peoples in 
International Law (The Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development), March 1998, at http://www.
omced.org/cases/case McKay.pdf (last accessed on 12 December 2005); and background information on identifica-
tion of indigenous peoples provided by the International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs at http://www.iwgia.
org/sw155.asp (last accessed on 12 December 2005).

47 UDHR was adopted by the UN General Assembly on 10 December 1948.
48 The ICCPR and the ICESCR were adopted by the UN General Assembly on 16 December 1966. They were 

both ratified by the Soviet Union (whose successor state Russia is) in 1973.
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ties to respect the rights set forth in these documents “without distinction of any kind, such 
as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, 
property, birth or other status.” The ICCPR also contains a so-called free-standing guarantee 
of non-discrimination, the applicability of which is not limited to the rights covered by the 
treaty. Hence, article 26 of the ICCPR provides that “the law shall prohibit any discrimina-
tion and guarantee to all persons equal and effective protection against discrimination on 
any ground such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national 
or social origin, property, birth or other status.”49 The UN Human Rights Committee, which 
monitors the implementation of the ICCPR, has pointed out that this article prohibits both 
discrimination “in law” and “in fact” and — in the case of the latter — discrimination 

“which may be practiced either by public authorities, the community, or by private persons 
or bodies.”50

The International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination 
(ICERD)51 prohibits racial discrimination, which is defined as “any distinction, exclusion, 
restriction or preference based on race, color, descent, or national or ethnic origin which has 
the purpose or effect of nullifying or impairing the recognition, enjoyment or exercise, on an 
equal footing, of human rights and fundamental freedoms in the political, economic, social, 
cultural or any other field of public life” (article 1). The Committee on the Elimination of 
Racial Discrimination (CERD), which monitors the implementation of the ICERD, has em-
phasized that the convention prohibits differentiated treatment that has either the purpose or 
the effect of impairing particular rights and freedoms.52

The ICERD specifically lists a number of rights that states are obliged to guarantee to 
everyone without distinction, including freedom of expression, freedom of assembly and 
association, the right to political participation, the right to education and economic, social 
and cultural rights (article 5). The convention further requires states to declare illegal and 
prohibit racist propaganda and activities as well as racially motivated violence and to ensure 
that public authorities — at all levels — do not promote or incite racial discrimination (article 
4). Those states that are party to this convention have also undertaken to “assure to everyone 
within their jurisdiction effective protection and remedies through the competent national 
tribunals and other State institutions, against any act of racial discrimination” (article 6).

2.2.2. Council of Europe standards

Article 14 of the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Funda-
mental Freedoms (ECHR)53 requires states to secure enjoyment of the rights and freedoms 
laid down in the convention “without discrimination on any ground such as sex, race, colour, 
language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, association with a 
national minority, property, birth or other status.”54 The European Court of Human Rights 

49 ICCPR, Article 26.
50 UN Human Rights Committee, General Comment No. 18: Non-discrimination, November 10, 1989.
51 The ICERD was adopted by the UN General Assembly on 4 January 1965. It was ratified by the Soviet 

Union (whose successor state Russia is) in 1969.
52 CERD, General Recommendation No. 14: Definition of discrimination (Art. 1, par.1), March 1993, at http://

www.unhchr.ch/tbs/doc.nsf/(Symbol)/d7bd5d2bf71258aac12563ee004b639e?Opendocument (last accessed on 12 
December 2005).

53 The ECHR was adopted by the Council of Europe on 4 November 1950. It was ratified by Russia in 1998.
54 ECHR, Article 14.
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(ECtHR), which is the enforcement mechanism of the ECHR, has stated that differentiated 
treatment can be deemed to violate this article if it does not have any objective and reason-
able justification, meaning that it does not have any “legitimate aim” or there is no “reason-
able relationship of proportionality between the means employed and the aim sought.”55 The 
Court has also indicated that article 14 covers indirect discrimination by concluding that a 
measure that has “disproportionately prejudicial effects on a particular group” may be con-
sidered as discriminatory although it is “not specifically aimed or directed at that group.”56 
While article 14 of the ECHR is applicable only to rights protected by the convention, its 
Protocol 12 establishes a general prohibition of discrimination that applies to “any right set 
forth by law.”57 This protocol has been signed, but not yet ratified, by the RF.

2.2.3. Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) standards

The OSCE participating States have repeatedly undertaken to respect the human rights 
and fundamental freedoms of all without any distinction and to ensure equal protection of 
the law.58 The OSCE participating States have, further, committed themselves to combating 

“all forms of racial and ethnic hatred” and to taking “appropriate and proportionate measures 
to protect persons or groups who may be threatened or subjected to discrimination, hostility 
or violence as a result of their racial, ethnic, cultural, linguistic or religious identity.”59 They 
have also recognized the right of the individual to effective remedies against racist and xeno-
phobic acts.60 On several occasions, they have agreed to take effective measures to promote 
tolerance and understanding. For example in Copenhagen in 1990, they agreed to “take ef-
fective measures […] at the national and local levels to promote understanding and tolerance, 
particularly in the fields of education, culture and information.”61

2.3. Specific minority rights

2.3.1. UN standards

Article 27 of the ICCPR is the most widely accepted legally binding provision on minori-
ties in international law. According to this article, persons belonging to ethnic, religious or 
linguistic minorities “shall not be denied the right, in community with the other members of 
their group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practice their own religion, or to use 
their own language.” The Human Rights Committee has pointed out that although the rights 
protected under this article are individual rights, they depend on the ability of the minority 
group to maintain its culture, language or religion. Therefore, a state may need to take af-

55 ECtHR, Belgian Linguistics Case (Nos. 1474/62), 23 July 1968, par. 10.
56 ECtHR, Hugh Jordan v the United Kingdom (No 24746/94), 4 May 2001, par. 154.
57 Protocol No. 12 to the ECHR, adopted by the Council of Europe, 4 November 2000.
58 See, for example, Document of the Copenhagen Meeting of the Conference on the Human Dimension of the 

Conference on Security and Cooperation (CSCE) in Europe, 29 June 1990 (hereafter referred to as “Copenhagen 
1990”), par. 5.9; “Declaration on Principles Guiding Relations between Participating States,” included in: Final Act 
of the CSCE in Europe, Helsinki, 1 August 1975, principle VII, par. 1; “Questions Relating to Security in Europe” 
included in: Concluding Document of Vienna — The Third Follow-up Meeting, 15 January 1989, par. 13.7.

59 OSCE Copenhagen 1990, par. 40.2; Charter of Paris for a New Europe/Supplementary Document to Give 
Effect to Certain Provisions Contained in the Charter of Paris for a New Europe, Paris, 21 November 1990, par. 4.

60 OSCE Copenhagen 1990, par. 40.5.
61 OSCE Copenhagen 1990, par. 40.3.



4�The human rights situation of the mari minority

firmative measures to ensure protection of the rights of the members of a minority. Provided 
that such measures are aimed at correcting conditions which prevent or impair the enjoyment 
of the rights guaranteed under article 27, and are based on reasonable and objective criteria, 
they constitute legitimate differentiation under the Convention.62

The ICERD also contains a provision indicating the importance of affirmative action to 
protect minorities. Article 2 (2) of this convention requires states “when the circumstances 
so warrant” to take “in the social, economic, cultural and other fields, special and concrete 
measures to ensure the adequate development and protection of certain racial groups or in-
dividuals belonging to them, for the purpose of guaranteeing them the full and equal enjoy-
ment of human rights and fundamental freedoms.” Article 1(4) of the Convention states that 
special measures taken for the purpose of advancing the rights of certain racial and ethnic 
groups or individuals “shall not be deemed racial discrimination,” provided that they do not 
lead to “the maintenance of separate rights” for different groups and are discontinued “after 
the objectives for which they were taken have been achieved.”

Article 30 of the Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC)63 states that a child who 
belongs to an ethnic, religious or linguistic minority or who is of indigenous origin “shall 
not be denied the right, in community with other members of his or her group, to enjoy his 
or her own culture, to profess and practice his or her own religion, or to use his or her own 
language.” States parties to the Convention have also undertaken to encourage the mass 
media to “have particular regard to the linguistic needs” of children who belong to minority 
groups or who are indigenous (article 17). Likewise, they have agreed that education shall be 
directed toward the development of “the child’s own cultural identity, language and values,” 
although minority and indigenous identities are not specifically mentioned in this context 
(article 29).

The Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National or Ethnic, Religious 
and Linguistic Minorities, which was adopted by the UN General Assembly in 1992, is the 
only UN document that specifically addresses minority rights. It is not a legally binding 
instrument, but expresses the political commitment of states to the protection of minorities. 
The declaration calls on states to protect the “existence and the national or ethnic, cultural, 
religious and linguistic identity of minorities within their respective territories” (article 1). It 
also calls on states to safeguard the right of minority members to enjoy their culture, freely 
practice their religion and language, establish and maintain their own associations, uphold 
contacts to other members of their group and related groups in other countries, participate ef-
fectively in cultural, religious, social, economic and public life as well as to be effectively in-
volved in decision-making affecting them (article 2). The declaration further requires states 
to take special measures to help minority members to “express their characteristics and to 
develop their culture, language, religion, traditions and customs” and to ensure, “wherever 
possible,” that they “have adequate opportunities to learn their mother tongue or to have 
instruction in their mother tongue.” The declaration also requires states, “where appropriate” 
to take measures to “encourage knowledge of the history, traditions, language and culture of 
minorities” (article 4).

62 UN Human Rights Committee, General Comment 23: The rights of minorities (Art. 27), April 1994.
63 The CRC was adopted by the General Assembly on 20 November 1989. It was ratified by the Soviet Union 

(whose successor state Russia is) in 1990.
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2.3.2. Council of Europe standards

The ECHR does not contain any specific minority rights provisions, although many of 
its provisions are relevant to minority protection. However, the Framework Convention for 
the Protection of National Minorities (herineafter “Framework Convention”),64 which en-
tered into force in 1998, regulates the rights of minorities in a comprehensive manner. The 
Framework Convention, which is the first legally binding multilateral treaty devoted to the 
protection of national minorities in general, establishes a number of objectives and principles 
to be pursued at the national level through legislation and government policy. Most provi-
sions are of a programmatic character and are not directly applicable in the states that are 
party to the convention. Thus, the convention grants these states considerable discretion in 
the implementation of the provisions.65

Under article 4 of the Framework Convention, states parties undertake to adopt “ad-
equate measures in order to promote, in all areas of economic, social, political and cultural 
life, equality between persons belonging to a national minority and those belonging to the 
majority.” It is particularly emphasized that measures adopted in accordance with this article 

“shall not be considered to be an act of discrimination.” Article 5 requires states parties to 
promote “conditions necessary” for minority members to develop their culture and preserve 
their religion, language, traditions and cultural heritage, while refraining from policies or 
practices aimed at the assimilation of minority members against their will.

Subsequent convention articles, inter alia, require states parties to ensure respect for mi-
nority members’ right to freedom of association and assembly (article 7); right to freedom of 
religion (article 7, 8); right to freedom of expression and media (article 7, 9); right to use their 
language, in private and in public (article 10); right to learn their language (article 14); right to 
participate effectively in cultural, social and economic life and in public affairs, in particular 
those affecting them (article 15); and right to establish and maintain free and peaceful con-
tacts across borders with persons with whom they share cultural identity or heritage (article 
17). As regards freedom of expression and media, states parties have specifically committed 
themselves to recognizing the right of minority members “to receive and impart information 
and ideas in the minority language, without interference by public authorities and regardless 
of frontiers” and to adopting “adequate measures in order to facilitate access to the media 
for persons belonging to national minorities,” including by enabling them to create and use 
their own media (article 9).

In areas where minority members are concentrated or traditionally settled, states parties 
have undertaken to “endeavour to ensure, as far as possible” that these minority members 
can use their own language in contact with authorities, provided that they “so request” and 
such a request “corresponds to a real need” (article 10.2). In areas where minority members 
are concentrated or traditionally settled, states parties have also undertaken to “endeavour to 
ensure, as far as possible and within the framework of their education system” that minority 
members have “adequate opportunities” for being taught in their language or for receiving 
instruction in this language, if there is a “sufficient demand” for such instruction (article 14). 
Moreover, states parties have agreed to, “where appropriate,” take measures “in the field of 

64 The Framework Convention was adopted by the Council of Europe on 1 February 1995. It was ratified by 
Russia in 1996.

65 See Explanatory Report on the Framework Convention (1995), available at http://www.coe.int/T/E/human 
rights/Minorities/ (last accessed on 12 December 2005).
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education and research to foster knowledge of the culture, history, language and religion of 
their national minorities and of the majority” and to, in this context, provide “adequate op-
portunities for teacher training and access to textbooks” (article 12.1, 12.2). They have also 
committed to promoting “equal opportunities for access to education at all levels for persons 
belonging to national minorities” (article 12.3).

The European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages (hereinafter “Charter”),66 
which entered into force in 1998, specifies states’ obligations in terms of the protection of mi-
nority languages. The RF signed the Charter in 2001 but has yet to ratify it. However, accord-
ing to the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, the RF is, as a signatory state, obliged 
to refrain from acts which would defeat the object and purpose of the treaty.67 The Charter, 
inter alia, requires state parties to base their policies, legislation and practice with respect 
to regional or minority languages on a number of objectives and principles. These include 
recognizing regional or minority languages as an expression of cultural wealth as well as the 
need for resolute action to promote and safeguard regional and minority languages; ensuring 
that existing or new administrative divisions do not constitute an obstacle to the promotion 
of regional or minority languages; facilitating and/or encouraging the use of regional and 
minority languages, in speech and in writing, in public and in private life; and providing 
appropriate forms and means for teaching and studying regional or minority languages at all 
appropriate stages (article 7).

2.3.3. OSCE standards

The OSCE participating States have, on repeated occasions, pledged to respect the rights 
of national minorities. For example, in Helsinki 1975, the participating States agreed to af-
ford members of national minorities “the full opportunity for the actual enjoyment of human 
rights and fundamental freedoms” and to protect “their legitimate interests in this sphere” 
(principle VII, par. 4).

The most important OSCE obligations with respect to minority rights were decided at 
the 1990 meeting in Copenhagen. At this meeting, the participating States agreed to “adopt, 
where necessary, special measures for the purpose of ensuring to persons belonging to na-
tional minorities full equality with the other citizens in the exercise and enjoyment of human 
rights and fundamental freedoms” (par. 31). They also recognized the right of members of 
national minorities “freely to express, preserve and develop their ethnic, cultural, linguistic 
and religious identity and to maintain and develop their culture in all its aspects, free of any 
attempts at assimilation against their will.” Furthermore, the participating States undertook 
to respect the right of minority members to use their mother tongue in private and public; 
to disseminate, have access to and exchange information in their language; to establish and 
maintain their own educational, cultural, religious and other institutions, organizations and 
associations; to participate in international NGOs; and to engage in unimpeded contacts 
with citizens of other countries with whom they share common origins or heritage (par. 32). 
They, likewise, affirmed that they will respect the right of minority members to participate 

66 The Charter was adopted by the Council of Europe on 5 November 1992.
67 See article 18 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties. This Convention, which was adopted on 22 

May 1969 by the United Nations Conference on the Law of Treaties, codified pre-existing international customary 
law on treaties. It entered into force on 27 January 1980, and was ratified by the Soviet Union (whose successor 
state Russia is) in 1986.
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effectively in public affairs, including affairs relating to the protection and promotion of their 
minority identity (par. 35) and that they will endeavor to ensure that minority members have 

“adequate opportunities for instruction of their mother tongue or in their mother tongue, as 
well as, when possible and necessary, for its use before public authorities” (par. 34).

The Office of the OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM), which 
was established in 1992 to serve as a conflict prevention mechanism,68 has repeatedly com-
missioned expert groups to elaborate recommendations on specific aspects of minority pro-
tection. These recommendations offer important guidance to OSCE participating States.

The Hague Recommendations Regarding the Education Rights of National Minorities 
(1996), inter alia, call on participating States to adopt special measures to “actively imple-
ment minority language education rights to the maximum of their available resources” (ar-
ticle 4), to facilitate the participation of national minorities in the process of formulating and 
implementing policies and programs related to minority education (articles 5, 6); and to en-
courage members of the majority to learn the languages of the national minorities as a means 
of strengthening “tolerance and multiculturalism” in their countries (article 19). Further, the 
Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic Rights of National Minorities (1998), inter 
alia, require participating States to allocate an equitable share of all public resources used 
to support social and cultural activities to activities undertaken by persons belonging to 
national minorities (article 7); to provide broadcasts in the language of national minorities 
in publicly funded media and to ensure that the amount and quality of such broadcasts corre-
spond to the situation and needs of national minorities (article 9, 10); and to adopt appropriate 
recruitment and/or training policies and programs to enable the provision of public services 
in the languages of national minorities (article 14).

According to the Lund Recommendations on the Effective Participation of National Mi-
norities in Public Life (1999), OSCE participating States should, where necessary, adopt 
special arrangements to facilitate involvement of national minorities in decision-making at 
the central, regional and local levels (article 6, 11). For example, a reserved number of seats 
in decision-making bodies or special measures for minority participation in civil service may 
fulfil this purpose (article 6). The Lund Recommendations also require participating States, 
in compliance with the internationally protected right to freedom of association, to allow the 
establishment of political parties based on communal identities (article 8); and to establish 
advisory or consultative bodies to serve as channels of dialogue between governmental au-
thorities and national minorities (article 12).

2.4. Indigenous peoples’ rights

2.4.1. UN standards

The Draft UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, which was adopted by 
the UN Sub-Commission on Prevention of Discrimination and Protection of Minorities in 
1994 but is yet to be endorsed by the General Assembly, represents one of the most impor-
tant developments in the international protection of the rights and freedoms of indigenous 
peoples. It establishes a considerable set of collective rights for indigenous peoples. The Dec-
laration safeguards, inter alia, the right of indigenous peoples to maintain and develop their 

68 See Concluding Document of Helsinki — The Fourth Follow-up Meeting, 10 July 1992 (hereafter referred 
to as “Helsinki 1992”).
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distinct identities and characteristics (article 8), to practice and preserve their cultural and 
religious traditions (article 12–13), to revitalize and develop their languages and literatures 
(article 14), to participate in the economic and social life of the state where they live as well 
as in decision-making affecting them (article 4, 19) and to maintain and develop contacts and 
cooperation with other peoples across borders (article 35).

The legally binding Indigenous and Tribal Peoples’ Convention, which was adopted by 
the International Labor Organization in 1989, has not been ratified by Russia.

As noted above, the CRC specifically mentions children of indigenous origin.

2.4.2. OSCE standards

The OSCE participating States have recognized that “persons belonging to indigenous 
populations may have special problems in exercising their rights” and have agreed that the 
OSCE commitments regarding human rights and fundamental freedoms “apply fully and 
without discrimination to such persons.”69

3. ANALYSIS OF THE CURRENT SITUATION OF THE MARI MINORITY 
OF THE REPUBLIC OF MARI EL

3.1. Overall status of the Mari as the titular nationality of the Republic of Mari El

3.1.1. The framework provided by the federal system

The RF Constitution recognizes its “multinational” citizenry as the sole source of sover-
eignty (article 3) and establishes self-determination of its peoples as a major foundation of its 
federal state structure (article 5).

In accordance with the Constitution, the RF is divided into 89 administrative units of 
different status, some of which are ethnically based jurisdictions (32) and the rest territorial 
units (57).70 The ethnically defined jurisdictions, which have been established in areas where 
national minorities are traditionally concentrated, include 21 republics, 1 autonomous oblast 
(region) and 10 autonomous okrugs (districts). According to the Russian government, the 
purpose of the ethnically based entities is to ensure protection of the national minorities that 
represent the titular nationalities of these areas by, inter alia, facilitating the involvement of 
the minorities in regional government structures and the adoption of regional legislation and 
programs to support the linguistic and cultural development of the minorities.71

69 Helsinki 1992, par. 29.
70 The total number of regions will decrease when a number of mergers of regions, which are currently under 

way (as discussed later in this section), take effect.
71 See Second Report Submitted by The Russian Federation Pursuant to Article 25, Paragraph 1 of the 

Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, chapter 3.1 (”National Territorial Subdivisions”). 
Several RF laws protect the rights of so-called small indigenous peoples, who are considered to be particularly 
vulnerable because of their small number and traditional lifestyles irrespective of whether they have their “own” 
territories. There are, however, no specific federal laws that regulate the rights of titular nationalities. The 1996 RF 
Law on National and Cultural Autonomy is intended to protect the rights of national minorities who do not have 
their “own” territories or who live outside such territories and the 1996 RF State Concept on Nationality Policies 
(which is currently being amended) offers general guidelines for nationality policies. The RF Laws on Languages, 
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The RF Constitution establishes a long list of powers reserved to the central government 
as well as of powers to be exercised jointly by the central government and regional govern-
ments. The federal subjects can only exercise full powers in areas that fall under neither of 
these categories (article 71–73), and any legislation adopted at the regional level must con-
form to federal legislation (article 76). While all federal subjects are formally equal, only the 
ethnic republics have the right to adopt their own constitutions (article 66) and their own 
state languages, in addition to Russian (article 68).

3.1.2. The Mari as the titular nationality of Mari El

As other Finno-Ugric groups who have their “own” republics in the RF, the Mari consti-
tute only a minority of the residents of their titular republic.72 This fact already limits the 
opportunities of the minority to participate in governing the republic. Unlike in some other 
ethnic regions,73 there are also no quotas for Mari in the parliament of Mari El and, com-
pared to their share of the general population, Mari are underrepresented in the legislative 
and executive bodies of the republic.74 Moreover, a provision included in the 1995 Mari El 
Constitution requiring the president of the republic to have command of both state languages 
was abolished after being invalidated by the Russian Supreme Court, and since 1996 the re-
public has been governed by ethnic Russian presidents who do not speak Mari. Given these 
circumstances, it is difficult to speak of any self-governance of the Mari in today’s Mari El.

The linguistic and cultural rights of the Mari are, however, subject to special protection 
in the republic. The Mari El Constitution recognizes Mari (Meadow and Hill versions)75 as a 
state language alongside Russian (article 15), and other legislation obliges the authorities of the 
republic to promote and protect the language, national identity and culture of the titular nation-
ality.76 In accordance with the republic’s legislation, the Mari language is used for official pur-
poses, education in and of the Mari language is organized in public schools, and public funds 
are allocated to Mari language media and Mari cultural activities. The existing level of protec-
tion is not insignificant and is no doubt better than in other regions inhabited by Mari.77 As is 
discussed in subsequent sections of this chapter, there is, however, often a marked discrepancy 
Education and Culture are therefore the major RF legislative documents with respect to the rights of the titular 
nationalities who do not belong to the category of small indigenous peoples.

72 According to the 2002 RF census, the relative number of the titular nationalities in the four other Finno-
Ugric republics was the following: the Republic of Mordovia (32% Mordvins), the Republic of Udmurtia (29% 
Udmurts), the Komi Republic (25% Komi) and the Republic of Karelia (9% Karelians and 4% Finns and Vepses).

73 According to information from the Russian government, the legislation of many ethnic regions establishes 
quotas for the representation of the titular nationality in legislative and judicial bodies. See Second Report Submit-
ted by The Russian Federation Pursuant to Article 25, Paragraph 1 of the Framework Convention for the Protec-
tion of National Minorities, chapter 3.1 (”National Territorial Subdivisions”).

74 See the section on “Participation of Mari in public affairs.”
75 It should be noted that there is no agreement as to whether Meadow and Hill Mari constitute two different 

languages or merely two different dialects.
76 For example, the republic’s State Concept of Nationality Policies (1997) establishes as a major principle of 

state policies to promote the revival and development of the national identity of the Mari (section 2); the republic’s 
Law On Culture (1994) recognizes the obligation of the republic to protect and strengthen the integrity of Mari cul-
ture (article 6); and the republic’s Law on Languages (1995) declares that Mari El is to take special care to protect 
the Mari language “as the basis of its national culture” (preamble).

77 For a discussion of the differences in opportunities enjoyed by Finno-Ugric minorities who reside in their 
“own” territorial entities and those who reside outside such entities, see Andres Heinapuu, “Finno-Ugric Peoples 
in Russia — Territorial or Cultural Autonomy,” Estonian Ministry of Foreign Affairs Yearbook 2004, at http://web-
static.vm.ee/static/failid/133/Andres Heinapuu.pdf (last accessed 8 November 2005).
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between law and practice in terms of the rights of the Mari, and serious concerns remain with 
respect to the actual protection of the language and culture of the titular nationality.

3.1.3. Ongoing federal reforms

Under RF President Putin, a series of federal reforms have been implemented in order 
to enforce the capacity of the federal state and to enhance federal control of the country’s 
regions. This process also appears to be motivated by a drive to create a more uniform state 
structure and to foster a stronger all-Russia national identity. In recent years, there has been 
a shift toward greater focus on the ethnic majority in RF nationality policies, and the impor-
tance of promoting the formation of one common nation is increasingly emphasized.78

Moreover, a number of pilot projects of merging smaller administrative units with larger 
ones are currently under way, including in the case of ethnic regions79, and leading federal 
officials have advocated scrapping the national-territorial component of the federal system.80 
Such proposals have been strongly rejected by representatives of the titular nationalities of 
ethnic regions, including the Mari. Mari organizations fear that a departure from the na-
tional-territorial structure would further intensify assimilation among the Mari and believe 
that the preservation of their people as a culturally and linguistically unique group depends 
on the retention — and improvement — of the special status of the minority in Mari El.81 In 
contrast, President Markelov has repeatedly said that he believes that Mari El should simply 
be one of Russia’s many regions, thereby demonstrating an apparent lack of sensitivity to the 
specific concerns of the Mari.82

3.2. The economic and social situation of Mari El

The current situation of the Mari, as well as other ethnic groups residing in Mari El, is 
greatly influenced by the economic and social conditions of the republic. The republic is one 
of the poorest regions of the RF and is heavily dependent on federal subsidies.83

Mari El has few natural resources and the republic’s military industry, which used to 
account for more than 80% of its gross domestic product (GDP), collapsed after the fall of 
the Soviet Union. Today there are only smaller-scale industries in the republic. At the same 

78 See Emil Pain, “Current Russian Policy in the North Caucasus,” Chechnya Weekly (The Jamestown Foun-
dation), Vol. 5, Issue 45 (December 2004), at http://www.jamestown.org/; Emil Pain, “All Power to the President  — 
Ethnopolitical Risks of Vladimir Putin,” Nasha Vlast: Dela i Litsa — Annual Digest 2004, at http://www.nashavlast.
ru/archive/2004/dig/07.htm (last accessed on 23 December 2005); Paul Goble, “Russians Up, Non-Russians Down, 
Federalism Out in New Concept Draft,” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (RFE/RL), 12 October 2005.

79 For example, the Finno-Ugric Komi-Permyak autonomous Okrug was due to be merged with the non-eth-
nic Perm Oblast at the end of 2005. See Russian Regional Report (published by The Center for Security Studies 
at the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology and the Transnational Crime and Corruption Center at the American 
University), Vol. 9, No. 5, April 2004.

80 See Janos Pusztay, “Young People are the Key to the Future of the Finno-Ugric Peoples,” Plenary Address 
for the 4th World Congress of Finno-Ugric Peoples, Tallinn, August 2004; Paul Goble, “Analysis: Russia To End 
Ethnic Federalism,” United Press International, 30 August 2001.

81 See Mari representative quoted in James Alexander, “Federal Reforms in Russia: Putin’s Challenge to the 
Republics,” Demokratizatsiya, Spring 2004; and “Выписка основных положений программы общественной 
организации ‘Марий ушем,’” at http://www.mari.ee/rus/soc/org/mu/prog.htm (last accessed on 5 December 2005).

82 James Alexander, “Federal Reforms in Russia: Putin’s Challenge to the Republics,” Demokratizatsiya, 
Spring 2004.

83 For example, in 2004, federal grants accounted for 60% of the budget of the republic.



�4 Public investigations on human rights violations

time, conditions for agricultural production are not very favorable in terms of climate and 
soil conditions, and lack of modern technologies has created difficulties during the economic 
transition of the post-Soviet era.84

In 2004 the average monthly income in Mari El was 2,567 rubles (approximately €75), 
compared to 6,383 rubles (€187) in the RF as a whole and 5,038 rubles (€148) in the Volga 
Federal District.85 Only four Russian regions had a lower average income.86 What is more, in 
the first half of 2005, more than half of all residents of Mari El had incomes below the mini-
mum existence level, which is calculated on the basis of costs for basic foodstuffs, services and 
obligatory payments and was 2,001 rubles (approximately €59) per month in late 2004.87

The economic situation is particularly difficult in the countryside, where a majority of 
Mari are concentrated, and many Mari struggle hard to make ends meet. Social problems 
such as high alcohol consumption are also widespread, and, in particular, many young, edu-
cated residents are leaving the republic in search of better opportunities elsewhere.88 Mari 
activists are concerned that dire socio-economic conditions endanger the well-being of Mari 
villages and contribute to political passivity among the titular nationality.89

While public officials insist that economic conditions have changed for the better in the 
republic in recent years, civil society representatives maintain that few measures have been 
taken to promote rural development and that common residents have benefited little from 
large-scale public investment projects.90

3.3. Public use of the Mari language�1

3.3.1. Legal basis

In accordance with international standards, the Russian Constitution guarantees the right 
of everyone to use their native language and to freely choose language of communication 
(article 26.2). The Constitution also provides that, in republics which have adopted their own 

84 Information obtained in discussions with residents and public officials during IHF-MHG fact-finding mis-
sion to Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.

85 The Volga Federal District is one of seven “super regions” created by RF President Putin in 2000. These 
districts, each of which is headed by a presidential envoy, constitute a new administrative layer between the cen-
ter and the country’s federal subjects. The following regions belong to the Volga Federal District: the Republic 
of Bashkortostan, the Republic of Chuvashia, the Kirov Oblast, the Komi-Permyatsky Autonomous Okrug (due 
to merge with the Perm Oblast in late 2005), the Republic of Mari El, the Republic of Mordovia, the Nizhny 
Novgorod Oblast, the Orenburg Oblast, the Penza Oblast, the Perm Oblast, the Samara Oblast, the Saratov Oblast, 
the Republic of Tatarstan, the Republic of Udmurtia and the Ulyanovsk Oblast.

86 These statistics were obtained from the website of the Russian Federal State Statistic Service, Goskomstat, 
at http://www. gks.ru/wps/portal.

87 These statistics were obtained from the website of the Russian Federal State Statistic Service, Goskomstat.
88 Information obtained in discussions with Mari activists during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El 

on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
89 Information obtained in discussions with Mari activists during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El 

on 29 October — 1 November 2005. See also the program of Mari Ushem at http://www.mari.ee/rus/soc/org/mu/
prog.htm (last accessed on 5 December 2005).

90 Information obtained in discussions with public officials and civil society representatives during IHF-
MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005. As an example of ill-considered use of 
public resources civil society representatives pointed to the new grand railway station of Yoskar Ola, which was 
opened shortly before the International Congress of Finno-Ugric Studies held in the city in August 2005.

91 Unless otherwise noted, the information in this section has been obtained in discussions with Mari activists, 
public officials and others during the IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
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state languages, these languages may be used alongside Russian in public institutions and 
bodies (article 68.2). This possibility is, likewise, recognized by the Russian Law on Lan-
guages (article 11.1).

According to the Mari El Law on Languages, state institutions of the republic are to 
use the republic’s state languages in their work (article 22) and legislation as well as official 
documentation will be produced in these languages (article 17, 18, 25). While there is no ob-
ligation for authorities to always make official documents available in both state languages, 
the law grants citizens the right to address authorities either in Russian or Mari and to receive 
responses in the same language as they use (articles 8–9). At the same time, employees of 
state institutions are only required to have knowledge of one of the state languages (article 
14). The law prescribes that court hearings will be conducted in the state languages, and 
guarantees the right of citizens to use their native language in court (article 31). Furthermore, 
it provides that names of streets, institutions and organizations in the republic will be in the 
state languages (article 52).

Moreover, the Mari El Law on Languages states that both official languages of the re-
public and other minority languages are to be used in the private service field (article 35) and 
that it is punishable for private companies and institutions to refuse to serve someone who is 
using either of the two official languages (article 36).

3.3.2. Practical use of the Mari language in public contexts

In practice, Mari is used only to a limited extent in the public sector. It is used on stamps, 
on street and other public signs and in the names of state institutions and administrative 
units. On written request Mari may be used in court hearings and occasionally it may be pos-
sible to obtain legal and other official documents in Mari or to receive a response by public 
bodies in this language. It is, nevertheless, clear that Russian dominates throughout public 
administration.

During the IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El, representatives of the two orga-
nizations found that many Mari do not expect to be able to use Mari in their contacts with 
public authorities since they are accustomed to using Russian as a lingua franca. Thus, they 
often do not even attempt to make use of their right to contact authorities in their native 
language. It also appears that a majority of the Mari who reside in the republic have such a 
good command of Russian that it does not create any difficulties for them not to be able to use 
Mari for official purposes. It should, however, not be overlooked that some Mari, in particular 
elderly people who reside in rural areas with a Mari majority, do not know Russian equally 
well as Mari and may, as a fact, be disadvantaged by a lack of opportunities to use Mari 
when addressing authorities. It is also clear that the limited use of Mari in the public sector 
reinforces a Soviet era trend, in which the Mari language increasingly became a domestic 
language with little visibility in public life.

It is often argued that a lack of resources makes it impossible to effectively enforce Mari 
as an official language in the public sector. This argument is, of course, not unfounded. It is, 
however, apparent that the fact that public officials are not required to have any knowledge 
of Mari, combined with the fact that ethnic Mari are underrepresented in public administra-
tion,92 creates a major obstacle to the provision of public services in the titular language.

92 See the section on “Participation of Mari in public affairs.”
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The use of Mari is also limited in other areas of public life. In a survey carried out among 
residents of Mari El in April 2005, only 8% of the respondents said that they typically use 
Mari in public places, which corresponds to about 20% of all Mari residing in the republic. 
In comparison, 22% percent of those interviewed said that they usually speak Mari at home, 
which is equal to slightly more than half of all Mari. Most worrisome, the opinion poll also 
indicated that a considerable part of all residents have been subjected to offensive or insulting 
treatment in public life due to their national affiliation, a primary characteristic of which is 
the language spoken. Thus, 18% said that they had encountered intolerance on the basis of 
their national affiliation in the street, parks, theater or other public places, and 14% in shops, 
hospitals, public transportation and other service fields. While answers were not recorded 
according to the nationality of respondents, it is reasonable to assume that all the affirmative 
responses were given by members of national minorities. This would mean that 34% of the 
members of the republic’s national minorities, including the Mari, have faced verbal assaults 
due to their national affiliation in public places and 27% in the service sector.93

According to Mari representatives, social acceptance of the Mari language has decreased 
in recent years and attempts to use Mari in public contexts are now sometimes met with 
outright hostility. Members of the Mari community are also concerned that condescending 
remarks made by leading representatives of the current presidential administration, such as 
to suggest that Mari are not capable of holding leading positions or that the Mari language is 
not competitive, have contributed to reinforcing negative attitudes toward the titular nation-
ality and language.

3.4. Mari language media

3.4.1. Legal basis

The Russian Constitution safeguards freedom of speech, information and media (ar-
ticle 29) and the Russian Law on Languages specifically provides that, in the administra-
tive subjects of the country, Russian, other languages given an official status as well as 
non-official languages spoken by people residing on these territories may be used in media 
(article 20).

The Mari El Law on Languages states that special state programs for the preservation 
and development of the republic’s languages are to be implemented, including programs 
aimed at creating conditions for the use of different languages in media and publications 
(article 7). The law also says that the republic will give priority to supporting publications in 
languages whose development is dependent on state support (article 44) and provide TV and 
radio broadcasts in the state languages (article 48).

3.4.2. Mari language newspapers, TV and radio

According to the authorities of Mari El, in 2004 a total of 15 publicly funded Mari lan-
guage newspapers and magazines were published in the republic. Eight of these were funded 
through allocations from the republic’s budget, while the rest were financially supported by 

93 The results of the opinion poll are presented in Collection of Material Relating to the Ethnic Situation in 
the Republic of Mari El and the Social-Cultural Situation of the Mari People (in Russian), prepared by the Infor-
mational and Analytical Department of the Administration of the President of Mari El (2005).
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local authorities.94 The publications funded by the republic included the daily Mari El, the 
youth magazineKugarnia, the children’s magazines Yamde Liy, Yamdy Li and Keche, the 
satirical magazine Pachemysh, and the literary magazines Usem and Onchynko.95 Few of 
the 15 Mari language periodicals are published on a daily basis, and they all have a relatively 
small circulation, with their total circulation amounting to about 30,050 copies per edition. 
Thus, their average circulation is about 2,000 copies per edition.96

Mari El, which was established in 1915 and is the largest Mari language newspaper, has a 
circulation of slightly over 6,000 copies per edition. It is primarily distributed in rural areas 
of the republic, where most Mari are settled, and 95% of its print run goes to subscribers. 
From 2002 to 2005 the circulation of the daily decreased by one third, a trend which the 
chief editor attributes to the socio-economic problems facing its readers as well as growing 
distribution costs, which have resulted in a rise of subscription fees.97 In general, the circu-
lation of newspapers has decreased in Russia in recent years, and for most people electronic 
media — in particular TV — is the major source of information.98

Only one privately funded Mari language newspaper, Yan, is published in the repub-
lic.99

As regards state radio in Mari El, a transition to wireless broadcasting is currently un-
der way. Wire radio broadcasts, including in the Mari language, are still available in parts 
of the republic (where broadcasting equipment is in working order) but are gradually being 
replaced by wireless transmissions. A new wireless radio station, which was launched with 
state support in July 2005, broadcasts about eight hours per day in the Mari language, includ-
ing news programs. In addition, district radio stations broadcast about 15 minutes per day 
in the Mari language. According to the Mari El Ministry of Culture, the plan is to further 
expand wireless broadcasts in minority languages in coming years.100 A fact slowing down 
the diffusion of wireless broadcasting is that new short wave radios are relatively costly and 
are not easily affordable for many poor Mari residents.

None of the republic’s private radio-stations, which are primarily entertainment-oriented, 
offer programs in the Mari language.101

State TV in Mari El is a branch of the All-Russia State Television and Radio Company 
(VGTRK) and follows a federally determined broadcasting schedule. The VGRTK is cur-
rently being re-organized with the aim of centralizing programming and financing structures. 
As part of these reforms, the amount of broadcasting time available for regionally produced 
programs has been considerably reduced, with particular implications for transmissions in 

94 Collection of Material Relating to the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-Cultural 
Situation of the Mari People (in Russian), prepared by the Informational and Analytical Department of the Admin-
istration of the President of Mari El (2005).

95 Second Report Submitted by The Russian Federation Pursuant to Article 25, Paragraph 1 of the Frame-
work Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, chapter 3.6 (”National Minorities and Mass Media”).

96 Collection of Material Relating to the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-Cultural 
Situation of the Mari People (in Russian), op. cit.

97 Information provided by the chief editor of Mari El during interview, 1 November 2005.
98 Compare Maria Lipman, “Freedom of Speech and the Future of Russian Mass Media,” in Russia: The Next 

Ten Years (Carnegie Moscow Center 2004), at http://www.carnegie.ru/en.
99 Information provided by representative of the Center for Journalism in Extreme Situations (CJES) during 

discussion, 28 October 2005.
100 Information provided by the Mari El Ministry of Culture, Media and Nationality Issues during interview, 

31 October 2005.
101 Information provided by the Mari El Ministry of Culture, Media and Nationality Issues during interview, 

31 October 2005.
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minority languages.102 During the first 11 months of 2005, a total of 680 hours of regionally 
produced TV programs were broadcast in Mari El. Out of the total broadcasting time, 35% 
was used for Mari language programs, which means about 45 minutes per day.103 Prior to 
2000 this figure was reportedly several times higher.104 There are also concerns that Mari 
language programs are broadcast at unfavorable hours, e.g. in the morning when few people 
have time to watch TV, and that news in the Mari language have been reduced to a mini-
mum. In some ethnic regions, the changed policies of VGRTK have resulted in the creation 
of new republican TV channels. This has, however, required the allocation of considerable 
resources.105

No private TV station operates in Mari El.106

In general, it appears that the availability of titular language media is better in Mari El 
than in most other Finno-Ugric republics of the RF.107 However, the dwindling circulation of 
Mari language newspapers and, even more so, the reduction of Mari language TV programs 
give rise to concern. It also remains unclear how well wireless transmissions currently meet 
the demand for radio programs in the Mari language. Mari language media play a key role in 
the preservation and development of the language, culture and national identity of the Mari, 
and it is essential to ensure that such media can continue to operate and thrive, also in the 
face of economic hardships and changing federal policies.108

3.4.3. General situation with respect to freedom of expression and media

Freedom of expression is seriously restricted in Mari El. According to media monitoring 
NGOs, the authorities of Mari El strictly control the information published in publicly funded 
media and do not allow the circulation of information critical of official policies. Thus, loy-
alty to the authorities appears to be a major condition for continued funding.109 Mari activists 
and independent journalists with whom the IHF and MHG representatives spoke during their 
fact-finding mission to Mari El confirmed that state-funded Mari language media tend to 
follow an officially sanctioned line and do not publish any analytical articles about domestic 
political developments or accept any contributions by people expressing alternative views.110

There are only two state printing houses in Mari El that have the capacity to print news-
papers, and in the last few years these printing houses have reportedly declined to print 

102 See “Venajantelevisio vahensi rajusti kansankielisia lahetyksia,” Helsingin Sanomat, 5 June 2005; “Jour-
nalists Alarmed about Reorganization of State Broadcasting,” RFE/RL Newsline, 24 February 2005; Russian 
Union of Journalists, “ЗАЯВЛЕНИЕ Союза журналистов России,” 24 February 2005, at http://www.ruj.ru/in-
dex 050221 _1.htm (last accessed on 9 December 2005).

103 Information provided by the Mari El Ministry of Culture, Media and Nationality Issues per telephone, 9 
December 2005.

104 Information from SURI, July 2005.
105 “Venajan televisio vahensi rajusti kansankielisia lahetyksia,” Helsingin Sanomat, 5 June 2005.
106 CJES, Freedom of Speech in the Republic of Mari El (2002).
107 See Second Report Submitted by The Russian Federation Pursuant to Article 25, Paragraph 1 of the 

Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, chapter 3.6 (”National Minorities and Mass 
Media”).

108 Compare article 9 iii of Resolution 1171 (1998) adopted by the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of 
Europe.

109 CJES, Freedom of Speech in the Republic of Mari El (2002). The conclusions of this report were confirmed 
by a CJES representative during discussion on 28 October 2005.

110 Information obtained in discussions with Mari activists and independent journalists during IHF-MHG 
fact-finding mission to Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
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independent newspapers that are critical of the authorities. The formal reasons for this policy 
include lack of capacity and outstanding debts of the newspapers in question, but there are 
clear indications that the refusal is politically motivated.111 During a meeting with media rep-
resentatives in February 2002, the president of the republic was quoted as saying “how can I 
tolerate that state publishing houses print anti-presidential newspapers?”112

For a period of time, many independent newspapers, including Mari language ones, were 
printed in neighboring regions and could thus be published at least sporadically despite re-
occurring problems with distribution and confiscation of editions. At one stage, even the 
municipal Yoskar Ola was printed outside of the republic when its contract with one of the 
state publishing houses was terminated temporarily. More recently, independent newspapers 
have also faced difficulties in having their editions printed outside of the republic. As a result, 
most of the privately funded, and economically highly vulnerable, newspapers that previous-
ly were published in Mari El have ceased to be published or been forced to go underground. 
As of late 2005, only one independent newspaper was published in the republic (Yan which 
was already mentioned above).113

Moreover, in recent years, journalists expressing critical views have increasingly been 
subjected to politically motivated harassment. They have, for example, been intimidated, 
dismissed or forced to resign, evicted from their offices or brought to court for defamation 
or slander. There have also been a series of cases in which independent journalists — and 
other people questioning official policies — have been physically attacked by unknown per-
petrators, sometimes with fatal consequences. In a reccurring pattern, victims have been 
attacked from behind by unidentified assailants, and beaten with sharp metal objects. While 
the authorities have depicted such attacks as acts of “hooliganism,” investigations into the 
attacks have typically been ineffective and have not yielded any concrete results.114 Among 
recent victims of brutal attacks are: Vitalii Igitov, an independent journalist who had exten-
sively criticized the authorities of Mari El (July 2004);115 Yelena Rogacheva, correspondent 
for Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty who inter alia exposed irregularities in the presidential 
elections held in the republic in December 2004 (January 2005);116 and Vladimir Kozlov, 
Chief Editor of the Finno-Ugric newspaper Kudo+Kodu and Chair of the All-Mari Council 
who has repeatedly challenged official policies toward the Mari (February 2005).117

The case of Dobrye Sosedi, an oppositional newspaper established in 1999, illustrates 
well the various forms of harassment targeting independent media and journalists in the 
republic:

111 Glasnost Defense Foundation (GDF), The Situation of News Media in the Republic of Mari El — Report 
about Mission to Yoskar Ola in December 2002; and information obtained in discussions with independent jour-
nalists during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.

112 GDF, The Situation of News Media in the Republic of Mari El — Report about Mission to Yoskar Ola in 
December 2002.

113 CJES, Freedom of Speech in the Republic of Mari El (2002); GDF, The Situation of News Media in the 
Republic of Mari El — Report about Mission to Yoskar Ola in December 2002; and information obtained in 
discussions with independent journalists during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El on 29 October — 1 
November 2005.

114 Ibid.
115 CJES, Dangerous Profession — Weekly Bulletin of Events in Russian Mass Media, Issue No. 27 (129), 

5–11 July 2004.
116 Julie A. Corwin, “Volga Journalist Joins Long List Of Targets,” RFE/RL Media Matters, 24 January 

2005.
117 See the section on “Repression of Mari activists, intellectuals and others.”
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— In November 2001 the deputy chief editor of Dobrye Sosedi, Aleksandr Babaykin, 
died after being brutally attacked in the center of Yoskar Ola, and in March 2002 the chief 
editor of the newspaper, Vladimir Maltsev, was attacked and his apartment was set on fire.118 
In 2002 the newspaper was also sued for slander by the president after re-publishing an 
article from the Finnish daily Helsingin Sanomat. In December 2003, the newspaper was 
evicted from its premises although all rental payments had been made on time.119 The news-
paper is among those that the republic’s state printing houses have declined to print and it has 
therefore been printed outside of the republic for several years. In 2005, however, only a few 
issues of the newspaper were published.120

It is of further concern that access to internet sites, which feature information critical 
of official policies, has been restricted in Mari El. A Ukrainian news site that covers politi-
cal developments in Mari El was not available during the campaign leading up to the 2004 
presidential elections , and an Estonian site that provides articles about the situation in Mari 
El in the Estonian, Mari, Russian and English languages has reportedly not been accessible 
since mid-2005.121

3.�. Mari language education

3.5.1. Legislative basis

The RF Constitution safeguards the right of everyone to “freely choose” the language of 
education (article 29), and the RF Laws on Languages (1991) and Education (1992) recognize 
the right of citizens to receive general education in their native language and to choose the 
language of instruction “within the opportunities offered by the system of education” (ar-
ticles 9, 6). The RF Law on Languages states that this right is to be safeguarded by establish-
ing “the necessary number” of educational institutions, classes and groups and by creating 

“conditions for their functioning” (article 9.2). According to the RF Law on Education, deci-
sions about language of instruction are made at the level of individual schools, while teach-
ing of state languages other than Russian is subject to regulation by the country’s republics 
(article 6).

Consistent with federal legislation, the Mari El Law on Education grants citizens the 
right to receive basic education in their native language and to choose language of instruc-
tion within the limits of the educational system (article 5). The republic’s Law on Languages, 
further, provides that the two state languages “are taught in all educational establishments of 
Mari El” (article 11) and grants those seeking admission to higher level educational institu-
tions the right to complete entrance exams in either of the two state languages (article 40).

118 RFE/RL 22 March 2002; Julie A. Corwin, “Volga Journalist Joins Long List Of Targets,” RFE/RL Media 
Matters, 24 January 2 005; Mika Parkkonen, “In Mari Political Dissidents are Beaten with Iron Pipes,” Helsingin 
Sanomat, 1 March 2005; SURI, “Chairman of the Youth Association of Finno-Ugric Peoples Attacked in Mari 
Republic of Russia,” 28 August 2005.

119 RFE/RL 25 February 2002; RFE/RL 13 January 2004.
120 GDF, The Situation of News Media in the Republic of Mari El — Report about Mission to Yoskar Ola in 

December 2002; Estonian Institute for Human Rights, Freedom of Expression and the Rights of Peoples Are Vio-
lated in Russia’s National Autonomous Regions, May 2005.

121 During the IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005, the website 
provided by the Estonian Mari Uver (http://www.mari.ee) was not accessible in the region.
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3.5.2. The Mari language in the education system

Throughout the RF, schools that offer members of national minorities instruction in or 
of their native language are known as “national schools.” Several types of such schools ex-
ist, ranging from schools where all instruction in grade 1–11 is provided in the minority 
language to schools where all instruction is in Russian but particular emphasis is given to 
instruction of the minority language and culture. Schools of the first type exist only in Ta-
tarstan, Bashkortostan and Sakha, while schools of the latter type are the most common form 
of national schools in the country.122

In Mari El, two major types of Mari national schools are in operation. First, there are 
national schools where instruction is in Mari in grade 1–4, and thereafter in Russian except 
for classes on Mari language, history and literature. Second, there are national schools where 
instruction is in Russian in all grades, but courses in the Mari language and literature are 
a special focus area and up to 4 class hours per week are devoted to this subject. There are 
also a growing number of Russian-Mari bilingual programs, where part of the instruction is 
carried out in Mari. Moreover, in non-national schools the Mari language is taught as a state 
language in grade 1–9, typically through courses involving two class hours per week.123

The authorities prepare the basic curriculum for all school models, but decisions about 
which model to apply are made by school boards in consultation with parents. The major part 
of each curriculum is comprised of an all-Russia component, which entails subjects such as 
Russian language and literature, math and technology, and a smaller part of national-regional 
and school components, which in the case of Mari El includes the Mari language.124 A spe-
cial department for nationality affairs within the Ministry of Education of Mari El, which 
oversaw and coordinated the organization of minority language programs, was reportedly 
closed down in 2001. There are now concerns that supervision of Mari language instruction 
is inadequate.125

According to the Ministry of Education of Mari El, in total, about 50% of all students in 
the republic currently participate in some form of Mari language courses, i.e. either in native 
language, state language or so-called integrated courses, in which teaching of the Mari lan-
guage is combined with teaching of national history and culture.126 In addition, in 2004–2005, 
90% of all students in grade 1–9 completed courses in national history and culture.127

122 Second Report Submitted by the Russian Federation Pursuant to Article 25, Paragraph 1, of the Frame-
work Convention fort he Protection of National Minorities, April 2005, chapter 3.5 (”Ethnically Oriented Educa-
tion”); and information obtained in discussion with representatives of the RF Ministry of Regional Development, 
2 November 2005.

123 Information provided by representative of Mari El Ministry of Education during discussion, 31 October 
2005; “Марий Эл: Базисный учебный план как средство реализации антинародной идеи,” Mari Uver, 4 
April 2005, at http://www.mari.ee.

124 Information provided by representative of Mari El Ministry of Education during discussion, 31 October 
2005.

125 “Шаги “марийской” власти — Соответствует ли вербальное беспокойство наших высоких чинов-
ников о марийцах их реальным действиям?,” Mari Uver, 2004.

126 Information provided by representative of Mari El Ministry of Education during discussions, 31 October 
2005.

127 Collection of Information about the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-cultural 
Situation of the Mari People (in Russian), prepared by the Informational Analytical Department of the Adminis-
tration of the President of Mari El (2005).
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3.5.3. Mari national schools and Mari-Russian bilingual education

Most Mari national schools are located in rural areas, where a majority of the republic’s 
Mari residents are concentrated.

During the school year 2004–2005, Mari was used as a language of instruction in the 
first four grades in 43 schools, where a total of 752 students participated in such instruction. 
These numbers had decreased from 64 schools and 1,210 students in 2000–2001. While the 
total number of schools also decreased during the same four-year period, the relative share 
of schools providing instruction in the Mari language was slightly lower in 2004–2005 (11%) 
than in 2000–2001 (15%).128 (See table 3.1). Figures of the total number of students in grade 
1–4 in different years are not available to the authors of the report.

As for instruction in the Mari language and literature for ethnic Mari students, a total of 
18,692 students at 196 schools participated in such courses in 2004–2005. The corresponding 
figures in 1995–1996 were 286 schools and 29, 730 students, meaning that the numbers have 
decreased by about one third in the past decade. The relative number of students attending Mari 
native language classes has, however, been around 21–22% the whole time.129 (See table 3.2).

About a dozen schools in the republic are currently involved in pilot projects of Russian-
Mari bilingual education.130 Among them is School No. 14 in Yoskar Ola, where one class of 
students receives 40% of all instruction in the Mari language in grade 1–3. According to the 
school director, the results of this trial class have been good, and the feedback from parents 
has been overwhelmingly positive. Discussions are now under way to create a class that 
would be instructed in Mari throughout grade 11.131

In national schools where Mari is used as a means of instruction at the primary level, 
there is a complete transition to instruction in Russian as of grade 5. Although the Russian 
language is taught for up to 4 hours per week in the first four grades,132 the transition report-
edly creates great difficulties for some students to absorb the education, especially as the to-
tal number of study hours also increases at this stage. Some of the Mari representatives with 
whom the IHF and MHG representatives spoke during their fact-finding mission to Mari El 
therefore advocated a more gradual transition.133

Members of the Mari community also expressed concern that a series of closures of small 
rural schools, which have been implemented in the last few years, have reduced the availabil-
ity of Mari national education and threatened the vitality of rural Mari villages.134

— In May 2005, 198 residents of the Chirki village in the Orshansk district of Mari El 
signed an appeal protesting against a decision by local decision makers to merge a Mari na-
tional primary and secondary school with a non-national secondary school. They expressed 

128 Collection of Information about the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-cultural 
Situation of the Mari People, op. cit.; Information on studying the Mari language, history and culture — as native 
language and state language in educational institutions of the Republic of Mari El (in Russian), 2005; “Марий Эл: 
Базисный учебный план как средство реализации антинародной идеи,” Mari Uver, Apr. 4, 2005; and official 
school statistics of Mari El for the years 2000–2003 (in Russian).

129 Ibid.
130 Information obtained in discussion with representative of Mari El Ministry of Education, Oct. 31, 2005.
131 Information provided by director of Gymnasium No 14 in Yoskar Ola during discussion, Oct. 31, 2005.
132 “Марий Эл: Базисный учебный план как средство реализации антинародной идеи,” Mari Uver, 

Apr. 4, 2005.
133 Information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF–MHG fact-finding mission to 

Mari El on Oct. 29 — Nov. 1, 2005.
134 Ibid.
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indignation that this decision would mean an end to national school instruction in the village 
and was made without prior consultation of village residents, teachers, parents or children. 
They also feared that the decision would result in the “gradual extinction” of the Chirki vil-
lage.135

Moreover, textbooks used in Mari language instruction are reportedly often old and out-
dated. In recent years, only a few school book titles have been published every year, e.g. in 
2001–2004 a total of 38 text and exercise books were published. In some cases, school books 
have been published with private funding rather than funding provided by federal or regional 
authorities.136

Table 3.1. National schools with primary instruction in the Mari language (grade 1–4), 
according to official statistics.137

School year Total nr of schools Nr of schools with Mari 
instruction in grade 1–4

Nr of students participating in 
Mari instruction in grade 1–4

2000–2001 432 64 1210
2001–2002 415 55 1049
2002–2003 397 No info available No info available
2003–2004 385 39 740
2004–2005 379 43 752

Table 3.2. Instruction of the Mari language as native language (grade 1–11), according to 
official statistics138

School year Total nr of schools

Nr of schools with 
instruction of Mari as 

native language 
(% of all schools)

Total nr of students 
grade 1–11

Nr of students attending 
Mari native language 

courses (% of all students)

2000–2001 432 230 (53.2%) 120,400 25,974 (21.6%)
2001–2002 415 226 (54.5%) 112,900 24,339 (21.6%)
2002–2003 397 211 (53.1%) 104,400 22,530 (21.6%)
2003–2004 385 187 (48.6%) 96,081 20,683 (21.5%)
2004–2005 379 196 (51.7%) 88,525 18,692 (21.1%)

3.5.4. Instruction of the Mari language as a state language

In 2004–2005, Mari was taught as a state language to a total of 19,879 students at 154 
schools. This means that about 27% of all students in grade 1 to 9 were enrolled in such 
courses. Additionally, 5,535 students at 43 schools participated in integrated Mari language 

135 See appeal, “В Марий Эл ликвидируют национальную школу, несмотря на протесты местных жи-
телей,” 6 May 2005, at http://www.mari.ee/rus/news/educ/2005/06/02.htm (last accessed on 12 December 2005).

136 “Марий Эл: Базисный учебный план как средство реализации антинародной идеи,” Mari Uver, 4 
April 2005; “перечень учебников и учебно-методической литературы 2001–2004.”

137 Collection of Information about the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-cultural 
Situation of the Mari People, op. cit.; Information on studying the Mari language, history and culture — as native 
language and state language in educational institutions of the Republic of Mari El (in Russian), 2005; “Марий Эл: 
Базисный учебный план как средство реализации антинародной идеи,” Mari Uver, 4 April 2005; and official 
school statistics of Mari El for the years 2000–2003 (in Russian).

138 Ibid.
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and history and culture courses. In the years 1995–2000, there was a steady increase in the 
scope of instruction of the Mari as a state language, and in 2000–2001 close to 47,000 stu-
dents (60%) at 207 schools were enrolled in such courses. In subsequent years, however, the 
numbers dropped significantly.139 This decrease was related to the adoption of a new basic 
curriculum of the republic, which granted non-national schools greater choice in terms of 
whether and how to incorporate the Mari language into their curricula.140 (See table 3.3).

Mari representatives with whom the IHF and the MHG spoke during their mission to 
Mari El deplored what they see as a trend of decreasing interest in learning the Mari lan-
guage since the 1990s. They believe that this change of attitudes is related to a change in the 
political climate in the republic, involving weakened political commitment to protecting the 
official status of the Mari language. They are particularly concerned about the 2001 reform of 
the basic school curriculum, which resulted in fewer students studying the Mari language as 
a state language. In their opinion, the fact that it is not a requirement for all students to study 
the Mari language undermines the official status of this language and contradicts the obliga-
tion of the state to provide special protection for it.141 The authorities of Mari El, for their part, 
argue that a voluntary basis for studying the Mari language ensures that students are better 
motivated to learn and, therefore, that the instruction is more effective.142 In a recent opinion 
poll carried out among residents of Mari El, 30% of the respondents gave a positive response 
when asked whether they think that the Mari language should be taught in all schools of the 
republic, while 53% answered in the negative.143

Table 3.3. Instruction of the Mari language as state language (grade 1–9), according to 
official statistics.144

School year Total nr of schools

Nr of schools with 
instruction of Mari as 
state language (% of 

all schools)

Total nr of students 
in grade 1–9

Nr of students attending 
Mari state language 

courses (% of all students) 
in grade 1–9

2001–2002 415 181 (43.6%) 94,584 35,126 (37.1%)
2002–2003 397 172 (43.3%) 88,365 31,595 (35.8%)
2003–2004 385 157 (40.8%) 78,702 24,865 (31.6%)
2004–2005 379 154 (40.6%) 73,585 19,879 (27%)

139 Collection of Information about the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-cultural 
Situation of the Mari People, op. cit; Information on studying the Mari language, history and culture — as native 
language and state language in educational institutions of the Republic of Mari El (in Russian), 2005; “Марий Эл: 
Базисный учебный план как средство реализации антинародной идеи,” Mari Uver, 4 April 2005; and official 
school statistics of Mari El for the years 2000–2003 (in Russian).

140 Discussion with representative of Mari El Ministry of Education; “Марий Эл: Базисный учебный план 
как средство реализации антинародной идеи,” Mari Uver, 4 April 2005.

141 Information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to 
Mari El in 29 October — 1 November 2005.

142 Information provided by representative of Mari El Ministry of Education during discussion, 31 October 
2005.

143 Collection of Information about the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-cultural 
Situation of the Mari People, op. cit.

144 Collection of Information about the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-cultural 
Situation of the Mari People, op. cit.; Information on studying the Mari language, history and culture — as native 
language and state language in educational institutions of the Republic of Mari El (in Russian), 2005; “Марий Эл: 
Базисный учебный план как средство реализации антинародной идеи,” Mari Uver, 4 April 2005; and official 
school statistics of Mari El for the years 2000–2003 (in Russian).
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3.5.5. Higher education in Mari

Mari language teachers are educated at the Mari State Pedagogical College, the Mari 
State Pedagogical Institute, and the History and Philology Department of the Mari State 
University, which has a program on Mari language and culture. The Pedagogical Institute, 
which offers training for primary level teachers instructing in Mari as well as for teachers of 
the Mari language as a subject, primarily prepares teachers for countryside schools. A recent 
proposal to integrate the institute into the Mari State University has met with strong protests 
among the staff, who fear that it would result in a reduction of the education of teachers at 
public universities and further limit the availability of higher education in Mari.145

Outside the humanistic and pedagogical fields, there is no instruction in Mari at the state 
universities of the republic, which also include a Technical University. None of the private 
universities that exist in the republic provides instruction in Mari. Because the standard 
of rural schools is generally considered to be lower than that of urban schools, graduates 
from such schools — a category to which most Mari students belong — have worse chances 
of gaining admission to state universities. At the same time, graduates from rural schools 
typically cannot afford to pay the tuition fees required by the republic’s private universities. 
Moreover, although entrance exams to state universities can be completed in Mari, students 
who have obtained their primary education in Mari reportedly sometimes experience dif-
ficulties when completing Russian language programs.146

The ratio of ethnic Mari with higher education is half of that among ethnic Russians.147

3.6. State support for Mari cultural activities

3.6.1. Legal basis

The Russian Constitution protects the right of everyone to participate in cultural life 
(article 44), and the Constitution of Mari El guarantees the right of the peoples living on its 
territory to develop their national culture, language and traditions (article 26.3). According to 
the Law on Culture of Mari El, the republic is to promote equal conditions for the preserva-
tion and development of all cultures (article 6) and to elaborate and implement state programs 
to this end (article 29). The law also specifically recognizes the obligation of the republic to 
protect and strengthen the integrity of Mari culture (article 6), while cautioning that such 
policies must not cause any disadvantage to the cultures of other groups (article 20).

3.6.2. State support in practice

State funding for Mari cultural activities is mainly channeled through a framework pro-
gram on ethno-cultural and inter-ethnic relations, which is administered by the Ministry 

145 Information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to 
Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.

146 Discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El on 29 Octo-
ber — 1 November 2005.

147 Natalia Glukhova, “The Access to Education and Research of the Mari Speaking and Russian Popula-
tion,” paper presented at conference on Transformation Processes in the Baltic Sea Region and Eastern European 
Experiences, Vienna, November 2003. Available at http://www.demokratiezentrum.org/network.php?Nav=main/
network/topics/konferenz/ostseeraum/abstractsostse eraum (last accessed on 12 December 2005).
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of Culture. This program provides assistance for cultural, educational and social projects 
involving and targeted at the major ethnic groups of the republic, including the Russian, 
Mari and Tatar ethnic groups. For the period 2004–2008, 2.7 million rubles (about €80,000) 
have been earmarked for the program. Funding is allocated on a competitive basis and pub-
lic bodies and institutions, commercial organizations as well as NGOs are eligible to apply. 
Eighty-five percent of the funds used in 2004 were given out to public bodies and institu-
tions and 10% to NGOs. Approved projects included seminars, excursions, meetings and 
publications. The Russian, Mari and Tatar cultural centers of the republic, which inter alia 
organize cultural festivals and celebrations, are also supported as part of the program.148 The 
authorities emphasize that funding has been increased for the present period compared to 
the previous one,149 but civil society representatives consider available support insufficient 
and selective.150 In general, it appears that mostly one-time events are assisted through the 
framework program, while it would also be essential to fund continued, long-term activities 
involving different groups within the republic’s minority communities, including in particu-
lar youth and children.

The publication of books in the Mari language reportedly decreased significantly in the 
1990s.151 According to official figures, a total of 141 Mari language publications were pub-
lished in Mari El in 2002–2004, meaning an average of 47 publications every year. This 
number, however, did not only include books but also brochure-type publications.152 At the 
State Book Publishing House of Mari El, about 100 Mari language books were previously 
published every year, including fiction and text books. However, in recent years, less than 
10 books have been published annually, up to one third of which have been financed by 
sources other than the authorities of the republic. A major provider of funding is the Finnish 
M. A. Castren Society, which coordinates a Russia-wide program aimed at supporting the 
protection of Finno-Ugric languages and cultures.153 In the period 1994–2004, this organiza-
tion funded the publication of a total of 38 publications in the Mari language in Mari El, in-
cluding textbooks, Mari and foreign fiction, dictionaries, scientific books and dissertations.154 
Mari activists consider the current situation with respect to book publication fully unsatisfac-

148 Collection of Information about the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-cultural 
Situation of the Mari People, op. cit; and information provided by the Mari El Ministry of Culture, Media and 
Nationalities during discussion 30 October 2005.

149 Ibid.
150 Information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to 

Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
151 Information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to 

Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
152 Collection of Material Relating to the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-Cultural 

Situation of the Mari People, op. cit.
153 See M.A. Castren Society, Sukukansaohjelma 1994–2004. Suomi Venajan uralilaiskielia tukemassa, 

available at http://www.helsinki.fi/jarj/macastren/tiedotteet/Castren su.pdf (last accessed on 12 December 2005). 
The program coordinated by the M.A. Castren Soviety is based on 1992 agreement between Finland and Russia, in 
which the state parties pledge to support the preservation of the cultures and languages of the Finno-Ugric peoples 
in Russia, and is funded by the Finnish government. It is implemented in cooperation with NGOs, cultural centers, 
local authorities, publishing houses, universities and various other institutions in Russia, and it offers assistance 
to different forms of activities, including publishing activities. In 1994–2004, the M.A. Castren Society supported 
the publication of a total of 38 publications in the Mari language, including textbooks, Mari and foreign fiction, 
scientific books and dissertations.

154 Statistics included in Finnish Ministry of Education, Selvitys Suomen sukukansaohjelmasta, 2005, avail-
able at http://www.minedu.fi/julkaisut/hallinto/2005/tr23/tr23.pdf (last accessed on 20 December, 2005).
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tory and deplore that important voluntary initiatives to bring out Mari language books have 
not been publicly supported.155

Mari language theater is also state-funded. Out of the four state theaters operating in 
Yoskar Ola, two use the Mari language either fully or partly. The Mari Drama Theater, which 
includes a youth theater ensemble, gives performances in Mari with synchronous transla-
tion into Russian, and the Puppet Theater offers plays in both Russian and Mari. The Opera 
and Ballet Theater has also occasionally featured Mari productions. While the Mari Drama 
Theater uses Meadow Mari, a fifth state-funded theater located outside of the capital stages156 
plays in the less spoken Hill Mari.

A few years ago, a reorganization of the Mari theater scene caused strong protests both 
within and beyond the Mari community. As a result of decision taken in December 2001, the 
previously existing Mari National Theater and Youth Theater were closed down and replaced 
with the currently existing Mari Drama Theater.157 The closure of the Mari National Theater, 
which had been a key element of Mari cultural life ever since its foundation in 1919, was 
perceived as a direct attack on Mari culture. It was feared that the new Mari Drama Theater 
would not fulfill the same purpose. While the authorities argued that the reform would en-
hance the “artistic quality” of theater performances,158 Mari activists decry that the program 
of the new Mari Drama Theater is much more limited in scope and volume than that of the 
Mari National Theater. They also argue that the measure was politically motivated since both 
the director and chief playwright of the Mari National Theater, who were both involved in 
the Mari national movement, were not reappointed after the re-organization although other 
old staff was retained.159

3.�. Participation of Mari in public affairs

3.7.1. The parliament of Mari El

The State Assembly is the legislative and representative body of Mari El. In consistence 
with new federal legislation enacted in 2003160, the 52 deputies of the body are partly elected 
on the basis of republic-wide party lists, and partly in single-mandate districts. While only 
people who wholly or mainly reside in the republic are eligible, there are no quotas for eth-
nic Mari or other minority members.161 In the first elections to the State Assembly, which 
were held in 1993, ethnic Mari gained representation proportionate to their share among the 

155 Information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to 
Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005; open letter from Vladimir Kozlov to the Minister of Culture of Mari 
El published by Mari Uver, 7 September 2005.

156 Information provided by the Mari El Ministry of Culture, Media and Nationalities during discussion on 
30 October 2005.

157 Presidential decree, “О совершенствовании структуры театрально-зрелищных учреждений в Рес-
публике Марий Эл,” of 19 December, 2001.

158 Ibid.
159 Information obtained in discussions with Mari activists during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El 

on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
160 This legislation, the apparent purpose of which was to strengthen the position of federal parties at the re-

gional level, requires that at least half of the members of regional legislatures be elected on the basis of party lists. 
See, “Russia Finishes Latest Round of Modifying Electoral Legislation,” Russian Regional Report (published by 
The Center for Security Studies at the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology and the Transnational Crime and Cor-
ruption Center at the American University), Vol. 8, No. 2, February 2003.

161 Law on Elections of Deputies of the State Assembly of Republic Mari El, June 2003.
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population, or 43% of the seats. In subsequent elections, however, the representation of Mari 
has gradually declined to 30%, 25% and below.162 The reasons for this trend are obviously 
complex, and may include factors such as political passivity on the part of many Mari, lim-
ited ethnic solidarity in the voting behavior of Mari citizens and a lack of Mari politicians 
who have sufficient financial and other resources needed to engage in successful election 
campaigning at the republican level. The establishment of an ethnically based Mari political 
party is ruled out under the 2002 RF Law on Political Parties,163 and no existing political par-
ties specifically advocate issues of concern to the Mari.164 Overall minority issues are given 
little attention in the current political debate in the republic.

Part of the explanation why minority issues have more or less vanished from the re-
public’s political agenda since the days of national euphoria in the 1990s is that they have 
been overshadowed by other issues, in particular socio-economic problems. However, the 
political climate in the republic is also presently such that open debate about official policies 

— whether in the field of minority protection or other areas — is largely lacking. As dis-
cussed elsewhere in this chapter, in the last few years, the scope for expressing differences of 
opinions has been increasingly narrowed, and those criticizing official policies — including 
Mari activists — have become increasingly vulnerable to harassment.165

3.7.2. President and public administration

The president of Mari El is the supreme official of the republic and head of its execu-
tive branch.166 Until recently the president was directly elected, with citizens of the RF of at 
least 30 years of age entitled to run.167 As adopted in 1995, the Constitution of the republic 
required the president to know both state languages, but this requirement was subsequently 
declared unconstitutional by the Russian Supreme Court.168 The first two presidents of Mari 
El, Vladislav Zotin (1991–1996) and Vyatcheslav Kislitsyn (1997–2000), were both native 
residents of the republic, albeit the former was Mari by ethnicity and the latter was ethnic 
Russian. Current President Leonid Markelov (in power since 2001), however, is a native Rus-
sian from Moscow.169

The last presidential elections were held in December 2004, when President Markelov 
was running for re-lection with backing of the Kremlin and the pro-Kremlin Unified Russia 
Party, which controls a majority of the seats in the republic’s State Assembly.170 During the 

162 For a discussion of the development in the level of representation of Mari in the 1990s, see Vladimir Sha-
rov, “Compromise and Innovation Help Mari El Address Ethnic and Local Government Issues,” in Valery Tishkov 
and Elena Filippova, Local Government and Minority Empowerment in the CIS (Open Society Institute 2002).

163 Article 9 of this law prohibits the establishment of political parties on a “professional, racial, national or 
religious” basis.

164 Information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to 
Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.

165 For more information, see the sections on “Mari language media” and “Repression of Mari activists, intel-
lectuals and others.”

166 Article 76 of the Constitution of Mari El.
167 Ibid., but this clause is no longer valid.
168 Seppo Lallukka, From Fugitive Peasants to Diaspora: The Eastern Mari in Tsarist and Federal Russia, 

Annales Academis Scientiarum Fennics, Humaniora, vol. 328 (2003), p. 305.
169 For a discussion about differences in the nationality policies pursued by President Markelov and those of 

his predecessors, see the section on “Repression of Mari activists, intellectuals and others.”
170 Julie A. Crown, “Russia: Country’s Critics Play New Ethnic Card, “ RFE/RL Newsline, 6 June 2005; “Uni-

fied Russia Backs Reelection of Marii El President,” RFE/RL Tatar-Bashkir Weekly Report, 10 August 2004.
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election campaign, Markelov used a strategy widely practiced among incumbent Russian 
governors seeking re-election, namely exploitation of so-called administrative resources. 
These resources include extensive control over regional media and local authorities.171 The 
main competitor of Markelov was Mikhail Dolgov, an ethnic Mari originating from Mari 
El who was supported by Mari Ushem. As the other opposition candidate who participated 
in the elections, Dolgov was prevented from conducting an effective campaign because of 
restricted access to media and public meeting facilities. There are also reports indicating that 
voters were intimidated into voting for Markelov and that various procedural violations took 
place on election day.172 Markelov was eventually re-elected already in the first round of the 
elections, with 57% of the votes according to official results. Dolgov received less than 20% 
of the votes.173

Following the elections, a repressive campaign was reportedly carried out in those areas 
of the republic where a majority voted for Dolgov. Heads of local administrations, school 
directors, and teachers were held responsible for the poor scoring of the incumbent president 
in these areas and dismissed or pressured to resign. As Dolgov received most votes in rural 
areas predominantly inhabited by Mari, most of those affected by the reprisals were ethnic 
Mari.174 These reports give rise to serious concern.

There are also worrisome allegations of politically motivated dismissals of public ser-
vants, who have voiced criticism of official policies, during President Markelov’s period in 
office.175 Such dismissals have reportedly contributed to reducing the number of Mari work-
ing in public administration, and while Mari comprised over 40% of the employees in public 
administration in the early 1990s, their share is now at a considerably lower level.176 Official 
statistics show that, as of the beginning of 2005, ethnic Mari held 29% of leading and other 
top positions within state and local public service in the republic of Mari El.177 It remains 
unclear, however, exactly what positions these statistics refer to. Official statistics of the 
number of ethnic Mari in public administration as a whole are not available to the authors of 
this report.

While President Markelov’s current term ends in 2009, he may be able to stay in office 
beyond that date. As a result of a recent federal reform, which was pushed through after the 
hostage taking in Beslan in September 2004, the direct election of regional governors was 

171 For a discussion of the use of administrative resources more generally in Russian regions, see Robert W. 
Orttung, “How Effective Are Putin’s Federal Reforms,” Russian Regional Report (East West Institute), Vol. 6, No. 
11, March 2001.

172 See, for example, CJES, “Russia Mass Media and Elections,” Weekly Bulletin, Issue No. 50 and 51, De-
cember 2004; SURI, “Disturbances During the Course of Elections in Mari El,” 14 January 2005; Paul Goble, “Eye 
on Eurasia: Repression on the Volga,” United Press International, 21 January 2005; Mika Parkkonen, “Election 
Results Bring Wave of Political Reprisals Against Indigenous Intelligentsia of Mari Republic,” Helsingin Sanomat, 
11 March 2005; and Liz Fuller, “Marii El Begins to Look Like Belarus on the Volga,” RFE/RL, 21 June 2005.

173 RFE/RL Tatar-Bashkir Weekly, 21 December 2004.
174 Information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to 

Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
175 Information obtained in discussions with Mari activists during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El 

on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
176 See speech delivered by Vladimir Kozlov, Member of Mari Ushem and Chairman of the All-Mari Coun-

cil, at meeting of Federal Union of European Nationalities (FUEN), 6 May 2005, http://www.fuen.org/pdfs/
20050506Mari Kozlov.pdf (last accessed on 5 December 2005).

177 Collection of Material Relating to the Ethnic Situation in the Republic of Mari El and the Social-Cultural 
Situation of the Mari People (in Russian), prepared by the Informational and Analytical Department of the Admin-
istration of the President of Mari El (2005).
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abolished. Instead, as of 2005, governors are nominated by the RF President, and formally 
approved by regional parliaments.178 Since the new system was introduced governors from 
across the country have rushed to demonstrate their loyalty to RF President Putin, and most 
governors whose terms have expired since early 2005 have in fact been reappointed.179 Presi-
dent Markelov has inter alia expressed his support for RF President Putin by publicly stating 
that he sees “no alternative” to him and by calling for amending the Russian Constitution 
to prolong the RF presidential term.180 Prior to the adoption of the new rules for appointing 
regional governors, the federal executive actively interfered in regional election campaigns 
to promote their favorites.181 When first elected in late 2000, Markelov was supported by 
the Kremlin in the second round of the elections,182 and as already mentioned above, his 
reelection in 2004 was backed by the federal government. Much to the consternation of Mari 
national leaders, RF President Putin presented Markelov with an award for his contributions 
to promoting “inter-ethnic accord” in connection with the 2004 elections.183

3.7.3. Federation Council

The Federal Assembly of the RF consists of two chambers, the State Duma and the Federa-
tion Council. The latter is made up of two deputies from each of the country’s regions, who 
previously were the heads of the executive and legal branches of the regions. However, since 
2002 each branch appoints its representative, a scheme which has transformed the Federation

Council into a body made up of full-time, professional legislators.184 Under the new sys-
tem, numerous regions have appointed deputies from Moscow without any previous formal 
connection to the regions in question.185 This approach has also been adopted by Mari El, 
under the oversight of President Markelov.186 While the rationale behind appointing Mos-
cow-based deputies may have been to ensure that they are skilled lobbyists who do not have 
any political ambitions in relation to Mari El, the fact that they do not have any affiliation to 

178 Under the new system, the RF president nominates a candidate, who thereafter is subject to approval by 
the regional parliament. However, if the regional parliament rejects the presidential candidate three times, the 
president can dissolve the body and appoint his own choice as acting governor. See Freedom House, Nations in 
Transit 2005: Russia, at http://www.freedomhouse.org.

179 Robert Coalson, “Putin Takes Control of the Status Quo through Gubernatorial Appointments,” RFE/RL, 
8 June 2005.

180 “Russian Regional Head Proposes 21–Year Reign for Putin,” Mosnews, 22 August 2005, at http://www.
mosnews.com.

181 See, for example, Nikolai Petrov, “Will Russian Federalism Live to See 2014?,” included in Russia: The 
Next Ten Years (Carnegie Moscow Center, 2004), at http://www.carnegie.ru/en; Human Rights Watch, Managing 
Civil Society. Are NGOs Next?, November 2005, at http://www.hrw.org.

182 Julie A. Corwin, “ The Incumbency Advantage,” RFE/RL, 23 January 2001.
183 “Marii-El President’s Inauguration Accompanied By Protest By National Movement,” RFE/RL Tatar-

Baskhkir Weekly, 18 January 2005.
184 “Face-lifted Federation Council,” Russian Regional Report (published by The Center for Security Studies 

at the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology and the Transnational Crime and Corruption Center at the American 
University), Vol. 8, No. 2, February 2003.

185 By mid-2002, about 35% of the members of the Federation Council did not have any connection to the 
regions they represented. Russian Regional Report (published by The Center for Security Studies at the Swiss 
Federal Institute of Technology and the Transnational Crime and Corruption Center at the American University), 
Vol. 7, No. 20, June 2002.

186 See “Marii El Sends Muscovites to Upper Chamber,” in Russian Regional Report (published by The Cen-
ter for Security Studies at the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology and the Transnational Crime and Corruption 
Center at the American University), Vol. 6, No. 14, April 2001.
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either Mari El or its titular nationality is likely to mean that they feel little commitment to 
pursuing issues of specific concern to the Mari.187 Following the reform of the composition of 
the Federation Council, the body has proved to be highly supportive of RF President Putin’s 
legislative agenda, including in cases where bills go against regional interests.188

3.�. Repression of Mari activists, intellectuals, and others

3.8.1. General situation

Since the post-Soviet euphoria of the early 1990s, the Mari national movement in Mari 
El has been in decline. Among other factors, the general economic crisis, the weak ethnic 
identity of many Mari residents and the absence of a vibrant civic culture in the republic 
appear to have contributed to this development. A core network of Mari activists, however, 
continue their efforts to promote the national identity and interests of the Mari. These include 
leading members of Mari Ushem, Mer Kanash and other Mari organizations. Mari Ushem is 
a regional umbrella organization committed to promoting the preservation and development 
of the Mari national culture and to defending the rights of Mari in different areas of society.189 
Since April 2005, Nina Maksimova has served as its chair.190 Mer Kanash is the board of 
the All-Russia Congress of the Mari People, which is composed of delegates from different 
Mari regions and is convened in Yoskar Ola every four years to discuss and make principled 
decisions on various matters of concern to the Mari.191 At the last ordinary Congress in 2004, 
Vladimir Kozlov was elected as chair.192 In addition to these two organizations, inter alia the 
regional Mari Youth Organization U Vij has its center in Mari El.193

In the last few years, relations between the major Mari organizations and the authorities 
have deteriorated markedly. The first two presidents of Mari El sought to cooperate with the 
national movement on addressing issues of specific concern to the Mari and strove to enlist 
support from the movement as a political force. In accordance with this strategy, which also 
was aimed at preventing more radical elements from gaining influence in the national move-
ment,194 the authorities were actively involved in the financing and organization of the Con-

187 See James Alexander, “Federal Reforms in Russia: Putin’s Challenge to the Republics,” Demokratizatsiya, 
Spring 2004; David Cashaback, “Risky Strategies? Putin’s Federal Reforms and the Accommodation of Differ-
ence in Russia,” Journal of Ethnopolitics and Minority Issues in Europe (European Centre for Minority Issues), 
Issue 3/2003.

188 Freedom House, Nations in Transit 2005: Russia, at http://freedomhouse .org.
189 For more background information about Mari Ushem, see the section on the history of the Mari in chapter 1.
190 For more information about Mari Ushem, see http://www.mari.ee/rus/soc/org/mu/ (last accessed on 6 De-

cember 2005).
191 For more background information about the Congress of the Mari people, see the section on the history of 

the Mari in chapter 1.
192 Representatives of the Congress of the Mari people also participate in the regularly organized World Con-

gress of Finno-Ugric Peoples. For more information about this Congress, see http://kongress.ugri.info/eng (last 
accessed on 6 December 2005).

193 U Vij is a member of the international Youth Association of Finno-Ugric Peoples (MAFUN), and its for-
mer leader Vassily Petrov is currently the chair of MAFUN. For more information about MAFUN, see http://www.
mafun.org/info.htm (last accessed on 6 December 2005).

194 In late 1990, a radical minority broke away from Mari Ushem and founded Kugeze Mlande (Ancestral 
Land), which inter alia called for the independence of Mari El. The organization remained a fringe movement and 
was reportedly dissolved in 1995. See Rein Taagepera, The Finno-Ugric Republics and the Russian State, Hurst 
& Company (1999), p. 240.
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gresses of the Mari people that were held in 1992–2000.195 Unlike his predecessors, however, 
President Markelov has refused to cooperate with the existing national movement and has 
instead created an alternative Mari Council to serve as an interlocutor with the authorities. 
This council is made up of members loyal to the president and has not shown any independent 
initiatives to further the interests of the Mari.196 The national movement has developed into 
a major opposition force, and its members have been subject to various forms of harassment 
because of their efforts to pursue ethno-political objectives.

In the aftermath of the presidential elections in December 2004, pressure against the 
national movement has grown further, and its members have faced growing difficulties in 
their efforts to defend the rights of the Mari. This development appears directly related to the 
fact that the national movement openly supported the major opposition candidate in the presi-
dential elections,197 and subsequently has contested the re-election of President Markelov and 
directed numerous appeals concerning his policies to the federal government and interna-
tional bodies.198

In addition to members of the national movement, other members of the Mari community 
have also faced harassment as part of broader trend of repression of dissidents in the republic. 
Moreover, some reports suggest that Mari representatives may have been the targets of intol-
erance and even violence because of their national affiliation (see the subsection on physical 
attacks below and also the section on “Public use of the Mari language”). All these reports 
give rise to serious concern.

3.8.2. Negative media coverage

Mari activists with whom the IHF and the MHG spoke during their fact-finding mission 
to Mari El deplored that they have few opportunities to spread information about cultural and 
religious activities through publicly funded media since the editorial policies of these media 
are controlled by the authorities.199

Moreover, as other opponents, Mari activists have repeatedly been subject to verbal at-
tacks in state-controlled media. They have, inter alia, been branded as “nationalists” who dis-
tribute “slanderous information” about the situation in Mari El200 and have been accused of 

195 For a lengthy discussion of the development of the relations between the authorities and the Mari national 
movement since the 1990s to the early 2000s, see Seppo Lallukka, From Fugitive Peasants to Diaspora: The East-
ern Mari in Tsarist and Federal Russia, Annales Academis Scientiarum FennicEe, Humaniora, vol. 328 (2003), 
p. 285.

196 See “Администрация Маркелова решила “возродить” созданный ею же “Марийский националь-
ный конгресс,” Mari Uver, 30 September 2005.

197 See the section on “Participation of Mari in public affairs.”
198 See, for example, open letter to Finnish President Tarja Halonen from Mari Ushem, 1 August 2005, at 

http://www.mari.ee/rus/news/polit/2005/08/02.htm (last accessed on 12 December 2005); and open letters to the 
RF government, the United Nations and Finno-Ugric Peoples of the World adopted by Extraordinary Congress of 
the Mari People held in December 2004, at http://www.mari.ee/eng/soc/polit/kongr/index.html (last accessed on 
12 December 2005).

199 Information obtained in discussions with Mari activists during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El 
on 29 October — 1 November 2005. See also the section on “Mari language media.”

200 In September 2005, the coordinator of the Liberal Democratic Party in Mari El also made similar claims 
when appealing to the republic’s public prosecutor to suspend the work of Mari Ushem and Mer Kanash. See 

“LPDR in Marii El Calls for Abolition of Marii Ushem, Mer Kanash Groups,” RFE/RL Tatar-Bashkir Weekly, 6 
September 2005.
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functioning as agents of foreign interests who seek to topple President Markelov’s regime.201 
Mari activists are concerned that this kind of coverage represents an attempt to mobilize 
public sentiment against the Mari national movement.202

3.8.3. Restrictions of freedom of association and assembly

The rights of Mari activists to freedom of association and assembly have been infringed 
in different ways:

— On 23 December 2004, only a few days after the presidential elections, an Extra-or-
dinary Congress of the Mari people took place in Yoskar Ola. The organizers of the event 
had arranged to rent the city’s Palace of Culture for the meeting, but as the delegates arrived 
at this building they were not allowed to enter it. The Congress was therefore instead held 
outside of the building, despite a temperature of minus 15 degrees Celsius. In the presence of 
armed riot police, some 300 participants unanimously adopted appeals to RF President Putin, 
the United Nations and the Finno-Ugric Peoples of the world, which strongly criticized Presi-
dent Markelov for violating the rights of the Mari. The organizers of the event were report-
edly administratively charged with “disturbing public peace.”203 To avoid similar difficulties, 
the second Extra-ordinary Congress of the Mari People, which was convened in June 2005, 
was prepared in great secrecy and held in a forest outside of the capital.204

— On 16 January 2005, the day of President Markelov’s re-inauguration, Mer Kanash 
organized a rally in Yoskar Ola to protest the results of the presidential elections. A formal 
request to organize the rally was rejected, and as the rally was under way, heavily armed 
militia and security officers dispersed and arbitrarily detained participants and others who 
happened to be at the place. Some of those arrested were reportedly ill-treated and beaten by 
law enforcement officials.205

— A request by Mari Ushem to organize a public meeting in Yoskar Ola on 14 August 
2005 was turned down by local authorities without any apparent legitimate reason. The move-
ment still went ahead with the meeting, the purpose of which was to welcome the participants 
of the 10th International Congress of Finno-Ugric Studies held in Mari El on 15–20 August 
2005 and to highlight the movement’s concerns about official policies in the republic. Those 
participating in the meeting carried big placards protesting human rights violations in the 
republic and adopted a resolution which, inter alia, accused President Markelov of engaging 
in a “witch-hunt” against the Mari people. The organization of the meeting was complicated 
by intense road construction work, which was carried out in the direct vicinity of the venue 

201 See, for example, “банановый переворот” отменяется?,” Mariskaja Pravda, 5 June 2005, at http://www.
marpravda.ru/; “Владимир Путин подписал приговор марийским националистам Марий Эл,” news12.ru, 25 
November 2005, at http://news12.ru/phpscripts/news/news details.php?id=371 (last accessed on 9 December 2005); 
and “Что делать?,” news12.ru, 5 December 2005, at http://news12.ru/phpscripts/news/news details.php?id=412 
(last accessed on 9 December 2005).

202 Information obtained in discussions with Mari activists during IHF-MHG fact-finding mission to Mari El 
on 29 October — 1 November 2005. See also the section on “Mari language media.”

203 “An Extraordinary Republican Congress of Mari People Took Place,” Mari-Express, December 2004; 
“Mari Opposition Protests Presidential Election Results,” RFE/RL Tatar-Bashkir Weekly, 28 December 2005.

204 SURI, “Ethnic Minority Convenes Its Congress Underground,” 7 June 2005.
205 Paul Goble, “Eye on Eurasia: Repression on the Volga,” United Press International, 21 January 2005; 

“Marii-El President’s Inauguration Accompanied by Protest by National Movement,” RFE/RL Tatar-Bashkir 
Weekly, 18 January 2005; information obtained in discussions with Mari representatives during IHF-MHG fact-
finding mission to Mari El on 29 October — 1 November 2005.
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of the meeting. Later the organizers were reportedly threatened with criminal charges for 
allegedly making defamatory and slanderous statements during the meeting, as well as in an 
interview for Finnish TV, which was present and filmed the event.206

— In September 2005, Vladimir Kozlov, Chair of Mer Kanash and Chief Editor of the 
international Finno-Ugric newspaper Kudo+Kodu, was reportedly ordered by court to leave 
his office premises in the State Press Building in Yoskar Ola because of unpaid rent of a few 
hundred Euros. A proposal by him to pay off the debt in installments was rejected. As Kozlov 
failed to comply with the request within the time limit given, primarily because he could 
not find alternative premises, a criminal case was opened against him. While this case was 
pending he was not allowed to leave the republic, and could therefore not attend a meeting 
in Moscow of the Association of Finno-Ugric Peoples of the RF, an umbrella organization 
created in 1992, which he had been invited to chair. Kozlov had also housed a museum for 
a rare collection of Mari literary pieces, named after Mari national Poet Valentin Kolumb 
(1935–74), in his office premises. As a result of the eviction decision, the museum items could 
not be retained as a collection, and as of late 2005 they were scattered over numerous differ-
ent places in the region.207 Also in September 2005, Mari Ushem was reportedly forced to 
leave its office premises due to allegedly unpaid utility charges.208

3.8.4. Other forms of harassment

In some cases, Mari representatives have faced problems when seeking to communicate 
their concerns about the situation in Mari El to representatives of Finno-Ugric peoples in 
other countries:

— Vsevolod Zaytsev, professor at the Pedagogical Institute, and Mikhail Zherebstov, for-
mer head of the Zvenigorod district, were found guilty of libel after speaking to Finnish, Es-
tonian and Hungarian embassy delegations visiting Mari El in June 2005. In their discussions 
with the foreign delegations, Zaytsev and Zherebstov merely expressed their opinions about 
the current state of affairs in Mari El, and the former explained the results of his research on 
educational policies in the republic.209

— Contacts between local Mari activists and foreign participants were reportedly ob-
structed during the August 2005 International Congress of Finno-Ugric Studies. Foreign 
guests were followed by security officials wherever they went, and their cell phones were 
switched off when they tried to arrange meetings with locals. In addition, a number of anti-

206 “Maris Threatened with Legal Proceedings for Staging Protest Rally,” RFE/RL Newsline, 18 July 2005; 
SURI, “Russian Authorities Threatening An Ethnic Minority Organization,” 7 August 2005; “‘Закатать’ катком 
митинг не удалось,” Mari Uver, 15 August 2005; Liz Fuller, “Marii El Begins to Look Like Belarus on the Volga,” 
RFE/RL, 21August 2005.
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terrorism exercises were carried out in connection with the Congress with the apparent aim 
of disturbing the meeting.210

3.8.5. Physical attacks

In the last few years, there have been a series of cases in which prominent Mari repre-
sentatives as well as independent journalists and others critical of official policies have been 
subjected to brutal attacks. Investigations into the attacks have typically not been effective, 
and the perpetrators have not been found or held accountable. The circumstances of these 
attacks suggest that they have been politically motivated.211

These are some of the most recent cases that have been reported:
— On 7 February 2005, Vladimir Kozlov, Chair of Mer Kanash, member of the Consulta-

tive Committee of the World Congress of Finno-Ugric Peoples and
Chief Editor of the international Finno-Ugric newspaper Kudo+Kodu, was attacked on 

his way to work. About 100 meters from the Press House in Yoskar Ola, three unknown 
people approached Kozlov from behind and repeatedly struck him in the head with pipe-like 
metal objects. They further kicked him as he fell down on the ground. As a result of the 
attack, Kozlov sustained life-threatening injuries, which required emergency treatment in 
hospital. By the end of 2005, the investigation into the attack had not yielded any results.212 In 
April 2002, former Chair of Mer Kanash Viktor Nikolayev was subject to a similar attack.213

— On 27 May 2005, about a dozen Mari musicians and cultural figures were assaulted 
following a Mari musical concert in the Cultural Hall of Yoskar Ola. As a group of musi-
cians were walking toward their bus, members of the local branch of the militant Russian 
National Unity (RNU) movement approached them, said that they “did not like” the Mari 
songs performed, made other offensive comments and hit some of the musicians. Another 
group of musicians and organizers of the event were attacked and severely beaten by RNU 
members as they were walking home from the concert. Some of the RNU members involved 
in the attacks later told local residents that their leader had been ordered by the head of the 
presidential administration of Mari El to carry out the attacks. In return, they claimed, the 
RNU branch had been promised a plot of land on which to construct its new headquarters. 
In an official statement, President Markelov denied that he or his government had anything 
to do with the incident and promised that a thorough investigation would be undertaken to 
identify the “unknown persons” behind the attacks.214

— According to NGO reports, on 27 August 2005, unidentified perpetrators attacked and 
beat Vasili Petrov, Chairman of the International Youth Association of Finno-Ugric Peoples 
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(MAFUN) and former leader of the Mari youth organization U Vij, in his home village 
Ismentsa in Mari El. Following the attack, Petrov was hospitalized with head injuries and 
arm and jaw fractures. Prior to the attack, Petrov had reportedly been warned that he would 
face “serious troubles” unless he stopped criticizing the authorities. According to the official 
version of the events, Petrov was intoxicated at the time of the incident, and himself initiated 
a fight with three other people. Allegedly under pressure, Petrov subsequently issued a state-
ment saying that the incident was domestic in nature and unrelated to his public activities. He 
also expressed gratitude for the medical care he had received.215

RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the discussions in this report, the IHF and the MHG would like to make the 
following recommendations:

To the authorities of the RF and the Republic of Mar i El

— The RF and Mari El governments should refrain from any restrictions of freedom of 
expression, association and assembly that are in violation of international human rights law. 
The RF government should ensure prompt, impartial and effective investigations into all al-
leged cases of intimidation, harassment and violence targeting independent journalists, civil 
society activists and other residents of Mari El who have merely sought to express their views, 
communicate their concerns and promote cultural and ethno-political objectives in peaceful 
and legitimate ways. Among others, the numerous cases of physical attacks on dissidents as 
well as politically motivated dismissals of public employees that have been reported in the 
republic should be subject to independent and thorough investigation. All victims of politi-
cally motivated persecution in the republic should have access to adequate remedies.

— The RF and Mari El governments should encourage broad public debate, involving 
all interested parties, on issues of major importance to national minorities and invite and 
welcome dialogue with representatives of minority communities. They should refrain from 
any restrictions on the political organization of national minorities that are inconsistent with 
international human rights law and they should regularly consult with minority organiza-
tions concerning the implementation of minority policies in different areas of society. They 
should also actively promote the participation of minority members in public affairs at dif-
ferent levels, including, where appropriate, by adopting affirmative measures to enhance the 
representation of minorities in public governance.

— The RF government should ensure that its efforts to reform the country’s federal sys-
tem are consistent with internationally accepted democratic norms and human rights prin-
ciples. It should refrain from any measures that circumscribe democratic control exercised by 
regional constituencies and undermine minority protection linked to the structure of national 

215 SURI, “Chairman of the Youth Association of Finno-Ugric Peoples Attacked in Mari Republic of Russia, 
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Ushem, “Обращение ‘Марий ушем’ в МВД России в связи с избиением президента МАФУН,” Mari Uver, 30 
August 2005; “... As Marii Youth Leader Denies Assault Against Him was Politically Motivated,” RFE/RL Tatar-
Bashkir Weekly, 6 September 2005; SURI, “В Марий Эл заведены уголовные дела против представителей 
оппозиции,” 8 September 2005.
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territorial units. The RF and Mari El governments should ensure that any efforts to promote 
a common all-Russia identity, and the use of Russian as a lingua franca, do not result in 
worsened opportunities to practice minority cultures and languages or, in any way, encour-
age prejudice and intolerance against minority members.

— Representatives of the RF and Mari El governments should refrain from making any 
comments that may be interpreted as conveying lack of respect or appreciation of national 
minorities and, instead, encourage positive attitudes toward minority communities by pub-
licly emphasizing the value and importance of minority cultures and languages. They should 
openly condemn any forms of intolerance or hostility against minority members and ensure 
that any allegations of nationally motivated discrimination or violence, or incitement to such 
behavior, are effectively investigated and prosecuted.

— The authorities of the RF and Mari El should take adequate measures to enforce con-
stitutional provisions and other legislation concerning the protection and development of 
minority languages and cultures, including by allocating adequate resources for the effective 
implementation of relevant policies and programs; organizing training for public officials on 
the implementation of legal provisions related to minority protection; and raising awareness 
among minority members of their legally protected rights. The authorities of Mari El should, 
in particular, intensify their efforts to facilitate practical enforcement of the official status of 
the Mari language and, to this end, consider requiring that public officials have a certain level 
of knowledge of the Mari language.

— The RF authorities should exercise effective oversight of the implementation of minor-
ity educational policies at the regional level and ensure that regional authorities fulfill their 
constitutional and other responsibilities in this regard. The authorities of Mari El should 
engage in continued efforts to evaluate and develop instruction in and of the Mari language 
with a view to improving the quality and availability of such instruction at different levels of 
the education system. They should reinstate the previously existing Ministry of Education 
department in charge of overseeing and coordinating minority language programs and make 
sure that decisions about reorganizations and closures of schools are not made merely on 
the basis of rationality aspects but through consideration of the wider implications of such 
decisions and consultation of teachers, students, parents and others who are affected by the 
decisions. A sufficient number of adequate and up-to-date textbooks and teaching material 
for instruction in and of the Mari language should be produced and a sufficient number of 
qualified teachers should be educated. Positive measures should be taken to promote access 
of ethnic Mari to higher level education.

— The authorities of the RF and Mari El should encourage active use of minority lan-
guages in different forms of media and give particular consideration to the importance of 
promoting, maintaining and improving the availability of newspapers, magazines, and TV 
and radio broadcasts in minority languages when elaborating and implementing public me-
dia policies. Both media productions with cultural and educational content and news and 
analytical publications/programs should be supported. Despite economic difficulties, the au-
thorities should seek to gradually increase support for the publication of literature in minor-
ity languages as well as for minority cultural activities that do not merely have a folkloristic 
value but contribute to living minority cultures.
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To the international community

— In their bilateral and multilateral contacts with the RF government, international gov-
ernments should emphasize that independent media, active political opposition and a vibrant 
civil society constitute key components of any democratic state, including the RF. They 
should hold the RF government accountable to its international obligations in terms of free-
dom of expression, assembly and association, and insist that adequate investigations be un-
dertaken into any allegations of intimidation, harassment and violence targeting independent 
journalists, civil society activists and others who have sought to exercise these and other 
fundamental rights in peaceful and legitimate ways. They should call on the RF government 
to take prompt and effective action in response to reports of persecution against opposition 
forces in Mari El and other regions of the country.

— In their bilateral and multilateral contacts with the RF government, international 
governments should highlight the importance of preserving living minority cultures and 
languages in any country and call on the RF government to step up its efforts to enforce 
legal provisions safeguarding the rights of national minorities, to further develop the actual 
protection of national minorities and to combat prejudice and xenophobia against members 
of national minorities throughout the RF. They should encourage the RF government to al-
locate more resources to overseeing and coordinating implementation of minority policies at 
the federal level, to regularly consult with representatives of national minority communities 
when elaborating minority policies, and to identify and promote best practices of minority 
protection in the regions of the country. They should implore the Russian government to 
make sure that its efforts to reform the country’s federal system, and to promote a stronger 
common identity among its multinational citizenry, do not curtail the democratic rights of 
citizens, impair the protection of minority rights or — in any way — contribute to furthering 
intolerance.



��Report on violations encountered during referendum...

REPORT 
ON VIOLATIONS COMMITTED IN THE COURSE OF ORGANIZING 

AND CARRYING OUT REFERENDUM ON MERGING IRKUTSK REGION 
AND UST-ORDYNSKI BURYATSKYI AUTONOMOUS DISTRICT

Historical background

National and territory autonomy of Buryat people partly existed before the beginning of 
XX century in the form of Steppe Dumas (they were established in 1822 by Irkutsk governor 
M. M. Speranski). In accordance with District reform (1884–1905), Steppe Dumas were dis-
solved and national and territory autonomy of Buryat people ceased to exist. This resulted 
in dissatisfaction of a certain part of Buryat elite, and prompted movement for establishing 
this autonomy. The autonomy became possible after revolution of 1917 when central power 
actually didn’t exist in Siberia and local autonomous authorities appeared as de-facto estab-
lishments. Buryat deputies participated in the Congress of people representatives in Siberia 
(August 1917) which acknowledged autonomy of Siberia, with intention of Buryat autono-
my. Military coup in November 1918 put an end to Buryat autonomy. After Soviet power 
was established in Siberia, issue of Buryat autonomy was raised again in 1921, and in 1922 
Buryat-Mongol Autonomous Soviet Socialist Republic was announced, similar to already 
existed Yakut ASSR. However, it was only a declaration; authorities of the ASSR weren’t 
established, and in fact, Buryat autonomy existed in the form of Buryat-Mongol autonomous 
district (AD) of Siberia, as part of Siberian krai, and Buryat-Mongol autonomous district 
(AD) of the Far East, as part of the Far East krai. After administrative and territory reform in 
1930, Eastern Siberia krai was established, and both Buryat-Mongol Ads was included into 
it. Finally, in 1936–1937, Eastern Siberian krai was first transformed into Eastern-Siberian 
region, and then divided into Irkutsk and Chita regions, as well as Buryat-Mongol ASSR. Ust-
Ordynski Buryat Autonomous District was established as part of Irkutsk region, and Aginski 
Buryat Autonomous District was established as part of Chita region. Borders were changed 
dramatically, mainly in order to ensure territorial integrity of Buryat-Mongol ASSR. Thus, 
Okinski and Kabanski districts, previously not part of Buryat autonomy, were included into 
BM ASSR; at the same time, Olkhon district were made part of Irkutsk region, separately 
from Ust-Ordinski district.

This reform resulted in division of historically established territory of Buryat people 
among five bodies of the Federation (Buryatia, Ust-Orda, Aginski Buryat Autonomous Dis-
trict, as well as certain districts within Irkutsk and Chita region). Such forced division of the 
ethnos became the reason of public movement for national unity of Buryat people.

The following historical fact should be noted. In the 60th in Bratsk the managers of group 
of construction enterprises “Bratskhydroenergyconstruction” had significant political influ-
ence in the region. (In fact, “Bratskhydroenergyconstruction” was one of the most powerful 
players in political stage of Eastern Siberia). And among those leaders, a very popular idea 
was an idea of “Baikal Republic” which was supposed to include Irkutsk and Chita regions, 
Buryat ASSR and both Buryat Districts — Ust-Ordynski and Aginski. The intended status 
of Baikal Republic was seen as high as Union Republic in the USSR. After tragic death 
of I. I. Naimushin, the director of “Bratskhydroenergyconstruction” (in 1973) and massive 
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“crackdown” on “Bratskhydroenergyconstruction” by Prosecutor General of the USSR (in 
1979), this idea was buried.  

During the coup of 1993, Ust-Ordynski Buryat autonomous district Duma under the 
chairman Leonid Khutanov declared Buryat sovereignty. This declaration remained only on 
paper. In Irkutsk region Statute, as well as in Ust-Ordynski district Statute, the provision re-
mained stating that Ust-Ordynski district is part of Irkutsk region. A number of state author-
ity agencies (for example, Administration of Tax and Charges Ministry, as well as Pension 
Fund Office) remained undivided for Irkutsk region and Ust-Ordynski district. Other, for 
example, Division of Internal Affairs, were independent but worked in close cooperation. 

With time, development of finance, fiscal and socio-economics systems in the Russian 
Federation resulted in complete separation of financial flows in Irkutsk region and Ust-Or-
dynski Buryat autonomous district. The country’s economic crisis resulted in agrarian Ust-
Ordynski district practically losing its industrial foundation, which was never been strong 
anyway, and, consequently, its tax money. In fact, for the last 10 years the district has existed 
thanks to Federal subsidies (about 1.5 bln RUR annually). The district’s living standards are 
the lowest in the Russian Federation. For example, in December 2005, average monthly salary 
in Ust-Ordynski district was only 5,774.6 RUR; (to compare: Irkutsk region — 12,007.6 RUR, 
Buryat Republic — 9,559.2 RUR, Chita region — 10,017.5 RUR, and even in traditionally de-
pressed regions of Central Russia: Tambov region — 6,511.3 RUR, Ivanovo region — 6,511.3 
RUR, Kalmykia Republic — 6,511.3 RUR). In fact, the only salaried jobs in the districts are 
the jobs paid from state budget which is filled by federal subsidies.

In addition, relationships with Irkutsk region are strained; in particular, in the area of pub-
lic medical services. People living in the districts preferred to receive medical help in Irkutsk 
region’s hospitals. And although theoretically medical insurance is valid on all the Russian 
Federation territory, in reality, an access to medical help in state medical insurance system is 
limited, especially when specialized medical help is required. Because of that, people from 
the district, being unable to receive such medical help in their region, turn to specialized 
hospitals, but gets refusals in medical treatment based on state insurance. Also, a tension was 
growing between veterinary agencies of the district and Irkutsk region, which had negative 
impact on farmers from Ust-Ordynski district bringing their produce to Irkutsk markets. 

On the other hand, federal government for a long time has been nurturing an idea that 
the regions should be enlarged. They consider 89 federal bodies as too many, believing that 
40–60 of large and economically self-supporting regions will be enough. The idea of national 
and territorial autonomy itself was criticized; USSR negative experience was cited: when 
USSR was dissolved, its Union Republics became independent national states.

Finally, coming changes in budget policy (for example, related to new Budget Code which 
will eliminate a concept of inter-budget subsidies as regular form of inter-budget relations) 
resulted in necessity to “tie” subsidized and depressed regions to more successful and rich, 
such as, for example, Irkutsk region.

Merger: pro and contra

Since the beginning of negotiation on merger of Irkutsk region and Ust-Ordynski district, 
there was heated public dispute on the subject. It should be noted that nothing like this hap-
pened during mergers of, say, Perm region and Komi-Permyak district, or Krasnoyarsk krai 
and Taimyr and Evenkia. High attention to the topic can be explained by several reasons. 
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First, the idea of uniting Buryat people in one national state body remains hot topic since 
the time of Russian Empire. This idea is quite popular in public, including people in Buryat 
Republic. Besides, among proponents of this idea belonging to Buryat intelligentsia, “pro-
Mongol concept” is popular stating that Buryat people is part of Mongol ethnos. Although 
this is not in the agreement with known scientific facts, but has the right for existence as part 
of national mythology directly influencing public opinion. 

Based on these believes, sovereignty of Ust-Ordynski and Aginski districts and Buryat 
Republic is seen as prerequisite of “Buryat state”. In its turn, their liquidation and merger of 
national territories with other federative bodies is seen as division of national territories and 
elimination of perspective to establish national state. This way of events is, of course, very 
unlikely to be realized, if only because Buryat people are not dominant ethnos on these ter-
ritories. However the above-described point of view is popular and widely supported. At the 
same time, ethnocracy today does not have wide public support, so this objection is made 
mainly by quite limited group of humanitarian intelligentsia and is not popular neither in 
business circles nor in general public, including Buryat. 

Topic of uniting Buryat people is closely tied with the problem of preserving national cul-
ture of ethnic minority. During last years this problem is getting more and more important for 
Buryat public. The crisis is ripening in an environment of political monopoly, unification in 
economic and social policies. It manifests itself in limiting programs and quality of teaching 
national languages, especially on national territories, in terminating finance and organiza-
tional support for artistic organizations developing national culture. As a result, significant 
part of Buryat, mainly young people, doesn’t know native language. (As humanitarian intel-
ligentsia from Ulan-Ude calls it, “becoming mankurt-like”). It cannot be denied that problem 
of learning Buryat language is very important, even crucial, when the threat of its extinction 
is getting real. But to solve it only by preserving territorial autonomies, as experience of other 
Russian regions shows, is impossible.

Referendum opponents express worries that liquidation of Ust-Ordynski district as fed-
eration body will speed up the process and make it irreversible. 

Main reasons for destruction of national identity are social-economic factors. Mass un-
employment in Ust-Ordynski district, especially in rural area and small towns, resulted in 
significant migration to other regions; major part of migrants being Buryat youth.  Such 
forced gap between coming into age generation of Buryats with their national community, 
culture and traditions created obvious difficulties in passing national identity to younger 
generations.

The most frequent argument for merger was the statement that enlarged region would get 
significant economic gains. At the same time, merger supporters could not clearly formulate 
what exact benefits the people in Ust-Ordynski District would get from merger.

In Irkutsk region, along with “prosperity oases” — mainly big cities with large industrial, 
export-oriented enterprises — there are many depressed areas where standards of living are 
not better than in the national district. This absence of clear program of economic develop-
ment and social structure in the district as well as in the whole Baikal area became the weak-
est point in the projects offered by the merger supporters. This became the main subject for 
disputes related to referendum. 

A lot of efforts were made to create legal foundation for the merger process. In this 
connection, recently founded in Irkutsk Institute of regional legislature hurries to develop 
regional law “On special status of Ust-Ordynski Buryat district included in Irkutsk region”. 
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This law have to clarify then term “special status” of the district as part of the region. Despite 
the fact that Ust-Orda population have participated in election of Irkutsk region governor 
and legislative assembly of Irkutsk region, this status remains very unclear. As a measure to 
increase the district role in the regional legislative assembly, decision was made to double 
the number of deputies to the assembly. Instead of 2 deputies out of 45, the district will now 
be represented by 4 deputies.

It should be noted that interests of large corporations influence the process of federation 
bodies’ merger. In all other cases of merger (Perm and Komi-Permyak district, Krasnoyarsk-
Taimyr-Evenkia, Kamchatka-Koryakia) this factor didn’t play any significant role. But in 
Baikal area, confrontation of finance and industrial groups and administration of Irkutsk 
region is traditionally have significant impact. It fits in the picture that with the beginning 
of merger process, fight for the largest gas field “Kovykta” between Rusia-Petrolium which 
holds license for its exploration (part of TNK-BP — Renova corporation) and state corpora-
tion Gazprom aggravated in Irkutsk region. New governor Alexandr Tishanin expressed his 
support for Gazprom (the former governor, Boris Govorin, supported TNK-BP). In response, 
TNK-BP took a number of measures aimed at discrediting the governor and, particularly, 
disrupting the referendum. TNK-BP supported the merger opponents (mainly in Ulan-Ude, 
but also in Irkutsk). However, closer to the date of referendum, finance-industrial groups 
softened their position , and Irkutsk administration, which had kept distance from referen-
dum, started actively participate in its preparation and conduct. 

Preparing and conducting referendum

History of merger of Irkutsk region and Ust-Ordynski district started in 2002, when Ir-
kutsk region governor Boris Govorin and the head of district’s administration Valery Maleev 
initiated negotiations on this subject. Negotiations were difficult, although the main problem 
for their participants was future of the district administration staff, including future of the 
head of administration himself. Future of enlarged region had been already outlined: district 
is not to be completely liquidated, it would continue to exist in a certain format, but not as a 
federative body, but as a part of united Baikal area. In 2005, authorities reached an agreement 
on merger process and its realization started.

In summer 2005, term in the office of the governor Boris Govorin has ended, and the RF 
President, in agreement with new procedure established by the law “On general principles 
of state power”, recommended Alexander Tishanin as a governor. After his assumption of 
the office, preparations to referendum on merger were started hastily. And immediately the 
inevitable problem surfaced.

First, Irkutsk region traditionally has very low election attendance comparing to other 
regions. During last presidential elections (March 2004), attendance in Irkutsk region was 
slightly higher than in Krasnoyarsk krai, but barely over 50% (minimum required to regard 
elections as valid). At the same time, for elections to local power bodies the established 
threshold is minimal (20% attendance during Irkutsk mayor elections in 2005/ or without 
minimal thresholds at all, as it happened during elections to Irkutsk Duma in 2004). But 
referendum status does not allow attendance rate lower than 50%. So there is a problem of 
how to ensure necessary attendance rate, especially to vote on the subject which is clear and 
important not for all people living in the region; it’s especially true in regard of northern and 
depressed western areas. 
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Regional authorities made referendum their high priority. Irkutsk region governor and 
the head of Ust-Ordynski district administration initiated the referendum. But at the very 
beginning there were violations of procedure. according to the law of Irkutsk region №66-
ОЗ “On referendum in Irkutsk region”, heads of administrations can not initiate referendum. 
Administrative initiative has shown itself in the referendum’s content. The referendum’s 
question was: “Do you agree that Irkutsk region and Ust-Ordynski Buryatski autonomous 
district shall merge into new RF body — Irkutsk region, within which Ust-Ordynski Bury-
atski autonomous district will be administrative and geographical unit with special status 
determined by statute of the new RF body according to the RF legislature?” 

The question was puzzling, and Anton Romanov, deputy of legislative assembly of Ir-
kutsk region, voiced direct objections. Anton Romanov drew attention to the fact that, ac-
cording to the law, “question set for regional referendum must be so defined that it exclude 
multiple meanings and requires unambiguous answer, and legal consequences of the decision 
must be clear” (the law of Irkutsk region from October 26, 2005 #66-OZ “On referendum 
in Irkutsk region”, article 7). In the question prepared for referendum he saw precisely the 
abovementioned “multiply meanings”, since the problem of “special status” currently is not 
settled neither in federal legislature nor in regional one. According to the deputy’s opinion, 
this allows for multiply interpretations and creates lack legal clarity. Obviously, “special 
status” must have legal definition in both political and administrative aspects before the ref-
erendum and can not be voluntarily changed after referendum. The deputy paid quite a high 
price for his objections against the referendum: being the member of United Russia faction, 
he was first dismissed from the post of the chairman of the legislative assembly commission 
on deputy’s ethics and relations with mass media, and later dismissed from the faction.1

On January 2006 in Ulan-Ude round table was conducted on the subject of merger of 
Irkutsk region and Ust-Ordynski Buryatski autonomous district. It took place in Buryat state 
university. Among official guests there were deputy chairman of the regional legislative as-
sembly Ludmila Berlina, deputy head of the administration of Ust-Ordynski district Valen-
tina Bubaeva and deputy chairman of the district’s Duma Vasili Savitski. Representatives 
from Irkutsk region, who attended as guests, headed by the first deputy to the governor of 
Irkutsk region Yuri Paranichev gave speeches aimed at convincing the audience that the 
merger will bring only positive consequences to the district. According to the arguments of 
the participants from Irkutsk, 82% of the district’s population are poor, while only 29% of 
the region’s population have that low level of income, and after the merger the district will 
quickly become richer.

In its answer Sherab Chimitdorgiev, professor of BSU, reprimanded Ust-Orda inhabit-
ants for their lack of unity and organization and called for strong objection against the merger. 
In the opinion of Erdem Dagbaev, PhD in sociology and politology professor, after the merger 
the district undoubtedly will lose its national identity; the head of the district will be ap-
pointed Russian completely agreeing with regional; and federal authorities.

One of the main arguments from the Irkutsk side was promise to keep “special status” 
of Ust-Ordynski district. However, without clear explanation of what does that status mean, 
this argument didn’t work. The event didn’t have the effect expected by the referendum’s 
organizers. Instead of support, Buryat’s scientific and artistic intelligentsia demonstrated 
exactly the opposite.

1 Proprietory information.
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Despite the event’s clear failure, the organizers promised to conduct similar round table 
in Ust-Orda, but didn’t keep the promise.2 

This round table was the only attempt to discuss the referendum publicly, and there were 
no consequences and no second attempt.

The referendum was nevertheless set for April 16, 2006. 
According to the law № 66-ОЗ, “regional referendum is to be prepared and conducted by 

the regional referendum commissions; they also ensure everybody’s rights to participate in 
the referendum and control realization of that right”. Regional (and, respectively, district’s) 
election commissions were appointed as referendum commissions, as well as territorial and 
local election commissions organized in accordance with law. The law also defined that only 
members of registered initiative and other groups of the referendum participants can be pres-
ent at polling places as inspectors. 

But while by March 2006 there were 42 initiative groups supporting the merger in Ir-
kutsk region alone, there were no other registered groups opposing merger. The only attempt 
to register opposition group in Ust-Ordynski District was made by Valery Alexseev3. By 
that time, 15 groups performing agitation in support of the referendum have been already 
registered in the district.4 After preparing necessary documents, V. Alekseev applied to 
the district’s election committee for registration of the group of citizens. In response, the 
district’s commission twice rejected the registration citing incomplete information as a rea-
son. In particular, in second order (from March 3, 2006) to reject registration it is said that the 
application “does not indicate the body of the RF on which territory the group’s participants 
are living”. But in the application the address was written: Ust-Ordynski town of Ekhirit-Bu-
lagat territory, which is undoubtedly in Ust-Ordyndki district. This rejection became a clear 
indication that authorities do not want allow campaign against the merger. Result of registra-
tion attempt of Valeri Alekseev group became, in its turn, a good example for Irkutsk public 
and, undoubtedly, had a negative impact on attendance and voting results5.

But nevertheless, arguments against the merger (and the referendum itself) were voiced. 
But they were not from people from Irkutsk region or Ust-Ordynski district, but from people 
living in Buryat Republic. In January 2006 an address appeared: Union of Buryat youth 
offers its own version of the regions’ merger”6. This address was signed by UBY’s repre-
sentative Zayan Abagaev. Later, during celebration of Sagalgan (Lunar New Year) in Irkutsk 
on February 11, 2006, the celebration’s participants received booklets “Why we are against 
merger?”, without publisher’s information,7 but allegedly distributed by or on orders of) 
Buryat cultural center chairman — Kirill Khuriganov). 

Heads of administrations of then region and the district, who initiated the referendum, 
were angered by unregistered campaign materials. As a result, in March on the territory of 
Alarski area of the district the film “Last nuker of Genghis Khan” was practically forbidden. 
This documentary film was shot on the initiative of group of people from Buryat Republic, 
on Buryat language. People living in Ekhirit-Bulagatski and Bayandaevski areas also failed 

2 http://babr.ru/index.php?pt=news&event=v1&IDE=27322.
3 Valeriy Alekseyev — member of supervising committee “April referendum”, created to control legality of 

and correctness of the merger process.
4 Address of Svetlana Budashkaeva, regional coordinator of International coalition “We, citizens!” March 

12, 2005.
5 “Baikalskie vesti, No. 10, 2006.
6 http://babr.ru/index.php?pt=news&event=v1&IDE=25403.
7 Proprietary information.
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to organize the film’s demonstration; the film wasn’t even brought to Nukut area. But people 
living in the other two areas –Osinki and Bokhanski — saw the film8 and therefore the film 
prompted wide public discussion. As a result, in Ulan-Ude, in circles close to Buryat state 
university, small but active group opposing the coming referendum was formed. Professor 
BSU Sherab Chimitdorgiev sharply criticized the idea of merger, calling it “willful elimina-
tion of Buryat national minority”. In Ulan-Ude, Human Rights Youth Movement “ERKHE” 
was established (Dmitri Galsan) which took responsibility for organizing anti-referendum 
campaign. But legal restrictions limiting participation in campaign of people who live out-
side territory concerned with referendum was used by the Ministry of Internal Affairs of 
Buryat Republic to suppress opposition. On April 8 in Ulan-Ude printed copies of materials 
against merger of Ust-Ordynski Buryat autonomous district (UOBAD) and Irkutsk region 
were confiscated. The printing house of Buryat publishing house, where the materials were 
printed, was searched. As the publishing house employees said, the case was conducted by 
the MVD Department against organized crime and terrorism. They also said that the car 
with campaign materials was followed from the door of printing house. 30 thousand leaflets 
intended for distribution in Ust-Orda and Irkutsk were confiscated. After that, facilities of 
Buryat publishing house9 were searched.

The close the referendum date, the more its organizers feared that it would fail. Cam-
paign against it, conducted from the other side of Baikal, added to organizational problems. 
The main such problem was potential possibility of referendum failing because of poor at-
tendance. By that time, conflicts between the regions’ heads also became obvious. Their own 
career interests and political duties to Moscow because of federal budget subsidies made 
regional heads to look for and to find methods to ensure high enough attendance. The law 
was inevitably violated in the process.

For example, election committee of Irkutsk region (Viktor Ignatenko) reported that for 
the first time in its history it took measures to organize early voting. Before, early voting was 
used only for people living in far northern areas, where there is no railroads or automotive 
roads and which can be reached only by air. Now, almost all rural areas of Irkutsk region 
were defined as “hard-to-reach”, including areas near Transsiberian railroad and BAM, such 
as Chunski, Zalarinski and Ziminski. In addition, voting procedure was hastily simplified. 
Before, to vote at polling station which wasn’t the one closest to his home, the voter had to 
get a note at it saying that he is away from home at the day of vote. According to new rules, it 
was not necessary anymore. Secretary of regional election commission Ludmila Shavenkova 
explained that such form of voting is used “in production enterprises with uninterrupted 
production cycle”. (Almost all large production enterprises of Irkutsk region are classified 
as such — Irkutskenergo, Bratsk and Irkutsk aluminum plants, Bratsk and Ust-Ilimsk LPK, 
Irkutsk aero-construction plant, Sayanskkhimplast, etc.). For employees of these plants, con-
ditions were created to vote at the stations close to their work in order to ensure maximum 
opportunities to vote. In order to prevent repeated voting, territorial election commissions, 
in their turn, must inform local election commissions that people included into their lists 
already voted at their workplaces10. Obviously, such procedure is against the federal law and 
creates innumerable opportunities for falsification.

8 Initiators of the merger do not like “First nuker of Genghis Khan”, Gazeta, №23.
9 Human Rights Youth movement “ERKhE”: http://erkhe.narod.ru.
10 Proprietary information.
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Campaign was mainly aimed at increasing vote attendance. As an example, we can cite the 
newspaper established by the election commission “Pravo Vybora” (Right to vote): full-color 
8-page A3-size newspaper distributed for free. Materials supporting merger were distributed 
by initiative groups with wide use of administrative resource. Newspapers were used. Initiative 
group created by the deputy of Irkutsk region legislative assembly, leader of regional branch of 
Union of right forces Alexei Kozmin published 8-pages newspaper “Oporni region”. Initiative 
group of the State Duma deputy, member of regional council of regional branch of United Rus-
sia Vitali Shuba distributed newspaper “Za ob’edinenie” (For merger). This 16-pages full-color 
newspaper was published in record number of copies reaching 600 thousand copies.

Thus we can list typical features of pre-referendum campaign: first, main emphasis was 
not on campaign for the merger itself, but on ensuring the highest attendance possible. Sec-
ond, campaign was carried out without opposition. 

Two month prior to voting, public Center for referendum started to operate in the region. 
There were round tables in the Center to discuss economic consequence of the merger, where 
scientists, politicians and public activists were invited. Baikal Express campaign train traveled 
through the region; it was similar to the train “Traveling cultural capital” which was active in 
Krasnoyarsk krai before referendum. The train’s passengers were scientists from Irkutsk state 
university of railroads, politicians and public activists, gathered together with the sole pur-
pose: to explain people the importance of the referendum on merger of the regions. Alexander 
Tishanin and majority of officials from regional administration and deputies of legislative as-
sembly personally traveled to towns and rural areas of the region to campaign for the merger. 
According to unofficial data, a total of 500 mln rubles were spent on this campaign.

On April 6, the RF President Vladimir Putin signed the order “On measures on social 
and economical development of Irkutsk region and Ust-Ordynski Buryat Autonomous Dis-
trict”. In this order, all requests of Ust-Orda were met, and Irkutsk get full federal financing 
for construction of bridge across Angara in Irkutsk and the road around the regional center, 
starting the year 2007. Alexander Tishanin immediately said that it’s only the beginning of 
economical aid for the regions.

Referendum took place on April 16, 2006 and demonstrated very high, for traditionally 
inactive Irkutsk region, attendance rates. The result exceeded even the most optimistic ex-
pectations: in Irkutsk region, 68.98% of people voted, in Ust-Ordynski Buryat autonomous 
district (UOBAD) - 99.51%. Such high numbers inevitably raise concerns.  According to the 
most optimistic forecasts of sociologists and political strategists, 99.5% attendance rate is 
technically impossible. Such number can only be a result of falsification.

By general opinion, voting process seemed quiet, without loud scandals. But right after 
voting, the facts became known which allowed making a conclusion that election committees 
were unscrupulous in organizing voting. Since there were no inspectors from the opposition 
side at voting stations, the referendum participants themselves were the source of informa-
tion on violations.

For example, in Ust-Ilimsk Oksana Vladimirovna Kogout came to the poll station shortly 
before closing time and discovered, that somebody has already “voted” on her behalf. In the 
list of Ust-Ilimsk residents supposed to vote at this station there was “illegible sign” beside 
her last name, where her signature should be. In the corresponding box, there were passport 
number which had nothing to do with passport identifiying real Oksana Kogout. In addition, 
Oksanan Kogout discovered, that beside her mother’s name, G. I. Shestakova, there is also 
a “signature” and falsified passport number. Oksanan Kogout knew for sure that her mother 
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didn’t vote because he was working all day. The same falsification was discovered for other 
voters as well. “Signature” was also beside the name of M., Oksana Kogout’s neighbor, who 
died on April 15 and therefore could not vote. O. Kogout wrote a complaint to the chairman 
of territorial election commission A. Kochetkov stating that she was denied the right to fulfill 
he citizen’s duty. The commission’s chairman, who was caught in many such cases, was un-
able to explain this by simple mistake11.

On March 28, 2006 in ZAO Irkutskpromstroy, Irkutsk the enterprise management gather 
a meeting on which all employees were ordered to vote in support of the merger. The General 
Director said that “you all, all your relatives, all your neighbors and friends should vote for 
the merger”. He also added that he will send inspectors to poll station in the areas where his 
employees live, in order to know who would come to vote. And those who wouldn’t should 
expect problems12.

In Irkutsk state technical university (IrSTU, rector — Ivan Golovhykh) March paychecks 
were given only in exchange for the note from election committee allowing to come and vote 
[on its facilities] on April 1613. 

Also, the information on voting of students living in IrSTU dormitories became known. 
Virtually 100% from the list voted in dormitories, which gives good reasons to suspect fal-
sifications. Even if one can believe that all students present in dormitories at the day of vote 
were disciplined enough to vote (which is unlikely), it is completely impossible that none of 
the students had not left the city on this warm weekend day. But regional election committee 
didn’t doubt the results. 

On one of poll stations in Angarsk activists noted the following fact: middle-aged man, 
receiving documents for vote, asked also for the “thank-you note from the head of election 
commission”. The commission’s representative, middle-aged woman, didn’t look surprised 
and took a pack of prepared thank-you forms, wrote the man’s name on it, signed, stamped 
and gave it to him. When activists asked why does he want this document, the m an an-
swered: “Management of my company warned the employees that those who wouldn’t bring 
such notes on Monday would not receive quarterly bonus”14.

Public activists continued to observe the situation at poll station for another half an hour 
and counted several dozens of voters requesting the same thank-you notes. Later it became 
known that similar system was applied in Irkutsk and Bratsk. In Mikhailovka, Cheremk-
hovski district, according to witnesses, there were no forms of thank-you notes, so when vot-
ers asked for it, commission representatives simply signed and stamped pieces of paper.

According to the information of the head of Buryat office of International society for 
human right Svetlana Budashkaeva, the day before the voting day, the head of the district 
administration Valeri Maleev announced that he has reliable information that on April 16 
there will be flood in Ust-Orda. So the residents should vote earlier. Because of this, almost 
19% of UOBAD voted early. 

In one of Irkutsk city districts, local supermarket chain offered those who voted mem-
bership cards with 7% discount. In regional center there was a lottery among voters. It was 
organized by the group of deputies of he State Duma, regional legislative assembly and 
Irkutsk city council, called “Irkutsk residents for united Angara area”. Those who cast their 

11 In Ust-Ilimsk, even dead people participated in the referendum! — Baikalskie vesti, №16, 2006.
12 Informant А. G.
13 Proprietary information.
14 Technology of merger — Expert, May 10, 2006
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votes and received thank-you notes from chairman of election commission could exchange 
the notes for lottery tickets. Prize fund was 1.5 mln rubles. Among prizes, there were 2 cars 
and some electronics.

Numerous facts of administrative abuse caused resentment, in particular — among depu-
ties of legislative assembly. Deputy Pavel Zorin said that it is inadmissible to force students to 
vote: “They are future politicians and businessmen, and by forcing them to vote in such way 
we teach them to disregard Labor Code and laws”.

Legislative assembly deputy Anton Romanov pointed out that the system “vote in ex-
change for thank-you note” was applied almost everywhere. Employees of budget organiza-
tions where “motivated” by threat to withhold quarterly bonus, employees of commercial 
structure — by possible dismissal or fine, and students of several Irkutsk institutes by threats 
to throw out of dormitories or withhold social payments. A. Romanov also called all “ad-
ditional measures for motivation of voters” in the form of lotteries, thank-you notes, concert 
tickets and member cards allowing to receive discounts direct bribing of voters. “This is an 
example of what authorities can do without public control and in the absence of inspectors 
and opponents”. “In 2000, when in one of the election districts there was a lottery, its orga-
nizer was put on the federal wanted list. If such violations are conducted with permission 
of regional authorities and direct approval from federal authorities — from Veshnyakov, for 
example, this undermines the basis of democratic state. Now, any result can be drawn”. 

Professional lawyer, chairman of Irkutsk city council Andrei Labygin believes that such 
methods are inadmissible and they undermine authority of companies’ managers and state 
officials. 

On the other hand, leader of United Russia faction in legislative assembly, director of 
state enterprise “Road services of Irkutsk region” Sergei Mutovin assured that there were 
no such schemes in his company, but that he’s heard of them. “It is not right”, said Mutovin, 

“such methods can lead to growth of protest moods”. It is possible that such tough methods 
resulted in protest votes in the region (9.45%) and especially in Irkutsk (13%).

Deputy of legislative assembly Yuri Faleichik told about another method of motivation. 
According to him, some companies gave their employees bonuses for voting. In addition, on 
election day many poll station hosted festive events: local amateur groups performed songs 
and dances (it was easy since most of poll stations were located in schools and colleges). At 
some poll station there were free of charge medical consultations. In villages, food and seeds 
were sold with 10–20% discount at poll stations.

First deputy to the governor Yuri Paranichev confirmed after referendum that “the gover-
nor ordered to appoint regional administration representative responsible for each municipal 
body and also appointed people responsible for relation with large enterprises, organizations 
and institutions of Irkutsk. Special attention was paid to students who studied on full-time 
daytime basis”.

Therefore, different and questionable from the legal point of view administrative meth-
ods of “motivating” voters were efficient in ensuring unheard of before attendance rate.

Postscript

The referendum took place and residents of Ust-Ordynski district and Irkutsk region 
clearly said “yes” to the merger. Two-year planned “transition period” has started; after it, 
elections to agencies of power of new federation body will take place. During that period, 
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legal base of enlarged Irkutsk region must be prepared; as well as the law on the district’s 
special status and a number of other regulations. 

Despite the success of the referendum initiators, the problems of national communities’ 
development are still important, although they are artificially blocked. But it should be taken 
into account that further suppression of the problems can lead to the growth of tension and 
protest actions. Hurrying to conduct referendum and promoting the merger widely, authori-
ties didn’t give the area’s residents to think over their decisions. 

Moreover, violations in the referendum process and, most important, absence of public 
discussion of the merger idea create grounds to doubt legitimacy and public acceptance of 
the referendum results.

The process of preparing and conducting referendum clearly demonstrated predominance 
and further spread of use of “administrative resource”. True that, unlike during elections to 
legislative assembly, opposition representatives were not present at poll stations, so informa-
tion about violation is fragmentary and clearly not complete. But during the referendum, a 
number of methods were tried which can be use in future elections. 

In particular:
1. Lottery was organized on behalf of the referendum initiators (i.e., the party concerned) 

on the day of vote; this, according to election practice, is considered as “bribing voters”. Such 
practice in the absence legal evaluation and punishment becomes customary. In future, it can, 
in different forms, be used by authorities during elections. 

2. Arbitrary permission to vote at the spot, along with early voting, are very dangerous 
practices. In this case, any inspection and public control doesn’t make any sense, because 
repetitive voting is possible. Responsibility of election commission to inform commission at 
place where the citizen is registered does not seem neither efficient nor plausible from orga-
nizational point of view. Clearly, this procedure is against the federal law.  

3. Administrative reward or punishment for participation in referendum is even more 
crude and dangerous practice. Such form of forcing people to vote as reward (receiving pay-
check or bonus) for voting was quite widespread. This is not only violation of citizens’ labor 
rights, but also considered as official crime, abuse of power.

Threats (in particular, to IrSTU) and lie (to residents of Ust-Orda) are also dangerous.
4. Vote falsification crimes are also extremely worrisome. Falsification of voter signature 

is punished according to article 142 of the RF Criminal Code by up to 4 years in prison. Only 
one such fact was discovered. But the fact that criminal case wasn’t opened gives reasons to 
suspect that law enforcement agencies approve such practice.

5. Finally, censorship and measures against opposition during referendum campaign 
were widespread; this situation became tradition in regional elections. Measures such as: 
refuse to register opposition initiative groups, publishing campaign materials financed from 
local budget or money collected through administrative pressure, ban on distribution and 
confiscation of opposition materials, as well as persecution of activists.

Lack of action from law enforcement agencies, lack of reaction to crimes conducted by 
officials during the referendum created in the region an atmosphere of impunity and per-
missiveness. This, in its turn, makes future violations of democratic principles in Irkutsk 
regional elections and referendums inevitable.

The referendum also demonstrated weakness and lack of organization of public and po-
litical opposition organizations. Even limited opportunities to organize public control during 
referendum were unrealized.
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The referendum on the merger of Irkutsk region and Ust-Ordynski Buryat autonomous 
district also revealed a number of contradictions in current election laws and practice of its 
application. The process of merger of Chita region and Aginski Buryat autonomous district 
is starting in Eastern Siberia; the process is supposed to be continued until all Baikal region 
is united (including Irkutsk region, Chita region and Buryat Republic). In this relation, the 
revealed problems need to be solved. Opinion of lawyers should be voiced, necessary system 
of control should be created based on the negative experience of the referendum.
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REPORT 
INHABITANTS OF BALAAM SETTLEMENT: 
SITUATION WITH RIGHTS ENFORCEMENT

Annotation

Report “Inhabitants of Balaam Settlement: situation with rights ensuring” has been com-
piled by IHF within the framework of the Project “Independent investigation of mass viola-
tions of human rights in Russia”. The topic has been chosen after appeal of citizens dwelling 
in the island of Balaam to IHF. In their Appeal they wrote of their discrimination by state 
authorities and infringement in realization of right to local self-administration. The Group 
of public investigators took a decision to make a monitoring visit to study situation with 
ensuring rights of local citizens — citizens of Balaam Island (Republic of Karelia) and, in 
particular, the right to local self-administration.

In Karelia local investigation was conducted by Expert of the Project — S. Shimovolos. 
For the first time reporter of Novaya Gazeta L. Nikitinskiy took part in the investigation. 
Project Coordinator N. Tagankina helped in compiling the report.

Introduction

In May 2006 Appeal on violation of rights of Balaam Settlement was filed with IHF by 
Balaam Settlement inhabitant D. Sinitsa. It dealt with handing a house with 150 inhabitants 
of Balaam Settlement to Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam Monastery and discrimination of 
inhabitants of the Island of Balaam by government authorities of Republic of Karelia. Several 
group appeals followed. They dealt with infringement of rights of Settlement dwellers to lo-
cal self-administration. Similar appeals were filed with Ombudsman of RF. 

The Investigation Group discussed the appeals and decided that current situation in Balaam 
Settlement was characterized by mass and gross violations of human rights. So, in August 2006 
Investigation Team took a decision to verify the information. On August 12 S. Shimovolos, 
representative of IHF visited Karelia and spent a week gathering information of the conflict. 
During that period he held 20 meetings (interviews) with officials of Karelia, representatives of 
local self-administration, inhabitants of the Island, representatives of the monastery, and state 
organizations of the Island of Balaam. The meetings and discussions yielded documents and 
other materials related to claims of local population, commentary to them, and reaction to them 
of state authorities and representatives of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam Monastery1. In as-
sess of the situation primary attention was paid to court appeals and rulings. 

The visit results were summed up in a Survey Report. During compilation of the Report 
various legal acts and decisions related to situation in Balaam Island were analyzed. At that 
time, Novaya Gazeta reporter A. Nikitinskiy was on the Island. His position and information 
were reflected in the Report. 

The goal of this Report is to advise state authorities of the Russian Federation, Ombuds-
man of RF and Council with President of RF on development of civil society and human 

1 Detailed materials were supplied by inhabitants of the Settlement A. Shcherbakov, O. Yarovoy, D. Sinitsa
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rights. It is also made for broad public circulation. The Report is expected to help solution of 
situation of conflict in Balaam Settlement and draw public attention to obligation to observe 
human rights of the Settlement inhabitants. 

This report contains wide information on reasons and sources of violation of the inhabit-
ants’ rights. It describes the succession, in which authorities adopted their decisions, which 
yielded grim results. Especially highlighted is decision to do away with museum facilities of 
the island of Balaam and establishing a monastery in its place, as the latter is closely related to 
reasons for violation of human rights and legal interests of inhabitants of the Settlement. Be-
sides, discussed are the issues of preservation and easy access to cultural and historic values 
of the Island of Balaam. The Report offers conclusions based on legal assessment of decisions 
and acts of authorities, which demand solution and interference of appropriate officials. 

1. Historic Note and Status of the Balaam Island

The History of Balaam Archipelago is closely connected to establishment of Balaam 
cloister by Orthodox hermits. Although research shows that the Island had been inhabited by 
Karel peasants and fishermen (there were several villages) several centuries before the first 
monastery was established (between 14th and 15th centuries) pagan heathens and villages of 
Karels and Lopars were to be found in the place of modern monastery. 

Late in the 14th century Balaam Monastery was established on the island. During sev-
eral centuries of its existence the monastery has witnessed three periods of devastation and 
resurrection. Since 1918 through 1939 the monastery was being reconstructed by Orthodox 
Church of Finland. Traditionally, monks and local folks inhabited the Island. 

In 1940 Balaam Island joined the Soviet Union. Population of the Monastery gathered 
their relics, abandoned the Island and established Novo-Balaamskiy Monastery on the terri-
tory of Finland. 

That same year Navy took possession of the Island, where the Famous School of Non-
Commissioned Officers was formed. In the beginning of World War II its entire personnel 
perished at Nevskiy Pyatachok near Leningrad. The School occupied the buildings of the 
former monastery, the so-called Bolshaya (Zimnyaya) Gostinnitsa (Winter Hotel). Agricul-
tural farm of Pitkyarant Pulp Factory succeeded them. Then Home for Invalids and Veterans 
came to stay in the island (in 1984 it was moved to the Mainland). Later on, forestry was es-
tablished on the island. It also housed an Anti-Aircraft Defense unit, a division of Hydromet 
and other state organizations of the USSR2. 

In 1960 practically all historic buildings of Balaam Archipelago were included in the List 
historic monuments and protection of them was established3.

In 1960 the entire Island of Balaam was named a monument of history, nature and cul-
ture. In compliance with Decision adopted by Council of Ministers of the Russian Federation 
Balaam Historic and Architectural Natural Museum-Reserve4 was founded. In the 1980s 
the majority of buildings acknowledged as monuments of federal or local significance were 

2 This information has been supplied by Ph. D. O. Yarovoy. In 1994–2000 he Headed Balaam Scientific base 
and Balaam Research Team. 

3 List of cultural monuments included in the list of cultural monuments liable for protection as monuments 
of state significance, approved by Decree of the council of Ministers of Russia No. 1327 of August 30, 1960.

4 Extract from Conclusion on Cultural and Natural Values and Legacy of Peoples of the Island of Balaam, 
adopted by Karelia Scientific Center with Russian Academy of Sciences:

First — natural and geographic objects — the islands.
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restored. By that time the island became a popular tourist site: late in the 1980s the number 
of tourists visiting the island was as large as 230,000. A real pilgrimage of Finnish tourists 
started. So far, their number has not decreased. 

Development of Balaam Settlement became necessary. Late in the 80s General Plan of 
Museum-Reserve was adopted. Also adopted was plan of construction of an airport by the 
Ministry of civil Aviation5. At the same time and in compliance with General Plan there 
was carried work “to adapt monuments of history and culture for cultural, tourist and domes-
tic purposes on Balaam Island”; it envisaged preservation of their historic and cultural value. 
Simultaneously, a plan of erecting a settlement was adopted. The project of construction of 
a modern settlement on Balaam won a golden medal at an international exhibition. At that 
time, about 500 people inhabited the settlement, most of them dwelled in the buildings of the 
former monastery, several dozen people lived in constructions of Balaam fortified region of 
the Finnish Army. 

In compliance with RF President’s Decree No. 176 of February 20, 1995 the list of “ob-
jects of historic and cultural legacy of federal (all-Russian) significance” was reviewed by 
the Government of Russia several times. Anyway, “Balaam state historic, architectural and 
natural museum-preserve” remained intact in that list6. 

Despite economic hardships starting early in the 90s, the museum constantly received 
money (several mln. RUR annually) from Federal Budget for “reconstruction of museum 
objects”. In 2005 the government of Russia allotted 10 mln RUR for reconstruction of 
the museum7. As a rule, starting from 2000 the money was allotted under a target-pro-
gram “Culture of Russia”8. In compliance with Target Program, not only restoration, but 
also water and forest engineering were financed. The same Program envisaged allotting 
4.2 mln RUR for “social and economic development of Balaam Archipelago”. However, 
“development” was reduced to “development of General Plan of Balaam Archipelago de-
velopment”. 

Parallel to federal target financing of Balaam Archipelago building restoration and social 
development, sponsor money was attracted via International Fund of Resurrection of Balaam 

Second — historic cultural landscape- (natural landscape, mostly forests, reformed by many generations of 
Balaam inhabitants from ancient Lopars, who had left their relics and sacred places on the Archipelago) + historic 
toponimics of the islands.

Third — architectural ensembles (temple buildings) including Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Monastery — the old-
est buildings, belonging to the 17th century.

Fourth — shared by objects of fortification — fortification monuments of the 20th century and archeological 
legacy. 

Outstanding pieces of legacy also include geological monuments (classic samples of cracked intrusive body 
made of gabbrodolerites), unique monuments of regression of the Ladoga (rediscovered in 2005), graffiti — docu-
mentary monuments and others. 

5 Decree of the Council of Ministers of Russia No. 443 of September 26, 1983 “Additional measures for 
preservation and use of historic and cultural monuments and natural landscape of Balaam Isles, Autonomous 
republic of Karelia”.

6 Decree of RF Government No. 1350-r of September 19, 1997, Decree of RF Government No. 334-r of 
March 21, 1998, Decree of RF government No. 1585-r of November 3, 1998, and Decree of RF government 
No. 910-r of June 10, 1999. 

7 List of objects under construction for state federal purposes in 2005 (approved by Decree of RF Govern-
ment No. 131-r on February 7, 2005 ) financed by state investments, listed in Federal Program (with alterations of 
April 21, May 27, August 19, September 10, October 20, November 22, December 1, 8, 15, 2005).

8 Decree of RF Government No. 955 of December 14, 2000 “Federal Target Program “Culture of Russia” 
(2001–2005)” with alterations of July 19, 2002. Sub-Program “Development of culture and preservation of cultural 
legacy of Russia”.
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Archipelago and Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam Monastery9. The Fund was established in 
1993. However, the basis of the Fund itself was 1 billion RUR of Federal Budget, as well as 
offices and means of communication allotted by RF Government in 199410. In cooperation 
with the Fund Program “Resurrection and development of Balaam Archipelago” was actively 
implemented in 1995. Its State customer was Ministry of culture, and it was supervised by 
Ministry of Economics11.

Besides, funds for Balaam Settlement infrastructure development were allotted under 
various government programs. For instance, such was construction of wind-energetic sta-
tion12 (however, the station was never built), piscicultural Summer Farm13, modernization 
of Alexander Nevskiy motor boat14. 

Also constructed were treating facilities, construction of a new power station is pending. 
Issue of laying an electric cable along the Ladoga bottom is considered. Some of the funds 
for those purposes were allotted by the Government of Karelia (among others it is the Pisces 
farm to provide fish to inhabitants of the Island and population of the Monastery). At present, 
construction of a kindergarten and club15 is under way. 

However, Position and decisions of Karelia Government differed significantly from Fed-
eral programs, while budget money was not spent for the purposes, for which it had been 
allotted. 

2. Decisions of Republican and local authorities and special status of Balaam Monastery

In 1991 in compliance with decision adopted by Ministry of Culture16, Government of 
Republic of Karelia, monuments of history and culture of Balaam Archipelago included in 
federal list were named monuments of republican significance. In 1993 Decree of RF Presi-
dent17 was issued. In set up the target of RF Government in “stage-by-stage handing reli-
gious buildings and adjacent territories into possession or use of religious organizations…” 
Decree of RF Government No. 446 of May 6, 1994 established a special procedure of such 
handing. A specially established commission considered appeals of religious organizations, 
prepared decisions and submitted them for approval of RF Government. 

but 1n 1992 “to implement Decree of Karelia Supreme Soviet on handing religious and 
administrative buildings over to Russian Orthodox Church” Balaam Museum had already 
been disbanded18. As a result, 80 employees of the Museum were fired, many of them in 
violation of labor legislation. 

9 Decree of President of the Russian Federation No. 964 of June 28, 1993 “On establishment of International 
Fund of Resurrection of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam Monastery”. 

10 Decree of RF Government No. 1755-r of November 3, 1994.
11 Order of Ministry of Economics No. 83 of November 15, 1995. 
12 Decree of RF Government No. 923 of December 29, 2001 “On alterations and amendments to Federal 

target Program “Energy-effective economics” for 2002-2005 and up to 2010”
13 Decree of RF Government No. 1606-r of December 14, 2004.
14 List of objects of Federal Purposes for 2002 financed by state investments in compliance with article 121 

of Federal Law “On federal budget for 2002”.
15 From interview with S. Ryzhkov, head of Sortavala Region, Karelia.
16 The very ministry, at whose initiative buildings of the Island of Balaam was included into the list of monu-

ments of history and culture of federal significance.
17 Order of RF President No. 281 of April 23, 1993 “On handing religious buildings and other property over 

to religious organizations”.
18 Interview with Ya.Borodina, Head of Department of relations with public of Karelia. Petrozavodsk, Au-

gust 14, 2006. 
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In compliance with that Decree most part of museum collections were given to the Mon-
astery, and the rest to a specially established division — Balaam Museum. Ministry of culture 
of Karelia announced establishment of historic and cultural reserve for religious purposes. 
Administration of a natural park is being established. Simultaneously, the main building of 
the Monastery — Spaso-Preobrazhenskihy Cathedral c/w annexes of the inner court was 
given to Russian Orthodox Church. 

Later, the laws of Karelia gave the main buildings of the settlement to the Monastery: in 
2004 those were workhouse, candle shop, bathhouse, laundry of Waterhouse, in 2006 that 
was the building of Winter Hotel19. 

In fact, deprived of state museum-reserve, Balaam ceased to be a specially preserved 
area. At present, Balaam Isles have no such status. In 1994 Decree of RF President declared 
Balaam Isles especially valuable historic, cultural and natural territory of Russia and Repub-
lic of Karelia. However, the status was not confirmed by legislation and had no practical value. 
Authorities of Karelia made an attempt to name Balaam Isles a unique historic and landscape 
territory. With that purpose they adopted a law on such territories, Balaam Administration 
was established. However the Law contradicted federal legislation and the Administration 
was cancelled. Instead of Administration a Natural park was established. It was successfully 
subordinate to different organizations (Committee on physical culture, sport and tourism, 
Ministry of Economic development of Karelia, now it is to be subordinate to Ministry of Ag-
riculture of Karelia). When the park was established, Provision on it came into conflict with 
Law “On specially preserved territories”, so, practically speaking the park hardly functions 
and its attempts to arrange tent camps for tourists resulted in access of admissible load in 
camping zones (most valuable) dozenfold. In 2006 the Program was cancelled. 

Winter Hotel, a monument of a building, and a number of other houses were given to the 
Park Administration. Rent of Winter Hotel dwellers made up the most significant part of the 
Administration income. For several years the houses knew no repair, and communal services 
were limited to garbage evacuation. 

It is worth to mention that National Park establishment was initiated by President of 
Russia, while project development was initiated by a religious organization called Balaam 
Monastery. At present, establishment of historic and cultural reserve of religious signifi-
cance is developed. The Project is supported by Ministry of Culture of Karelia. The Project 
(Institute of Special Projects, SPb) is prepared for approval in the Government of the Russian 
Federation20. Development of project feasibility study took 600,000 RUR from Federal Tar-
get Program. The money was to have preserved cultural legacy and development of Balaam 
Museum. In fact, it was forgery. Unanimous opinion of scientists is that invented status is 
the summit of incompetence. Its destructive results are dangerous for the whole universe of 
cultural and natural values of Balaam. 

During the latest decade life on the Island has changed significantly. Monastery econom-
ics has been developing speedily, the number of monks have increased (according to Monas-
tery information there are 200 resident monks). The main impetus to such changes was given 
by International Fund of resurrection of Balaam Archipelago and Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy 

19 Legislation of Karelia “On free handing of state property of Republic of Karelia over into possession 
of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam Stauropogial (i.e. reporting directly to Patriarch of All Russia) Monastery 
No. 769-3RK of May 2004 and No. 957-ZRK of January 26, 2006.

20 Historic and cultural research of Balaam Archipelago. State Federal Unitary Company Saint-Petersburg 
science, research and project institute for restoration of monuments of history and culture. 2001–2005.
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Balaam Monastery. Thanks to large donations of rich sponsors and budget finances, all re-
ligious buildings on the Island (including 9 hermitages) were restored. Since early 2000s 
Private Company Pilgrimage Service has been established to provide help in visiting the 
Monastery. The Service possesses its own fleet of passenger and freight boats. Sales on the is-
land are conducted by OOO Balaam-Service; communal facilities are served by OOO SENT. 
There are other commercial services. 

At the same time the international Fund was realizing the program of resettling inhabit-
ants of the Settlement to the mainland. In the center of the Region, the town of Sortavala 3 
sections of apartments were purchased in an unfinished house. In September 2001 the House 
of re-settlers was solemnly opened and sanctified by Patriarch Alexiy II. Besides, apartments 
were bought in other houses of Sortavala and adjacent settlements (at the wish of re-settlers). 
Grants were given to erect cottages21. In total, over a hundred families re-settled from the 
Island of Balaam. 

However, re-settlement proved fatal to many inhabitants: It was mainly socially un-pro-
tected people, who moved. Many of them died or turned drunkards without jobs. Back on the 
Island they were employed to do social work (they cleaned, washed toilets, etc.), and drew 
less for their jobs than “newcomers22”. 

Thanks to that program the Monastery received new rooms in the Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy 
Cathedral itself (inner and outer courts) and hermitages to re-establish rooms for monks. 

In this way, most inhabitants of the Settlement, who thought it possible to abandon the 
Island, got the housing they needed. Still, over 300 people remain on the Island. Most of them 
do not intend to abandon the Island. Interviews held in January 200223 showed that 43% of 
inhabitants categorically refused from abandoning the Island, 32% were not eager to move, 
but admitted it under the circumstances, 17% were eager to move. 

It was only the latest five years that implementation of the Program of re-settlement was 
motivated by vacating Monastery buildings for its needs. Later on the objective grew up to 
become a doctrine expressed in Monopoly of the Monastery in managing the whole Island 
of Balaam. That policy was actively supported by authorities and predetermined conflict 
between interests of people of the island and the Monastery. 

Throughout 10 years authorities of Karelia and local self-administration (administra-
tion of Sortavala Region) supported the Monastery actively: in raising additional funds for 
restoration of Monastery facilities, in arrangement of business and economics of Monastery 
services, in developing its infrastructure. However, that support was often accompanied with 
gross violations of Law and discrimination in support of interests of the island inhabitants. 

1. The most significant decisions resulting in acceleration of conflict between local peo-
ple and civil and clerical authorities were decision to give buildings of the island to the pos-
session of Spaso-Preobrozhenskiy Balaam Monastery.

Decision to give monuments of history and culture to the ownership of the Monastery 
was described by legislation of the Republic. Buildings that became property of the Monas-
tery  were included in the list of monuments of culture back in 1960. That decision was illegal, 
as it was adopted by illegal organization. 

21 Interview with I. Goncharov. Sortavala, August 15, 2006.
22 Interviews with re-settlers, inhabitants of Sortavala, August 14, 2006. Molchanova Veronika, pensioner, 

Balaam Settlement, August 18, 2006. 
23 Sociological research “social profiles of Island of Balaam inhabitants and their plans for the future”. Re-

search was conducted within framework of the Island development concept, developed by Gosstroy of Karelia. 115 
respondents without representative selection were questioned. 
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One should remark that that decision became consequence of another decision of Re-
public of Karelia on handing the monuments into possession of a subject of Federation. It 
was adopted during a period of transition legislation,. When property was divided between 
federation and subjects of Federation. At that moment monuments of federal significance 
(Spaso-Preobrozhenskiy Сathedral among them) maintained the state of inviolability. Deci-
sion of local authorities to give it to Russian Orthodox Church could not be legitimate. Such 
decisions were not contested by either federal authorities — RF Prosecutor’s Office, or local 
authorities — Prosecutor’s Office of Karelia. Anyway, from legal point of view, with un-
changed federal legislation they have had no force since the moment of adoption. 

Federal legislation (in particular, Provision of 2001 on handing property of religious 
designation and being in property of the state to religious organizations)24 sets rigid proce-
dures of adopting decisions on handing over property. Positive decision can only be taken on 
condition of preserving historic and cultural values and only by Government of the Russian 
Federation. 

Besides, property can be transferred if buildings are used for religious purposes, not for 
business. 

2. For the same reasons, decision to disband a museum of federal significance could 
have no legal consequences. In fact, the decision was void. Moreover, it remained unnoticed 
by Ministry of Culture of Russia, as, for 15 years the museum has not only been steadily 
financed from Federal Budget, but received money to maintain ensemble of Balaam Monas-
tery, as well. 

Thus, as rooms of Balaam Museum were given away with violation of federal legislation, 
one can say that Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam Monastery owns the Museum illegally.

3. There exist serious claims to economic activities of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam 
Monastery in relation to preservation of historic and cultural values. When Museum was 
disbanded, state control of monuments was, in fact, lost. In this aspect, activities of the 
Monastery could not but result in destruction and loss of historic and natural values inflicted, 
among others, by reconstruction of monuments. Prior’s desire to maintain preservation of 
historic values was of no help, as the Monastery had no specialists. As a result, numerous 
buildings were subjected to significant reconstruction without permission or control of fed-
eral inspection authorities. One should especially note erection of a new Svyato-Vladimir-
skiy Hermitage; evidently, construction has never been approved. Right after RF President 
visited the Island, its construction started in a rapid pace. In a similar manner, two modern 
cottages — “gostevoy domik” — were constructed on the Island without proper approval. In 
June 2006 an asphalt road was laid across the Settlement at Prior’s order. The road runs in 
place of ancient block pavement preserved in some places. That project got no approval from 
monument preservation authorities25. 

Instances, when Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Monastery grossly violated legislation on envi-
ronment and historic and cultural monuments, were noted by Revision Chamber in 2004: “In 
violation of Federal Law No. 73-FZ of June 25, 2002 “On objects of cultural legacy (historic 
and cultural monuments) of peoples of the Russian Federation” and Decree of Council of 
Ministers of the USSR No. 865 of September 16, 1982 “on approval of Provision on preserva-
tion and use of cultural and historic monuments” approval of restoration repair of objects of 

24 Approved by Decree of RF Government No. 490 of June 30 (with amendments of October 3, 2002, August 
8, 2003, February 1, 2006).

25 Interview with Veronika Molchanova, pensioner, Balaam Settlement, August 18, 2006. 
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cultural legacy possessing religious value has never been issued, feasibility documentation 
has never been neither considered nor approved by monument preservation authorities and 
monitoring of construction progress has never been exercised”26. 

As early as in 2001 Sortavala Tax Inspection appealed to Arbitrary Court in relation to 
tax dodging by Pilgrimage Service of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam Monastery (business 
conducted via a division without tax account of the latter with local tax authorities). The suit 
was lost for procedural reasons27. Soon the division was registered and Sortavala Inspection 
got part of taxes. 

Initiative group reported facts of concealing income and violation of anti-monopoly leg-
islation committed by the monastery to various organizations including Prosecutor’s Office. 

Thus, activities of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Monastery are not under control of federal 
authorities.

This situation in no way diminishes importance of Monastery resurrection on Balaam 
Island, but proves that all forthcoming decisions of Republican and local authorities in rela-
tion to the Monastery are of no legal land. 

Besides, such actions and decisions adopted by authorities seem to be Monastery-biased 
and became the source of infringement of rights and interests of population. 

Lack of legal land became the reason of evidently illegal actions taken again population 
of the Island. In June 2006 a commission of representatives of all levels of authority arrived 
at the Island to render assistance in arrangement of self-administration. But, when they met 
dwellers of the Island, they spent practically all the time convincing population that Settle-
ment self-administration in Balaam is impossible. 

3. Infringement of right to housing

Practically all inhabitants of Balaam Island got their housing according to Orders for 
occupation issued before 1990s. As much as 80% of such housing is situated in buildings — 
monuments of history and culture. That housing belongs to state housing fund. After a new 
Housing Code was adopted in 2004, such housing is to be handed over to local self-admin-
istration authorities (irrespective of status of the monument). However, by that time some of 
the buildings (where most of the housing fund was located) had already been transferred to 
the Monastery. In particular, those were buildings of outer court and Winter Hotel.

Such transference could possess no legal force for several reasons. First of all, local au-
thorities could not dispose of federal property protected by the state as monuments of history 
and culture. Besides, RF Government did not admit transference of state property to church 
for religious use (i.e. direct use for religious ceremonies)28. Buildings in question were not of 
religious designation as they were not designed for religious rites.

And, finally, according to legislation on housing, housing facilities could not be trans-
ferred to property without consent of inhabitants. 

In fact, the Government of Karelia ignored the two former limitations, when it adopted 
its decision. The third limitation was done away by special measures. 

26 Conclusion of Revision Chamber on Report of RF Government on use of Federal Budget for 2003, sub-
mitted in the form of Draft Federal Law “On use of Federal Budget for 2003” (approved by Board of RF Revision 
Chamber of December 10, 2004 (Protocol No. 42(412)). 

27 Decree of Arbitrary Court of NorthWestern Region No. A56-7763/01 of July 16, 2001. 
28 Decree of RF Government No. 490 of June 30, 2001 “On Procedure for transference of property of reli-

gious designation, which belongs to federal property”. 



��Inhabitants of Balaam settlement: situation with rights enforcement

In 2006 Court contested decision adopted by the Ministry of Culture of Karelia to trans-
fer the building of Winter Hotel. Decision to acknowledge un-residential state was submitted 
to facilitate the claim. The Island inhabitants think that it was done to justify transference of 
the building. 

From a legal point of view, the decision violated the Law. 
Both the old and the new Housing Codes do not admit acknowledging or transferring 

residential building into non-residential ones without provision of housing to the dwellers. In 
particular, Article 22 of the Housing Code of RF No. 188-F3 of December 29, 2004 states that 
residential quarters cannot be declared un-residential, if citizens use it “for continuous dwell-
ing”, or if the right to property is being contested. In this case, the court should take interests 
of people and their legal reasons for dwelling in the building. In all the evidence, Ministry of 
Culture could receive such a decision only by deceit and forgery of documents. 

The fact determines the position taken by the Government of Karelia and expressed in 
neglect of rights of Balaam inhabitants. The Government of Karelia demonstrated bias in 
processing appeals of citizens for privatization of their apartments. 

Really, if one adopts the position taken by authorities of Karelia and admits that the 
buildings in question were the property of the Republic, the Law of the Russian Federation 
No. 1541-I of June 4, 1991 “On privatization of housing facilities in the Russian Federation” 
privatization of apartments by citizens, when the apartments are located in buildings — 
monuments of culture of federal (and local) significance. Possibility of such privatization 
was codified in December 1992 after decision to transfer all the other buildings, in which 
Settlement inhabitants dwell, to the Monastery. 

It is evident that all organs of authority of Republic of Karelia chose the way of law viola-
tion from the start. They juggled legal norms to legitimize their illegal actions. The aim of 
such actions was to transfer all possible buildings to the Monastery, not for “resurrection of 
the Monastery”, but to distant themselves from issues of providing housing for inhabitants. 

In fact, authorities let those issues be solved by the Monastery itself. The Monastery was 
interested in vacating all the buildings for their own needs and re-settlement of all inhabit-
ants to the mainland from the quarters they used to live in. That position was justified from 
the very beginning not so much by lack of living quarters on the Island, but by intension of 
the Monastery to vacate buildings of all their inhabitants, who were not related to the Mon-
astery. To do that, they used money of International Fund of Resurrection of Balaam Archi-
pelago and Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam Monastery and Budget money, intended to have 
been used for development of infrastructure of the Settlement (i.e. to enlarge it and make life 
of inhabitants more comfortable). 

Since the mid 90s inhabitants of the Island were offered the only option to be given hous-
ing beyond the island. The reason in favor of it was that the inhabitants could privatize such 
dwellings, while they could not privatize apartments situated on the Island29. 

That reason persuaded 100 families from the Island and they re-settled beyond it volun-
tarily. However interviews showed that most of them would have refused to re-settle, if they 
could receive or privatize dwellings on the Island.

By 2004 the Program of providing housing on Balaam Island had already been termi-
nated. By that time decision to transfer the main housing facilities to the property of the 
Monastery had already been prepared.

29 Interview with Lyudmila Afanasyeva, deputy of Sortavala Region, Settlement of Sortavala, August 18, 
2006.
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By that time, acting in its own interests, the Monastery filed suits of forced eviction of 
citizens from apartments they had received by decision of the Government of Karelia. The 
case of the Mukasevich family is the most illustrative. 

The Mukaseviches received their apartment in 1989 from Museum-Reserve. It was situ-
ated in Voskresenskiy (Red) Hermitage (New-Balaam Settlement). When the Monastery oc-
cupied hermitages, most inhabitants left them and got housing beyond the island instead. 
The Mukaseviches insisted on their right to live in the Settlement of Balaam. The Monastery 
declared termination of agreement unilaterally. It was done in violation of legislation. Mon-
astery Legal Council L. Medvedev referred to the answer of Administration of Sortavala 
stating that “housing facilities are not available in the vicinity” filed 4 legal suits of forced 
eviction of the family from their apartment. In all instances, the suits were rejected and ex-
penses were referred to the responder F. Mukasevich family. During hearings F. Mukasevich 
was offered an apartment in Sortavala. It turned out the apartment was offered for commer-
cial, not social rent. 

One of the suits was filed for reasons of not paying rent after F. Mukasevich got refusal 
to from authorities to receive payment for rent in the compliance with previous procedures. 
After much effort Filipp Mukasevich managed to find account, according to which his debt 
had accumulated, and pay the debt. Sortavala Court also found that suit of the Monastery 
to be inconsistent. Mind, that F. Mukasevich could not make regional authorities attend the 
process as “interested persons”30. The Monastery never ceases its attempts to evict the fam-
ily. Representatives of Balaam-service destroy the place occupied by Lyudmila Mukasevich 
in the market and threaten her husband31. 

The case of Boris Tatarskiy is a vivid example of unfair actions of the Monastery. B. Ta-
tarskiy is a disabled person suffering from diabetes. He resided in the outer court of the 
Monastery. In 2003 The Monastery offered to make an agreement with him and provide an 
apartment beyond the Island. B. Tatarskiy moved from his apartment. Soon he found out that 
in compliance with the agreement he got an apartment for commercial rent. B. Tatarskiy ter-
minated the agreement and returned to his apartment, but found out that it had already been 
refurbished for monks and occupied by monks. In fact, the disabled person had been evicted 
from his apartment by force and left without a place to live in (now a kind-hearted woman 
has given him a corner)32.

“Many years ago, eviction from a house near Gefsiman Hermitage was carried out in a 
much more cruel way: Regional Court had taken a decision to re-settle Andrei Safrin into a 
basement in the outer court… 

While A. Safrin was away, people from the Monastery loaded his possessions on a truck. 
They found a large library belonging to A. Safrin, who had studied world literature, and 
burned it on the “inquisition fire”. A. Safrin did not defend himself. He broke down psycho-
logically. Half a year later he drank himself to death”33. 

Any person can find himself or herself in a similar situation, if he or she lives in the 
building of Winter Hotel, which the Law of Karelia of January 26, 2006 transferred to the 
Monastery. The Decision itself is being contested in the Supreme Court of Karelia as an il-
legal one. The inhabitants share the opinion that the new owner is not obliged to take their 

30 Interview with F. Mukasevich, August 18, 2006.
31 Open appeal of Dmitriy Sinitsa to inhabitants of the Settlement, April 24, 2006. 
32 Interview with Veronika Molchanova, pensioner, Balaam Settlement, August 18, 2006. 
33 Open appeal of Dmitriy Sinitsa to inhabitants of the Settlement, April 24, 2006.
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right for social housing into account and can evict them by force. From the point of view of 
the Government of Karelia the Monastery has assumed “encumbrance” with dwellers volun-
tarily and is obliged to take their interests into account34. 

However, position taken by the government seems to lack good will. Both in legality of 
transfer35 and in legality of decision. Really, before the house was handed over to the prop-
erty of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam Monastery, it had been registered as a non-residential 
one. That means the new owner had reasons to declare registration of dwellers at the place of 
dwelling, and then agreement of social rent void. 

Moreover, the new owner is sure to review such agreements, as the Housing Code of RF 
(article 49) states that social rent exists only in municipal living facilities. In the new (com-
mercial) conditions owner of the housing can name the price of communal services and rent 
at his own discretion. When his conditions are not observed, he can evict the renters. 

During 2006 amount of rent paid by the owner is not determined. In situation of an evi-
dent conflict the Monastery is free to use all means to evict conflicting renters. Representa-
tives of the Monastery (Rev. Varfolomey) and Head of Sortavala Municipal Region Sergey 
Ryzhkov did not exclude such possibility while discussing the situation (August 18, 2006). 

Threat of eviction or pressing out of 72 families from the Winter Hotel is confirmed by 
the latest events. In particular, dwellers have complained time and again that personnel of 
the Monastery stopped water supply. The question, which will collect payment for communal 
services, has not been solved either. The Monastery has assumed obligation to pay part of the 
debt for communal services as the owner. 

According to legislation dwellers can be evicted only if the dwelling is found to be a 
wreck. The building of Winter Hotel has not been overhauled for many years and is in worn 
condition now. Communications and the roof want immediate reconstruction. Dwellers 
themselves do not repair them as the situation is ambiguous. Although, they admit necessity 
of expense for repair and are ready to bear them, but only after their status is acknowledged. 

However, when the Winter Hotel was transferred to the Monastery, the dwellers were 
deprived of the hope to go on living on the Island. As a result, the Fund of Resurrection of 
Balaam Archipelago has once again initiated construction of a new house in Sortavala reset-
tlement of inhabitants of the Island (as continuation of the Monastery policy of emancipation 
of the Island). At present, 25 appeals for resettlement36 have been collected.

Situation with housing in Balaam is typical for the whole Russia, when municipal au-
thorities have no money to form and use social housing facilities. The situation is aggravated 
by the specially protected status of the Island, when any construction is to be approved by 
federal ministries. 

However, claims of the Settlement inhabitants to municipal authorities are consistent 
and reasonable. First of all, it is quite possible to build new housing in the Settlement (in 
compliance with Program of the Settlement development) and quite necessary not only for 
social housing, but also for housing for officials (four federal organizations are to be found 
on the Island). That is such construction is admitted municipal land near nature-protected 

34 Interview with Yaroslava Borozdina, head of Department of relations with the Government of Karelia 
(Ministry of Culture). Petrozavodsk, August 18, 2006. 

35 It is interesting to note that during court hearings on contest of the decision it was found out that the new 
owner — Spaso-Preobrazenskiy Balaam Stauropigial Monastery is not even situated on the territory of Karelia. 
It is registered in Saint-Petersburg (registered in Uniform state Register of legal entities registered before July 1, 
2002). 

36 Letter of A. Shcherbakov of September 21, 2006. 
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territory. In particular, the plan of the Settlement development has been approved and money 
for its realization can be allotted directly from Federal Budget or invested through the Inter-
national Fund of Resurrection of Balaam Archipelago and Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Balaam 
Monastery. 

At the same time, the Fund money has been spent (at agreement of authorities) exclusively 
on resettlement of the Island inhabitants to the mainland. That makes the position occupied 
by representatives of authorities pernicious as it creates prerequisites for infringement of 
rights of Inhabitants of Balaam Island. 

4. Infringement of other civil rights

Bias and unilateral character of decisions adopted by authorities, open indulgence of 
infringement of civil rights of inhabitants were aggravated by lack of action in solving con-
flicts. Such conflicts have arisen since 1993 but appeals of inhabitants on their account were 
left without result. 

In such condition the Monastery became a monopolist in many spheres: supply of the 
Settlement, employment, access to natural resources, etc. Needless to say, such condition 
could be used to exert influence on the inhabitants of the Settlement. 

For instance, local authorities transferred a bakery to the Monastery on condition it 
would supply the inhabitants. Such transfer resulted in growth of bread prices. Now, bread 
is 50% more expensive than on the mainland. In spring 2006 inhabitants were left without 
bread for two weeks. Nobody “stirred a finger”37 in response to claims and appeals. In the 
baker’s words “workers of the Monastery are provided with bread first, as we have an agree-
ment with them”38. 

Local authorities occupy a similar position of non-interference on the issue of water sup-
ply. Water supply system in the Settlement requires an immediate repair and the Monastery 
assumed all costs of maintaining communications. By that action it acquired a chance to 
choose priorities in water supply. Needless to say, needs of inhabitants became secondary. 

Land division and assignment is an especially acute problem. For many years (in some 
cases for over 20 years) inhabitants of the Settlement used land adjacent to the Settlement for 
their kitchen gardens. Early in 2000 when transference of land to the Monastery started, it 
turned out that majority of inhabitants had not made agreements for assignment of land plots. 
About 100 agreements had been prepared for plots transferred to Administration of Sortavala 
Region. Only 20 of them had been signed. The others remain motionless in Administration 
for 2 years. Head of Administration explains lack of action by the fact that the Monastery 
claims the land39. 

According to RF Civil Code, Article 234 inhabitants of the settlement have, in fact, ac-
quired the right to use their plots of land after a long period of time since purchase40. Head 

37 Interview with Veronika Molchanova, pensioner. Balaam Settlement, August 18, 2006.
38 Video recording of meeting with Government Commission of Republic of Karelia. Balaam Island, June 

2006. 
39 Interview with Sergey Grigoriev, businessman, Balaam Settlement, August 18, 2006. 
40 RF Civil Code, Article 234. Items purchased long ago.
1. entity, legal or physical likewise, who is not owner of the property, but who disposes of it in good will, 

openly and continuously like oh his own estate for fifteen years or of other property for five years acquires the right 
of ownership to that property (items purchased a long time ago).
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of Sortavala Region Administration refused to register the agreements. In fact, he used his 
position in the interests of the Monastery. 

Tourism to the Island is developing actively and dynamically making that sphere most 
attractive for business. Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Monastery possesses significant resourc-
es and expends its business through OOO Pilgrimage Service of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy 
Balaam Monastery and OOO Balaam-Service. Besides, several private companies operate 
in the Island. They compete with business divisions of the Monastery. The situation is quite 
natural. However, biased attitude displayed by Administration of the Region is expressed in 
the open support of interests of the Monastery and exerts negative influence in that sphere. 
In particular, it concerns in limited issuance of licenses, permissions to do business, land 
transference, etc. 

Two years ago OOO Balaam-Service controlled by the Monastery leased all trading ar-
eas from municipal authorities. The lease was made not like a lease trading areas (like it had 
been done before), but for “research”, thus decreasing leasing rates twentifold. Sortavala 
Budget received 480,000 RUR less. Subleasing trading places (to local inhabitants) the Mon-
astery started using them as a weapon of intimidating and enslavement — refusals to lease 
them to local businessmen started taking place41.

It shows a lot, when people appealed to Land Committee for allotment of plots, they 
found out that the Monastery had received land not for trading, but for research (at minimum 
rates)…42

On the other hand, agreements for leasing land are not registered and the Monastery does 
not pay land taxes…

In 2004 businessman Soshkin purchased a Gazel truck and acquired a license for private 
transportation of tourists. After that the Monastery purchased a Gazel truck, which followed 
the businessman’s truck with the evident aim to prevent the latter’s business. As the truck 
owned by the Monastery had no license, fares were registered as a donation…43

Such policy not only infringed the rights of businessmen and creation of new jobs, but 
formed dependence of local inhabitants. They depended not so much on the will of local 
authorities, as on the Monastery, which was occupying a dominating position in the sphere 
of employment. 

Extract from court appeal made by Balaam inhabitant O. Yarovoy, Ph. D: 
They threatened my wife to prohibit her occupation as a guide with OOO Pilgrimage 

Service (established by Balaam Monastery) maintaining that the Prior personally ordered 
to keep my wife away from that job. Mind that that job is her professional duty and means 
of existence (wages): My wife Irina Smirnova is one of the most renown specialists in the 
history and monuments of history and culture of Balaam, writer of two (in cooperation) of 
two books, writer of the booklet, which is highly circulated and most popular with tourists. 
She has developed methods and test texts on conduction of excursions. These methods and 
test texts developed in the Balaam Museum-Reserve (disbanded in 1992) were made as a task 
within her job. Somehow, the religious organization — Pilgrimage Service got hold of them 
and widely using them. In its publications the religious organization loans texts published 
by my wife. They do not mention the author’s name violating copyright. However, abusing 
dignity of my wife as a person and a professional, the Prior banned her from work inside the 

41 Interview with Sergey Grigoriev, businessman, Balaam Settlement, August 18, 2006. 
42 Interview with D. Sinitsa, August 17, 2006. 
43 Interview with F. Mukasevich, August 18, 2006. 
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Monastery. Ms. Petrova, officer of the religious organization has notified her accordingly. It 
has been done in violation of RF Constitution, Article 37, Part 1 and 344.

The situation is aggravated by the fact that citizens of the Settlement are not in an equal 
position with those employed by business organizations of the Monastery employed to do 
seasonal jobs. Representatives of the Monastery have complained that inhabitants of the 
Island are lazy and not eager to work in construction projects or do services to the Monastery. 
During summer season the Monastery employs as many as 1000 people, mostly coming from 
other regions (Gastarbeitern)

When those issues were being cleared, it turned out that no agreements are made with 
invited personnel or official wages are seriously diminished. Thus, organizations of the Mon-
astery evade much on social payments violating tax legislation. Local inhabitants, who de-
pend on payments to pension and social Insurance Funds, do not agree to evidently illegal 
relations. 

Thus, the Monastery operates exclusively in its own economic interests and forces inhab-
itants of Balaam Island away from the labor market. Instead of curbing the violations made by 
the Monastery organizations in business and enforce equal opportunities for business, local 
authorities use the situation in their own political interests. According to report of Initiative 
Group of the Settlement in 2004 they threatened the teachers of the local school with dismiss-
als from jobs and warned them not to take part in promotion of local self-administration.

Life in an island settlement is peculiar. In spring and fall (during storms on the Ladoga) 
communication between Balaam and mainland stops for long periods. In winter one can get 
to the Settlement only along ice surpassing openings and ice-hummocks. For that reason the 
Settlement is referred to the regions of extreme North and acknowledged as an area “with 
limited period of bringing in supplies”45. Papers are not brought to Balaam Island, pensions 
and mail are brought intermittently, and short life food is not supplied to the shop. Balaam 
Settlement also refers to “locality with special climatic conditions”46, where increased wag-
es are paid (RF Labor Code, Article 148). These special conditions determine privileges for 
inhabitants of the Island, both employed and pensioners. In fact, privileges (e.g. compensa-
tion for oven heating) are never paid. 

Taking into account all those peculiarities, the Monastery assumed care about pensioners. 
Once every month the Monastery gives them receipts for boat fares. Light of Balaam Fund 
takes care of the children providing money for medical care and rest in the South. Pensioners 
receive 500 RUR as charity. Tea parties are arranged on holidays47. The secondary School 
enjoys active support. 

One cannot but praise charitable activities of the Monastery. However, that charity substi-
tutes municipal support and work of local authorities, who are quite passive in their duties. 

In fact, local authorities have transferred the function of state support and control to 
the Monastery. The Monastery assumed those duties voluntarily from its own interests to 
acquire authority in the Settlement Administration. That situation became dominant in the 
conflict related to self-administration on the Island. 

44 Addendum to appeal to RF Constitutional Court made by O. Yarovoy, September 18, 2006. 
45 List of Regions of extreme North and similar areas with limited period of bringing in supplies, approved 

by Decree of RF Government No. 402 of May 23, 2000. 
46 Decree of RF Government No. 402 of May 23, 2000, Revision of September 27, 2001.
47 Interview with Veronika Molchanova, pensioner, Balaam Settlement, August 18, 2006. 
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�. Ensuring the right of Balaam inhabitants for self-administration

Balaam Settlement was acknowledged to be an independent unit back in the post-war 
years. It has been entered in the State Register of Settlements (No. 86410802)48 and is men-
tioned in quite a number of legislative acts. The Settlement had its own administration re-
sponsible for provision of the Settlement, management and accounting. Head of Settlement 
Administration was appointed by Sortavala Region Administration and depended on it in 
fact. Up to 2004 S. Grigoryev headed Settlement Administration. Later he came into conflict 
with head of Sortavala Region (which included, among others interests of the Settlement 
inhabitants). In 2005 the Administration was canceled and a “Representative” was appointed 
instead. That decision was adopted at the initiative of Head of Sortavala and came into force 
after the Parliament of Karelia adopted the law on amendment of List of municipal units. 
(Law of Republic of Karelia No. 866-ZRK of November 1, 2004 “On amending the Law of 
Karelia “On urban and rural settlements in the republic of Karelia”). 

The question of status of Balaam Settlement arose in relation to adoption of Federal Law 
on local self-administration49. According to that Law self-administration organizations in 
Russian regions are to be divided, urban and rural settlement determined and their boundar-
ies established. Accordingly, Law of Karelia No. 813-ZRK of April 2005 “On amendment of 
Law of Karelia “On urban and rural Settlements in the Republic of Karelia”. Balaam Settle-
ment, among others, was included in the List of municipal units and was granted the status 
of Municipal Unit — Balaam Rural Settlement. 

“Arrangement of local self-administration used to exist in our region. Naturally, we were 
obliged to establish urban and rural settlements, specify boundaries on the maps and de-
scribe them. At that stage opinion of inhabitants was not required during establishment of 
urban and rural settlements… We chose the following procedure: we requested opinions of 
local self-administration organizations of the regions, which existed at that time…”50

After the Law was adopted, S. Ryzhkov, Head of Sortavala Municipal Region initiated 
a decision to cancel self-administration in Balaam Settlement. To do that they made use of 
the “appeal” of inhabitants of Balaam Settlement. They arranged a protocol of as general 
meeting of Balaam Settlement inhabitants of February 13, 2005 “attended by 47 people”. 
Nobody took care to ask inhabitants of the Settlement for their opinions. The plot of the 
initiators was to include Balaam Settlement into the city of Sortavala. Evident, the initiative 
reflected no realities at least for reasons of the distance separating Balaam Settlement from 
the town of Sortavala and limited access to the Settlement due to irregular communication 
between them. 

That initiative can be explained with various opinions and explanations. The official one 
is that supplies delivered to inhabitants of the Settlement would become improve thanks 
to “urban” status, while the Settlement Administration could not be a self-administration. 
Unofficial one is that the town of Sortavala found it unprofitable to lose profits from tourist 
and Monastery facilities. Besides, once the Settlement became an Urban one, its inhabit-
ants could be evicted within town limits. It gives reason to consider a corporate agreement 

48 All-Russian Register of administrative-and-territorial division OK 019-95 (OKATO) approved by Decree 
of RF Gosstandart No. 413 of June 31, 1995. 

49 Federal Law No. 131-FZ of October 6, 2003 “On general principles of local self-administration in the 
Russian Federation”. 

50 Interview with Alexander Shcherbakov, President of Committee on Self-Administration with the Govern-
ment of Karelia, August 14, 2006. 
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between officials with representatives of the Monastery. The fact is confirmed with direct 
interference of officials, when decisions in favor of the Monastery were adopted. Especially 
aggressive and open were activities of Head of Sortavala Administration S. Ryzhkov. In re-
sponse to that initiative Prior of Balaam Monastery Pankratiy uses his connections to render 
support to Head of Administration. According to information received by Sortavala Pros-
ecutor V. Kuznetsov, thanks to Priors appeal to General Prosecutor’s Office a criminal case 
again Head of Administration (bribery)51 was closed.

From the legal point of view it is admitted that the decision to cancel Settlement self-ad-
ministration was deliberately illegal. It contradicted constitutional principles of organization 
of local self-administration. Alteration of boundaries and, moreover, cancellation of local 
self-administration according to Federal Law “On general principles of organization of lo-
cal self-administration in the Russian Federation”, Articles 12 and 13 could not be enforced 
without “expression of inhabitants’ will”. Besides, the decision to cancel self-administration 
on the Island could not have been adopted at the moment of elections to organizations of local 
self-administration. Really, in compliance with article 85 of the Federal Law, the Republican 
organs were to appoint elections of head of the Settlement local self-administration before 
March 1, 2005. However, elections were not appointed. Instead, a month later, on April 7, 
2005 republican law on cancellation of Settlement self-administration was adopted. 

A. Shcherbakov did not agree with facts of infringement of his right to be elected to 
organ of self-administration. On August 8, 2006 he filed an appeal to the Supreme Court of 
Republic of Karelia. In his appeal he asked “to state the name of the organ of local self-ad-
ministration; appoint a date of elections of head of Municipal Unit; state a legal document; 
state the term of authority of Head of Administration “Balaam Rural Settlement”52.

On September 19, 2006 the Court rejected the claim. A. Shcherbakov contested the deci-
sion in the RF Supreme Court. 

On January 25, 2006 Board on civil affairs of Supreme court of the Russian Federation 
considered appeal of A. Shcherbakov versus decision of Supreme Court of Republic of Kare-
lia o9f September 19, 2005, canceled it and sent the case for further consideration. 

“During the new consideration of the case, legal assess is to be given to the Law of Repub-
lic of Karelia No. 866-ZRK of April 7, 205 “On amendment of the Law of Karelia ”On urban 
and rural settlements in the Republic of Karelia” and circumstances of the case in relation 
and according to RF Federal Law No. 131-FZ of October 6, 2003 “On general principles of 
arrangement of local self-administration in the Russian Federation”53. 

One should note that the position adopted by the General Prosecutor’s Office in assess 
of legality of Decision of Supreme Court of Karelia contradicted position adopted by RF 
Supreme Court. Prosecutor of the General Prosecutor’s Office ruled to leave Decision of 
Supreme Court of Republic of Karelia without amendments54. 

Adoption of deliberately illegal decision cannot but be connected with significant politi-
cal influence. Events that followed confirmed it…

Decision to cancel local self-administration aroused indignation of local population. But 
“victory” won by A. Shcherbakov in the RF Supreme Court Filled inhabitants of Balaam 

51 Moscow demanded the Prosecutor, who investigated of the case of corruption be dismissed (Helsigin 
Sanomat, Finland) www.inosmi.ru/321.html, 2006.

52 Appeal filed by A. Shcherbakov “Provision of citizens’ constitutional right to elect and be elected to or-
gans of Balaam Rural Settlement self-administration” to Supreme Court of Karelia.

53 Decision of the Legal Board for Civil Affairs of RF Supreme Court No. 75-G05-8 of January 25, 2006.
54 Ibid.
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Settlement with hope. They realized that in condition of absence of law one can fight for one’s 
rights. The fact became the ground, on which an Initiative Group was established. 

The first attempts of the Initiative Group were directed at enforcing Decision of Supreme 
Court of Karelia. 

“We, the under signers, have decided to read and explain to local citizens Decisions ad-
opted by Supreme Courts Of the Russian Federation and Republic of Karelia. We want to 
do it in the Settlement club. Unfortunately, there is no written confirmation of actual ban to 
let people get inside the club. I learned from club manager Ksenia Rumyantseva what that 
precedent was related to.”

Telephone response from the Region Administration was, in short, that the Owner did 
not wish his property to be used for such dubious purposes. (The Owner of the club was a 
religious organization — Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Male Monastery). Decisions of the courts 
were announced in the open air in front of the club.

Two days before that event address of Head of Region Administration Mr. Skorokhodov 
had been circulated everywhere about Balaam. In advance of the event the meeting was 
declared illegal, although it was summoned in compliance with Federal Law No. 131 and 
Chapters of Urban Settlement of Sortavala. Its deputies and the Head had been informed 
about that meeting beforehand. Actions of Skorokhodov come into direct contradiction with 
Federal Law No. 131, Article 3б par. 6.: Organs of local self-administration and officials of 
local self-administration are obliged to ensure a chance for everyone to get acquainted with 
documents and materials, which directly concern human rights and freedoms, as well as a 
chance for citizens to get other trustworthy information concerning activities of local self-
administration, if the law states otherwise55. 

Decision of RF Supreme Court came into force on March 27, 2006. In compliance with 
that decision the authorities of Republic of Karelia were obliged to amend the Law “On urban 
and rural settlements in Republic of Karelia” and establish a procedure of appointing and 
holding elections of deputies of representative organs and head of Municipal Unit Balaam 
rural Settlement. 

Time and again the issue was included into agenda of meeting of Legislative Council. For 
different reasons the question was excluded from the agenda. As we learned from a talk of 
L. Afanasyeva with Chairman of Legislative Council Nikolay Levin, the item was excluded 
at the request of Father-Superior Bishop Pankratiy of Balaam Monastery56.

The latest consideration was set for July 4, 2006. However, on that day, at the initiative 
of chairman of Legislative Council the item was excluded from the agenda “for the reason of 
filing a protest against decision of Judicial Board on civil Affairs of RF Supreme Court No. 
75-105-8 of January 25, 2006 by Head of Sortavala Municipal Unit S. Ryzhkov57”. Head of 
the Region Substantiated his claim by the reason that “establishment of a separate adminis-
trative unit infringes legal interests of Sortavala Municipal Unit, as the Island is a consumer 
of regional resources”. 

The Initiative Group prepared an appeal signed by inhabitants of the Island. Several 
people attended a meeting of the Legislative Council and addressed the deputies. Deputies 
from Sortavala Region Lyudmila Afanasyeva and Svetlana Tokareva supported address of 

55 From Letter written by F. Mukasevich to prosecutor of Sortavala Region. 
56 Interview with Deputy of Sortavala Region Lyudmila Afanasyeva, Sortavala Settlement, August 15, 

2006.
57 Open address of A. Shcherbakov, August 8, 2006. 
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Balaam inhabitants. However, the majority of deputies took a decision not to include the 
question of Balaam into agenda. 

Head of Legal Department of Legislative Council Natalia Soyunen informed: the item 
was postponed at the request of patriarch Alexiy II58. 

On the same day Initiative group of ten Balaam inhabitants prepared an address signed 
by other inhabitants of the Settlement. It offered establishment of a “public” administration. 
A. Shcherbakov was appointed Acting Head. In a statement that followed the Administration 
declared the major goal of the temporal (transitional) administration: to prepare elections to 
local self-administration of Balaam Island in October 2006. Besides, the Initiative Group 
announced that all the authority of local self-administration belongs to inhabitants of the 
Island59.

That political statement aroused great resonance. Due to it the Initiative Group attracted 
public attention to infringement of rights of the Settlement inhabitants. However, the same 
statement encountered quite a negative response on the part of authorities. The very same 
Head of Sortavala Municipal Region S. Ryzhkov appealed to Prosecutor’s Office of the Re-
gion with request to sue members of the Initiative group for extremism. The prosecutor’s 
Office investigated the case and refused to start a case. They did not sue Head of the Region, 
either, for false report of a crime. Head of the Region himself said in a talk: “I cannot give 
way in the conflict”60. 

On August 15, 2006 members of the Initiative Group held a sanctioned picket in relation 
to infringement of human rights. The shocked believers could read the slogan: “Constitution 
of Russia to Balaam!”, “Give human rights back to inhabitants!”, “Stop discrimination of lo-
cal inhabitants on Balaam Island”.

Today believers are celebrating the day of Divine Transfiguration, — said one of picket 
members F. Mukasevich, we, civil people have decided to express open protest to the Head 
of Republic of Karelia and Father-Superior of Balaam Monastery61. 

In July, August and September 2006 a mixed Commission of the government of Karelia 
visited the Island to solve the conflict in Balaam Settlement. According to the opinion shared 
by members of the Commission62, it is not possible to hold elections this fall (too little time 
is left), so they are postponed until spring 2007. However, the commission failed in its “ne-
gotiating” function as there was no discussion of problems with inhabitants of the Settlement 
on equal terms. 

Once again A. Shcherbakov appealed to the Supreme Court of Karelia claiming lack of 
action on the part of Parliament of Karelia. On September 4 the court announced a decision 
on the case against the Government of Karelia and its Legislative Council concerning Fed-
eral Law No. 138 “On constitutional right to elect and be elected”63. In particular, the Court 
obliged Election Commission of the Republic to appoint election in Balaam Settlement ir-
respective of amendments of legislation of Karelia. The defendant contested the decision in 
the RF Supreme Court.  

58 Battle for Balaam by Snezhana Slepkova, Karelskaya Guberniya Newspaper, No. 30 0f July 19 -25, 2006. 
59 Statement of July 4, Balaam Settlement. 
60 Meeting of the writer of the report and S. Ryzhkov, Balaam, August 17, 2006. 
61 Cleaning the Courtyard by Sergey Andreev, Ogonyok Magazine, No. 35. 
62 Interview with A. Shcherbakov, Chairman of Committee on local self-administration with the Govern-

ment of Karelia, September 21, 2006. 
63 Letter of A. Shcherbakov of September 21, 2006. 
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6. Conclusions and recommendations

6.1. Negligence of legislation

The decision adopted by authorities of Karelia to nationalize a monument of federal sig-
nificance, i.e. to appropriate property had, in our opinion, tragic results. In fact, disbanding 
of Balaam Museum resulted in loss of status of protected monuments of history and culture 
and reserved territory of Balaam Island. Later on, deliberately illegal transference of nu-
merous buildings-monuments to the Russian Orthodox Church resulted in a state, when the 
conflict became centered around the Monastery, while facts of violation of Law increased. 
In the conflict of interests of authoritative instances and organizations inhabitants of Balaam 
Settlement became the least protected party. 

As the conflict developed, authoritative organs of the Republic and municipal authorities 
neglected the rights of the human being and the citizen more overtly. Thus, late in the 90s 
a program of eviction of inhabitants from the Island was in progress. It had no legal ground 
but was based on voluntary agreement. After some time, actions of authorities became re-
pressive. They were aimed at liquidation of Balaam Settlement itself. In this aspect, the fact 
that resettlement had been initiated by the Monastery is of no significance. Such actions (e.g. 
forced eviction from occupied dwellings) could be applied only with support from local au-
thorities, and they are to bear all responsibility. 

The Decision to liquidate the state of rural settlement and deprivation of citizens of the 
right to form organs of local self-administration was a direct consequence of illegal decision 
to divide property of the Settlement. To avoid revision of such decisions, representatives 
of authorities (and, first of all Head of Sortavala Region Administration S. Ryzhkov and 
Chairman of Legislative Council of Karelia N. Levin) used their positions to adopt decisions, 
which infringed the rights of citizens — inhabitants of Balaam Settlement. Meanwhile, fed-
eral Law “On fundamentals of state service in the Russian Federation” obliges persons of 
authority to act and take decisions exclusively on the basis of observance of citizens’ rights 
and freedoms. Otherwise, state officers are to be punished. 

Circumstances of the case provide ground to state mercenary interests of authorities. 
Thus, autonomous status of Balaam Settlement will decrease income of the regional budget 
form companies registered in the Settlement (such as OAO Balaam-Service). Unofficial in-
come will decrease, too. 

However, in this conflict the main role is given to special relations between authorities and 
Church representatives — Patriarch Alexiy II and Father-superior supported by RF President. 
Successful career and other chances of officers depend on that support. In all evidence, that 
influence determined the actions of authorities in liquidation of local self-administration. 

6.2. Consequences of illegal decisions and actions of authorities

When constant communication with mainland is not available, life conditions in Balaam 
Settlement are hard in the social aspect. Lately, situation has been deteriorating; interrup-
tions of water and energy supply grow more frequent. Duties of organs of state authority 
include support of local population as of citizens residing in a region equal to Extreme North. 
Consequences of the situation, when buildings and infrastructure were consistently trans-
ferred to the ownership or management of the Monastery have deteriorated social situation of 
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Balaam inhabitants including infringement of their right to work for decent wages. Instances 
of unfair eviction of citizens from occupied dwellings are especially inadmissible. They de-
mand a special investigation. 

The right of citizens to form organs of local self-administration by direct election is guar-
anteed by constitution of Russia. People determine the structure of local self-administration 
organs themselves (Article 131 of RF Constitution). Similar guarantees are offered by the 
Chapters of Republic of Karelia. 

Cancellation of elected organs infringed the active and passive election rights of the Settle-
ment inhabitants (to elect and be elected). Both Constitution of Russia and Chapters of Republic 
of Karelia establish the right to election as the MAIN (BASIC) one. It cannot be “cancelled or 
infringed” by federal laws (Constitution, Article 55) or by regional laws, accordingly. 

Cancellation of elections to Settlement Council means not “infringement” of the right to 
elect and be elected, but its liquidation. 

However, the Legislative Council of Republic of Karelia, which was to have appointed 
elections, refused to restore the right to election. They used procedural limitations — limita-
tion in the term of election imposed by Federal Laws. Such limitations, in this instance — 
limitation of the right to election cannot be applied, even if imposed by federal legislation. 
This limitation in term also violates citizens’ right to election. 

6.3. Peculiarities of the conflict 

Transference of Museum building to the Church was presented as restitution of values 
withdrawn in the period of political repression. However, the Monastery was not devastated. 
In fact, it was abandoned at good will. So, there is no ground to claim its restitution to Rus-
sian Orthodox Church. Transference of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy Cathedral can be regarded as 
gift of the Government. So, the Monastery cannot claim restitution of any other buildings on 
the Island. Like any other religious organization, it can purchase property or erect buildings 
of religious designation in the manner established by the Law. 

However, the status of federal monuments of history and culture prevents sale of historic 
buildings of the Island, while the status of a natural park limits conduction or any other eco-
nomic activities. 

Three interested parties are to be taken into account in the dispute about the future of 
Balaam Settlement now. They are Russian Orthodox Church, represented by the Monastery, 
local inhabitants with their initiative of establishment of local self-administration and scien-
tific community acting in the interests of granting a status of monument to Balaam Island 
both from historic, natural landscape and geological point of view. Position of the scientific 
community has not been expressed, so far. 

The initiative of authorities of Karelia to grant the status of historic-and-religious monu-
ment to the territory is sure to result in unlimited authority of the Monastery over the Island 
without development of the Settlement. Inhabitants of the Island oppose that position alone. 
They intend to defend their interests by establishment of local self-administration. 

An Inter-Organ Commission established by the Government of Karelia is attempting 
to resolve that opposition. So far, the option of parity of interests is being considered. Dis-
putes about the right of ownership and authority to dispose of land and property should be 
resolved simultaneously. However, position taken by RF Ministry of Culture called on to 
protect monuments of history and culture is not represented in the dispute. That position is 
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of substantial significance in limiting abilities and authority of both the Monastery and local 
self-administration on the Island. In their turn, the Regional Ministry of Culture of republic 
of Karelia does not only represent interests of federal authority, but, in fact, is doing its ut-
most to deprive Balaam of any “protected” status. 

Most grievous is the circumstance, when regional authority and Russian Orthodox Church 
have joint their effort to restore the Balaam Monastery. They do not take interests of the Settle-
ment inhabitants, though. Moreover, that duo goes on existing. Both parties regard the Settle-
ment as devoid of any prospect. From the point of view of the Monastery, the Settlement is an 

“alien” body on the Holy Land. To authorities it is a settlement, which cannot be self-dependent. 
In their turn, inhabitants of the Settlement state and prove that there is enough money for 

municipal needs. Really, superstitious study of ownership and authority to dispose on the Is-
land shows that Balaam Monastery, like other organizations of the Island gets a large portion 
of its profits from not paying tax for municipal needs. Especially gross violations are made 
in the use of land, which is leased for a long term at reduced rates. Due to active distribution 
of land practically none of it left in municipal ownership. Meeting between inhabitants and 
Conciliation Commission of the Government held in 2006 showed that Sortavala Regional 
Administration possessed practically nothing to pass over to Balaam Settlement during divi-
sion of property. (It is interesting to note that Balaam Graveyard has been left on municipal 
balance. As it is located on the land, which belongs to Forestry “Lespromkhoz”, which refers 
to federal property, any work is banned there). 

However, it is evident, that there exist convincing legal reasons to announce illegal most 
agreements made by Sortavala Administration. 

The former in “division of the Island territory sees solution of the conflict between “Mon-
astery” and “non-Monastery” inhabitants of Balaam into three parts — community, hermit-
age and farm The first to may be dedicated to clerical life, and the third — to the civil one”. 
Representatives of the Church maintain that authority should be uniform under management 
of the Monastery. 

The position adopted by Balaam Monastery and Russian Orthodox Church has the right 
to existence and authorities may take it into account while taking definite decisions. However, 
overt and biased support of that position on the part of authorities has resulted in the fact that 
the Monastery has been engaged in administrative management of the Island. In the situation 
of absence of control from civil authorities or Prosecutor’s Office, the Monastery has, in fact, 
became an authority itself on the Island, substituting for state organs. 

I think that that circumstance is a burden to the Monastery itself. According to the Mon-
astery canon the religious community cannot participate in political life. The Monastery is 
widely visited by tourists and pilgrims and cannot be “closed” to civil influence. The objec-
tive of the Monastery is to preserve religious spirit cannot be achieved in such conditions. 

Particularly inadmissible is the fact that the Monastery, which is in conflict of interests 
with inhabitants of the Settlement, and has “encumbrances” (especially housing), applies 
clerical canon of relations. Conflicts related to defense of human rights are to be resolved in 
compliance with legislation. 

As a result, the Monastery organized a legal service. Its duties embrace exclusively issues 
related to legal procedures to “avoid” the burden of civil troubles and the people with them. 
More often than not, such attempts are doomed to failure, if they are opposed with literate 
and active legal defense of inhabitants of the Settlement. One should note that Father-Prior 
Bishop Pankratiy does not come into negotiations with inhabitants to emancipate the situa-
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tion, while conciliation in compliance with clerical (Monastery) canon is absolutely out of 
the question for extremely civil population of the Settlement. Time and again the Monas-
tery launches charitable actions. Developing its own economy it helps the whole population 
obliquely. In response the clerics are expecting gratitude and humility from the inhabitants. 
Meanwhile, the Initiative Group of the Settlement thinks its duty is to sue the Monastery 
for numerous violations of law and is ready to go to court to defend their rights and legal 
interests. As a result, the Monastery is curtailing social aid: “Father Savvatiy withholds food 
(lunch for pensioners) or purchase of foodstuffs. People buy foodstuffs right from Monastery 
farm. Activities of the Monastery aroused anger and jealousy”64. 

It makes the source of the conflict still deeper. For the Church legal proceedings are 
unacceptable either in form or in spirit. Canon of Russian Orthodox Church calls to humili-
ation in front of authority. Clerics perceive actions of inhabitants as outright hostilities. That 
opposition should be stopped. It can happen only when rule of the Island complies with Laws 
and Constitution of the Russian Federation. Perhaps, Settlement administration elected by 
inhabitants themselves can solve the problem. 

Restoration of rights of Balaam Settlement inhabitants can be achieved after realization 
of the following measures:  

1. It is necessary to restore legal status of property on Balaam Island to do that RF Ministry 
of culture should suggest RF Government grant Balaam facilities the status of an especially valu-
able monument of culture of the peoples of Russia and address Committee of world Legacy with 
UNESCO with suggestion to include the facilities in the List of Cultural and Natural Legacy.

2. Russian Orthodox Church should appeal to Federal Agency on Managing Federal 
Property (in compliance with Provision)65 with request to transfer Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy 
Balaam Cathedral and other buildings of religious significance (hermitages) freely for use. 

3. RF Prosecutor’s Office should contest laws of Republic of Karelia related to transfer-
ence of buildings in federal property (Law of Republic of Karelia “On free transference of 
buildings in the property of Republic of Karelia to ownership of Spaso-Preobrazhenskiy 
Stauropogial Monastery” of May 11 204, No. 769-ZRK of January 26, 2006).

4. Next step is to divide rights to manage property between state and municipal organs. 
After that it is necessary to consider the issue of selecting separate property to management 
and disposal of Balaam Monastery (similar to decision on Solovetskiy archipelago).

5. Election commission of Republic of Karelia is to appoint elections to the settlement 
rural administration of Balaam Settlement and conduct elections within three months (ir-
respective of resulting date) in compliance with court ruling. 

6. Government of Republic of Karelia should initiate construction of a social fund of 
Balaam Settlement based on plan of the Settlement development approved by Federal Au-
thorities earlier. 

7. Federal Inspection on Taxes, Anti-Monopoly Committee and Prosecutor’s Office 
should audit the work of federal organizations of the Island for carrying out of official duties. 
The audit is necessary, in particular, to curb the practice of unfair use of state property in the 
interests of Balaam Monastery (including, among others, Summer Farm fish farm, forestry, 
Balaam Museum, Comprehensive School).

8. It is necessary to restore inspector control of Balaam Natural Park and limit the num-
ber of visits to that territory by inhabitants and tourists.

64 Interview with Veronika Molchanova, pensioner, Balaam Settlement, august 18, 2006. 
65 Decree of RF Government No. 490 of June 30, 2001.
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REPORT 
“SAFETY OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

IS MORE IMPORTANT THAN CITIZENS’ RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS”

The event

On February 14, 2006 I. F. Shamazov and E. A. Lygin, two residents of Nizhni Novgorod 
were detained by Nizhni Novgorod Regional Division of Federal Security Service (UFSB) 
without reasons and explanations and were hold under arrest until evening of February 16. 
Their virtual kidnapping the victims explained by political reasons only: the President Putin’s 
visit to Nizhni Novgorod on February 16, 2006 and their relationship to National Bolshevik 
Party (NBP). They did not plan any actions in connection with the President’s visit.

Independent investigation of the accident was conducted by S. Shimovolos, an expert of 
the Moscow Helsinki Group.

The facts

Following is the information disclosed by the victims.
I. F. Shamasov, being interviewed informed that on February 14, 2006 around 6 pm he 

received a call on his mobile phone from Yu.A. Kulygin who introduced himself as an of-
ficer of Department Against Organized Crime (UBOP), and invited him for a conversation 
to the Department on Gorki Street in Nizhni Novgorod. Shamazov presented himself there 
immediately. There was Kulygin and three other officers. He was asked to turn off his mo-
bile phone. They were talking about NBP activity because Shamazov is the head of Nizhni 
Novgorod regional branch of the party.

Later another official, named himself Andrei Valentinovich, came to the office and sug-
gested to accompany him elsewhere. Shamazov was asked to get into the “Volga”. On the 
way Andrei Valentinovich took away SIM card from Shamazov’s phone and later left the car, 
leaving Shamazov alone with the car driver.

In Sergach, Nizhni Novgorod region, two other men boarded the car, Evgeny Alexandrov-
ich and Konstantin. They rode to “Serebryanye Klyuchi” sanatorium. Around 9 pm Shamazov 
was asked to leave the car and go to the hotel room on the first floor, where he was left under 
Constantan’s surveillance until February 15, 2006. The next day Konstantine was replaced by 
another officer, Evgeny. Evgeny Alexandrivich came twice to check. Shamazov was fed three 
times a day and was allowed to walk accompanied by an officer. On February 15 Andrei Val-
entinovich phoned Shamazov’s mother to say that everything is alright with her son.

On February 16, 2006 Shamasov was brought to Nizhni Novgorod by car and at 8:30 p.m. 
left at Gorki square.

E. A. Lygin, being interviewed informed that on February 14, 2006 around 6:30 p.m. he 
received a call on his mobile phone from I. F. Shamazov, who said that was going to UBOP 
for a conversation. He asked to call him in the evening and said nothing about the reason of 
his visit to UBOP.

Lygin called numerous times to Shamazov but his phone was turned off, and his relatives 
had no idea where he was about.
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On February 15, 2006 at around 11 am at the crossroad of Il’inskaya and Gorki streets 
Lygin was stopped by three men in civilian cloth. They did not introduce themselves and 
asked Lygin to follow them. He was escorted to the black “Volga” car. One of them was 
known to Lygin as a UBOP officer named Andrei, because Lygin was detained by that man 
before. Men took Lygin’s phone and he was transported to Bor, Nizhni Novgorod Region. In 
the town one of the men was replaced by another civilian in the car. He said his name was 
Alexei.

At around 2 pm Lygin was taken to a hotel next to the glass factory and sanatorium on 
Mokhovye Gory. He was taken to a room, where Andrei informed him he had to stay in the 
room under the surveillance of Alexei.

Lygin was escorted by Alexei to smoke breaks, to the lavatory, and to the first floor, 
where they watched TV.

They had their dinners in the kitchen on the first floor. Lygin was not allowed to go out-
side. At night Alexei moved his bed next to the door to prevent Lygin from leaving the room. 
Lygin did not make any attempts to escape, besides he did not have any money. He could not 
inform anybody about his location because his phone was taken and he did not see any other 
phones in the hotel.

Around 8 pm on February 16, 2006 Alexei received a phone call allowing release of Ly-
gin. They left the hotel and took an “Autoline” van to Nizhni Novgorod, were Lygin received 
his phone back from Alexei. Then Lygin went home.

Later this information was verified by witnesses who saw Shamasov and Lygin at the 
places of their detention.

Actions to protect the victims

Shamazov and Lygin, with the help of the chairman of Nizhni Novgorod human rights 
union S. M. Shimvolos prepared complaint to Nizhni Novgorod region prosecutor’s office re-
questing check the facts and open criminal investigation on the grounds of crime committed 
by representatives of Nizhni Novgorod UBOP and UFSB, as defined in articles 126 and 127 
of the RF Criminal Code. Letter #5/1-291-2006 from March 28, 2006 received in response 
contained a refuse to open a criminal case against UBOP officials and information about 
transferring the case to the military prosecutor office of Nizhni Novgorod region with the 
purpose to check relation of UBOP officers to the perpetration of a crime.

On April 4, 2006 Deputy to the Military Prosecutor of Nizhni Novgorod region lieuten-
ant colonel of justice V. N. Zhilyaev issued order to dismiss criminal complaint.

Following are the extracts from the order.
“UFSB officer I. A. Korneev explained that according to the orders from FSB RF and 

in order to coordinate joint actions, a number of meetings with vanguard of President’s Se-
curity Service, Federal Security Agency (FSO), Main District Police Department (GUVD) 
of Nizhni Novgorod region, and Main Department for Civil Defense and Emergency Situ-
ations (GUGOChS) of Nizhni Novgorod region were conducted. Preconditions to aggrava-
tion of social-political environment during the visit of the President of RF were considered, 
with special emphasis on possible organization of direct “impact actions” by NBP leaders 
I. F. Shamazov and E. A. Lygin.

According to the plan UFSB officers A. V. Denisov and V. A. Prokofiev gave to Mr. Sham-
azov and Mr. Lygin a warning which resulted in Shamazov’s and Lygin’s consent to leave 
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the city in order not to ruin their reputation if the eyes of other party members. However, 
they noted that do not have money and means to leave the city. Officers A. V. Denisov and 
V. A. Prokofiev reported it to V. N. Zhilyaev and S. A. Gnenik.

S. A. Gnenik organized transportation of Shamazov and Lygin out of the city and ac-
commodation of Mr. Shamazov in the sanatorium “Serebryanye Klyuchi” in Sergach and 
Mr. Lygin in the hotel “Steklozavodskaya” in Bor.

Official transport was given to Mr. Shamazov and Lygin and UFSB officers from Ser-
gach and Bor accompanied them to ensure their safety.

On February 16, 2006 Mr. Shamazov and Lygin were transported back to Nizhni 
Novgorod.

No complains was made by Mr. Shamazov and Lygin related to their staying in Srgach 
and Bor. They made no attempt to escape.

UFSB officer S. A. Gnenik also explained that according to the plan UFSB officers 
A. V. Denisov and V. A. Prokofiev gave to Mr. Shamasov and Lygin a warning which re-
sulted in Shamasov’s and Lygin’s consent to leave the city in order not to ruin their reputation 
if the eyes of other party members”…

Article 5 of Federal Law No. 114-FZ “On Counteraction to Extremism” says that “in order 
to counteract extremist actions federal authorities, local authorities of the bodies of Russian 
Federation, municipal authorities within the limits of their competence accomplish prophylac-
tic, including pedagogical and propagandistic actions to prevent extremist activity.”

I. F. Shamazov, on April 28, 2005, on June 9, 2005 and on December 6, 2005 and 
E. A. Lygin on December 06, 2006 received from the prosecutor of Nizhni Novgorod city 
district of Nizhni Novgorod warnings concerning possible illegal actions (possibility was 
based on the available information on possible illegal actions that can be classifies as extrem-
ism during public events).

On January 9, 2005 E. A. Lygin and on December 14, 2005 I. F. Shamazov were hold 
responsible for violations of part 2 article 20.2 of the RF Code of administrative violations. 

Federal law No. 57-FZ “On state security agencies” from May 27, 1996 defines purpose 
of state security agencies, objects to be protected by state security agencies, powers of fed-
eral agencies of state security, as well as control of their activities. 

Article 4 of the law establishes that state security agency provide protection based on the 
following measures: 

— protected individual is provided with personal guards, special means of communica-
tion and transportation, as well as with information on threats to his/her safety;

— operative investigation is provided in accordance with federal laws in order to realize 
powers of corresponding state security agencies;

— security measures are taken in order to ensure public order in places of permanent or 
temporary residence of the individual protected by state;

— order set by authorized officials and access control established on protected facilities.
Article 5 of the law determines that state security services are provided by federal agen-

cies of state security. 
To ensure safety of the subjects of state protection and protect them by means within their 

powers, federal security service agencies, agencies of internal affairs Ministry of the RF 
and internal armed forces of the RF Ministry of internal affairs, the RF foreign intelligence, 
armed forces of the Russian Federation and other state security agencies participate in the 
process. 
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Article 7 of the law says that the President of Russian Federation, from the day his elec-
tion is officially announced, is provided in places of his permanent or temporary residence 
with state security protection measures in full volume established by the article 4 of the cur-
rent federal law. 

Based on the above said, the conclusion should be made that actions of officers of Ni-
zhni Novgorod region UFSB I. A. Kornev, S. A. Gnenik, A. V. Denisov, V. A. Prokofiev, 
E. A. Puzankov, K. V. Plekhanov, E. A. Khebnev, V. A. Baev and A. A. Biletov do not show 
sufficient evidences indicating crimes defined in articles 126 and 127 of the RF Criminal 
Code — kidnapping and illegal detention, in respect to I. F. Shamazov and E. A. Lygin, and 
according to part 2 article. 140 of the RF Criminal Procedure Code there is no reason to open 
criminal procedure against them on evidences of crimes defined in articles 126 and 127 of 
the RF Criminal Code.

Thus, criminal complaint against officers of Nizhni Novgorod region UFSB I. A. Ko-
rnev, S. A. Gnenik, A. V. Denisov, V. A. Prokofiev, E. A. Puzankov, K. V. Plekhanov, 
E. A. Khebnev, V. A. Baev and A. A. Biletov shall be dismissed based on paragraph 2, part 
1 article 24 of the RF Criminal Procedure Code, i.e. for lack of crime in their actions”.

Further actions

On May 24, 2006 S. M. Shimvolos and and I. F. Shamazov traveled to Sergach district 
where in sanatorium “Serebryanye Klyuchi” they found out last names of the witnesses of 
detention of I. F. Shamazov there. Fact of detention of E. A. Lygin in hotel “Steklozavods-
kaya” is corroborated by testimony of the hotel’s administrator and the hotel’s security guard 
interrogated by representative of military prosecutor’s office of Nizhni Novgorod garrison. 

Fact of detention of I. F. Shamazov in sanatorium “Serebryanye Klyuchi” can be con-
firmed by the sanatorium’s director, barmaid of the sanatorium’s dining hall and shift maids 
in dormitories.

UFSB officers participated in “kidnapping” do not deny (confirm) the fact of arrest, guard-
ed transportation and detention under surveillance: Nizhni Novgorod region UFSB officers 
I. A. Kornev, S. A. Gnenik, A. V. Denisov, V. A. Prokofiev; Sergach district UFSB, Nizhni 
Novgorod region E. A. Puzankov, K. V. Plekhanov; Bor district UFSB, Nizhni Novgorod 
region V. A. Baev and A. A. Biletov. Results of interrogation of these officers can be found 
in the materials of military prosecutor’s office of Nizhni Novgorod garrison. 

Conclusions

Illegal nature of actions of the officers of Nizhni Novgorod regional UFSB is confirmed 
by the following:

1. Arrest and detention of individuals are regulated by federal constitutional laws, sup-
ported by procedural rules of protection of rights of the detained and is allowed only in case 
well-grounded suspicions exist that the individual committed illegal actions. The detainees 
should be brought, according to the procedure established by the law, to detention facilities 
and should be registered. Necessary documents shall be written on the fact of detention. 

2. Nizhni Novgorod regional UFSB, acting on behalf of the RF FSB and following deci-
sions of inter-agencies meetings decided to detain and keep in isolation Mr. I. F. Shamazov 
and E. A. Lygin. Organizers of this “kidnapping” didn’t have any reason to suspect the de-
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tained in committing illegal actions. According to explanations of UFSB officers, the two 
men were detained «to prevent possible extremist actions»; however, there is no documented 
evidence to suspect such actions. This explanation can not be considered sufficient reason 
for detention, and is not legal in that sense. Besides, detention outside specialized detention 
facilities is also illegal.  

3. Arguments of Nizhni Novgorod regional UFSB officers that detainees gave their will-
ing consent also do not have documented basis and is in contradiction with the detainees tes-
timony, as well as with information on plans to isolate I. F. Shamazov and E. A. Lygin which 
could be found in the materials on the case (preliminary decision made during meetings in 
which representatives of Nizhni Novgorod UFSB, the RF President’s Security Service, the 
RF Federal Security Agency, GUVD of Nizhni Novgorod region, and Main Department for 
Civil Defense and Emergency Situations (GUGOChS) of Nizhni Novgorod region ).

These facts are corroborated by the materials of control check made by military prose-
cutor’s office of Nizhni Novgorod garrison. However, since the materials are not complete, 
it is necessary to request UFSB materials from places of detention to clarify circumstances 
of arrest and detention. Since such information is directly connected to the fact of violation 
of rights and freedoms of the complaining persons, but cannot be disclosed to them because 
the documents contain official secret information, they should be, according to the FL “On 
information” article 57 of the RF Civil Procedure Code, requested through court order.

4. According to the Federal law “On federal security agencies in the Russian Federation” 
from April 3, 1995 No. 40-FZ, activities of the federal security service agencies is based on 
the principles of legality and observance of human rights and freedoms (article 5). Article 6 
of the Federal law “On FSB agencies in the RF” guarantees “observance of human and civil 
rights and freedoms in the course of FSB actions. Restriction of human and civil rights and 
freedoms is not allowed, with the exception of cases which are established by federal and 
federal constitutional laws. 

Individual who believes that federal security services agencies or their representatives 
violated his/her rights and freedoms has the right to complain on their actions to the superior 
body of the federal security services, prosecutor’s office or court. 

“State agencies, enterprises, institutions and organizations, irregardless of form of own-
ership, as well as non-governmental organizations and citizens have the right to demand 
from federal security services agencies compensation for moral and material damage in-
flicted by the actions of the FSB agencies’ representatives in the course of actions aimed at 
fulfilling their duties”.

Article 20 of FL “On FSB agencies in the RF” establishes that “presence of the informa-
tion on individuals and legal entities in the information systems can not be considered as 
a reason for FSB agencies to make a decision to restrict rights of the named individuals or 
entities”.

5. Kidnapping and illegal detention is flagrant violation of human and civil rights and 
freedoms. Right for freedom and security of person, arrest and detention only based on court 
decision are guaranteed by article 22 of the RF Constitution. In addition, right for court in-
vestigation in case of arrest and detention is guaranteed by part 4 article 9 of “International 
pact of human and political rights”. Article 5 of the European Convention of Human Rights 
and Fundamental Freedoms guarantees detention only based on court decision and right for 
compensation for illegal arrest and detention. Article 27 of the RF Constitution guarantees 
freedom of movement, and article 29 — freedom in access to information.
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These rights and freedoms were voluntarily restricted by officials from Russian FSB.
Since their actions were sanctioned by governmental institution, the illegal nature of 

such actions is very dangerous for public and threaten constitutional basis and safety of the 
RF citizens. 

6. Illegal actions and decisions of Nizhni Novgorod region UFSB restricted freedom of 
the detained, wounded their honor, dignity and security of person. Restriction of freedom 
of movement, ban on communication with relatives, refuse to permit access to a lawyer and 
legal means of defense were sources of moral damage to the detained. The hardest part was 
lack of clear information on the reasons and period of detention, as well as real threat to their 
life and health, ban to speak to relatives. Constant fear of violence, wait of violence forced the 
detained to avoid all possibly provoking actions, including attempts to escape, ask somebody 
for help and communicated with relatives or friends.

The above conclusions served as a basis to prepare court complaint.
MHG representative, chairman of Nizhni Novgorod human rights union S. M. Shimovo-

los continues to monitor the case. The results will be published on MHG web site.
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TALE OF DEED OF NON-MILITARY HEROISM 
CASE OF FORMER FSB COLONEL, LAWYER MICHAEL TREPASHKIN

Annotation

This report is prepared in the framework of Moscow Helsinki Group project “Indepen-
dent investigation of large-scale human rights violations in Russia” and devoted to crimi-
nal persecution of the lawyer, former KGB and FSB (Federal Security Service) employee 
Michael Trepashkin. Amnesty International acknowledged that he has been persecuted on 
political grounds. 

Michael Trepashkin participated in public investigation of explosions of apartment build-
ings in Moscow in 1999 and stated that he found evidences proving involvement of Federal 
Security Service (FSB).

In May 2005, lawyer and former KGB and FSB (Federal Security Service) employee 
Michael Trepashkin was found by Russian military court guilty in “disclosure of state secret” 
and “illegal weapons possession” and sentenced to 4 years of imprisonment. Currently hu-
man rights activists worry that Michael Trepashkin, who is kept in penal colony, is refused 
access to necessary medical treatment and is subjected to cruel, inhuman and degrading 
treatment by the colony’s administration with the purpose to intimidate him and make him 
to withdraw his complaints to Russian authorities concerning his unfair criminal persecution 
and cruel treatment in colony. 

Moreover, there are strong reasons to believe that criminal persecution of Michael Tre-
pashkin had political motives; also, his second arrest, following his release on parole, was 
obviously against Russian legal procedures. 

The report is prepared by experts of All-Russian public movement “For human rights”, 
partners in this project.

1. Explosions of apartment buildings in Moscow (September 1999)

FSB officer Michael Trepashkin had his first open conflict with FSB high officials in No-
vember 1998. Later he even requested to start criminal persecution of FSB Director Nikolai 
Patrushev. After leaving FSB, M. Trepashkin started legal practice.

Later the State Duma deputy Sergei Yushenkov invited M. Trepashkin to participate in 
public investigation of Moscow apartment buildings’ explosions in September 1999, where 
involvement of Russian intelligence services were suspected 

Public investigation didn’t bring results, S. Yushenkov was shot. 
Michael Trepashkin was asked by Morozov sisters, whose mother was killed in one of the 

buildings, to represent their interests as victims in court during the trial of people accused 
in the explosions. 

During preparations to the trial, M. Trepashkin found that information about a mysteri-
ous terrorist first appeared in the investigation documents and then disappeared from the 
case. In this terrorist, he recognized his former colleague. He also found a witness who told 
how FSB manipulated evidences in order to avert suspicions.

When after explosion of the building on Guryanova Street the composite picture of a 
person who rented the basement where explosives were stored, M. Trepashkin recognized 
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Romanovich who, according to Trepashkin, had ties with FSB. In any way, the basement was 
rented by a person who strongly resembled Romanovich.

After this startling discovery, M. Trepashkin informed his former FSB supervisors and 
handed them the photo of Romanovich he had. Soon he noticed that the composite picture of 
the person resembling Romanovich was modified: the face became more drawn. Half a year 
later M. Trepashkin learned that Romanovich, who by that time lived in Cyprus, allegedly 
died in a car accident.

As a result, M. Trepashkin became a source of information which could have radically 
changed the direction of the investigation of apartment building explosion. Obviously, it was 
the last thing law enforcement agencies wanted.

M. Trepashkin didn’t have time to share his suspicions with investigators: a week before 
the court trial on the explosions he found himself in pre-trial detention facility. 

2. Suffering in a pre-trial detention facility and unfair court hearings

In 2002, Michael Trepashkin was accused in disclosure of state secret. Inspectors, in-
cluding foreign human rights activists, noticed obvious signs that the case was “cooked”. 
The charge was based solely on the fact that allegedly, some secret documents were found 
at M. Trepashkin home. But there were no facts of disclosure of state secrets. Nevertheless, 
in May 2004 Moscow district military court sentenced Michael Trepashkin to four years of 
imprisonment in colony settlement. 

Meanwhile, even before this sentence, in October 2003, M. Trepashkin was detained 
based on accusations in illegal weapon possession: a gun was “found” in his car. Michael 
Trepashkin immediately stated that the gun was planted in his car. During court hearings 
in Dmitrov city court, evidences from the persecuting side revealed their weakness because 
witnesses gave contradictory testimonies. During the hearings, the judge actually played the 
persecutor’s role: she gave her own explanation as to how the gun was found and based on 
this version announced judgment of conviction more harsh that the prosecutor demanded. 

On May 2004, M. Trepashkin was sentenced by Moscow district military court to 4 years 
of imprisonment in colony settlement for disclosure of state secret. On September 9, the 
sentence took effect. However, M. Trepashkin wasn’t sent to a colony-settlement, but trans-
ferred from the pre-trial detention facility 77/1 “Matrosskaya Tishina” in Moscow to pre-trial 
detention facility in Volokolamsk, Moscow region, in relation with continuing investigation 
on illegal weapon possession.

There were no legal grounds for putting M. Trepashkin to pre-trial detention facility. 
According to the article 22 of the RF Constitution, confinement under guard is possible 

only based on a court decision. There was no such decision in M. Trepashkin’s case. M. Tre-
pashkin was charged with crime, and the case was handed to Dmitrov city court (Moscow 
region), but measure of restraint wasn’t established. 

Part 2 of the article 77-1 of the Criminal Execution Code of the RF establishes that if a con-
vict needs to be involved in court trill, he can be transferred from colony or prison to pre-trial 
detention facility. But this norm in case of M. Trepashkin was violated twice, since a) there is 
no necessary judge order and b) M. Trepashkin was sentenced to a colony settlement.

Thus, lawyer M. Trepashkin was put to pre-trial detention facility illegally, in violation of 
Russian law and the article 5 of the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights 
and Fundamental Freedoms.



121Case of former FSB colonel, lawyer Michael Trepashkin

3. Actions of human rights organizations in support of Michael Trepashkin 
and mass-media reaction

All-Russia Public Movement “For Human Rights” defended rights, freedoms and legiti-
mate interests of M. Trepashkin following the request of his lawyers and based on the legal 
regulations of public organizations and the organization’s Statute. All-Russia Public Move-
ment “For Human Rights” wrote a letter to the president of the Moscow City Advocate’s 
Chamber G. Reznik asking him to interfere immediately and help to protect rights of lawyer 
M. Trepashkin and demand his release from pre-trial detention facility.

Human rights activists demanded that Trepashkin’s case was acknowledged as political, 
citing the fact that the lawyer was arrested a month after his statement that FSB was involved 
in the acts of terror in the fall of 1999 was published, and a week before he was going to 
appear in court as an advocate of Morozov sisters. Thus FSB barred M. Trepashkin from 
the process. This fact prompted the USA State Department to classify Trepashkin’s case as 
politically motivated. Trepashkin’s persecution gave American authorities grounds to offer 
political asylum to Alyona Morozova.

Trepashkin’s case caused wide interest of mass-media and human rights activists’ pro-
tests; it was included to Amnesty International list and was used as a script for documentary 
film which received award in Copenhagen. 

In December 2004, British newspaper Daily Telegraph published a letter from prominent 
public activists of Great Britain in support of lawyer M. Trepashkin. The letter under the title 

“Fair treatment for Michael Trepashkin” was signed by the Head of British Council baroness 
Helen Kennedy, playwrights David Hair and Tom Stoppard, actors Oliv and Kika Markham, 
Korin and Vanessa Redgrave, as well as former Soviet political prisoner Vladimir Bukovski. 

The letter was written in response for the call from sisters Tatiana and Alyona Morozova 
whose mother was killed in the explosion on Gurianova Street on September 9, 1999, asking 
to launch campaign to protect their advocate. 

The letter’s authors asked European lawyers and representatives of cultural circles “to do 
everything possible to protect Trepashkin and ensure fair treatment”.

A prominent USA congressman raised his voice in Trepashkin’s protection. The con-
gressman from Republican party Christopher Smith Announced that repressions of Trepa-
shkin look like an attempt to block investigation of the explosions of apartment buildings in 
September 1999.

All-Russia Public Movement “For Human Rights” actively supported fair demands of 
Michael Trepashkin, requiring inspection and improvement of living conditions of people 
kept in detention facilities. The movement organized large-scale campaigns in mass-media, 
organized pickets in support of M. Trepashkin, published materials about him on web-site 
and in the newspaper “For human rights”, promoted film about him.

4. Release, active public work, new arrest

On July 1, 2005 Moscow region court acquitted the former FSB colonel charged with il-
legal weapon possession. Thus, judges indirectly admitted that the weapon was planted. The 
court ordered to transfer Trepashkin from the pre-trial detention facility to colony settlement.

On July 20, 2005 the Presidium of Supreme Court upheld the sentence related to disclo-
sure of state secret.
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On August 19, 2005 Tagilstroi District Court of Nizhni Tagil ordered to release Michael 
Trepashkin on parole from colony settlement. This court order wasn’t contested by the city 
prosecutor’s office, and on August 31 Trepashkin returned home.

It should be noted that during his prison term M. Trepashkin was very active. He literally 
flooded authorities of all levels with complaints about bad conditions in pre-trial detention 
facilities and detention facilities.

Release of the former FSB colonel arrested in December 2003 for disclosure of state 
secret took his lawyers completely by surprise.

“To tell the truth, we didn’t expect such quick and successful outcome, although the talks 
about parole started long time ago”, said Elena Liptser, a lawyer representing M. Trepashkin 
to newspaper Novie Izvestiya. “In Nizhni Tagil colony my client spent less than a month. 
Usually it takes half a year or even longer for the colony’s administration to write a character 
reference of a prisoner. “In addition, the law requires full repentance of a prisoner for him to 
be eligible for parole. Trepashkin didn’t acknowledge his guilt in any of the episodes of the 
case. How could he repent in crimes he didn’t commit? Now we are going to demand full 
vindication of Michael Trepashkin and compensation of his moral and tangible damage. Part 
of the documents required to file a claim statement are already prepared”, she added.

After Michael Trepashkin was released, he became a leader of the Committee for protec-
tion of lawyers’ rights, founded on September 1, 2005 under All-Russia Public Movement 

“For Human Rights”. The Committee main goals was defined as “informing public about ev-
ery case of illegal or ill-grounded persecution of lawyers; informing high judicial and execu-
tive power authorities about facts of violation of a lawyer’s rights; protection at international 
level; practical protection in the course of criminal cases”. 

Special goal of the Movement “For Human Rights” is to hold accountable officials who 
violate specific law requirements in the part concerning advocate independence and advocate 
secrets. “We consider protection of such civil society institution as the bar, and ensuring its 
normal functioning being a key block in building law-governed state in the RF”, says a state-
ment of the movement “For Human Rights”.

On September 16, 2005 Sverdlovsk regional court, after considering appeal from the 
regional prosecutor’s office, cancelled already legally enforced decision of Tagilstroi dis-
trict court of Nizhni Tagil from August 19, 2005 ordering release M. Trepashkin on parole. 
On September 18 Trepashkin was arrested in his Moscow apartment, with participation of 
many secret service officers in civilian clothes.

On September 16, human rights activists announced Sverdlovsk regional court decision 
canceling parole of Michael Trepashkin based on the prosecutor’s office appeal to be an ob-
vious revenge of authorities and intelligence services against Trepashkin for his strong civil 
position and attempt to create obstacles to his human rights activities. 

M. Trepashkin’s lawyers informs about constant provocations against him, staged by the 
administration of the colony #13 of Nizhni Tagil, Sverdlovsk region. M. Trepashkin already 
got “a reprimand”: clearly with the purpose to block parole, which will be considered in Tag-
ilstroi District court of Nizhni Tagil.

On October 3, 2005 Tagilstroi district court postponed hearings on appeal to be released 
on parole from political prisoner M. Trepashkin until October 26; the reason is that there was 
no answer to court request. 

After requests from Trepashkin’s lawyers, the judge decided allowing Lev Ponomarev, 
Executive Director of the All-Russia Public Movement, to be present in courtroom during 
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hearings. Tagilstroi District court conducts the hearings on the territory of the colony #13. 
On October 25, 2005, Lev Ponomarev attended the hearings on M. Trepashkin case.

�. Issues of concern for Amnesty International and recommendations 
in Michael Trepashkin case

5.1. The case’s short summary and recommendations

In May 2005, lawyer and former KGB and FSB employee Michael Trepashkin was found 
by Russian military court guilty in “disclosure of state secret” and “illegal weapons posses-
sion” and sentenced to 4 years of imprisonment. Amnesty International is concerned that Mi-
chael Trepashkin, who is kept in penal colony, is refused access to necessary medical treat-
ment and is subjected to cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment by the colony’s administra-
tion with the purpose to intimidate him and make him to withdraw his complaints to Russian 
authorities concerning his unfair criminal persecution and cruel treatment in colony. 

Moreover, there are strong reasons to believe that criminal persecution of Michael Tre-
pashkin had political motives; also, his second arrest, following his release on parole, was 
obviously against Russian legal procedures. Amnesty International is also concerned by the 
fact that Michael Trepashkin was subjected to cruel, degrading and inhuman treatment while 
in pre-trial detention, and also experienced intimidation as a mean to make him withdraw his 
complaints about conditions in detention facilities.

Given that there are serious reasons to suspect unfair treatment of Michael Trepashkin 
due to executive authorities’ interference in the process of court proceedings, Amnesty Inter-
national calls for immediate, unbiased and thorough investigation of all the abovementioned 
complaints and for revision of the case in accordance with international standards of fair 
court proceedings. Amnesty International persuades Russian authorities to release Michael 
Trepashkin while he is waiting review of his case. 

Amnesty International also asked Russian authorities immediately provide Michael Tre-
pashkin with all necessary medical treatment, as well as ensure compliance of living condi-
tions for all convicts kept in penal colony #13 with international standards such as Minimum 
standards of UN for treatment of prisoners. Russian authorities should also ensure that ad-
ministration of detention facilities do not try to intimidate prisoners in order to make them 
withdraw their complaints to Russian authorities in relation with their sentences or treatment 
in detention facilities. Any complaints about intimidation should be immediately investi-
gated, independently and thoroughly.

As far as Amnesty International knows, International lawyers’ commission asked per-
mission for its representatives to be present in courtroom, but this request was either unan-
swered or rejected. 

On January 12, 2004, the lawyer representing Michael Trepashkin filed a petition with 
Moscow regional military court asking permission for independent inspectors — Russian 
and international — to be present at court hearings. The court refused to grant the permis-
sion on the grounds that article 241 part 2.1 of the Criminal Procedure Code of the RF allows 
closed court hearings in cases when “court proceedings may lead to disclosure of state secret 
or other secret information protected by federal laws”.

According to Trepashkin’s lawyer, all court hearings in this case were closed because one 
of the charges against Mikhail Trepashkin was defined in the article 283 of the RF Criminal 
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Code. However, other charges in this case, namely those defined in the articles 222 and 285 
of the RF Criminal Code, should not result in closed hearings. According to Trepashkin’s 
lawyer, closed hearings made proper defense more difficult, since his lawyer were not al-
lowed to take any documents out of courtroom. Thus, Amnesty International is concerned 
because there are significant reasons to believe that Michael Trepashkin was arrested and 
sentenced as a result of unfair court proceedings, based on fabricated and, possibly, politi-
cally motivated criminal charges. 

The following facts taken together: criminal investigation, arrest on illegal weapon pos-
session charges (later dismissed), supposedly fabricated charges, procedural violations dur-
ing pre-trial detention, closed court hearings in military court give strong reasons to believe 
that Michael Trepashkin became a victim of political persecution started by certain Russian 
law enforcement agencies in order to stop Trepashkin from continuing investigation and 
legal activities related with explosions of apartment buildings in Moscow and other cities 
in 1999.

Right for fair court hearings and protection from torture and cruel treatment are basic 
human rights. Right for fair court proceedings includes general rule that court hearings 
must be opened to the public. The UN Human Rights Committee announced that open-
ness of court hearings is very important to ensure protection of an individual’s and public 
interests (General note 14). Article 14.1 of the International Treaty on Civil and Political 
Rights (ITCPR) states: “everybody has the right for fair and open case hearings by compe-
tent, independent and objective court established based on the law. In democratic society, 
mass-media and public representatives can be barred from court hearings or part of it out 
of moral concerns, public order issues or state secrecy”. Given that the right for fair court 
proceedings is fundamental human right, Russian authorities must have given reasons for 
legitimacy of their refuse to provide public court hearings on the case, as well as necessity 
to limit the abovementioned right”. Obviously, closed hearings of the case in total, not only 
of the part related to the article 283 of the RF Criminal Code, do not satisfy necessity and 
adequacy criteria.

Similarly, despite the fact that under exceptional circumstances civilians can be tried 
in military court, the international law requirement that court must be competent, indepen-
dent and objective is applied to all courts, including military. We acknowledge that the UN 
Committee on Human Rights announced that the practice of trying civilians in military 
courts could have lead to serious problems in the area of fair, objective and independent 
proceedings”, and that “civilians can be tried in military court only under really excep-
tional cases and then compliance with every provision of the article 14 of ITCPR must be 
ensured”.

Amnesty International contested the fact that the court which examined the case of Mi-
chael Trepashkin complied with international standards of independence and objectivity, as 
well as that the case was “really exceptional” and that military court judges were independent 
from higher officials during the case hearings and in pronouncing their sentence.

Amnesty International is concerned that the procedure of Michael Trepashkin’s second 
arrest by representatives of law-enforcement agency other than police, without court deci-
sion, violates the Russian law and, consequently, his arrest is also arbitrary. Taken into ac-
count the impression that Michael Trepashkin was treated non-typically, it can be said that 
Russian authorities should present evidences of legality of such treatment on one hand, and 
of the absence of political motives on the other hand. 
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5.2. Cruel and inhuman treatment of Michael Trepashkin in penal colony #13

Michael Trepashkin has bronchial asthma with daily asthmatic attacks; he also has der-
matosis with severe itching, and he also suffers from chest pains. Nevertheless, according 
to the information his lawyers have, the administration of the colony #13 did not provide 
Trepashkin with necessary medications. It is reported that itching dermatosis has progressed 
after Michael Trepashkin spent 13 days in inmate discipline unit upon arriving to the colony 
in July, the common practice with newly arriving convicts. It is reported that conditions in 
the inmate discipline unit were very bad: scarce food and only one cup of tea per day which 
forced people drink contaminated running water.

Michael Trepashkin also says that from the time he arrived to the colony #13 his asthma 
also progressed and breathing difficulties increased. He suspects that the water and air in the 
colony are contaminated with heavy metals because of the industrial plant located close to 
the colony. It is reported that other convicts in this colony also developed skin diseases; as 
Michael Trepashkin thinks, due to poor quality of water. 

Michael Trepashkin’s right to leave the colony to receive medical treatment was limited, 
while in colony settlement convicts normally allowed to leave the colony to buy food, medi-
cine and other necessities in the closest town.

It is reported, in particular, that in the period from September 21 to October 20, 2005 Mi-
chael Trepashkin was not allowed to leave the colony to see a doctor and buy medicine. Only 
at October 20 Michael Trepashkin received permission to go to Nizhni Tagil to see a doctor. 
Doctor confirmed that Michael Trepashkin suffers from bronchial asthma of medium sever-
ity with periods of worsening, and has itching dermatosis. The doctor recommended placing 
Michael Trepashkin to a hospital for further examination and medical treatment. But instead, 
Trepashkin was only allowed once, followed by guards, go to the city to buy medicine. It is 
reported that such medical treatment was insufficient, but Michael Trepashkin was not even 
allowed to buy the medicine in necessary quantities, and he did not receive any further treat-
ment. According to the information received by Amnesty International, on January 17, 2006 
Michael Trepashkin was put in inmate an isolation ward of strict regime for three days on the 
grounds that he raised his voice speaking to the colony’s doctor. Michael Trepashkin asked 
the doctor to provide him with necessary medicine. According to Michael’s Trepashkin’s 
lawyer, the an isolation ward of strict regime is located in new building and has poor heating 
system. The air temperature in an isolation ward of strict regime was far lower than legally 
allowed minimum of 16 °C. Outside temperature reached minus 35 °C.

On January 31, Michael Trepashkin was put in an isolation ward of strict regime again, 
for 5 days, for “repetitive violation of internal regime of the colony”. On January 26 he, alleg-
edly, cursed the prosecutor’s office representative. On February 17, he was put in an isolation 
ward of strict regime for the third time (for three days), supposedly because he sent letters 
with complaints about treatment outside the colony and not through its administration. Thus, 
Amnesty International worries that by placing Michael Trepashkin in such conditions and 
endangering his health, the colony’s administration violates rules of detention. 

Amnesty International is especially concerned with claims that the colony’s administra-
tion uses an isolation ward of strict regime as a part of large-scale efforts aimed at intimi-
dating Michael Trepashkin in order to make him withdraw his complaints related with his 
criminal sentence and his treatment in detention. Amnesty International believes that such 
treatment of Michael Trepashkin is equal to cruel, inhuman and degrading. 
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To put inmates to cold rooms for many days violates Russian obligations in the area 
of human rights. Article 10 of the UN Standard minimum rules on treating prisoners says: 

“All facilities which prisoners use, especially dormitories, must meet sanitary standards, and 
climate conditions must be taken into account and special attention must be paid to rooms’ 
dimensions, lighting, heating and ventilation.

6. Testimony of former convict S. N. Korobaev who served his term 
in the colony settlement at FGU penal colony #13 

at the same time M. Trepashkin was there

November 28, 2005. 10:30
I was called to security department, office 23 to talk to senior lieutenant Roman Kauda. 

I arrived on time, but Kauda wasn’t in the office. I was near the office 23 waiting for the 
lieutenant and tried to guess why he wanted to see me. 10-15 minutes passed. He arrived and 
asked me to enter the office. There were three more representatives of the colony’s adminis-
tration in the office, officers of security service of the colony #13. This office has cupboard 
dividing the room to halves. R. Kauda asked me to go behind the cupboard. 

There was a sofa and a desk behind it. Kauda followed me, took off his jacket, threw it 
on the sofa and turned to me. “So, inmate Korobaev, do you live in good conditions here?” 
asked he. I had no time for answer, because Kauda suddenly hit me in the chest and I lost my 
balance and fall to the sofa. In a minute I gained my feelings and asked him what he wants 
from me. Kauda started cursing. 

All I could figure from his speech is that I am not a human but an animal. I decided to 
answer, but the moment I opened my mouth, he hit me again in the chest. He threatened me 
and shouted that he put me behind the fence of a real colony, and then send me to prison, i.e. 
change regime of my detention from colony-settlement to penal colony. He threatened to 
destroy my health so for the rest of my life I will be consuming only medicine. He hinted that 
I will have difficulties to survive. 

When he calmed down a little, I was able to hear that it was reported that allegedly on 
November 19, 2005, after I returned from the city, I was seen at night in the dormitory hall. 
The person who wrote this report stated that I was drunk. I would like you to note that on 
November 28, 2005 I was accused in violating the regime (drinking alcohol), based on the 
witness unknown to me who supposedly saw me at 3 a.m. 9 days ago. True, on November 
19 I was in the city. But upon our return, we were met personally by the head of the unit, 
A. Yu. Golovin. He searched us and our bags, examined all purchases, didn’t find anything 
illegal and didn’t make any reprimands. Who needed me 9 days later? And why? Is it the way 
to establish alcohol intoxication? We have medical unit, where my blood could have been 
taken for analysis immediately. I think that would have proven that on November 19 I didn’t 
drink.

Such accusations keep us constantly in tension; nobody knows what accusation he can 
face and what moment can be mentioned. 

Forced by Kauda’s threatening, I wrote confession that I really was drunk at the time and 
place cited by Kauda. Since I didn’t completely gain control over myself and wasn’t thinking 
clearly, Kauda agreed to dictate me the text of my explanations. Based on my own explana-
tions, I was punished for flagrant violation of the established regime. I announce that I was 
forced to lie and that I was punished without any reason.
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December 19, 2005 12:10
After afternoon check, an inmate on duty, Nikolai Shevelev said that I am to come to the 

head of our unit, major of internal services A. Golovin. Immediately, I went to the second 
floor and knocked his door. He was at his desk, writing. I reported myself and stood near 
the door. For some time, he seemed not to notice me. Then he raised his head and said: “So. 
Come in”. He looked at me quite friendly. He asked me questions in a calm voice, without 
nervousness. “So, how is your life in the unit? Is everything OK with your health?” I an-
swered that everything is OK with me: my life and health are good. “Then why do you write 
complaints?” asked he. “And so often that I don’t have time to write answers. What are your 
complaints, Korobaev?” It’s true, I wrote complaints. 

I wrote about living conditions in the colony-settlement, about unlawful placement to the 
an isolation ward of strict regime of the colony #13 from July 7, 2005 to July 26, 2005. And 
also I complained that there is no access to medical treatment in the colony. Many times I ad-
dressed doctors in relation with skin rush and suppuration and they answered that I am from 
Moscow and has not yet adjusted to Ural climate. 

I also wrote that in dormitories, 11 men live in one room. The room is damp, even with 
mold on the walls. The walls blackened by moist, there is no ventilation. I think that it is easy 
to catch tuberculosis here. Recently, an inmate Oleg Popov was sent to hospital with open 
form of tuberculosis. We lived in one room for quite a long time. Doctors have not been pay-
ing attentions to his complaints for a long time. Another convict, Alexander Bushuev, was 
sent to hospital with painful skin disease. Because of the absence of ventilation, we spread 
infection to each other through air.

The head of the unit raise from his desk, came close to me and asked: “No health-related 
complaints?” and hit me in the stomach. I don’t know why, but I didn’t expect this from Gol-
ovin. And he continued: “I’ll destroy your health forever if you don’t stop writing complaints 
on the colony #13”. And added that he will do it because he is tired to see inspections and 
answer complaints.

Golovin explained us long time ago that he isn’t scared by such complaints because he 
has strong ties with local authorities and that he doesn’t care; if we want to come back home 
alive and in good health, we should shut up. I got angry and said that I will write complaint 
about it, too. “Then”, he said, “you won’t get home due to an accident”. 

I am to be released on April 10, 2006. I am scared, so I won’t send this complaint. But at 
first suitable occasion, I will try to write a complaint about this.

After beating by Golovin, I went to doctors and asked to record the fact of beating, but 
they refused. Moreover, they said that I lie and supported Golovin: there are no bruises or 
sore spots on my body. I had received similar refuse before, after Kauda beat me. Even my 
requests weren’t recorded. 

Concerning beatings of the convicts by the colony’s officers I know about beatings of 
convict Vladimir Starikov. He tried to avoid having his hair cut close. Major A. Beloborodov 
hit him and then Starikov was forced to have his hairs cut.

December 24, 2005
In this day, the units 10 and 19 went to a city. The head of one of the units A. Golovin 

accompanied the units. Why do I remember this event? Because we returned 2 hours later 
than scheduled, because Golovin was drunk. In the colony, he wandered in the hall for a long 
time trying to find his office. When he found it, it turned out that he lost his keys. The convict 



12� Public investigations on human rights violations

on duty had to break the door. Several hours later, Golovin finally left the dormitories and 
went home.

I remembered that he punished me for supposedly being drunk and walking around at 
night. It is not the single case when Golovin is drunk during working hours. All his educa-
tional work consists of setting convicts against each other. He makes some of us to inform 
him about others, and punishes others based on the reports of the first group. There are many 
informants here, reports are encouraged. The more reports a convict writes to the head of the 
unit, the more the colony’s administration will trust him. Such convicts go to city more often, 
they receive acknowledgements and have more chances to be released on parole. 

Golovin explains that he trusts more the people who spent at least 3 years in minimum 
or high security penal colony because those people know all requirements and comply with 
them. And we who came to the colony-settlement not from penal colony, but from courtroom 
are demi-semi men with strange demands which cannot be tolerated in his unit.

Convicts sentenced to long terms for grave crimes who came to the colony-settlement 
from minimum-security penal colony enjoy all the rights: they get jobs at the city’s plants 
and decent salaries. We who have short terms and came from courtrooms work almost for 
free in colony services. We don’t earn enough for our food, while many of us have families 
needing support. Many of us would like to work at Uralvagonzavod plant where we could 
have earned money and get new professional skills. But everything is decided by Golovin 
according to his understanding of life in prison. We suffer from degrading treatment, in-
sults and beatings. We are told that we are not worthy of respect and even that we are not 
humans anymore. 

And the only condition to get sympathy from the head of the unit is to collaborate with 
the colony’s administration and not to write complaints. “Write — and I will note you” as 
Golovin said. It means that I should write about everything I see and hear. The most valuable 
is the information about people who say reproachfully about the colony’s administration. But 
one can write everything about inmates who skipped exercises or don’t want to clean toilets: 
about everything which is going on in the unit. Write about everybody: about people who say 
ill about administration and about people who are loyally serving it. 

I refused to “inform”. I was not granted release on parole. And Major Golovin assured 
me that he will do everything to make me serve my term in full. It’s a blessing that I have a 
short term — 1 year: from April 11, 2005 to April 10, 2006. One time I applied for release on 
parole, but without result. And I decided to serve my term in full. The term is soon will be 
over, I will be released and cleaned from accusations, owing nothing to anybody, but I doubt 
that I will forget this year and the head of the unit. 

I wrote complaint to the European Court of Human Rights and hope that I will be able 
to find justice there. I want major Golovin one day to be held accountable for his work and 

“inventions” of ways to humiliate convicts. He must be held accountable for this.

January 10, 2006. 16:50
Today I received a reprimand for writing and sending complaints to the European Court 

on Human Rights. My complaint was handed to convict Michael Trepashkin in hope that he 
will send it through his lawyers. If not for him, my complaint had not been sent outside the 
colony #13 like my other complaints. Our administration sends all complaints to the general 
Korzinkin, i.e. to trash bin. The administration does everything to prevent the convicts’ com-
plaints and appeals to get to the addressees. 



12�Case of former FSB colonel, lawyer Michael Trepashkin

Administrative commission was formed because of me sending complaints not through 
administration but through Trepashkin’s lawyer. The commission included: deputy head of 
the colony lieutenant colonel Maggiramov and other deputies, the head of our unit Golovin, 
5 people in total.

On January 10, 2006, at 16:50 the commission opened its meeting. In font of them, there 
was an answer for my complaint to the European court from December 27, which I hadn’t 
seen yet. Only after receiving reprimand, I received the answer. The commission sent M. 
Trepashkin to an isolation ward of strict regime for 5 days for giving his complaints and 
complaints of other inmates to his lawyer.

So I would like to know why I received a reprimand, what illegal action I did? Such 
complaints are not subject to censorship and they were handed to a lawyer who has the right 
to help convicts to file complaints. 

After my release, I would like to understand: why I was degraded? Why administration 
went unpunished? Why nobody is interested in the sentence and punishment set by court, 
while the administration makes punishment more easy or heavy at its own discretion. It 
makes inmates nervous and tense all the time. My psychics is wretched, I even got gray hairs 
during this year. I will be seeking justice through European Court of Human Rights since I 
can’t protect my rights in Russia.

S. Korobaev
January 10, 2006

The notes are handed to the lawyer of M. Trepashkin at the time of release from the 
colony #13.

�. From addresses by Trepashkin to the public and human rights activists

April 4, 2006
From Michael Trepashkin, lawyer at Moscow bar of attorneys “Interregion”, illegally 

sentenced and serving his term in the colony-settlement and keeping under guard in the 
colony #13 of Nizhni Tagil. I was forced to announce second hunger strike in order to draw 
attention of human rights activists to the abuse of power and make them act.

From April 3, 2006, in spite of being weak from transfers and hunger, I again went on a 
hunger strike, this time without water. For 2 days already I haven’t been eating or drinking. 
My asthma has worsened. At nights, I have bouts of suffocation which I can’t ease because 
I have only Salbutamol inhaler which doesn’t always work in my case. The colony’s doctors 
don’t pay attention to me. 

Yesterday, on April 3, Sverdlovsk region Ombudsman T. Merzlyakova sent me a fax ask-
ing me to stop hunger strike, and writing that on April 13, 2006, 10 days later, she will visit 
the colony #13.

I won’t stop the hunger strike because I will be fooled again. The administration is hiding 
the fact of mass hunger strike. The abuse of power, threatening and persecution are still in 
place. Only independent commission can highlight the abuse which is going on here. There 
is a great need for such commission, or there will be many victims.

With regards and in hope of getting response,
M. Trepashkin
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March 31, 2006
From Michael Trepashkin, lawyer, keeping under guard in the colony #13 of Nizhni 

Tagil
For 6 months already people who had been sentenced by court to terms in colony-settle-

ment have been kept under guard in minimum-security penal colony #13. We decided to 
demand inspection to check compliance with regime of serving terms with regime according 
to our court sentences. We think that such inspection should be organized and conducted by: 
1. public, 2. or human rights organizations, 3. or by Ombudsman administration. 

We repeatedly asked to organize check of our complaints by independent non-govern-
mental organizations, because inspections organized by law-enforcement agencies are not 
interested in finding their own violations.

But we asked in vain. Finding ourselves in hopeless situation we decided to take drastic 
measures and announce from April 3, 2006 a hunger strike in order to draw public attention, 
wake up human rights activists and win a visit of Sverdlovsk region Ombudsman to our so-
called “colony-settlement” located inside (!) a minimal (general) security penal colony! 

In the Main Division of the RF FSIN for Sverdlovsk region, the abuse of power masked 
by lies and falsifications, is flourishing. The prosecutor of Nizhni Tagil appointed to monitor 
observance of the law in penal institutions A. Klementiev has been fabricating inspection 
results and covering crimes committed by the staff of penal colony #13.

We convicts have the right to complain on the actions of the penal colony administration 
to any government institutions, but the administration of the colony #13 mostly throws away 
our complaints. 

Convicts who exercised their right to complain to state authorities and European Court 
of Human Rights are persecuted.

1. They are provoked and then hold accountable for their transgressions as if they were 
intentional violations of the colony’s order and punished. One of the main forms of punish-
ments is sending to an isolation ward of strict regime. 

2. Then, with the help from court which does not check legitimacy of punishment, by 
mere counting of reprimands, convict is announced to be a repeated offender and his condi-
tions are changed for stricter ones. Legal appeals for release on parole are, in fact, decided by 
the colony’s administration. Court decisions reflect opinion of the administration, etc.

The convicts of the colony #13 do not receive necessary medical help. The colony’s ad-
ministration bar convicts from receiving medical assistance from city hospitals, despite the 
fact that the convicts’ right to receive medical help outside the colony is written in the law. 

Answers of the administration of the colony #13 to the requests of the RF State Duma 
deputies (Roizman, Gonchar, Kharitonov etc.) and European Court also evoke indignation 
and protest. These answers contain misrepresentation of facts and downright lies. As a result 
of our complaints we are called liars and barrators.

Answers given by the RF FSIN (Federal System of Penal Execution) are not different 
from those given by the administration of the colony #13. For example, the RF FSIN, in re-
sponse to my complaint about illegality of sending me to serve my term at the locality 2200 
km away from my family and place of residence, which violates article 73 of the RF Crimi-
nal Procedure Code, said that I was sent to the penal colony #13 in Nizhni Tagil, Sverdlovsk 
region since in the high-security penal colony in Ryazan region there was no available place. 
Taking into account that I wasn’t sentenced to either minimum-security or high-security 
regime, the RF FSIN answer leaves me astonished by its vagueness…
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…Many times we wrote collective complaints and letters to state authorities, announced 
hunger strikes, but nobody reacted to it. During the hunger strike announced at March 15, the 
prosecutor’s office promised us to fulfill our certain demands and not to persecute us for this 
action if we stop the hunger strike. But they lied…

…SO WE DECIDED TO START HUNGER STRIKE AGAIN FROM April 3, 2006 in 
the hope that public representatives and representatives of Ombudsmen offices will finally 
visit us to check the violations we were writing about.

We, being put behind the barbed wire in violation of our court sentences, can not com-
municate the truth about violations of human rights in the colony #13… 

1. personally see violations of living conditions in the colony #13;
2. document the reality of evidences, in distinction from lies of administration;
inform public and officials about violations and demand dismissal of the guilty from their 

offices, as well as restoration of our rights. 
With regards and in hope of getting help,
M. Trepashkin

Note: simultaneously with M. Trepashkin, convict Sergei Naugolnykh, born in 1974, sen-
tenced to 1.5 years of colony-settlement went on hunger strike.

8. Administration of penal colony № 13 lied to human rights activists

On April 5, 2006 experts representing the RF Ombudsman: V. Borschev (chairman of 
the Public council at the RF Ministry of Justice) and L. Ponomarev (executive director of the 
movement “For human rights”) together with T. Merzlyakova, Sverdlovsk region Ombuds-
man met Michael Trepashkin and Sergei Naugolnykh in the colony.

Promises given by the colony’s administration that next day Trepashkin would be taken 
to the doctor for consultation were never fulfilled. The administration understanding that 
Trepashkin must be hospitalized concocted cunning plan: as soon as court (based on fabri-
cated reasons) makes the decision to transfer the political convict to minimum-security penal 
colony, he will be immediately put to the colony’s hospital.

On April 7 L. Kosik, Trepashkin’s attorney, and S. Yermilova, the chairman of Nizhni 
Tagil Human Rights Center, openly addressed T. Merzlyakova, Sverdlovsk region Ombuds-
man and V. Popov, representing Union of Human Rights organizations of Sverdlovsk region 
in connection with violation of promises by the administration of the colony #13 given to 
Trepashkin and human rights activists visited him on April 5 to provide immediate medical 
examination. These promises were the reason for Trepashkin and Naugolnihk stopped their 
dry hunger strike.

�. Addresses of human rights activists in support of Michael Trepashkin

9.1 Address of experts of the Ombudsman of the Russian Federation

We, Valery Borschev and Lev Ponomarev consider the demands of the convicts Trepa-
shkin and Naugolnykh who went on hunger strike well-grounded. Firstly, we are concerned 
with the fate of Trepashkin because political motivation of his continuing persecution by 
authorities is obvious. 
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Trepashkin received several ungrounded reprimands aimed at transferring him to mini-
mum-security penal colony where conditions are worse and opportunities for persecution 
are more plentiful. The reprimands were based on reports of convicts transferred “for good 
behavior” (participation in notorious “order and discipline units”) from minimum-security 
colony to colony-settlement. Following is the list of grounds based on which Trepashkin 
was put to an isolation ward of strict regime three times and is under strong threat to be 
transferred to minimum-security penal colony (motion initiated by disciplinary commission 
from February 6): bought small sample-size o-de-cologne (didn’t even brought it to colony); 
“shouted and dangled arms” talking to a doctor; cursed the prosecutor (Trepashkin didn’t do 
it); after his complaints were stopped by administration Trepashkin handed the complaint’s 
copy to his attorney. 

Trepashkin is suffering from severe form of asthma and doctor from city hospital in-
sisted of hospitalization. Besides, he has problems with teeth and needs to visit his dentist. 
But the colony’s administration refuses to give him access to medical help. Trepashkin is 
forced to buy his medicine by himself, and many of drugs he needs are unavailable. He had 
intravenous line put in the colony, without supervision of allergist. Trepashkin is forced to 
play a doctor to himself.

According to convicts’ testimonies, there are flagrant violations of convicts’ rights in the 
colony-settlement: complaints to the prosecutor’s office, Ombudsman and other authorities 
are not sent; the head of the unit Alexander Golovin regularly threatens people who write 
these complaints; the most persistent of them have already been transferred to minimum-se-
curity penal colony; regime does not comply with regime of colony-settlement. The adminis-
tration staff constantly spread rumors that the reason for tightening of the regime is that Tre-
pashkin is held in the colony, which provokes threats to the political convict from criminals.

In the colony-settlement, principle of separation of convicts, established by law, is vio-
lated. Those sentenced based on the articles from “low to moderate severity” to serving their 
term in colony-settlement are placed together with criminals who were sentenced based on 

“severe” articles, but “starting to straighten up” i.e. joined order and discipline units and con-
trolled by the colony’s administration. 

We require for Trepashkin immediate opportunity to be put in the city hospital.
We demand immediate removing of the colony-settlement from the territory of the mini-

mum-security penal colony #13.
We demand investigation of all cases of fabrication of disciplinary charges against Mi-

chael Trepashkin.
We demand investigation of all illegal actions of the colony’s administration and the 

prosecutor’s office. 
We demand release of political convict lawyer Michael Trepashkin who was subjected 

to constant cruel persecutions in connection with his professional activities as a lawyer and 
with his civil position.

V. Borschev, L. Ponomarev

9.2. Address of regional public movement “Union of human rights organizations” 
of Sverdlovsk region

To the Ombudsman
of the Russian FederationV. Lukin
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Copies:
to the deputy General Prosecutor
of the Russian Federation Yu. Zolotov
to the Ministry of Justice
of the Russian Federation Yu. Chaika
to the Chairman Legislation Committee
of the State Duma of the Russian Federation
P. Krasheninnikov

After meetings with convicts from the colony-settlement #13 V. Trepashkin and S. Nau-
golnykh I would like to declare the following:

I was unable to convince S. Naugolnykh (on hunger strike from June 5) and M. Trepa-
shkin (on hunger strike from June 7) to stop or interrupt their hunger strike. I was able to 
convince Sergei Naugolnykh to start to drink water because in hot weather conditions dry 
hunger strike could quickly damage his health irreparably.

The convicts on hunger strike accuse the colony-settlement top officials, in particular, the 
head of the unit major A. Golovin in establishing the system of persecution of “unwanted” 
convicts. According to them, the administration orchestrates reports of one group of convicts 
who receive various favors from administration, especially those who was transferred from 
minimum-security penal colony to colony-settlement, written on other convicts whom the 
administration doesn’t like. After such reports, “violators of discipline” receives reprimands, 
are put to isolation wards of strict regime and lose grounds for release on parole. Those who 
don’t change their behavior after that are sent to serve the rest of their terms to penal colony 
with worse conditions. Convicts there usually serve their terms for grievous crimes and pub-
lic control of these places today is practically absent. 

The convicts on hunger strike believe that the regime established in the colony-settlement 
#13 does not comply with requirements of the Russian law and must be changed. They do 
not agree with the way their complaints are checked by the prosecutor for inspection of pe-
nal institution of Nizhni Tagil A. Klementiev; they believe that he covers the law violations 
performed by the colony’s administration. As an example, M. Trepashkin and S. Naugolnykh 
cited that since January they are not allowed to leave the colony-settlement, while adminis-
tration can only deny the convict the right to leave colony-settlement only as a punishment 
and only for 30 days. 

M. Trepashkin, whose health got a little better after intensive care in Nizhni Tagil hos-
pital, continues to insist on receiving medical care in this particular hospital since there is 
no medical specialist in the colony #13. Now he receives medical help in the hospital of the 
colony #13 but complains that at nights he still has asthma attacks. In addition, he developed 
chest pains which doctors attribute to hernia of esophagus related to the previous hunger 
strike.

Main demands of the convicts on hunger strike are to create competent and duly autho-
rized interagency commission including representatives of human rights organizations to 
check activities of the administration of the colony #13.

According to the information received from M. Trepashkin, convict V. Ishukov joined the 
hunger strike. Thus, the conflict has not been resolved. 

I think that claims of the convicts of the colony-settlement #13 should be carefully in-
vestigated; and that if necessary, criminal proceedings should be opened by competent au-
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thorized institutions, first of all, by prosecutor’s office. Considering the previous cases when 
convicts on hunger strike appealed to the regional prosecutor and received only answers 
from Nizhni Tagil prosecutor A. Klementiev who didn’t find violations in the colony #13, 
immediate involvement of the RF General Prosecutor’s office is necessary.

Taken into account that:
— the conflict in the colony-settlement #13 has a long history;
— human rights activists in Russia and abroad express their utmost dissatisfaction by the 

Main Division of the Federal System of Penal Execution and prosecutor’s office of Sverd-
lovsk region;

— attempts of T. Merzlyakova, Ombudsman in Sverdlovsk region to influence on the 
situation and protests of human rights activists have not resulted in eradicating reasons of 
the conflict;

I address the RF Ombudsman V. Lukin asking him urgently to initiate creation of inter-
agency commission with participation of the RF General Prosecutor’s office, the RF Ministry 
of Justice, Federal System of Penal Execution as well as the Legislative Committee of the RF 
State Duma with mandatory involvement of human rights organizations.

I ask human rights organizations to support this address to V. Lukin.
Vladimir Popov,
the Chairman of
the Union of Human Rights Organizations
of Sverdlovsk region

10. Political convict Michael Trepashkin calls for help

On April 15 Michael Trepashkin who was acknowledged by Amnesty International as 
persecuted on political grounds, sent an address to the International Red Cross. The reason 
was that because of persecutions from the colony’s administration M. Trepashkin does not 
receive necessary professional medical help and consequently, his health and life are con-
stantly in danger. In addition, bad ecological situation in Nizhni Tagil makes lead to further 
deterioration of M. Trepashkin’s health.

TO INTERNATIONAL RED CROSS
from Michael Trepashkin
Russian citizen
held in detention in the colony #13
of Nizhni Tagil,
Main Division of the RF Federal System of Penal Execution
of Sverdlovsk region

Nizhni Tagil
April 15, 2006.
According to widely acknowledged international legal norms I, like every human, has 

right to life. In particular, article 2 of the European Convention of human rights and free-
doms says: “Every person’s right to life is protected by law. Nobody can be intentionally 
killed except in execution of death sentence pronounced by court for the crime which accord-
ing to law can be punished by death”.
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Russian authorities sentenced me based on fabricated charges and on non-severe crimes 
(part 1 of the article 222 and part 1 of the article 283 of the RF Criminal Code) to 4 years in 
colony-settlement. Such regime does not even envisage confinement under guard, according 
to the article 129 of the Criminal Execution Code of the Russian Federation. Besides, ac-
cording to Russian law, people sentenced to detention in colony-settlement have the right to 
receive medical assistance in civil medical centers. 

Russian federal laws forbid sending convicts to localities where their life and health 
would be endangered (part 1 article 73 of the Criminal Execution Code of the Russian Fed-
eration!!!) This provision is based on generally acknowledged international law. 

In my case, Russian authorities violate all the abovementioned law provisions because 
I am being persecuted based on political motives: being a lawyer I represented interests of 
people affected by explosions of apartment buildings in Moscow in 1999 and cast doubts 
on official version about who organized and executed these explosions. As a revenge for my 
actions as a lawyer I was accused in doing things I didn’t do and put to serve my term in the 
conditions dangerous for my life and health. 

I suffer from a number of illnesses including bronchial asthma of infectious-allergic ori-
gin in medium to severe forms. Russian authorities, knowing about my ailments, put me to 
the colony #13 in Nizhni Tagil next to foundry workshops, ferrotitanium and ferroaluminum 
production, close to coke-chemical production, railroad and other production units which 
constantly provoke asthmatic attacks. 

As a result, my health has deteriorated dramatically which was confirmed by allergolo-
gist from Demidov City Hospital of Nizhni Tagil who recommended immediate hospitaliza-
tion for medical treatment. However, I was denied medical help in the form of hospitalization. 
I was banned from receiving emergency medical help in civil medical centers and illegally 
kept behind barbed wire under guard, without opportunity to leave the colony (actually, it’s 
not the colony-settlement, more likely plain concentration camp). 

Only after interference of my attorneys and human rights activists I was allowed to buy 
some medicine I needed to take them myself, but now I ran out of them. I only have access 
to inhalers which does not cure but only help to relieve and attack of bronchial asthma. Such 
inhalers cannot be used often. But I forced to use them as often as 3 times per hour to avoid 
suffocation. It resulted not in improvement but in further deterioration of my health and to 
development of new ailments. 

Officials from Russian Federal System of Penal Execution (FSIN) openly say that I was 
sent here, to Ural, 2,200 km away from my family and place of living in order “to be buried 
here”, i.e. to be slowly killed. They answer to official requests that I receive necessary medi-
cal help and treatment and falsify documents. I cannot gain official inspection which could 
have been objectively and based on solid grounds describe the situation. Human rights activ-
ists are not allowed here. Not only is my health, my life in danger. I ask you to help! 

I need to be transferred from the penal colony where my health is in danger to another in-
stitution. O would like to meet representatives of the Red Cross or civil medical center whom 
could evaluate my health condition directly, not based on the documents fabricated by authori-
ties. I would like to have inspection of the colony #13 where generally acknowledged provi-
sions of the international law were violated when I, sick person, was tortured and humiliated. 
The inspection can be carried out by the commission including international doctors.

In response to the acts of abuse of power conducted by the administration of the colony-
settlement and in order to draw attention of Russian authorities to torture and humiliation I 
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went on dry hunger strike. Ms. Merzlyakova, Ombudsman of Sverdlovsk region, visited the IK 
#13, but she admitted that because I was persecuted for political reasons as a lawyer by high 
officials from Moscow she couldn’t resolve the problem of transferring me to a safe place!

I ask reputable and humanistic organization to help me to fight for my right to life and 
health protection, for my right to receive professional medical help. 

First of all, I would like to draw attention of Russian authorities to the issue of transfer-
ring me from the colony where my life and health are in danger to another colony in accor-
dance with the requirements of the article 73 of the RF Criminal Procedure Code.

With regards and in hope of getting response,
M. Trepashkin

11. Details of a court hearing on Michael Trepashkin’s case

A battle for publicity and openness of court hearings took place on May 3 at the colony 
IK-13 where the hearings on changing the regime for convict Michael Trepashkin started on 
the initiative of administration of the colony where Michael has been serving his term. The 
administration believes that Michael Trepashkin is a repetitive offender who many times had 
disciplinary issues. During this process, four complaints of Michael Trepashkin on disciplin-
ary sanctions used by the colony’s administration were going to be considered.

The hearings should have been started at 11 a.m. By that time all who wanted to attend 
the hearings: journalists, public representatives, lawyers, Trepashkin’s defenders and all in-
terested people, gathered outside the check-point of the colony #13. At 11:15 a.m., the bust 
with judge Ilyutin arrived. People who wanted to attend hearings gave their application to 
the judge through attorney L. Kosik who entered the colony with her lawyer’s ID. The same 
applications were presented to the colony’s administration. After reading the applications, 
the judge wrote on each of them “No objections” and after that the colony’s administration 
finally allowed people to go to the building of the colony’s administration. 

15–20 minutes later we entered the building. In the hall we saw the judge Ilyushin who 
also patiently waited when he would be allowed to local Themis Sanctuary — “Krasnaya 
Komnata” (meeting room) refitted as a courtroom. Another delay: we had to submit all cell 
phones. Prison security guards hate cell phones as well as their owners, i.e. people who can 
break conditions of complete isolation and by their mere presence create obstacles to abso-
lute power (or, be more precise, power abuse) of the colony’s administration. 

Sergei Kuznetsov, Michael Trepashkin’s lawyer, tried to use circumstances and ask the 
acting head of the colony who was also in the hall on what grounds he, Kuznetsov, is denied 
meetings with his client. Acting head of the colony, Mr. Magerramov, referred Kuznetsov… 
to the judge Ilyutin or regional court. But S. Kuznetsov already has the judge’s permission 
which is still valid, so it is unclear what other documents the acting head of the colony needs 
(the head of the colony and his deputy were not present at the court hearings). 

“I can write you 10 more permissions, but finally everything is decided by the colony’s 
administration”, said judge Ilyutin to Kuznetsov. Kuznetsov asked Magerramov not to refer 
to the judge in explaining his refusal to allow him contact with his client. The judge did ev-
erything within his authority. 

Finally, acting head of the colony Mr. Magerramov suggested going to the “courtroom”. 
At the beginning of the court hearings, Trepashkin and his lawyers announced several 

appeals one of which includes request to postpone hearings of this case since Moscow law-
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yers representing Michael Trepashkin were not notified in time about date and place of the 
court hearings. The judge read telegram from attorney Elena Liptser who informed that she 
was on vacations and thus cannot participate in these court hearings. Michael Trepashkin 
and his lawyers Olga Moiseeva, Sergei Kuznetsov and attorney Kosik allowed to partici-
pate in these court hearings insisted that the case cannot be tried in the absence of lawyers 
Brovchenko and Liptser. The court satisfied this motion despite that the prosecutor and the 
colony’s administration representative objected it. 

But the most serious was the battle over transferring court hearings from the colony’s 
territory to Tagilstroi District court. Trepashkin’s lawyers have been long demanding this 
filing numerous petitions during previous court hearings. Michael Trepashkin and his law-
yers believe that holding court hearings on the territory of closed-regime institution violates 
principle of openness declared by the article 241 of the RF Criminal Procedure Code. There 
should not be additional permissions required to participate in the open court hearings, while 
nobody could enter the territory of the colony #13 without the administration’s permission 
which violates the rights of Michael Trepashkin as well as the rights of people wanting to 
attend hearings. In support of their reasons, the lawyers presented to the court petitions ad-
dressed to the judge Ilyutin written by people who wanted to attend the open court hearings 
asking to assure their right to do it. In his speech, lawyer Kuznetsov emphasized that the 
RF Criminal Procedure Code did not provisions for system of approvals for people to attend 
open court hearings. Conducting court hearings on the territory of closed-regime institu-
tion casts doubts on the decision that would be made by such court. This actual closeness, 
absence of full publicity and underepresentation of mass-media and public already provoked 
indignation of public and human rights activists in the case of release on parole. S. Kuznetsov 
said that he could not understand why the judge willingly risks the legitimacy of decision to 
be made and give the reason to doubt the decision’s objectiveness. 

The judge asked about the regime of Michael Trepashkin’s imprisonment. Trepashkin’s 
lawyers repeatedly pointed out that Michael is held in the conditions of minimum-security 
(general) regime without relevant court decision and is stripped of all benefits a convict 
has in colony-settlement regime. All convicts serving their terms in a colony-settlement can 
come to the court hearings themselves and for them, court sessions are not held in the ter-
ritory of penal institution. The exclusion, not described in any regulations, is made only for 
Trepashkin. Answering to court, A. Golovin, the head of the unit 19, where Michael Trepa-
shkin is assigned to serve his term, told a very interesting story: it turned out that in respect 
of Michael Trepashkin, the colony’s administration acts according to different regulation 
documents, particularly, to teletypes which “has power of federal laws”. 

I don’t know what affected the judge’s decision. Possibly, the abovementioned statements 
of the colony’s administration’s representative, or may be long time spent waiting for per-
mission from the administration to start working, but the judge Ilyutin finally yielded to the 
defending party’s reasons and scheduled next court session at 11 a.m. of May 29 in room 101 
of Tagilstroi District Court.

In any case, this meeting was a small victory of Michael Trepashkin and his lawyers. It 
was the first victory over the course of many court hearings1. 

1 DPN-INFORM.
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12. Latest facts and events in Michael Trepashkin case reported by mass-media

12.1. Political convict Michael Trepashkin is not allowed to the hospital

Moscow, May 29, 2006. News agency “For human rights”: FSIN officers create obstacles 
for hospitalization of political convict lawyer Michael Trepashkin. Today, Tagilstroi District 
Court of Nizhni Tagil postponed hearings on petition of disciplinary commission of the colo-
ny #13 to transfer Trepashkin from colony-settlement to minimum-security (general regime) 
penal colony in connection with Trepashkin’s emergency hospitalization to pulmonology 
department of City Hospital #4. 

However, attempts are made to bring Trepashkin back to the colony and prevent him 
from staying in the hospital. He was put to the hospital because of bronchial asthma attack. A 
conflict between Trepashkin’s lawyers and the colony’s administration is reported. 

12.2. Doctors and police protect political convict Michael Trepashkin

Moscow, May 29, 2006 — according to information of Glasnost Fund, Michael Trepa-
shking is currently in the City Hospital #4 of Nizhni Tagil, where he was put according to 
court’s decision to receive medical treatment. The colony’s administration makes attempts to 
bring Trepashkin back to the colony by force. 

Trepashkin is receiving intravenous line injections and breathe through oxygen mask. 
Police unit and OMON officers arrived to the hospital on the request of Trepashkin’s at-
torneys Elena Liptser and Sergei Brovchenko. Doctors insist that Trepashkin should receive 
medical treatment in civil hospital.

12.3. Dramatic events in relation with Michael Trepashkin

Nizhni Tagil — Moscow, May 30, 2006, News agency “For Human Rights” — accord-
ing to the information from Executive Director of the movement “For human rights” Lev 
Ponomarev, and contrary to promises given yesterday by the deputy head of colony #13 
Magerramov, neither Lev Ponomarev (acknowledged by court as Trepashkin’s representa-
tive in defense) nor Trepashkin’s lawyer Elena Liptser or representative of Sverdlovsk region 
Ombudsman Vladimir Popov did not allowed access to the colony-settlement today. It was 
explained by the absence of the colony head. But according to other sources, the head of the 
colony was in the colony.

“Magerranov’s promises to allow defense party representatives visit Trepashkin were 
given on May 30 when offices from the colony’s administration took severely ill Trepashkin 
from pulmonology department of the City Hospital #4 of Nizhni Tagil where he was trans-
ferred by emergency medical team, directly from courtroom”, said Lev Ponomarev who on 
May 29 received special permission from the judge Dmitry Ilyutin to visit Trepashkin in the 
colony.

Lev Ponomarev also said that after Trepashkin was returned to the colony, he was sub-
jected to humiliating search despite his very bad condition. Trepashkin’s defenders voice 
serious fear for health and even life of political convict who is again at the mercy of his 
torturers who have been barring him from professional medical help for months and who 
repeatedly tried to provoke him.
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Michael Trepashkin’s lawyers filed a complaint with Prosecutor’s Office of Nizhni Tagil 
and prepared court appeal complaining on the actions of the administration of the colony #13.

12.4. Political convict Michael Trepashkin resumed hunger strike

Nizhni Tagil, June 7, 2006, News agency “For Human Rights” — according to the in-
formation received from the colony #13, political convict Michael Trepashkin and convicts 
Shatski and Inshukov joined the hunger strike started on June 5 by convict Sergei Naugol-
nikh. Naugolnikh and Shatski are kept in isolation ward of strict regime. 

Collective demands of the convicts on hunger strike are the following: 
1) conduct prosecutor’s inspection and punishment of the head of the unit major Golovin 

who, according to the convicts, arranges provocations against convicts, fabricates charges 
against convicts to stripe them of their rights, puts convicts against each other and makes 
them to write reports, and bars the convicts from going out of the colony;

2) remove from the office for inaction and failure to endeavor to prevent the law viola-
tion Klementiev, the prosecutor of the Nizhni Tagil Prosecutor’s office who should control 
observance of the laws in penal institutions. 

To the above demands, Trepashkin added two more:
1) unhindered access of representatives of defense party;
2) access to professional medical help in city hospital of Nizhni Tagil.
It is Trepashkin’s second hunger strike during last two months. 
Human rights activists prepare to hold at 1 p.m. June 14, at FSIN building on Zhitnaya 

street (Kaluzhskaya square), picket in support of the convicts on hunger strike 

12.5. Trepashkin is treated forcibly with psychotropic drugs

Sergei Kuznetsov, Mikhail Trepashkin’s attorney since October, 2005 forwarded a writ-
ten statement to the deputy Prosecutor-General in Ural Federal District Yurii Zolotov re-
questing to bring an action against administration and several officials of FGU IK #13 in 
Nizhni Tagil, where former FSB colonel is serving sentence.

As Sergei Kuznetsov writes, he has an information that after several unsuccessful at-
tempts to organize a murder of Trepashkin with the help of other prisoners, transferred to 
the colony-settlement, the colony administration received an order from higher officials of 
military prosecutor’s office and FSB to liquidate Trepashkin by means of deprivation of nec-
essary medical help, and use of psychotropic and other strong drugs. 

First attempts of unlawful application of strong medicines was noticed by Trepashkin 
himself in January 2006 when he was in AN ISOLATION WARD OF STRICT REGIME, 
and also in April 2006, when under pretence of asthmatic medicine he was given some pills 
without any sings of industrial production. 

As Trepashkin testified, “one of prisoners willingly agreed to test these drugs behaved 
inadequately for more than a day, experienced fears and depressions, physical and emo-
tional breakdown.”

Sergei Kuznetsov thinks that events of May 29, when Trepashkin was brought by ambu-
lance car from court room of Tagilstroi district court of Nizhni Tagil to the hospital and hos-



140 Public investigations on human rights violations

pitalized with asthmatic attack are direct evidence of unlawful application of strong medical 
drugs to Trepashkin.

“Despite insistent recommendations of doctors, administration of FGY IK #13 put ob-
stacles to medical examination of Trepashkin and taking necessary medical tests (including 
biochemical blood test, which could show traces of strong drugs and other substances.) After 
that Trepashkin under the treat of force was transferred to FGU IK #13 premises where he 
was repeatedly injected with drugs which did not have standard packing or any other indica-
tions of industrial production. 

Sergei Kuznetsov thinks that actions of administration of FGU IK #13 falls under the 
corpus delicti described in the article 230 of the Criminal Code of Russian Federation — 

“persuasion to use of psychotropic substances.” 
According to the art. 14 of the Resolution # 9 of Higher Court of RF of May 27, 1998 “On 

court practice in the cases on felonies connected to narcotic, psychotropic, drastic and poison-
ous substances” “persuasion to use of psychotropic substances” is understood as “any deliber-
ate actions towards stimulation in the other person a wish to its use (persuasion, offering, ad-
vising, and so on), and also deception, psychological or physical force, restriction of freedom 
and other actions in order to compel the other person to use psychotropic substance.”2 

12.6. June 14 — a picket to support Mikhail Trepashkin and his friends

On June 14 next to the building of Ministry of Justice of RF and FSIN RF (Zhitnaya 
street, 14) from 1 till 2 pm under hot sun a picket took place “To support Mikhail Trepashkin 
and other protesting prisoners in the colony #13, Nizhni Tagil.” About ten people participated 
in it — activists of Movement “For Human Rights”, United Civil Front, and “Democratic 
Russia.”

Picketers’ slogans: “Yuri Kalinin — the master of new GULAG. Discharge!”; “We de-
mand to provide for M. Trepashkin the right for medical treatment”; “To satisfy demands of 
hunger-strikers M. Trepashkin, E. Shatskii, V. Inshukov, S. Naugol’nykh: to stop provoca-
tions and setting fights among prisoners; to provide sending complaints out of the colony; 
to call to account the deputy head of the colony IK #13 Zolotukhin, his deputy Magerranov, 
head of unit Golovin; “Amnesty International”: Attorney Mikhail Trepashkin iv victimized 
on political reasons, conditions in the colony contravene international norms” and others. 

13. Appeal of L. Kosik, attorney from Nizhni Tagil, advocate of M. Trepashkin 
to human rights activists, officials and people interested in the convict

“Inaccuracies in reflection of situation around IK #13 where colonel retired M. I. Trepa-
shkin serves a sentence appear more and more often in mass media. I would not pay attention 
to this matter, but do not wish that somebody was condemned in deliberate misinterpretation 
and thus all published information was doubted.

1. Special police unit (OMON) fighters did not assault hospital ward where M. Trepash-
kin was under therapy with instillator installed, and did not try to apply force to forward him 
to colony. They protected him. They cleared ward from unauthorized persons, disrupting 
medical procedures. These include representatives of administration of IK #13. Only after 

2 Radio Svoboda.
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they left acting head of IK #13 A. S. Maggiramov came to Trepashkin and explained to 
everybody present that he was shoulder straps, therefore must execute an order to transport 
convict Trepashkin to the place of serving punishment. Then he swore to bring Trepashkin 
every week, on Wednesdays and Fridays to pulmonologist for medical treatment, and recom-
mendations for continuing ambulatory treatment. Also he promised to assist in providing 
necessary medical procedures in colony.

2. Convict Victor Inshukov did not make any suicidal attempts. On June 8, 2006, when 
Vladimir Popov, the chief specialist of the Human Rights Commissioner’s in Sverdlovsk Re-
gion office was in the colony, Inshukov approached party officer Yu. A. Golovin with written 
statement asking for permission to appeal to Popov. Golovin took the paper, crumple it and 
threw to Inshukov’s face, telling him that it was his turn for the stint in an isolation ward 
of strict regime. Later, telling present people about the incident Inshukov said: — “Should I 
hang myself?” However, he did not try to hang himself, but joined people on hunger-strike to 
express his agreement with Trepashkin’s and Naugolnykh’s demands. 

This is to clarify information from mass media.
Furthermore, I would like to say following: Chief Specialist of the Human Rights Com-

missioner’s in Sverdlovsk Region office V. Popov was given an opportunity to meet and to 
talk to Sergei Naugolnykh. This convict announced “dry” hunger-strike on June 5, 2006 and 
was put in an isolation ward of strict regime and at the moment of the meeting had not been 
eating and drinking for about four days. Medical control of his condition is absent. 

Talking to V. Popov, Naugolnykh repeated his demands, refused to break the hunger-
strike, but promised to start to drink several mouthfuls a day.

After meeting with Popov Naugolnykh was put into an isolation ward of strict regime 
again. However it was forgotten to give him water. At present he is on hunger-strike for 
almost five days. One if the doctors from IK #13 sowed some interest in Naugolnykh’s con-
dition only today, i.e. June 10. There was no real medical examination. His condition is un-
known. I think nobody cares in the state of his health, as well as in his demands. Everything 
will end up for him in forced feeding, and his recognition as a violator and his demands will 
be forgotten together with him in an isolation ward of strict regime. 

Mikhail Trepashkin has to calm down doctors from medical unit who told him that they 
must agree with administration demands and certify that Trepashkin is healthy, does not re-
quire any medical treatment and able to take part in judicial procedures and can be put in an 
isolation ward of strict regime. But the situation got out of hands of administration of IK #13. 
Pulmonologist from city hospital found that Trepashkin had illnesses requiring immediate 
medical attention. Doctors of the IK #13 were imposed a penalty for careless work. Indeed, 
almost all doctors expressed a wish to quit their jobs. At the present treats of doctors to quit 
remind the treat of Inshukov to hang himself. People hope for a reasonable solution of the 
situation.

Meanwhile administration of IK #13 in the person of the head of IK S. S. Zolotukhin 
already decided that medical treatment of Trepashkin is taking too long. Medical unit of IK 
on June 9, 2006 received an order: bring Trepashkin to pulmonologist to the city hospital last 
time and get from the doctor a statement on complete recovery of Trepashkin, which seems 
evident for Zolotukhin and a prosecutor office inspector on law observance in penal insti-
tutions O. Firsov. Convict Trepashkin walks, breath, talks, appeals to different authorities, 
and that means that he can appear before the court. Enough of the medical treatment for the 
healthy man, they decided. But the doctor-pulmonologist showed strange persistance. She 
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said that his health condition got worse. Medicines prescribed do not help. He needs hospital 
treatment for at least 28 days. A full medical examination is needed in order to choose drugs 
able to improve his condition. Besides the doctor is worried about new growths in oesopha-
gus and strong night heart pains in Trepashkin. She requires establish reasons of these ill-
nesses which is possible only in hospital. 

Doctor’s recommendations were heard and Trepashkin was brought back to the colony. 
The doctor recommended at least seven more procedures with instillator. The head of medi-
cal unit S. V. Tkachuk, the only person who can dispute an opinion of the doctor of every 
qualification and sing the medical document required by administration was called urgently 
off the vacations.

Such document was compiled and passed to the judge. The judge set up a date for trial 
promptly, on June 13, 2006. The urgency was such that the judge forgot to notify all lawyers 
representing defense. Perhaps, defenders are not needed in this case? Perhaps, it was an ex-
periment on speeding up of legal procedures on certain cases? 

Appeals to official law-enforcement institutions do not bring any results. The prosecutor 
office is silent. Penal execution system claims that it is impossible. The newly formed Public 
Chamber also responded with silence.

People in the colony are still on hunger-strike. 
M. Trepashkin is refused in medical treatment and his health state is getting worse: he 

not only has difficulties breathing during the night, nut experiences strong pains in heart 
area.

I state responsibly that there are other people in this colony needed medical treatment and 
other convicts with skin, respiratory diseases and other not less serious illnesses. They are 
absent, however in the colony statistics. And my statements can not compete with allegations 
of the administration of IK #13.

This is the question — who has to visit to the colony and establish whether the above-
mentioned facts are true or not? Whether it should be left for the Nizhni Tagil prosecutor 
office on law observance in penal institutions? What is can conclude after Chegodaev, the 
representative of the prosecutor office who gave consent to release Trepashkin, was fired? 
After the Prosecutor A. V. Klementiev was declared as partly incommensurate for the posi-
tion? After they started to put forward witnesses from they own surroundings despairing of 
finding responsible witnesses of Trepashkin’s violations? One can easily guess.

Who will come, see, and judge who is right: M. Trepashkin or the administration headed 
by S. S. Zolotukhin?

Maybe there is someone in our state, a person or an institution, who knows the answer? 
Please respond before our hope is not dead.” 

June 10, 2006
attorney L. Kosik

14. Appeal of human rights activists to the Human Rights Commissioner 
of the Russian Federation

To the Human Rights Commissioner of the Russian Federation 
Mr. V. P. Lukin

Dear Vladimir Petrovich!
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We appeal to you because the situation in Nizhni Tagil colony #13, where attorney 
Mikhail Trepishkin is kept is very alarming. Since June 7 a hunger-strike of convicts M. Tre-
pashkin, E. Shatski, V. Inshukov, S. Naugolnykh is continued in the colony (S. Naugolnykh 
is on hunger-strike since June 5). Their demands are: to stop provocations and fabrications of 
admittedly false accusations by the administration of the IK #13 and, in the first place, by the 
head of party of the colony-settlement major A. Golovin; to stop concealing of these facts by 
the officials of the prosecutor office on law observance in penal institutions A. Klementiev 
and O. Firsov. Trepashkin also demands his hospitalization.

On June 14 following information is received from Trepashkin’s lawyer L. Kosik: 
“… I visited Trepashkin. He hardly can stand from hunger. Inshukov already fainted, but this 
information is kept form everybody. Nothing is knows about Naugolnykh’s condition. He is 
still on hunger-strike. Forced feeding is delayed, because his condition is found satisfactory. 
They can not stop the hunger-strike because their demands are not satisfied. They need help. 
Somebody has to visit them. There are talks inside the colony that they are not needed and 
that nobody is going to satisfy their demands. There is an order by Zolotukhin (the head 
of the colony #13) not to compromise. The colony administration and prosecutor office put 
pressure on the doctor from city hospital. They visited chief physician and (as Trepashkin 
says) concluded that Trepashkin can not be put in the hospital because a separate ward and 
constant presence of security can not be provided. Tkachuk (colony physician) has already 
certified that Trepashkin does not need medical treatment. Tomorrow I shall get official in-
formation. But Trepashkin had a fit already on June 9, when he was in the doctor’s office. On 
June 10 an ambulance was called for him.

When human rights activists were in Nizhni Tagil, they got certain that prisoners were 
right, that administration of the colony not only impedes lawyer access but also does not let 
out prisoners’ complaints outside the colony, set fights and provokes prisoners. We are sure 
that a visit of a commission of the Human Rights Commissioner in the Russian Federation to 
the colony #13 is needed urgently.

The goal of the visit should be a meeting with prisoners on hunger-strike, and based on 
information received adequate actions.

The second question to consider by the commission is a transfer of Trepashkin to the hos-
pital # 4 of Nizhni Tagil. Because he is diagnosed with bronchial asthma of 4th degree, which 
is documentary supported, and which requires intensive and systematic medical treatment 
(when breath stops) rather than one-time visit to a doctor. 

The statements by representatives of FSIN RF on providing all necessary medical help to 
Trepashkin are very far from being true.

The problem aroused is that the hospital does not want to accommodate security escort, 
without which the administration of the colony does not let Trepashkin out for medical treat-
ment.

More accurate definition of the diagnosis of Trepashkin is possible only in the hospital, 
and he has a right for it as serving sentence in a colony-settlement. The preliminary diagnosis 
according to the law allows his release form serving sentence in the colony-settlement.

The trial on transferring Trepashkin to general security regime is set on June 20.
It is important that a representative of the Human Rights Commissioner in RF to be pres-

ent on the trial. The administration is hurrying to transfer Trepashkin to general security 
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regime and hospitalize him to a hospital of GUFSIN, where his diagnosis, evidently, will not 
be confirmed.

June 16, 2006

Comment: On June 20 Tagilstroi district court of Nizhni Tagil had to consider the case 
of changing of regime for Mikhail Trepashkin. The trial did not take place because Elena 
Liptser, one of the Trepashkin’s attorneys could not attend on valid reason. The trial was 
delayed until June 263.

Convict’s attorneys “decided to write a petition on release of Mikhail Trepashkin from 
serving sentence because of his illness (bronchial asthma of 4th degree).” “In a few days the 
petition will be submitted to the court and shall be considered on the trial on June 26” — at-
torney Lubov Kosik reported. She said that the prisoner does not receive necessary medical 
treatment and advocates have all supporting documents of this fact4. In advocates’ opinion 
the convict must be released from serving sentence as well as from presence on trials. 

1�. Lessons of survival. Information from attorney L. Kosik

On July 13, 2006 on premises of an isolation ward of strict regime IK #13 M. Trepashkin, 
serving disciplinary sentence on the order of the head of the colony, had an asthmatic fit. 
Medical unit of FGU IK #13 provided medical help. From this moment medical treatment 
interrupted earlier was resumed.

Without medical help, M. Trepashkin would not survive more that two days. (After he 
was put in the isolation ward of strict regime treatment with hormonal medicines was re-
sumed. It has been continuing for three days and than Trepashkin’s condition was declared 
satisfactory. But a new fit happened.) Thus, the head FGU IK #13 S. S. Zolotukhin decided 
to combine medical treatment and confinement to bad (Trepashkin was given a quilted jacket 
and was allowed to lie on the floor) with tightened regime included low ration norms, stand-
ing on feet and strict isolation.

But there are light moments in Trepashkin’s life. For example, the roof of an isolation 
ward of strict regime heated up and it got warmer inside. Then it became stuffy. But he can 
open a window leaf. It brings a wind with ferrotitanium smell. The window is just next to 
foundry — this is a view to a general security colony, to which Trepashkin, in the opinion of 
colony administration, have to get used to. On the barbed wire separating an isolation ward 
of strict regime of the colony-settlement from the general security colony a dead rat hangs, 
which was thrown there by somebody who wanted a minimal sanitary. It smells carrion. But 
Trepashkin is optimistic, he says ha still cam breathe. It would be worse without window, of 
course.

And then I listen about how to survive if you have a sudden asthmatic attack in a closure. 
First, you should not panic: fear is a loss of control in the situation, and then it is unknown 
how the fit can end up. Then you have to get yourself in semi-trans condition. (On the mo-
ments like these I feel uncomfortable to tell M. Trepashikin that I do not know neither how to 
get there nor back. But I listen. I have a son. Who knows, he may serve his motherland, and 
then sometime a moment may come when he needs this information. I listen carefully and 
remember.) Then, you have to concentrate and regulate your breath. You have to breathe with 

3 Regions.ru.
4 UralPolit.ru.
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an upper third of your lungs, put in order the breath and do not strain your heart. Because if 
the heart gets weakened — then this is the end. If you following the instructions, condition 
can stabilize, and then, there is a hope that a jailer will see it on the monitor, get interested 
and decide to call a physician.

And the physician, no matter whether he is medical attendant or psychiatrist or retired 
therapist can help with something. An attendant can do an injection. And a psychiatrist has 
a box with drugs against all diseases, as all colony knows. Whatever you complain about: 
headache or foot pain, he gives you some pills from the box, murmuring — this one against 
headache, that one against foot pain. And you get calm.

After that we talk that they can be understood also. You can not find a pulmonologist or 
allergologist for everyone. It is a vanity, and has nothing to do with serving penalties.

I leave him quieted. After all, M. Trepashkin was taught to survive by our state, let him 
survive. Himself. And if he can not — what must be, will be. 

July 14, 2006
Attorney L. Kosik

Comment: As “Ekho Moskvy” reports, Mikhail Trepashkin serving sentence in a colony 
in Nizhni Tagil is going to Moscow. He will present on a consideration of his attorneys’ ap-
peal on his unlawful transfer to Sverdlovsk Region in a district court. Court summon will be 
forwarded to the colony-settlement. Now he is put to an isolation ward of strict regime for 15 
days allegedly, for violation of colony internal regime regulations.
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REPORT ON CRIMINAL PROSECUTION OF A. YU. KOLMAKOV, 
THE CHAIRMAN OF INTERREGIONAL PUBLIC ORGANIZATION 
FOR ASSISTANCE TO REVIVAL OF THE RUSSIA’S PROVINCES 

“PEOPLE’S INITIATIVE” (TAMBOV)

Abstract

Present investigation conducted in the framework of a project “An Independent inves-
tigation of mass violations of human rights in Russia” was initiated because a number of 
public and political organizations of Tambov Region appealed to MHG in connection with a 
criminal prosecution of A. Yu. Kolmakov, the chairman of Interregional public organization 
for assistance to revival of the Russia’s provinces “People’s Initiative”, related to his public 
activities.1 

This case is not a mass violation of human rights; however, making a decision to con-
duct investigation, a group of public investigation believed that presently cases of criminal 
prosecution of public activists who are either candidates for elected bodies of different levels 
(federal, regional and local) or participate in the candidates’ campaign became more fre-
quent.2 Common for these cases is that all the candidates are in opposition to power. To 
check the possibility of “political engagement” in this category of cases the Kolmakov’s case 
was investigated.

The report was prepared by project coordinator N. Tagankina. The investigation on the 
materials of the criminal case was conducted by MHG expert R. P. Chernov, a lawyer of 
Moscow City Advocates’ Chamber, who went to Tambov to meet the convict Kolmakov, 
talked to witnesses, and studied the case.

Some information on A. Yu. Kolmakov

According to the available information, A. Yu. Kolmakov was born in 1970, has not been 
convicted in court before. He has been the chairman of IPO “People’s Initiative” since 2001, 
is a graduate student of the Russian academy of Civil Service, an expert of governmental 
organizations of USA, the chairman of “Green Party”, has higher degree in sociology by 
Tambov State University, is the owner of RMC “Russian Advertising”, a mentor-coordinator 
in a university. He was awarded by different officials of the Region, nominated by grants, 
headed different public organizations.

He was involved in organization of electoral campaign of the governor O. I. Betin, head-
ed regional movement “MAY”, carried on practically all electoral campaigns in Tambov 
Region, most of them successfully. He is well respected by the representatives of civil society 
and civil rights activists.

1 Address of V. Pisareva (Greenpeace Russia) to L. M. Alexeeva.
2 For example, one of the last cases — the case of S. F. Borisov (co-chairman of Civil Union, director of 

Zheleznogorsk center on civil rights, supported N. A. Kartsev, chairman of party “Rodina”, candidate to Kursk 
Regional Duma in elections in March 2006), S. Yu.Nikiforov (member of communist party, canditate to Regional 
Duma), and V. I. Nikiforova (wife and companion of S. Yu.Nikiforov). They were accused according to art. 141, pt. 
2 CC RF: impending to free expression of electoral rights by a citizen, conducted by a group of people on previous 
concert. Information from human right activist from Kursk A. Grachev.
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Currently Kolmakov is convicted to 5 years and 6 months in prison3 in accordance with 
art. 142, pt. 2 (forgery of voters’ signatures in support of a candidate), art. 150, pt. 4 (involv-
ing of minors in crime) and art. 313 through art. 30, pt. 3 (attempt to escape from the custody) 
of the RF Criminal Code. 

On Organization “People’s Initiative”

IPO “People’s Initiative” which is headed by A. Kolmakov is one of a few local public 
organizations which spoke for public interests during all time of its existence. In 2003 rep-
resentatives of the organization initiated a referendum to ban an import of nuclear waste and 
establish a post of Ombudsman in Tambov Region. They initiative was rejected.  The organi-
zation “People’s Initiative” and A. Komlakov repeatedly was under pressure. 

Facts of the case4

According to a prosecutor’s version (and now in accordance with the court decision) the 
abovementioned felonies were performed by A. Kolmakov during the Presidential campaign 
in 2004. He coordinated collection of signatures for the following Presidential nominees: 
Rybkin, Glasiev, Khkamada.

In January 2004, on premises of Tambov public school #7 students forging subscription 
lists were found. From the beginning of questioning they stated that they were engaged in 
the crime by another student, and that no one of them ever met A. Kolmakov or received any 
direct of indirect instructions from him. Later they signed statements asking to initiate crim-
inal procedure against A. Kolmakov and A. Tolmachev. Criminal procedures against these 
students were stopped on the grounds of their sincere repentance. During the trial, according 
to the witnesses presented in court room, answering the question: “What or who induced you 
to write a statement asking to start criminal procedure against A. Kolmakov considering that 
he, according to your own words, never asked you anything and never gave you any money?”, 
all of them experienced troubles and could not say a word.

Therefore, accusation against A. Kolmakov of engaging minors in crime, in opinion of 
public and political organizations appealed to MHG was not confirmed, because its qualifi-
cation according to art. 150 of the RF Criminal Code suppose accomplishment of actions on 
engagement of minors in crime through promises, deception, treat or by other means. 

Moreover, it was understood in Kolmakov’s campaign headquarter that every election at-
tracts dishonest collectors falsifying signatures, therefore a check of signatures and screening 
for suspicious lists was organized (that was confirmed during the trial). It is stated in a protocol 
of search conducted on premises of “People’s Initiative” that only rejected signature lists were 
confiscated. Later these very lists were submitted for the expertise and found forged. Concern-
ing the signature lists confiscated in Central Election Committee, members of staff of “People’s 
Initiative” reported that in the end of election campaign, when the flow of signature lists was 
the most intensive, there was no possibility to check every signature, that is why they just certi-
fied the lists and gave them to A. Kolmakov to pass to candidates’ headquarters in Moscow.

3 Sentence came into effect on February 9, 2006.
4 Information from the Statement of public and political organizations “On the attempt of punishment of the 

chairman of Interregional public organization for assistance to revival of the Russia’s provinces “People’s Initia-
tive”  A. Yu. Kolmakov” received by MHG.



14� Public investigations on human rights violations

Accusation of Andrei Kolmakov in an attempt to escape should be mentioned separately. 
On May 12, 2004 court made a decision of A. Kolmakov’s imprisonment pending trial. Af-
ter the trial he was sent not to pre-trial detention facility as required by the law, but to the 
Department for Fighting Organized Crime GUVD of Tambov Region, where he was kept 
for two days in temporary isolation ward. Having been not able to bear conditions there and 
the situation in whole he jumped from the third floor (from 12 m height). That served as a 
ground to start a criminal case against him accusing in attempt to escape. Even so, the deputy 
prosecutor of Lenin district of Tambov twice refused to start the case, indicating that after 
the jump Kolmakov was simply laying on the ground and did not make any attempts to es-
cape. Besides, he jumped to the inner yard of UFSB in Tambov Region, which is completely 
fenced and it is impossible to escape from there unless through the check point. Refuse of 
Prosecutor’s Office of Lenin district was appealed to the city Prosecutor’s Office, which, 
without looking into the case, agreed to start the criminal procedure. 

Later the measure of restrain was not changed despite characteristics from Legislature of 
Tambov Region, Tambov City Duma, Tambov Episcopate, defense petitions, which proved 
that there were no legal ground for such measure of restrain.

The court pronounced Kolmakov guilty and chose him a penalty of 5 years and 6 months 
of imprisonment. It is worth to mention that at the court trial the state prosecutor asked for 
7 years of imprisonment as punishment for Kolmakov. Even for grave offences punishment 
can be less severe. Why it was not adequate in this case? In the opinion of public and political 
organizations of Tambov, appealed to MHG, the case of Andrei Kolmakov is a direct warn-
ing for every human rights and independent organizations that everybody can expect lynch-
ing in case of showing opposition activity or support for persons unfavorable for power. This 
is an attempt to paralyze public and civil society activity first of all in the areas where these 
institutions are trying to be active.

From the analysis of materials of the case�

Sources of information

1. Materials collected by the expert during trip to Tambov, as follow:
— conspect of materials of criminal case accusing A. Yu. Kolmakov in the framework of 

preliminary investigation;
— Kolmakov’s explanation according to art. 86 of the Criminal Procedure Code of RF6, 

and art. 6 of the Law “On Advocate Activity and Advocacy in RF”7 on 5 pages;
— other documents.
2. Sentence by Lenin district court of the city of Tambov on Decemver 19, 2005.
3. Minutes of the session of the Lenin district court on December 22, 2005.
4. Cassational ruling of Tambov regional court on February 9, 2006.
5. Other information received from different sources according to art. 86 of CPC RF.8

5 On materials of Expert Opinion by attorney at law P. Chernov (see Appendix #1 to the report).
6 Pt.3, p. 2, art. 86 “Defence has a right to collect evidences by mean of: ... interviewing people with their 

consent...”
7 Pt.3, p. 2, art. 86 “Defence has a right to collect evidences by mean of: ... interviewing people with their 

consent...”
8 Art. 86. Collection of evidences. 1. Collection of evidences is performed in the course of judicial pro-

cedure by investigator, examining official, prosecutor and court by means of investigative and other procedural 
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Expert conclusion

As a result of analysis of the materials of the criminal case, court documents and other 
materials the expert came to the following conclusions:

— on illegality of the criminal procedure against A. Yu. Kolmakov on the stage of pre-
liminary investigation;

— on justification and legitimacy of Lenin district court sentence on November 19, 2005 
from formal point of view.

Commentaries:
1. Severe procedure violations were allowed in the case, they were not discovered neither 

during prosecutor’s supervision, nor during the trial. 
According to the art. 140 CPC RF9 criminal procedure is started only in the presence 

of appropriate cause and reason to do so.Officially10, the criminal procedure was started 
on January 31, 2004 by the deputy Prosecutor of Tambov Region, Senior Justice Advisor 
A. K. Bobrovsky against unknown persons on the grounds of felony according to the art. 
142, pt. 2 of the RF Criminal Code (forgery of voters’ signatures for candidates). 

The cause to start the criminal procedure according to Decision on starting of a criminal 
procedure, was a statement of T. A. Shamova, received by UFSB in Tambov Region on Janu-
ary 29, 2004, where she directly indicated a person committed the crime11.

She signed the warning on responsibility for deliberately false accusations.
Starting the criminal case against unknown persons while in the statement Shamova 

directly indicated specific person who committed the crime is unlawful and contradicts the 
spirit and meaning of the Criminal Procedure Code of RF. In this case, agencies conduct-
ing preliminary investigation should immediately start a criminal pursuit against a person 
indicated in the statement.

In addition, materials of the case reveal that requirements of completeness and objectivi-
ty were violated. Thus, it is clear from the materials of the case that a number of investigation 
procedures were conducted against A. Kolmakov by FSB even before Shamova’s statement, 
i.e. before the opening of the criminal case of forgery of voters’ signatures. Such coordinated 
actions violated the right of Kolmakov for fair and objective trial and lawful legal prosecu-
tion. The case has been investigated with respect to unknown persons for three and a half 
months, many evidences obtained in this period testify against A. Yu. Kolmakov. 

Evidences on a criminal case obtained with violations of the order of starting criminal 
case are inadmissible and should not be the grounds for prosecution. This is why the expert 
came to the conclusion of impossibility brining to account of A. Yu. Kolmakov in the period 
of preliminary investigation12.
actions provided for by the current Code. 2. Suspect, accused, victim, claimant and their representatives have right 
to collect and submit written documents and items to be attached to the case as evidences. 3. Defence has a right to 
collect evidences by mean of: 1) receiving items, documents and other information; 2)  interviewing people with 
their consent; 3) requesting official documents, reports, and other documents from federal and local authorities, 
public organizations, which must provide such documents or their copies.”

9 Art. 140. Cause and grounds for initiating of prosecution. 1. Causes to initiate prosecution are: 1) statement 
on an act of crime; 2) surrender; 3) report on executed or prepared act of crime, received from other sources. 2. 
Grounds for initiating of prosecution are presence of reasonable data, indicating elements of crime. 

10 According materials of the criminal case (information of P. Chernov).
11 Authors of the report decided not to disclose the name of the person on ethical reasons because prosecution 

against him or her was not initiated.
12 P. Chernov. Expert opinion on May 26, 2006. 
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Comment of the author of the report: based on my own practice I would like to men-
tion that chances for setting aside the judgment through the prosecution supervision on this 
grounds are minimal.

2. According to the art. 15, pt. 2, 3 of the RF Criminal Procedure Code13 the court is not 
an organ of legal prosecution, it does not support neither prosecution nor defense. Function 
of prosecution, defense and judgment are separated.  According to requirements of art. 73, 
pt. 1 (5, 6, 7) of CPC RF14 exonerative circumstances should be proven during execution of 
criminal procedure. Contradiction of art 73 and art. 14 of CPC RF15 is regulated by the rule 
lex specialis and does not cause collisions on law enforcement practice.

Sentence on A. Yu. Kolmakov was passed on the ground of evidences collected by pros-
ecution authorities of RF, and admissibility and relevance of the evidences was not litigated 
by the defense neither during preliminary hearing nor during investigation. Art. 88 of CPC 
RF16 does not describe special procedure of exclusion of evidences on court initiative. The 
question of legal responsibilities in theory of law (both procedural and administrative) has 
not been solved clearly.

From this point of view the sentence seem to be lawful and justified. Thus, implication 
of Kolmakov in a crime provided by art. 142, pt. 2 of the Criminal Code of RF was proved 
completely by following evidences:

1. Shorthand reports of FSB, which contain information that A. Yu. Kolmakov performed 
general supervision on forging of signature lists.

2. Results of phonoscopic expertise.
3. Minutes of additional questioning of Kolmakov in the presence of defense lawyer, 

where Kolmakov admits his guilt.
4. Testimony of accomplice A. S. Tolmachev, fixed during surrender as well as during 

preliminary investigation. 
5. Testimony of other witnesses and spectators of the crime (more that 20 people). At the 

same time it should be noted that testimonies of witnesses are different from testimonies of 
spectators in the framework of disposition of art. 75, pt. 2(2) CPC RF17, for admissibility of 
witness’s testimony it is enough to indicate the source of actual knowledge.

13 Art. 15. Competitiveness of parties... 2. Functions of prosecution, defense and judgment of criminal case 
are separated from each other and can not be placed on the same organ or person. 3. Court is not an organ of legal 
prosecution, it does not support neither prosecution nor defense. Court provides for necessary conditions for ful-
fillment of procedure duties by the parties and realization of their rights.

14 Art. 73. Circumstances liable to prove: 1. During criminal prosecution is liable to prove: ...5) circumstanc-
es excluding criminality and punishably of an action; 6) circumstances mitigating and aggravating of punishment; 
7) circumstances which could lead to exemption of criminal liability and punishment. 

15 Art. 14. Presumption of innocence. 1. Accused considered innocent until his guilt is proven in the order 
provided for by the current Code and established in a valid court judgment. 2. Suspect or accused does not have 
to prove his innocence. Burden of proof of evidences against and disproof of evidences for suspect or accused lies 
on prosecution. 3. All doubts in guilty of accused which can not be rejected in the order established by the current 
Code are interpreted for accused. 4. Judgment of conviction can not be based on suggestions. 

16 Art. 88. Rules for estimation of evidences. 1. Every evidence should be estimated from the point of view of 
relevance, admissibility, and credibility, and all collected evidences together — from the point of view of sufficiency 
for resolution of the case. 2In cases indicated in part 2 of art. 75 of the current Code, court, prosecutor, investigator, 
examining official recognizes evidence as inadmissible. 3. Prosecutor, investigator, examining official have the right 
to recognize evidence as inadmissible on petition of suspect, accused, or on their own. Evidence recognized as inad-
missible can not be included in criminal information or indictment. 4. Court has the right to recognize evidence as in-
admissible on petition of the parties or on its own in the order provided for by art. 234 and 235 of the current Code. 

17 Art. 75, pt. 2. Inadmissible evidences. ...Inadmissible evidences are: testimony of victim, witness, based of 
suggestion, guess, gossip, and also testimony of witness who can not indicate the source if his or her knowledge…
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EXPERT OPINION

Moscow May 26, 2006
I, R. P. Chernov, attorney at law, Moscow City Advocates’ Chamber, registration #77/7277 

in advocate Register of Moscow, with 9 years of work experience as a lawyer, was asked 
to give my expert opinion on legality of criminal prosecution and conviction of ANDREI 
YURIEVICH KOLMAKOV.

The opinion is given in the framework of an agreement on legal assistance for Kolmakov 
A. Yu., on May 19, 2006, customer — ROO “MHG”.

Materials of investigation

1. Materials collected during 3-day visit to Tambov, namely:
— conspectus of materials of preliminary investigation on criminal case against 

A. Yu. Kolmakov;
— explanation by A. Yu. Kolmakov according to art. 86 CPC RF, art. 6 of Federal Law 

“On Advocate Activity and Advocacy in RF” on 5 pages;
— other materials;
2. Minutes of the session of the Lenin district court on December 22, 2005.
3. Sentence by Lenin district court of the city of Tambov on Decemver 19, 2005.
4. Cassational ruling of Tambov regional court on February 9, 2006.
5. Other information received from different sources according to art. 86 of CPC RF.

General information

Kolmakov A. Yu. was sentenced for 5 years 6 months of imprisonment according to art. 
143, pt. 2, art. 150, pt. 4, art. 313 through art. 30 pt. 3 of CC RF. 

As a result of general analysis of materials of the criminal case I came to the conclusion 
of legality and validity of sentence of Lenin district court on December 19, 2006 from formal 
legal point of view and of unlawful of prosecution of Kolmakov at the stage of preliminary 
investigation.

I. According to the art. 15, pt. 2, 3 of the Criminal Procedure Code the court is not an 
organ of legal prosecution, it does not support neither prosecution nor defense. Function of 
prosecution, defense and judgment are separated. According to requirements of art. 73, pt. 1 
(5, 6, 7) of CPC RF exonerative circumstances should be proven during execution of criminal 
procedure. Contradiction of art 73 and art. 14 of CPC RF is regulated by the rule lex specialis 
and does not cause collisions on law enforcement practice.

Sentence on A. Yu. Kolmakov was passed on the ground of evidences collected by pros-
ecution authorities of RF, and admissibility and relevance of the evidences was not litigated 
by the defense neither during preliminary hearing nor during investigation. Art. 88 of CPC 
RF does not describe special procedure of exclusion of evidences on court initiative. The 
question of legal responsibility in theory of law (both procedural and administrative) has not 
been solved clearly.

From this point of view the sentence seem to be lawful and justified. Thus, the following 
evidences completely prove implication of Kolmakov in the crime provided for by art. 142, 
pt. 2 of CC RF:



1�2 Public investigations on human rights violations

1. Shorthand reports of OTM ORCh 3rd division of FSB on TO “Bugging of telephone 
conversations” t. 1 l. d. 180–216, where is discovered that A. Yu. Kolmakov performed gen-
eral supervision on forging of signature lists.

2. Results of phonoscopic expertise (t. 2 l.d. 172–232) on the assumption of voluntary 
provision of samples for comparison (t. 2 l.d. 172–232).

3. Minutes of additional questioning of Kolmakov in the presence of defense lawyer on 
May 13, 2006, where he admits guilty.

4. Testimony of accomplice A. S. Tolmachev, fixed during surrender (t. 1 l.d. 131–133) as 
well as during preliminary investigation. 

5. Testimony of other witnesses of the crime (more that 20 people).   At the same time it 
should be noted that testimonies of witnesses are different from testimonies of spectators in 
the framework of disposition of art. 75, pt. 2(2) CPC RF, for admissibility of witness’s testi-
mony it is enough to indicate the source of actual knowledge.

II. At the same time, severe procedure violations were allowed in the case, they were not 
discovered neither during prosecutor’s supervision, nor during the trial. 

1. According to the art. 140 CPC RF criminal procedure is started only in the presence of 
appropriate cause and reason to do so. 

Officially the criminal procedure was started on January 31, 2004 by the deputy Prosecu-
tor of Tambov Region, Senior Justice Advisor A. K. Bobrovsky against unknown persons on 
the ground of felony according to art. 142, pt. 2 of the Criminal Code of RF (forgery of voters 
signatures for candidates).

The cause to start the criminal procedure according to Decision on starting of a crimi-
nal procedure, was a statement of T. A. Shamova, received by UFSB in Tambov Region on 
January 29, 2004, #sh-87 (received by officer on duty A. D. Stukalov).In the text she directly 
indicates a person committed the crime, she also signed the warning on responsibility for 
deliberately false accusation — art. 306 CC RF.

According to the art. 21, pt. 2 CPC RF in every case of discovery of elements of crime 
prosecutor, investigator, agency of inquiry conduct measures provided for by the recent Code 
to establish circumstances of the crime, exposure of a guilty person or persons.

Omission is inadmissible for investigation agencies and prosecution offices. At the same 
time if investigation agency according their nature, functions and goals must repress the 
crime, publicly and privately documenting and formalizing future evidences, than prosecu-
tion offices must immediately perform prosecution. Initiating prosecution in case against 
unknown persons when in the statement (or report) a specific person committed the crime 
is indicated is unlawful and contradicting the spirit and meaning of criminal-procedure law 
in RF. 

The same position was taken by the Presidium of Higher Court of RF ion the case of 
member of Ul’yanovsk City Duma A. A. Kazberov.

2. Besides, it is clear from the material of the case that principles of objectivity and 
completeness were violated during initiating of the criminal case. Thus, in the decision on 
initiating of prosecution nothing is said about report of the head of ES UFSB of Tomsk region 
S. Ya. Poklad (reg. #3/1-741 ns on January 31, 2004) to the head of UFSB of Tomsk region 
M. V. Vlasenko, which stated that “during conducting of ORM on security of preparation 
and conducting the elections of the President of RF data was received evidencing for involve-
ment of A. Yu.Kolmakov, born 1972, in organizing forgery of signature lists for payment.” 
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Therefore, investigation against A. Yu.Kolmakov was conducted even before the statement of 
T. A. Shamova, sanction of Tambov Regional court for OTM on January 15, 2004 evidences 
the same. Coordinated actions of FSB and prosecutor’s office violated the right of Kolmakov 
for fair and objective trial and lawful legal prosecution. The case has been investigated with 
respect to unknown persons until May 13, 2006, many evidences obtained in this very period 
testify against A. Yu. Kolmakov. 

Evidences on a criminal case obtained with violations of the order of starting of criminal 
case are inadmissible and should not be the ground for prosecution. That is why I make a 
conclusion of impossibility bringing to account A. Yu. Kolmakov on the stage of preliminary 
investigation.

III. With respect to other corpus delicti it is worth to mention that experts hold similar 
position. 

From personal record and other data. According to unverified information, prosecu-
tion of A. Yu. Kolmakov is related to his public activity.  According to the available infoe-
mation, A. Yu.Kolmakos, born in 1970, has not been convicted in court before. He has been 
the chairman of IPO “People’s Initiative” since 2001, is a graduate student of the Russian 
academy of Civil Service, an expert of federal organizations of USA, the chairman of “Green 
Party”, has higher degree in sociology by Tambov State University, is the owner of RMC 

“Russian Advertising”, a mentor-coordinator in a university. He was awarded by different of-
ficials of the Region, nominated by grants, headed different public organizations 

He was involved in organization of electoral campaign of the governor O. I. Betin, head-
ed regional movement “MAY”, carried on practically all electoral campaigns in Tambov 
Region, most of them succesfully. He is well respected by the representatives of civil society 
and civil rights activists.

R. P. Chernov, attorney at law
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THE COST OF THE TRUTH ABOUT CHECHNYA

ANNOTATION

The report “The cost of the truth about Chechnya” presents the results of an independent 
investigation of the facts of the pressure on two human rights public organizations: The 
Regional public organization “Chechen Committee of National Rescue” (CCNR) and the 
Interregional public organization “The Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” (RCFS), which 
aim at the collection and public distribution of the information on the events in Chechnya, 
and also on the criminal persecution of chief editor of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”, the 
co-chairman of RCFS, Stanislaw Mikhailovich Dmitrievsky.

The investigation was held by the members of the MHG N. Tagankina and S. Shimovolos 
within the framework of the project “The independent public investigation of gross and mass 
violations of human rights in Russia”. The editor of the report is M. Korsunskaya. The project 
is being realized with the financial support of the fund NED. 

The report is based on the information of the documentary materials; the information on 
the stated events in mass media; the opinions of the lawyers and witnesses on the criminal 
case of S. Dmitrievsky and the persons, present at the consideration of the criminal case in 
court; the expert conclusions, made by the Independent Expert-Legal Council (NEPS). The 
documentary materials were presented by RCFS and CCNR. 

The report is dedicated to a wide range of readers, firstly to representatives of the public, 
including lawyers, authorities and nongovernmental organizations.

PREFACE

In 1998 the war in Chechnya was stopped by the protest efforts of all society. The federal 
authorities used the time of the truce to limit this danger, the influence of society. The second 
Chechen military campaign had had a characteristic feature since the very beginning of the 
military actions; it was held not so much by the military men, as by informational means. 
The strict control of journalists’ admittance to Chechnya created a censure barrier around 
the military campaign. First of all it was a barrier on the way of the information to Russian 
citizens on the human rights violations in Chechnya. These measures were claimed to be 
necessary for the struggle with terrorism. 

Equally with the means and methods of the censure the special services were distribut-
ing actively different resumes about military actions and claims, which disproved the sparse 
publications of the independent press about Chechnya. These resumes often contained delib-
erately false information. The aim of these resumes was determined by particularly military 
and political purposes, that is, to defame the enemy and show the successes of the federal 
forces. The information campaign was coordinated by the administration of President of RF 
under the control of the aide of President of RF S. V. Yastrzhembsky. We can give the follow-
ing examples of such misinforming reports, “Warriors of Slavic appearance are planning 
to disguise in the uniform of the military men of the federal forces, frontier guards and the 
MVD officers, and under the pretence of cleaning they will shoot peaceful population. The 
shooting will be recorded on a videocassette to pass this material to foreign mass media 
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and human rights organizations, said Yastrzhembsky”1. “An order of Arabian mercenaries 
has been defeated by a division of the United group of the troops in the Sharoisky region of 
Chechnya, said head of the press-centre of the United group of troops Sergey Artemov to 
ITAR-TASS. 21 mercenaries were killed, and head of the order Abdusalyam Zurka is wound-
ed badly and has been taken prisoner�.

Practically at this moment an information war broke out, unprecedented in its scale, with 
the use of the state resources. All means were used, inadmissible for a peaceful time: disin-
formation, agitation, provocations. Since the information came from the official sources, the 
use of the legal means of control (appealing false, defaming etc. applications) was out of the 
question.

Successively measures were taken to close or introduce control of independent editions. 
In particular, the administration of President of RF inspired the substitution of the owners 
of the editions “Izvestia”, “Nezavisimaya gazeta” and the TV channels “NTV”, “TV-6”, and 

“Ren-TV”.
In order to defame independent mass media information reports were falsified too. For 

example, “On the information from the law enforcement organs of the Republic of Dages-
tan, armed gangs in Chechnya, having been defeated, have activated an information war 
against the federal centre. As a top officer of the MVD of Dagestan asserts, according to 
the personal order of A. Maskhadov 6 million dollars have been assigned from the means, 
which have been received from Saudi Arabia for the support of the warriors, to neutralize 
on the information territory of Russia the results of the complete defeat of the illegal armed 
formations. The Chechens are planning to use in the information campaign the so-called 

“ fraternal” mass media, including “Novie Izvestia”, “Novaya gazeta”, “Moskovsky kom-
somolets”, the radio station “Echo of Moscow”, the TV channel NTV, and also a number of 
regional editions.

…In respect of the acting President of RF, Maskhadov recommended not to “stand upon 
ceremony”, accusing him of all kinds of crimes, including “the corruption of the CIA”, “the or-
ganization of explosions in Russian cities” etc. Maskhadov marked that “everything has been 
settled with the friends in Moscow, it is necessary only to coordinate the actions correctly”3.

As a result, in 2000–2002 practically all the mass media of Russia was subjected to strict 
control. As the ideologist and the main organizer of the military censure S. V. Yastrzhemb-
sky marked, “two years ago the state and mass media did not have mutual understanding”. 

“We had the bacchanalia of freedom of speech,” he marked. “Now the state has political will, 
the system of the mutual relations with the press is being built”4.

In the first years of the military campaign the information work of the special services 
(the Administration of President, FSB, GRU (Main Intelligence Directorate), MVD of Rus-
sia) provided mainly the regime of blocking the territory of the conflict. But with the time 
passing “the information war” has acquired new forms. 

Thus, in the first half of 2001, aspiring to prevent the growing in Russian society and in 
the world public opinion protest against the war, the federal organs tried to convince the na-

1 June 22, 2000, “The warriors pretend to be federals and shoot peaceful Chechens”, http://home.ural.ru/
~chechnya/new_all.htm).

2 August 4, 2000, “The order of Arabian mercenaries was defeated in the Sharoisky region”, http://home.
ural.ru/~chechnya/new_all.htm.

3 March 20, 2000. The warriors are activating and information war, http://home.ural.ru/~chechnya/new_all.
htm.

4 The magazine “Taxes, investments, capital” #3–4 2002 The regional market of mass media
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tional and world public that the war was over. A new tactics of the actions of “spot operations” 
was proclaimed on the reduction of the troops group, and also on the return to Groznyy of 
the government of the republic. Later in 2002–2004 the main propaganda accent was made 
on “the return of the refugees to the republic”.

The censure provided the opportunity not only to minimize the “leak” of information 
on the events in Chechnya, but it also allowed to set a complete state monopoly on the mass 
editions and TV companies. “The information war” was not over here, the administration of 
President of RF continued the work with a task of a bigger scale, i.e., to establish the control 
over all the delivery of information. Additional resources were used for this purpose, in 
particular, departments on the struggle with terrorism, which were being created in all the 
regions of Russia. These departments were engaged, first of all, in looking for the persons, 
suspected of participating in the Chechen resistance, following their contacts. Simultane-
ously the FSB authorities began to track all the publications concerning the Chechen topic. 
Special services and the prosecutor’s office reacted actively to the publications, clearing with 
the journalists where they had got the sources of the information.

Thus, the self censure of the regional mass media was formed, a “taboo” of the publica-
tions of critical materials on Chechnya. Journalists’ apprehensions are not groundless; they 
were caused not only by the practice of unpleasant trials, but by the real threat of closing the 
editions. Thus, for example, in February 2005 “The Federal service on the surveillance of the 
observance of the legislation in the sphere of mass communications” gave an official warning 
to the editorial staff of the newspaper “Kommersant” on the admissibility of the violation of 
the legislation of RF. The representative of the federal service said that such a resolution was 
caused by the publication in the newspaper of the interview of the of the Chechen separatists’ 
leader Aslan Maskhadov”5.

The creation in 2002 of the departments on the struggle with extremist activity in the 
FSB of Russia tightened the information control of the editions even more. Now not only the 
mass media became the objects of attention, but public organizations too. More and more the 
methods of military censure began to be applied in the practice of the work of the special 
services of all regions, approved in Chechnya. Together with them a military doctrine of the 
struggle with the “leak of information” was being applied, i.e., any criticism of the situation 
in Chechnya was treated as disinformation and the provocation of the enemy. And the sourc-
es of such information, journalists, were presented as traitors, provocateurs and accomplices 
of the enemy (in this case of the terrorists).

In this connection public organizations represented special danger, because their work 
was more difficult to control, unlike mass media. Since 2000 human rights organizations, 
which are defending the rights of the citizens in Chechnya, have been more and more sub-
jected to the pressure on the part of special services. Comparing the multiple facts of such 
pressure, one can assert that in respect of the antimilitary NGO the task of their annihilation 
is being realized systematically.

The report presents the facts of the persecution of the organizations and activists, ac-
cused by the authorities of the spread of the information on the events in the Chechen Re-
public. Their work, in the interpretation of the law enforcement organs of Russia, contained 
elements, directed to raising national discord.

5 “Review of the press”, Chechnya: The game without rules continues, The Liberal and Libertarian move-
ment “Russian radicals”, April 19, 2005 www.radikaly.ru.
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Creation of information centers on covering the situation in Chechnya

The information blockage and limitations in the movement on the territory of Chechnya 
determined the task on the gathering and presenting the accurate information on the events 
in Chechnya, important for the public. Since the beginning of the military actions the repre-
sentatives of public organizations and activists of the adjacent republics to Chechnya Ingush-
etia and Dagestan, had begun to accompany journalists to the territory of Chechnya. Under 
the of guard ship of such “stalkers”, resorting to many tricks, the journalists managed to go 
through block posts to the destroyed villages and towns of the republic. But the once-only, 
occasional visits did not give the full scale picture of the events in Chechnya and the tragedy 
of the civil population. At this the enormous necessity of the constant collection of informa-
tion on the events in the Chechen Republic existed.

The first information center was formed in 2001 on the initiative of “Memorial” in Naz-
ran. Its tasks included not only the collection of information, but also documenting the facts 
of the human rights violations on the territory of Chechnya. Simultaneously, several human 
rights organizations and groups, created by refugees from Chechnya, began to collect infor-
mation on violations. Receiving through different channels the information on the disappear-
ance, tortures, murders of the citizens, these groups gave the necessary information to the 
coming journalists and human rights activists from international and Russian organizations. 
Thus, for example, in 2001 and the beginning of 2002 the representatives of “Human Right 
Watch” worked in Nazran, investigating the mass murders and kidnappings of the inhabit-
ants of Chechnya. In this investigation the local human rights activists and those from public 
organizations undertook the contacts with the victims and the collection of information.

By 2003 the information centers had been opened by already several organizations, as 
in Ingushetia, so in the regions of Russia (in Ryazan and Nizhniy Novgorod). The operative 
spread of information by electronic mail to the addresses of mass media and public organiza-
tions was regulated. At that time sites, containing daily information reports, were created.

By 2005 “Memorial”, “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” (RCFS) and “Chechen 
Committee of National Rescue” (CCNR) were working actively on gathering information 
and distributing it. This activity was noticed by the authorities too.

During all the period of the work in respect of these organizations provocations, attacks 
and threats were being made on the part of law enforcement organs, as in Chechnya, so in 
other regions. Thus, for example, in 2004 in the town of Karabulak of the Republic of Ingush-
etia the office of Russian-Chechen Friendship Society was attacked. During the search the 
computer technique was withdrawn. The MVD officers have detained head of the Veinakh 
branch of RCFS Imran Ezhiev repeatedly.

SECTION 1. PERSECUTION OF “CHECHEN COMMITTEE OF NATIONAL RESCUE”

1.1. Inhibiting the realization of information work

“Chechen Committee of National Rescue” (CCNR) has had difficulties in its work since 
the day of its foundation. The organization was founded on March 4, 2001, at the 1-st meet-
ing of the Chechen refugees. Difficulties appeared immediately at the registration of the 
organization at the Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Ingushetia. Nevertheless, due to 
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the intervention of President of the Republic of Ingushetia Ruslan Aushev, on May 12, 2001 
CCNR was still registered.

To all appearances, the special attention of the Ministry of Justice of the Republic to the 
organization was connected precisely with its human rights and peacemaking purposes. It is 
illustrative that within several years of the work of CCNR officials have made gross and inde-
cent attacks concerning the head of the organization Ruslan Badalov and the organization as 
a whole. Also accusations of the assistance to the representatives of the Chechen resistance 
have been heard and published in mass media repeatedly.

Thus, on March 1, 2004 in the article “Deportation…to the motherland”, published in 
“Novie Izvestia”, its author, Said Bitsoev, wrote: “Here, in Ingushetia, many former com-
rades of Aslan Maskhadov have settled. Even an official structure has appeared, “Chechen 
Committee of National Rescue”, it has been headed by the former minister of sport in the 
government of Ichkeria Ruslan Badalov”. The radio station “Chechnya Svobodnaya” called 
Ruslan Badalov “a paid agent of Aslan Maskhadov”.

In Vadim Saranov’s article of “Army riot”, “Versia” (#31, August 12, 2002), “Chechen 
Committee of National Rescue” was also called “one of the main propaganda resources of 
Movladi Udugov”. Besides, not only the author of the material adhered to the opinions that 
Movladi Ugudov backed “Chechen Committee of National Rescue”. Thus, S. N. Repyakhin, 
chairman of the Committee on the legitimacy and public safety of the legislative assembly, 
in the interview to the journalist of the newspaper “Budni-2” (#2, January 2002) Mikhail 
Korovin said that he was of the same opinion. There were many other publications too6.

In the interview (the front page of the newspaper “Vesti Groznogo”, 2002) the head of the 
Administration of the Chechen Republic, A. Kadirov (now deceased) said, “It is a noticeable 
detail, many people prefer to “worry” about the republic, being beyond its borders. The situ-
ation with Zakaev and Tutakov is clear; they have grounds to torment themselves at a dis-
tance… And Kutaev and Badalov have settled in the neighboring Ingushetia and motivate it 
with the words that in “Chechnya they shall be caught” and put behind bars. One may think 
that Ingushetia is Turkey or France, where “the hand of the Kremlin” will not get them7.

This interview is rather remarkable. Firstly, in the conditions of A. Kadirov’s dictator-
ship, being implanted in Chechnya, such words could be considered by his military forma-
tions as the task to destroy these people. Secondly, the question was not only of the officers of 
A. Maskhadov’s former administration, but of the initiators of the creation of human rights 
organizations CCNR and RCFS.

The first active step of the authorities against CCNR was made in January 2003. On 
January 27, 2003 the sites of the public organizations of CCNR and the Council of Nongov-
ernmental Organizations at the server of the company-provider mastak.ru were closed.

On the occasion a letter was received from the representative of the administration of 
the hosting-provider Galina Borisova of the following content: “We are sorry to inform you 
that we have no more possibility to render you the services of the hosting. Our company has 
always strived to be away from politics, and your resource has anti Russian tendency, which 
creates serious difficulties in our work”8. 

The site of the organization was place at the new domain: www.savechechnya.narod.ru.

6 CCNR, The Prosecutor’s office of the Republic of Ingushetia brought an action against “Chechen Commit-
tee of National Rescue”, September 2004. 

7 The newspaper “Vesty groznogo”, March 25, 2002, #14.
8 www.savechechnya.narod.ru.
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1.2. The extremism case 

On July 5, 2004 the Direction of the RF Ministry of Justice in the Ingush Republic initi-
ated a scheduled inspection of the Regional public movement “Chechen Committee of Na-
tional Rescue”. On that day there came to the office H. M. Barkinkhoev, the representative of 
the Direction of the Ministry of Justice, the head specialist of the direction of the registration 
of public and religious unions, control of the correspondence of their activity to the charter 
purposes.

The information materials were subjected to the inspection, and also the applications and 
open appeals, made by “Chechen Committee of National Rescue” and which had been re-
leased since April 1, 2004. The materials of the inspection were required by the prosecutor’s 
office of the Republic of Ingushetia. After the study of the documents several press-releases 
were chosen, rendered by the prosecutor’s office extremist. The Presentation of rendering a 
number of information materials extremist was prepared and sent by the prosecutor’s office 
of the Republic of Ingushetia to the Nazran regional court. 

In the presentation the prosecutor refers to the press-released, distributed in the computer 
web the Internet #550, 553, 557, 559, 560, 562–564, 566–570.

It was said in the text of the presentation that the information materials of the Regional 
public movement “Chechen Committee of National Rescue” were extremist.

“Thus, in press-release #550 the information was given that the bodies of five murdered 
people were found. At this it is ascertained without any grounds: “probably all of them were 
the victims of the terror, which is being held by the Russian power structures”.

Many press-releases also contain without any proofs statements that persons have been 
kidnapped by “the officers of an unknown Russian power structure” (#553, 563, 564).

In press-release #557 it is said that at a distance of 200 meters of the block post, located at 
the furcation at the refugees’ camp “Sotsita”, an explosive assembly was brought into action. 
In the comments of the explosion, the conclusion is made that “such actions have been held 
more than once and aimed at intimidating the Chechen refugees, who live in this place”.

Press-release #559 contains the information on finding the body of the murdered in-
habitant of the village Kurchaloy I. Sh.Chuchaev. Here the conclusion is made that Russian 
military men often dislocated in this region. Probably, the meeting with one of such military 
posts became fatal for Ibragim Chuchaev”.

Other press-releases contain similar information too. Press-release #560 ─ “this night 
another two inhabitants of the village were kidnapped, who were later beaten by the federals 
severely and released”. Press-release #562 ─”the population of the republic still has to bear 
the humiliation on the part of the Russian servicemen”. Press-release #566─ the cleaning 

“began with the open marauding of the Russian servicemen. Such measures are usual for the 
inhabitants of the Chechen Republic and are held systematically”.

In press-release #567 it is stated that on April 21 a regular special operation was held 
in the village of Samashki, which “ fortunately did not cause kidnapping and murders”. This 
conclusion makes the reader think that all other special operations entail murders and kid-
napping.

As follows from press-release #568, “by April 8, 2004 in the place of temporary accom-
modation, 360 had been settled, and 20–22 people live in almost all the 120 shield houses”. 
However, the calculation shows that this data do not correspond to reality and aims at form-
ing with the citizens denial of the policy of the state in respect of the forced migrants.
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It is stated in the press-release that on April 3 the representatives of an unknown power 
structure kidnapped A. M. Salamov in order to get money from him. “For safety the victim 
did not give his real name and refused to apply to law enforcement organs. Such blackmail 
on the part of Russian servicemen is a usual thing”. On the basis of the dubious application 
of an unknown person the fact of overall blackmail on the part of the officers of the Russian 
armed forces is established. 

A similar groundless generalization is presented in press-release #570, from which it fol-
lows that “a Muslim (the sir name is unknown) was detained and taken to Gudermes by force, 
he was kept there for several days and then released. The innocent peaceful inhabitants of 
the Chechen Republic suffer from such unofficial measures every day.”9

In the substantiation of the presentation the prosecutor’s office says that “all the stated 
information is either unfounded and is based on rumors, or concludes from single facts 
the semblance of their systematic character. The information, contained in the enumerated 
documents, make the readers think of mass crimes on the part of the Russian armed forces 
and law enforcement organs, which arouses extremely negative attitude of the population to 
the representatives of the state power and makes the citizens resist the authorities”.

The purpose of appealing to court of the prosecutor’s office was to define the presence 
of extremist activity elements in the CCNR work, which would serve as a ground to take the 
decision to close the organization.

The session was set by the Nazran regional court twice. In both cases the invitation to the 
session was given on the telephone, though CCNR did not receive the official summons. The 
first summons was received on September 7, 2004. In the summons Judge A. A. Gazgireeva 
informed that “the trial on rendering the information materials of the Regional public move-
ment “Chechen Committee of National Rescue” is postponed for the third time to September 
9, 2004 at 5 pm.”10

However, at this time the chairman of CCNR fell ill, and the trial was postponed again, 
“for an indefinite period”.11

The first session with the participation of the representatives of CCNR was held on Octo-
ber 21, 2004. The trial was held by the chairman of the Nazran regional court Ali Izrailovich 
Ozdoev. The plaintiff was presented by the assistant of the prosecutor of the Republic of 
Ingushetia Ruslan Aushev. At the beginning of the trial the prosecutor’s office presented 
a petition on calling a witness on the part of the plaintiff, the officer of the direction of the 
Ministry of Justice of RF of Ingushetia Kh.M. Barkinkhoev. In this respect the trial was 
postponed to October 25, 200412.

Finally, on October 25, 2004 the session was held. “At the trial Ali Izrailovich Ozdoev pre-
sided, also representatives of the Prosecutor’s office of the Republic of Ingushetia Magomed 
Aushev, the directions of the Ministry of Justice of RF in the Republic of Ingushetia were present 
at the hearing of the case. The defense of the regional public movement “Chechen Committee of 
National rRscue” was presented by the lawyers of the organization Sherip Tepsaev and Zarema 
Gandaloeva. The trial lasted over two hours, during this time both the sides were given the op-
portunity to defend their views and argue the reasons which were being given to the court.

9 The presentation on rendering the information materials extremist. The prosecutor’s office of the Republic 
of Ingushetia, August 2, 2004, #7.135.04. Prosecutor deputy Sh. H. Aushev.

10 Press-release of CCNR of September , 2004.
11 Press-release of CCNR of September 10, 2004. 
12 Press-release of CCNR of October 21, 2004.
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Besides, the documents were presented to the court, confirming the grounds of the infor-
mation materials which “Chechen Committee of National Rescue” had published. Thus, in 
his speeches the special representative of President of RF on the observance of the rights 
and freedoms of man and citizen in the Chechen Republic V. Kalamanov and the Ombuds-
man on human rights in RF O. Mironov said that they had more than once passed their opin-
ion in respect of the things which were happening in the Chechen Republic and marked the 
presence of mass human rights violations on respect of the peaceful population.

At the end of the hearing the judge made the decision in favor of the Regional public 
movement “Chechen Committee of National Rescue” and nonsuited the Prosecutor’s office 
of the Republic of Ingushetia in recognizing the information materials of the organization 
extremist”13.

In the course of the cognizance the lawyers of “Chechen Committee of National Rescue” 
were proving that the organization was observing the norms of the Constitution of RF and 
international agreements strictly, in particular, the European convention on Human Rights 
and main freedoms (ECHR). Thus, the standard p. 4 of Article 29 of the Constitution of RF 
guarantees every person the freedom of thought and word, and the standard of Article 10 of 
ECHR guarantees every person the freedom of expressing his opinion.

As the proof the lawyers of the regional public movement “Chechen Committee of Na-
tional rescue” presented two conclusions of the Independent expert-Legal Council (NEPS). 
The conclusions were made by the members of NEPS, who have an academic degree of the 
highest category and are experts in cases of the kind. These conclusions contained a list of 
the obligations on the defense of freedom of speech and the limitations in the distribution 
of information, which according to the inference of the experts, could not be applied to the 
information of CCNR.

In the judicial definition of the Nazran regional court of the Republic of Ingushetia of 
October 25, 2004 these arguments were taken into action, and precisely the principles of the 
observance of the rights and freedoms of man and citizen were considered prior. In particular, 
in the court decision the following references were made:

“According to Article 29 of the Constitution of RF every person has the right to look 
for, receive, pass, make and spread information freely in any legal way.

According to Article 10 of the European Convention on human rights every person has 
the right to the freedom of expressing his opinion. This right includes the freedom of adher-
ing to one’s opinion, receive and spread information and ideas without the interference on the 
part of the state organs and irrespective of the state borders.

In accordance with p. 4 Art. 15 of the Constitution of RF the universally recognized 
principles and standards of international law and international agreements of RF are a com-
ponent of its legal system.

Accordingly, the statements of the European Convention on Human rights and its prec-
edent law in the internal law of RF are of primary importance compared with the legislative 
standards, which contradict it, subordinate and law enforcement acts.

Conformably to Article 10 of the Convention the European Court on human rights in 
the decision on the case of Mr Hindisight on December 7, 1976 stated that: “The freedom of 
expressing one’s opinion is one of the most important bases of such a society, is one of the 
main conditions of its development for every person…”

13 “Chechen Committee of National Rescue” wins the case, www.kavkaz.memo.ru/newstext/news/id/768642.
html.
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It is applied not only to “information” or “ideas”, which receive a positive response, but 
also to ideas, which are abusing, shocking or breaking the peace for the state or any other 
part of its population. These are the main principles of pluralism, tolerance and indulgence, 
without which no “democratic society can exist”14.

In its turn, the court did not accept the position of the plaintiff, the prosecutor’s office, 
which asserted that the information that CCNR had been spreading, was extremist. The fol-
lowing circumstances were admitted as the grounds:

1. The prosecutor’s office did not present evidence, which proved the falsity and uncer-
tainty of the information.

2. No expert linguistic conclusion was presented, which could have argued the partiality 
of the defendant and the influence of his information on the spread of extremist (terrorist) 
activity.

In this respect the court made the following conclusion: “The court considers justified 
the reasons of the head of the Regional public union “Chechen Committee of National 
Rescue” R. N. Badalov that in the press-releases the prosecutor is disputing, he spread ac-
curate information on the incidents, which had happened on the territory of the Chechen 
Republic, without any contortion, giving n them his conjectural estimation, because the 
trustworthiness of the very facts and incidents, enumerated in the press-releases, were not 
disputed at the session by the persons interested in the outcome of the case”.

Making definite distinctions between the information (facts) and opinions (appraisals), 
the Court says, that “if the presence of the facts can be proved, then the appraisals can’t be 
confirmed by evidence. In regard to the appraisals, this demand cannot be satisfied, and it 
inhibits the freedom of expressing one’s opinion, which is the most important part of the 
right, which is provided by Article 10 of the Convention”.

Appeal

The decision of the regional court was appealed by the prosecutor’s office of Ingushetia 
in the appeal order. In the appeal the prosecutor’s office disputed the court decision, using 
the following arguments15:

1. The conclusions of the court were the result of the wrong interpretation of Federal 
law “On counteraction to extremist activity”. In particular, “in accordance with Article 1 of 
this law extremist activity is considered to be not only open appeals to committing unlawful 
actions, directed to raising national discord. Extremism is considered to be committing any 
actions, directed to raising such discord”.

In the opinion of the prosecutor’s office, the negative information on the actions of the 
federal forces was directed to “the creation of a situation of the confrontation of persons of 
the Chechen nationality and representatives of other nationalities, including those working in 
the law enforcement and other organs of the governmental authorities”.

I.e. the court interpreted the Federal law too literally whereas, in the opinion of the pros-
ecutor’s office, the notion “extremism” should be considered in a wider sense.

2. One cannot use the argument on the right to spread negative information on the activ-
ity of the state organs, because such negative information was not proved by the defendant. 

14 The definition of the Nazran court of the Republic of Ingushetia on October 25, 2004, Judge A. I. Ozdoev.
15 Appeal presentation to the decision of the of the Nazran court of October 25, 2004, prosecutor deputy of the 

republic S. A. Firsov.



163The cost of the truth about Chechnya

And it means that the information was distorted on purpose “in order to motivate people in 
this way to commit unlawful actions”. 

3. The court must apply Federal law “On counteraction to extremist activity”, because 
materials of extremist character have been presented to the court. And if it is so, the court 
must apply precisely this law, and not “the statements of international law”.

Practically the reasons of the prosecutor’s office at the appeal were not connected with 
the procedure violations, but resulted only in the appeal of the conclusion of the court.

On February 10, 2005 the Court board on civil cases of the Supreme Court of Ingushetia, 
chaired by A. G. Chaniev, cancelled the decision of the Nazran regional court of October 25, 
2004. The case was sent for a new consideration to the same court in the new composition of the 
court. This court decision was made without the participation of the representatives of CCNR.

At the reversal of the judgment of the regional court the court board accepted the argu-
ments of the prosecutor’s office. Practically, the judges independently, without the expert 
findings, came to the conclusion, that the information materials which were being disputed 
were extremist. It is said in the definition of the court that “in spite of the demands of Fed-
eral Law “On counteraction to extremist activity” the court did not give the proper legal 
treatment to the information which the press-releases contained, presented by the prosecu-
tor”. In conclusion, the court board stated, that “at the new consideration of the case it is 
necessary for the court to analyze and estimate in detail the information in the presented 
press-releases if they contain extremist materials and taking into account the requirements 
of the law, to make a legal and grounded decision on the case”16.

The lack of legal and procedural arguments in the definition gives reason to assert, that 
the decision was taken in the interests of the political appropriateness. It is obvious that this 
decision was predetermined, and the reasons to it were made later, according to the text of 
the appeal of the prosecutor’s office and the complaints of the Ministry of Justice.

One should admit that in the situation one cannot expect effective judicial protection of 
the organization in the sequel. Besides, by analogy with closing the site of CCNR with the 
help of administrative (injudicial) interference, one should expect the reiteration of similar 
actions in respect of the organization in the future.

The reconsideration in the trial court

The new trial in the regional court has been going on chaired by Judge Hava Garakoeva 
for more than a year, beginning with spring 2005. Within this period several sittings have 
been held, and several sittings have been postponed due to the default of the sides. 

Representatives of CCNR and the lawyer Sherip Tepsaev are participating on the side 
of the defense. The hearing has become protracted, first of all because the court has admit-
ted the application of the defense that the plaintiff has to (on account of the procedural 
requirements) to present proofs, which contradict the “extremist” information, which is 
being spread by the organization. “Since the prosecutor’s office did not ground its state-
ments on proofs, an expert conclusion, the court has decided it necessary to request such 
an expertise”17.

16 The appeal definition of the Supreme Court of Ingushetia on February 10, 2005, consisted of the judges:
A-G. L. Chanieva, M. B. Imieva, H. M. Tsurova 

17 Regular evidentiary hearings have been held in Ingushetia on the case of Chechen Committee of National 
Rescue, May 17, 2005, CCNR.
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On April 11, 2006 a regular session was held in the Nazran court of the Republic of 
Ingushetia. The lawyers of CCNR presented to the court three experts conclusions on the 
documentary and information disputes: the specialists’ conclusions of the Independent ex-
pert-legal council and the conclusion of a special-linguist of the Guild of linguists. These 
conclusions give a detailed analysis of the information materials, distributed by CCNR. The 
presented examinations confirm that the materials do not bear extremist character. The plain-
tiff did not agree with the conclusions of the examinations.

Many authoritative human rights organizations and the international community spoke 
in the defense of Chechen Committee of National Rescue at that period. In particular, in the 
support of CCNR the appeal of the initiative group “Common action” was sent to the court, 
with the signatures of 18 leaders of Russian human rights organizations18.

The next session on the case was set for April 14, 2006, but was postponed again.

SECTION 2. PRESSURE ON “RUSSIAN-CHECHEN FRIENDSHIP SOCIETY”

2.1. Effort to liquidate the organization

The interregional public organization “Russia-Chechen Friendship Society” was registered 
by the Head Direction of justice of Nizhniy Novgorod region on June 21, 2000 under #3336.

In 2004 RCFS was awarded by the International Helsinki Federation the premium of 
recognition for the outstanding and courageous work in the field of human rights defense. 

On April 8, 2005 the Head direction of the Federal registration service in Nizhniy 
Novgorod region applied to the Nizhniy Novgorod regional court with a statement of claim 
to liquidate RCFS. The reason of liquidating the organization was the failure to present the 
full information required by the direction (Article 29 Federal Law “On public unions”).

The claim was preceded by an unscheduled inspection of RCFS by the department on 
the cases of public and religious unions of the Head direction in order to define if its work 
corresponded to the current legislation and its own charter. The inspection was held in the 
period from February 28 to March 30, 2005. As it is stated in the statement of claim19, on 
February 28 an inquiry was sent to RCFS to present the information with the indication of 
the term of its fulfillment, on the part of the direction of RCFS no offers to prolong the term 
of the fulfillment of the inquiry were sent to the direction, the information was not presented 
in the stated term and later. On the ground of Art. 38 FL “On public unions” on March 4 a 
warning was sent to RCFS with the indication of a new term, but the information inquired 
was not presented again. Further on March 14 on the basis of Art. 42 FL “On public unions” 
the decree was passed and the additional term of the fulfillment of the initial inquiry was 
stated, March 16, but the full information inquired was not presented in this period of time. 
On March 29 a letter was sent to the direction of RCFS additionally in order to render as-
sistance in the period from March 30 to April 1 in holding the examination, but the letter 
was ignored, the representatives of the Head direction were not allowed to study the work of 

18 The appeal of the initiative group “Common action” on July 1, 2005 on the civil case on the application of 
the Prosecutor of the Republic of Ingushetia on rendering the materials, which were distributed by the Regional 
public movement “Chechen Committee of national rescue” extremist.

19 The statement of claim to the regional court of Nizhniy Novgorod on April 8, 2005, current issue #08–
25/1493-ЕN.
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RCFS. The warning and presentation in legal form, made in respect of head of the organiza-
tion S. M. Dmitrievsky, were not appealed.

Analyzing the statement of claim from the point of view of the observance of the proce-
dures, stated by the legislation, which allow to make answerable a public organization in case 
of its failure to fulfill its duties, stipulated in the Law, the registration service does not seem 
to have violated anything and acted strictly in accordance with the standards of the law of 
public unions. But this is the position of one side. Still, how did the matter stand in reality?

The information, which RCFS presented, indicated that in the unrecorded letter, handed 
to the organization on February 28 the term of giving the answer was February 28, i.e. 0 
days were given to answer. In the letter with current issue #08-23/874 of March 4 the term 
of giving the answer was March 5, i.e. one day was given to answer. On that day, i.e. March 
5, RCFS sent a letter with current issue #11 to the Head direction. Not answering the letter of 
RCFS, on March 14 the Head direction sent a new letter (current issue #08-23/983 of March 
14, 2005), in which the term of giving the answer of RCFS was March 16, 2005, i.e. the term 
of two days was given to answer. On March 15 RCFS sent a letter with current issue #12 to 
the Head direction, in which it gave the inquired information on the main questions, it was 
stated, that in connection with the examinations, which were being held in that period on the 
part of the tax inspection, the seizure of the documents by the UFSB, it was impossible to 
present some information at the moment. Simultaneously it was stated in this letter on the 
unreality of the stated terms of presenting the information. Besides, it was requested that the 
Direction give the legal grounds of setting such extremely short terms of the fulfillment of 
the inquiries with the consequent renditions of “warning” and “presentation” substantially 
for the failure to observe the stated knowingly unreal terms.

The legal investigation of the case in the Nizhniy Novgorod regional court on the claim 
of the Head direction of the Federal registration service of Nizhniy Novgorod region on the 
liquidation of RCFS lasted 7 months. The final decision was made on November 14, 2005.

In the court the Interregional public organization “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” 
was represented by warrant by A. E. Lavrentiev, (chairman of Nizhniy Novgorod Human 
Rights Society), S. A. Gannushkina (The committee “Civilian assistance”), A. G. Mnat-
sakanyan (The centre “Demos”), the lawyer Holiner Drew Patrick, executive director of 
RCFS S. M. Dmitrievsky and the lawyer Yu.A. Sidorov.

The representatives did not agree with the reasons of the Head direction in respect of the 
liquidation of RCFS, motivating it by the fact that in the inquiries of the Head direction of the 
Federal registration service in Nizhniy Novgorod region on presenting information on Febru-
ary 25, 2005, March 15, 2005, March 30, 2005 unreal terms of presenting information were 
set. Besides, executive director of RCFS S. M. Dmitrievsky had gone on business trips twice: 
on February 11, 2005 and March 30, 2005. The representatives also explained that since 
March 10, 2005 till June 16, 2005 in RCFS the tax and dues inspection of Nizhniy Novgorod 
region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod was held, and the documents of the organization were 
at the examination, that is why there had been no opportunity to present them to the registra-
tion service. As soon as the documents were returned, RCFS sent them in accordance with 
the inquiry to the registration service for the examination.

The representative of RCFS S. A. Gannushkina, protesting against the claim, pointed, that 
the liquidation of RCFS contradicted the interests of society and the state. RCFS promotes to 
the stabilization of civil relations, it gave assistance and help to the children of Chechnya in 
the organization of summer holidays on the territory of Nizhniy Novgorod region.
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The representative of RCFS A. G. Mnatsakanyan pointed that RCFS was engaged in pub-
lic work, which had been highly estimated by the International federation of human rights. 
RCFS had not made gross violations in its work, and the liquidation of the public organiza-
tion was and excessive penalty.

In the objections to the claim the lawyer L. P. Holiner pointed at the violations of the 
statements of Art. 30 of the RF Constitution, Art. 11 of the European Convention on Human 
Rights, the violation of the methodical recommendations of the Ministry of Justice of Russia 
on the organization and realization by the organs of justice of the control of the correspon-
dence of the activity of public unions to the charter purposes.

The lawyer Yu. A. Sidorov pointed in the objections that there were not grounds for the 
liquidation of the society, stipulated in Art. 61 of the Civil Code of RF.

The chairman of the Head direction of the Federal registration service of Nizhniy 
Novgorod region by warrant O. P. Kucherov supported the statement of claim fully and asked 
to meet it. 

Having examined the materials of the case, having discussed the reasons of the plaintiff 
and defendant, having heard their representatives, the court board rejected to meet the state-
ment of claim on the liquidation of the interregional public organization “Russian-Chechen 
Friendship Society”.

Below we have considered it necessary to give in a contracted variant the grounds of the 
rejection, which are stated in the decision of the court20.

The court board cannot agree for the following reasons with the arguments of the statement 
of claim of the Head direction of the Federal registration service in Nizhniy Novgorod region.

…In accordance with Art. 30 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation, every person 
has the right for a union, including the right to create professional unions for the protection 
of his interests. The freedom of the activity of public unions is guaranteed.

In accordance with Art. 11 of the European Convention on Human Rights Defense and 
main freedoms, every person has the right to the freedom of peaceful assemblies and the 
freedom of association with others, including the right to form trade unions and join them 
for the protection of his interests.

The realization of these rules is not liable to any restrictions, except those specified by 
the law and are necessary in the democratic society in the interests of national security and 
public tranquility, in order to prevent disorder and crime, for health and morals security or 
the protection of the rights and freedoms of other people. The present article does not inhibit 
the introduction of the legitimate restrictions to the realization of these rights by people, who 
form the armed forces, the police and public administration.

In accordance with p. 2 Art. 61 of the Civil Code of RF, a legal entity may be liquidated 
according to the court decision in case gross violations of the law were committed at its cre-
ation if these violations bear unavoidable character, or if it is performing activity, prohibited 
by the law, or it has committed other repeated or gross violations of the law or other legal 
acts, or in case of the systematic realization of activity by the public or religious organiza-
tion (union), charity or another fund, which contradicts its charter purposes, and also in 
other cases, specified by the Code.

In accordance with parts 2, 3, 4 of Art. 3 of Federal law “On public unions”, the creation 
of public unions promotes the realization of the rights and legal interests of citizens.

20 The decision of the Nizhniy Novgorod regional court on November 14, 2005.
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Citizens have the right to create according to their own choice public unions without 
the prior permission of the organs of governmental authorities and the local self-governing 
organs, and also the right to join such public unions on the terms of the observance of their 
standards and charters…

…In accordance with Art. 29 of Federal law “On public unions” the public union must:
— observe the legislation of the Russian Federation, the generally applicable principles 

and the standards of international law, which concern the sphere of its activity, and also the 
standards, specified by its charter and other constituent documents;

— publish annually a report on the use of its property or provide access to view the stated 
report;

— inform annually the organ, which took the decision on the state registration of the 
public union, on the continuation of its activity stating the real location of the authority 
constantly active, its name and the data on the officials of the public union in the volume of 
the information, included in the united state register of legal entities;

— present on the inquiry of the organ, which takes the decision on the state registration of 
public unions, the decisions of the authorities and officials of the public union, and also the an-
nual and quarterly reports on its work in the volume of the data, presented to tax organs;

— allow the representatives of the organ, which takes decisions on the state registration 
of public unions, to be present at the measures which the pubic union holds;

— render assistance to the representatives of the organ, which takes the decisions on the 
state registration of public unions, in the acquaintance with the work of the public union in 
connection with the achievement of the charter purposes and the observance of the legisla-
tion of the Russian Federation…

…On the basis of the analysis of the legal standards, analyzed above, the estimations of 
the presented proofs, the court board comes to the following conclusion.

The reasons for the liquidation of a public union, specified in p. 2 Art. 25 of Federal law 
“On the state registration of legal entities and private entrepreneurs” is: reiterated or gross 
violations of the laws or other standard acts on the state registration of legal entities.

The head direction of the Federal Registration Service of Nizhniy Novgorod region in the 
capacity of the reason to liquidate the interregional public organization “Russian-Chechen 
Friendship Society” specifies the reiterated failure to present the information, inquired by 
the direction of the registration service in connection with the unscheduled inspection for the 
purpose to state if the activity of the organization corresponds to the current legislation.

As follows from the letter of the Head direction of the Federal registration service of 
Nizhniy Novgorod region of February 25, 2005 (personal record 17), the direction of the 
registration service required that RCFS present the following documents;

1. The decisions, protocols of the sittings of the authorities and the administrative docu-
ments of the officials of the organization.

2. The reports of the organization on the financial-economical activity, the information 
from IMNS (the certificate on the registration as a taxpayer), the mark of the rating authority 
of the absence of liability, the certificate of the discharge of taxes and payments, the informa-
tion on the presence of the accounts in the institutions of the bank, the information on the 
sources of forming financial resources, the information on the lease of the premises of the 
organization (or another right).

3. The information on the charity programs, their composition and content,, the list and 
description of the stated programs. 
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4. The information on the organizations the organization promoted. The materials on the 
work of mass media, if it is (they are) promoted by the organization.

5. The publications and reports in the press and other mass media of the information on 
the work of the organization.

6. Other printed matter (leaflets, posters etc.), published by the organization, the con-
tracts on the collaboration with the publishing-house, printing-house, which issue the mate-
rials of the organization

7. The letters, complaints, applications of citizens, which are received by the organiza-
tion.

8. The information on the presence of the license to realizing any activity.
In accordance with Art. 38 of Federal law “On public unions”, the organ, which takes 

the decision on the state registration of public unions, controls the correspondence of their 
activity to the charter purposes.

The stated organ has the right:
— to request that the authorities of the public unions present their administrative docu-

ments.
— to send its representatives to participate in the measures of the public union.
The  list  of  the  documents,  required  by  the  direction  of  the  registration  service,  in-

cludes not only the administrative documents of the authorities of the organization, which 
does not correspond to the statements of the given standard.

Besides, the term of presenting the documents was set by the direction of the registration 
service for February 28, 2005. That is, the term of three days was given to fulfill it. As fol-
lows from the materials of the case, the copy of the letter of February 25, 2005 was received 
by RCFS on February 28, 2005. Thus, the letter was received on the last day of the given 
period, which is an unreasonable term of the fulfillment by impartial assessment, and, 
practically, disabled RCFS to present the required documents to the registration organ. 

Besides, as follows from the materials of the case, the executive director of RCFS 
S. M. Dmitrievsky, the letter was addressed to, was on a business trip since February 13, 
2005 till March 4, 2005, which is confirmed by the warrant for traveling on official busi-
ness (personal record 100).

On March 4, 2005 the direction of the registration service made a written warning to 
executive director of RCFS S. M. Dmitrievsky and a new term for presenting the documents 
on March 5, 2005 was set. The written warning was received by S. M. Dmitrievsky on March 
5, 2005, that is, on the day of the fulfillment of the written inquiry. The term, set as one day, 
is unreasonable and groundless, and is unfeasible by impartial assessment.

On February 18, 2005 a notification was sent to the Interregional public organization 
“Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” on holding a complex traveling tax inspection since 
February 18, 2005 (personal record 95).

According to the requirements of the Inspection of the Federal tax service of Nizhniy 
Novgorod region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod (personal record 97) it was required that 
the Interregional public organization “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” present the 
documents on act of the traveling tax inspection #25 (personal record 104–120). The inspec-
tion began on March 10, 2005, stopped on April 20, 2005, renewed on June 14, 2005 and 
finished on June 15, 2005. As follows from the act of the tax inspection, the documents, re-
quired by the direction of the registration service, were subject to the examination of the tax 
inspection and were held by the tax inspector in the term till June 15, 2005.
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In the period from March 10, 2005 to June 15, 2005 a written presentation was sent to the 
Interregional public organization “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” of the Head direc-
tion of the Federal registration service of Nizhniy Novgorod region dated March 14, 2005, 
which was received by the organization on March 14, 2005 (personal record 16). It follows 
from the presentation that the direction of the registration service set the term of presenting 
the documents till March 16, 2005. As it is stated in the test of the statement of claim of the 
Head direction of the Federal registration service of Nizhniy Novgorod region, by March 16, 
2005 RCFS had not presented the full information. One should make the conclusion from 
this that part of the information, required by the direction of the registration service, had 
been presented by RCFS by the set term.

In response to the presentation, the Interregional public organization “Russian-Chech-
en Friendship Society” a letter was sent dated March 15, 2005 #12, which informed that 
all the documents required were at the examination in the tax inspection (personal record 
101–103). The stated letter was received by the direction of the registration service on March 
16, 2005.

On March 30, 2005 a letter was sent to the interregional public organization ‘Russian-
Chechen Friendship Society” on rendering assistance to the representative of the direction 
of the registration service within the period from March 30, 2005 till April 1, 2005 in study-
ing the activity of the organization (personal record 18).

As follows from the materials of the case, the executive director of the Interregional pub-
lic organization “Russian-Chechen Friendship society” S. M. Dmitrievsky was on a busi-
ness trip within the period from April 1 to April 14, 2005, which is confirmed by the warrant 
for traveling on official business (personal record 99). At this time, the documents, which the 
direction of the registration service required to assist in studying, were at the inspections at 
the tax organ.

Thus, the Head direction of the Federal registration service of Nizhniy Novgorod re-
gion, controlling the work of the public organization, following Art. 38 of federal law “On 
public unions”, required documents from RCFS, which were not specified by the state-
ments of the law. Besides, the terms of presenting the documents were unreasonable and 
unfeasible; the objective circumstances were not taken into account, namely, the exami-
nation of the very documents by the inspection on taxes and dues of Nizhniy Novgorod 
region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod.

In accordance with section 2.3 of the Methodical recommendations on the organization 
and realization by the organs of justice of the control of the correspondence of the work of 
public unions to the charter purposes, the constantly acting authority of the public union is 
informed on the forthcoming examination, with the officials of which the time and place of 
the examination are coordinated. As a rule, the inspections are held at the location of the 
constantly acting authority of the public union. To provide the completeness and objectivity 
and efficiency of the inspection it is necessary that as a rule not less than two specialists 
take part in it.

It follows from the letters of the Head direction of the Federal Registration service of 
Nizhniy Novgorod region, the explanations of the representative of the direction and the 
representatives of RCFS, , that no notifications on holding the examination were sent 
to RCFS in accordance with the Methodical recommendations, only the documents were 
required. The time and place of the examination were not coordinated with the officials 
of the authority of RCFS too. As follows from the meaning of the Methodical recommenda-
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tions, cited above, the duty of coordinating the term, time and place of the examination with 
the officials of the public organization which is being checked, is placed on the registering 
organ. The terms of presenting the documents for the examination set by the direction of 
the registration service practically for one day, are not objective and unfeasible.

Besides, the documents inquired were subject to the examination of the tax inspection 
of Nizhniy Novgorod region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod precisely in the terms, which 
were set by the direction of the registration service.

The  stated  circumstances  indicate  the  objective  and  reasonable  excuses,  according 
to which RCFS did not have a real opportunity to fulfill the requirements of the Head 
direction of the Federal registration service of Nizhniy Novgorod region in the set terms. 
No willful violation of the laws on the state registration of legal entities is detected in the 
actions of RCFS.

In such circumstances, the failure to present the documents, which happened several 
times, cannot be considered a gross violation of the laws and standard acts on the state 
registration on the part of RCFS.

Besides, as follows from the materials of the case, the documents required were pre-
sented by the Interregional public organization “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” to 
the direction of the Federal registration service of Nizhniy Novgorod region on June 28, 
2005…

…At the time of the consideration of the present case, the documents, presented by RCFS, 
are being considered in the Head direction of the Federal registration service of Nizhniy 
Novgorod region, no decision in respect of these documents has bee taken.

Thus, no grounds for liquidating the Interregional public organization “Russian-Chech-
en Friendship Society”, specified by Art. 61 CC of RF, Art. 25 of Federal Law “On the state 
registration of legal entities and private entrepreneurs”, Art. 21 of Federal law “On public 
organizations” have been detected21.

Estimation: The trial on the liquidation of RCFS has showed that it is possible to secure 
a just and legal situation in Russian courts too. However, the result of such a court decision 
depends in many respects as on the personality of the judge, so on the forms and methods of 
the political pressure which are being used from the outside.

On the other hand, such a decision could be a pragmatically “ordered” one precisely due 
to political plans. Really, if the organization had been liquidated, there would have been no 
use to apply other repressive measures: tax claims to RCFS (see section 2.2 of the report) and 
the criminal prosecution (see section 2.3 of the report). I.e. it would have been more difficult 
to achieve the definite propaganda task- to defame the public organization, form its image as 
an “accomplice of terrorists, which is sponsored by foreign states”.

2.2. Subjection to tax responsibility

As it has already been stated above in section 2.1 of the report, on February 18, 2005 (ten 
days before the unscheduled inspection of RCFS on the part of the registration service) a 
notification was sent to “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” on holding a complex travel-
ing tax inspection.

21 The decision of the Nizhniy Novgorod regional court of November 14, 2005.



1�1The cost of the truth about Chechnya

According to the requirements of the Inspection of the Federal Tax Service (IFTS) of 
Nizhniy Novgorod region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod it was required that the public 
organization present the following documents:

— constituent documents;
— orders, contracts;
— periodical accounting and tax reporting;
— the ledger;
— the cash books;
— the credit (expense) cash orders;
— the advance reports;
— the pay lists;
— the magazines-orders on the accounts of the bookkeeping; 
— the bills and invoices, the books of purchases and books of selling;
— the records of charging the salaries;
— form #6 “The report on the purpose use of the received means”, the incomes and ex-

penses estimate, other accounting documents. 
The inspection began on March 10, 2005. It was stopped on March 20, renewed on June 

14 and finished on June 15. The act of the traveling tax inspection #25 was prepared on June 
16.

As the result of the inspection of the financing activities of RCFS the money resources, 
received by the Society in the form of grants for the humanitarian and human rights activity, 
were equaled by the tax auditors to profitable enterprises income. The tax inspection made 
the demands to pay the tax and penalty provisions, since “the grants, the Interregional pub-
lic organization “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” received from foreign donors in the 
period from 2002 to 2004 inclusively, “do not refer to the means of the purpose financing 
and are considered at the definition of the tax base according to the profit tax” 22. 

On June 27 RCFS sent to the IFTS a letter-protest to the Act, in which it was said that the 
conclusions of the Act were illegal, unjustified and were liable to unconditional annihilation. 
It was pointed in the letter to the presence of gross mistakes, made in the Act, including those 
which resulted from the wrong translation of the constitutive documents from the English 
language into Russian.

The inspection considered the reasons of RCFS unconvincing, and on August 15 it pre-
pared Decision #25 in respect of RCFS on making the taxpayer liable for tax responsibility 
for committing a tax breach. In the decision the same claims remained on the payment of the 
arrears and fine, however, they were already based in essence on other reasons.

In the Decision it is stated that the money resources in the specified period (since January 
1, 2002 to January 1, 2005) came to RCFS from “The National Endowment for Democracy” 
and from the European Community, presented by “The Commission of the European Com-
munity”. The total amount of the received means was 6 959 025 roubles.

According to the Tax Code of RF (Art. 251) to the incomes, which are not taken into 
account at the definition of the tax base according to the income tax of organizations, refer 
incomes in the form of the property, received by the taxpayer within the framework of pur-
pose financing. Also money means or other property refers to the means of purpose financing, 
received in the form of grants. “…Grants are given for the realization of definite programs 

22 Act #25 of the traveling tax inspection of the Interregional public organization “of June 16, 2005, signed 
by the head state tax inspector, the aide of the tax service of RF of the 3-d grade L. F. Barskovoy. 
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in the field of education, art, culture, environment control, …including international orga-
nizations and unions according to the list of such organizations, stated by the Government 
of RF”23. 

Of the two interregional organizations, which had been giving grants to RCFS, “The 
National Endowment for Democracy” is not included in the cited above governmental list.

Analyzing the charter and project (grant) activity of RCFS, the tax inspection comes to 
the conclusion, that it represents publishing work (a periodical printed matter and its distribu-
tion) and is regulated by Federal Law “On mass media”. The reference of RCFS to the fact 
that this work also bears cultural character has been recognized inconsistent, since in its 
character it is not subject to the operation of Law “The basic foundation of the legislation of 
RF on culture” of October 9, 1992 #3612–1, in which cultural work is considered to be work 
on the preservation, creation, distribution and development of cultural values.

“Under such circumstances, the presentation of the money means within the framework 
of the grant contracts does not correspond to the characteristics, of the notion ‘grant’, speci-
fied by article 251 of the Tax Code of RF (the realization of programs in the field of education, 
art, culture, environment control) and is not purpose financing.

Thus, the interregional public organization “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” as a 
taxpayer of the profit tax24.

It was offered to RCFS to pay the arrears of the profit tax in the amount of 786,672 
roubles, the fine at the rate of 157,334 roubles and the percent for the late discharge of the tax 
at the rate of 57,555 roubles. The total amount of the payment was 1,001,561 roubles.

Having received the decision of IFTS on making it answerable for tax evasion, RCFS 
appealed it in the Arbitration tribunal of Nizhniy Novgorod region with the enclosure of the 
application of stopping the action of the tax sanctions till the consideration of the case by the 
court. At first the application was not granted by the court, that is why part of the profit tax 
was exacted from RCFS in the unaccepted order. On September 12, 2005 the judge of the Ar-
bitration tribunal of Nizhniy Novgorod region E. Belyanina made the Definition of the sup-
port of the complaint, in accordance with which Decision #25 of IFTS of Nizhniy Novgorod 
region on making RCFS answerable for tax evasion was announced stopped.

In the statement of claim of RCFS, sent to the arbitration tribunal, as the main arguments 
of canceling Decision #25 the Inspection of the Federal Tax Service of Nizhniy Novgorod 
region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod of making RCFS answerable for tax evasion, the fol-
lowing ones were pointed: 25.

1. The means, received from the Commission of the European Community and “The 
National Endowment for Democracy”, fall under the practice of Federal law of August 11, 
1995 #135-FL “On charitable activity and charity organizations”. In accordance with this the 
matter of the taxation of these means must be solved on the basis of thestandards, specified 
in subclause 4 clause 2 Art. 251 of the Tax Code of RF. In accordance with this article the 
means and other property, which are received for charitable activity, refer to purpose incom-

23 Paragraph 6 point 14, part 1, Article 251 of the TC of RF. Since January 1, 2006 the formulation of this 
paragraph has been changed. In particular it has been extended by the introduction of programs in the field of the 
protection of the rights and freedoms of man and citizen, specified by the legislation of RF.

24 Decision of the IFTS of Nizhniy Novgorod region #25 of August 15, 2005 on subjecting the taxpayer to tax 
liability for committing tax violation.

25 The statement of claim of RCFS on canceling Decision #25 of the Inspection of the Federal Tax Service of 
Nizhniy Novgorod region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod on making answerable the taxpayer for the tax violation 
of August 15, 2005.
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ing for keeping noncommercial organizations and their realizing the charter activity, and are 
not taken into account at the definition of the tax base of the profit tax.

2. For the means, which have been received from “The National Endowment for Democ-
racy, the standards are distributed “The agreements between the Government of the United 
Stated of America and the Government of the Russian Federation concerning the collabora-
tion on the facilitation of rendering assistance” (Moscow, April 4, 1992). The purpose of the 
collaboration is “to simplify humanitarian and technical assistance in the support of the 
market-economic and democratic reforms for the benefit of the people of the Russian Fed-
eration” (preamble). It is also said in this Agreement, that “the goods, deliveries and other 
property, rendered or used in connections with the programs of the assistance of the USA, 
may be imported, exported or be used in the Russian Federation without imposing any rates, 
dues, customs, import taxes or other similar taxes of dues, stated by the Russian Federation 
or any of its division” (Art. 1 of the Agreement).

3. The budgets of spending the means, which are an integral part of the agreements be-
tween the “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” and its donors (The National Endowment 
for Democracy and the Commission of the European Community) do specify the payment 
of the profit tax. Taking into account, that “the Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” is not 
engaged in commercial activity, does not gain profit, and all the money resources, which are 
on the accounts, are assigned to the realization of definite programs important for the public, 
such payment, if it is still effected, will inevitably lead to the no-purpose expenditure of the 
means, which will be a gross violation of that very Art. 251 of the TC of RF. Such payment 
will also lead to the impossibility of fulfilling all the socially important programs which the 
organization is realizing, practically to the stopping of the work of the organization. It con-
tradicts the standard of clause 1, Article 3 of the TC of RF, in which it is said, that “at setting 
taxed the actual possibility of the taxpayer to pay the tax”.

4. The norms of the Tax Code of RF and other bills, which regulate the taxation of non-
governmental organizations in our country, are not perfect at all, the definition of many basic 
terms are not given in them; there are inherent contradictions and “white spots”, which are 
to be filled, which gives space for wide interpretations and violent construction. The Inspec-
tion of the Federal Tax Service of Nizhniy Novgorod region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod 
used the circumstances, pointing at will at some statements of the law, which, in its opinion, 
should be interpreted as the restriction of the kinds of activity, which fall under the definition 

“grant” and “did not notice” the others. No doubt, the legislator formulated the legal standards 
in the field under consideration not clearly enough. Clause 6, Art. 3 of the TC of RF specifies 
that the acts of the legislation on taxes and dues must be formulated in such a way, that every 
person know exactly what taxes, when and in what order he must pay. In this respect the 
Claimant, in accordance with clause 7, Article 3 of the TC of RF requires to protect his right 
to interpret all the inherent doubts, contradictions and ambiguities of the acts of the legisla-
tion on taxes and dues in his favor.

5. Taking into account the intrinsic contradiction and the incompleteness of the legisla-
tion, and also the lack of jurisdiction on analogue cases, at the estimation of the matter of 
the taxation of the means, received by “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” from foreign 
donors, it is necessary to take into account the existing enforcement tax practice and the cus-
toms of business intercourse. In the existing practice in the Russian Federation of presenting 
on the part of foreign funds means for the realization of publicly important programs, we do 
not know any case, when the budget of such projects provided for the payment of the profit 
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tax, or when such a tax was actually paid, or when the organs of tax control after the inspec-
tion insisted on the payment of this tax. In point of fact, the release of the purpose money 
means received by nongovernmental organizations from the profit tax payment is a regular 
custom of business intercourse, which rests on the balanced interpretation by the donors and 
the organizations, which receive help, and the organs of the financial control of the meaning 
of Art. 251 of the TC of RF, the statements of Federal law of May 19, 1995 #82-FL “On public 
unions”, Federal law of August 11, 1995 #135-FL “On charity activity and charity organiza-
tions”, other legislative acts of the Russian Federation and its international obligations.

Thus, for example, in all the period of the work in the Russian Federation the Commis-
sion of the European Community has financed over 250 projects, directed to the development 
of democracy, human rights defense and building a civil society in our country. No budget 
of these projects has provided for the payment of the profit tax, this tax has never been paid. 
Among the receivers of the support are such authoritative organizations with a spotless repu-
tation, such as the Moscow Helsinki Group (the MHG), the Russian historical-instructive, 
human rights and charity society “Memorial” and dozens of other major net Russian non-
governmental organizations. At this the amount of financing these organizations is incom-
parable in its scale with the modest budget of “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society”. These 
organizations report regularly to the controlling tax organs and, nevertheless, the latter have 
never been tempted to subject to the profit tax the assistance which comes to the fulfillment 
of publicly important projects. We also do not know a case of paying the profit tax on the part 
of multiple nongovernmental organizations of Nizhniy Novgorod, which also receive assis-
tance from foreign donors regularly and report to the controlling tax organs regularly.

6. On June 6, 2005 President of RF signed Federal law “On introducing amendments to 
the second part of the Tax Code of RF and some other legislative acts of RF on taxes and 
dues”, which fills the before mentioned “gaps” considerably in the questions of the taxation 
of nongovernmental organizations. The bill was introduced to the State Duma of RF by the 
Government of RF on June 1, 2004, adopted on May 12, 2005 and approved by the Council of 
the Federation on May 25, 2005. The amendments enlarge the list of the regions of subclause 
14, clause 1 Art. 251 of the TC of RF, in which the financing of the programs is considered 
to be a grant and is not subject to the profit tax. The new amendments give such privileges 
in the field of the health protection of the population, the activity on the protection of the hu-
man rights and freedoms, the social service of socially unprotected groups of the population. 
The amendments come into force since January 1, 2006. Undoubtedly, the legislator, in point 
of fact, in this case does not introduce in essence any new statements. He only codifies the 
existing customs of business intercourse, the practice of the exemption of donors’ means, 
directed to the realization of publicly important projects, which has existed for a long time 
and has set firmly, including projects, connected with the defense of the rights and freedoms 
of man, from the profit tax.

Why did the tax organs of Nizhniy Novgorod have shown such selectivity? It remains to 
suppose that the real reason is the active defense by “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” of 
the victims of the war crimes in the Chechen Republic, in the majority of cases, ethnic Chech-
ens, and keen criticism by the Society of the politics of the Russian authorities in Chechnya. 
The Plaintiff cannot find other explanations of this plainly discriminating approach. Mean-
while clause 2, Art. 3 of the TC of RF states, that “taxes and dues cannot have discriminatory 
character and be applied in different ways on the basis of social, racial, notional, religious 
and other similar criteria”, and clause 1 of the very article says, that “the legislation on taxes 
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and dues is based on the recognition of the universality and equality of taxation”. The selec-
tive approach to the interpretation and application of the legislation in respect of “Russian-
Chechen Friendship Society” violates these requirements of the law roughly.

In the conclusion of the motivating part of the statement of claim RCFS deduces that “the 
effort to proclaim profit the money means, directed to the realization of the charter activity 
of the public union, is nonsense from the point of view of law, the sustained enforcement 
practice and the customs of business intercourse, which have been formed in the Russian 
Federation, and from the point of view of common sense”.

The authors of the report have only to add to the above stated, that they share the position 
of RCFS fully on the matter of the taxation of the charity purpose grant means and agree with 
the foregoing arguments. 

At the moment of writing of the report the Arbitration tribunal had not made its deci-
sion, because the consideration of the case had been stopped till the end of the proceedings 
on the criminal case in respect of S. M. Dmitrievsky (i.e. till the sentence came into force). 
And though the sentence has already come into legal force (see section 3 of the report), the 
proceedings on the case have not been renewed yet.

We would also like to mark in this section of the report one fact, which is connected 
with this case indirectly. Namely, on August 31, 2005 RCFS sent to the administration of the 
city of Nizhniy Novgorod the notification on holding on September 2, 2005 picketing of the 
building of the IFTS of Nizhniy Novgorod region in order to express its disagreement with 
the decision of the tax inspection in public. In response to the notification a letter was sent to 
RCFS signed by the deputy of the head of the administration of the following content.

To Your notification of August 31, 2005 on holding on September 2, 2005 picketing of the 
building of the IFTS of Nizhniy Novgorod region from 3 pm to 7 pm in order to express in 
public your disagreement with the decision of the inspection to recover the purpose means of 
the public organization, which You represent, I inform You, that according to Art. 7, clause 
1 of Federal law of June 19, 2004 #54-FL “On gathering, meetings, demonstrations, proces-
sions and picketing” the notification of holding a picket is filed to the local self-governing 
organ in the term “not later than three days before holding it”.

Also, violating the requirements of clauses 6, 8, Art. 7 of the stated law on the notification 
You did not specify the exact information on the forms and methods of the provision by the 
organizer of public order, medical help and the sir names, names, patronymic names of the 
persons, authorized by the organizer of the measure to perform the administrative functions 
on the organization and holding the measure.

Thus, the administration of the city cannot allow You to hold the claimed measure in 
the stated place and the stated time.

Besides, I notify You that within the period from September 1 to September 3, 2005 in all 
the country, including our city, funeral measures will be held, dedicated to the commemora-
tion of the tragic events in Beslan, that is why there are reasons of ethnic character to refrain 
from holding a public action with such purposes and refusal from slogans and actions, which 
bear indecent character.

In accordance with the stated, we suggest Your being more accurate in forming the text 
of the notification on the content in full accordance with the requirements of Federal law of 
June 19, 2004 #54-FL “On gathering, meetings, demonstrations, processions and picketing” 
and with the terms of filing the document for the consideration.
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The refusal contradicts the norms of the above stated Law completely, which excludes the 
possibility of banning a picket. In accordance with Art. 12 of the stated law the organizers of 
the picket could have been offered to change the place and time of holding it, define a terri-
tory, which excluded a considerable crowding of the population. In this case the administra-

tion of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod violated not only the federal legislation, but also the 
constitution of RF (Art. 31), and also the Convention on Human Rights and main freedoms 
(Art. 11), in which it specifies that every person has the right to the freedom of peaceful gath-
erings, meetings, demonstration, processions and pickets. The realization of these rights is 
not subject to any limitations, except those, which are stipulated by the law and in this case 
the Federal law “On gathering, meetings, demonstrations, processions and picketing” speci-
fies an informative character and excludes banning a picket.

At the end of the section we would like to mark another episode, besides of a criminal 
persecution in connection with the tax claims.

Thus, on September 2, 2005 the investigation department of GSU (Main Investigations 
Directorate) of GUVD of Nizhniy Novgorod region a criminal action was started on the fact 
of the profit tax evasion of the interregional public organization “Russian-Chechen Friend-
ship Society” (Art. 199 p. 1 of CC RF). The reason for starting the criminal case was the 
stated above in this section Act of traveling tax inspection #25 of June 16, 2005, held by IFTS 
RF of Nizhniy Novgorod region of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod and the materials of the 
inspection (in field of tax crimes) of GUVD of Nizhniy Novgorod region.

After holding the investigation on January 27, 2006 the head investigator of the Investiga-
tion division of GSU of GUVD of Nizhniy Novgorod region Justice Captain A. I. Vorobiev 
passed the resolution of stopping the criminal case. It is stated in it that “…to prove the 
intention of tax evasion of director of the interregional public movement “Russian-Chechen 
Friendship Society” S. M. Dmitrievsky and the head accountant of the interregional public 
movement “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” N. E. Chernilivskaya in the course of the 
investigation did not seem possible. The additional possibilities to collect the proofs have 
been exhausted. Thus, there is no corpus delicti in the actions of the director of the Inter-
regional public movement “Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” S. M. Dmitrievsky and 
the head accountant of the Interregional public movement “Russian-Chechen Friendship 
Society” N. E. Chernilivskaya.»26.

SECTION 3. CRIMINAL PERSECUTION OF THE CHIEF EDITOR 
OF THE NEWSPAPER “PRAVO-ZASCHITA”, THE CO-CHAIRMAN 

OF “RUSSIAN-CHECHEN FRIENDSHIP SOCIETY” S. M. DMITRIEVSKY

The authors of the report have considered it necessary to begin the section with the posi-
tion of S. M. Dmitrievsky on the matter, though from his point of view, he, being already 
convicted, besides illegally, cannot be impartial.

There is a armed conflict on the territory of our country (if we consider the Chechen 
Republic a subject of RF), which, in accordance with the definition of Art. 1 of the First 

26 From the Resolution of stopping the criminal case of January 27, 2006.
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additional protocol of the Geneva Convention of August 12, 1949 (ratified by the USSR on 
August 4, 1989) refers to internal armed conflicts. In accordance with this international 
document, the conflict has sides, in this case the governmental forces of RF and the forces 
of the unacknowledged Chechen Republic of Ichkeria. I suppose that every citizen of our 
country has the right to know the point of view of the administrations of the both sides of the 
reasons, nature and ways of settling this conflict, Mr. Maskhadov and Mr. Zakaev’s state-
ments, I am charged with by the prosecutor’s office, undoubtedly represent the point of view 
of the Chechen belligerent. Exactly for this reason I considered it my duty to publish them in 
the newspaper which I edit. In my deep conviction, these publications have especially high 
public importance, because each of them contains insistent appeals to the peaceful settling 
of the conflict in Chechnya.

The texts do not contain even a far hint on the expressions, directed to raising racial, 
national, religious or social discord or hostility. Not without reason the expert conclusions 
of the criminal case, like the very resolution on finding me guilty, contain no pointing against 
what racial, national, religious or social groups in particular the hatred and discord are 
being raised. All the pathos of the statements published in the newspaper is directed against 
the policy of the government of the Russian Federation in the Chechen Republic, against the 
representatives of the power structures of the Russian Federation, which are committing 
gross violations of the standards of humanitarian law and war crimes on the territory of 
Chechnya, in all, against the regime of Mr. Putin, as the system of the power, interested in 
the continuation of the war. All the fragments I am charged with contain precisely this and 
only this rhetoric.

In this respect it is quite obvious that the real intention of the prosecutor’s office is to pun-
ish me for the publications, which contain sharp and utterly impartial estimations of the acting 
Russian authorities, the power structures of RF, personally Vladimir Putin, and also his policy 
in Northern Caucasus. Thus, we clearly see the intention of the Prosecutor’s office of Nizhniy 
Novgorod region to wipe its feet on the constitution standards, which guarantee the freedom 
of speech, the freedom to express one’s opinions, also in respect the powers that be. Well, and 
simultaneously to defame the organization, the main aim of which is to achieve the peace and 
agreement between the Russian and Chechen peoples, bringing an accusation to its leaders, 
convinced internationalists, an infamous accusation of raising national discord…

However, I do not want to impose anybody my point of view…
In this section the authors of the report cite the information from the materials of the criminal 

case (prejudicial inquiry, assize), the positions of the lawyers and defenders of S. Dmitrievsky, 
the positions of S. Dmitrievsky’s lawyers and defenders, the conclusions of distinguished law-
yers and experts, the opinions of journalists and representatives of the public, including the 
human rights society, both the Russian and international ones. Publishing these materials, we 
offer the readers to come to the point of the brought accusations and the sentence of the court 
themselves and make their own point of view of the events that took place.

3.1. The examination and preliminary investigation stage

On November 26, 2004 chief editor of the Information centre RCFS and the newspaper 
“Pravo-zaschita” (the joint edition of RCFS and Nizhniy Novgorod Human Rights Society) 
Stanislaw Dmitrievsky was called to the prosecutor’s office of Nizhniy Novgorod region to 
present explanations in connection with the materials, published in different issues of the 



1�� Public investigations on human rights violations

newspaper. The examination of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”, according to the words of 
the prosecutor’s office officers was held for the reason of the inquiry of the administration of 
Samara region on the lawfulness and legitimacy of the appearance of the edition. Head of the 
department of the prosecutor’s office of the control of the observance of citizens’ rights and 
freedoms, who was engaged in the examination, wanted to know in what respect the news-
paper had published “the statements or interview of the persons, who were being looked for 
by the court organs due to the charge of committing grave crimes”, Aslan Maskhadov and 
Akhmed Zakaev. Stanislaw Dmitrievsky explained to the prosecutor’s office officers, that the 
publication of these and other materials, which presented the separatists’ point of view, had 
been issued by the chief editor on the basis of the rights, presented to him by the Constitu-
tion of the Russian Federation and the Universal declaration of human rights, in particular, 
the right to look for and distribute information freely irrespective of the national boundaries. 

“Irrespective my subjective attitude to the form and the content of the published statements,” 
explained Mr. Dmitrievsky to the prosecutor, “I included them in the issues of the newspaper 

“Pravo-zaschita” quite deliberately with the purpose to bring to the readers the positions of 
the leaders of one of the sides of the armed conflict on the territory of the Chechen Republic. 
I suppose that in the light of the tragedy, which is going on in Northern Caucasus and the 
threats of terrorism, the citizens have the right to have and idea of this position not only in the 
narration of Russian mass media, which expresses the point of view of the authorities of RF, 
but at first hand”. Neither RCFS, nor Nizhniy Novgorod Human Rights Society (NNHRS) 
were informed of the results of the held examination.

On January 11, 2005 in connection with the publication in the newspaper “Pravo-zas-
chita”27 to the statements of Akhmed Zakaev, directed to the Russian people, with the appeal 
not to vote for Vladimir Putin at the latest president election, and also the statement of Aslan 
Maskhadov to the European Parliament calling for peace, a criminal case was started on p. 2 
Art. 280 of CC of RF28. The investigation was held by UFSB of Nizhniy Novgorod region. 
On January 20 Stanislaw Dmitrievsky, chief editor of the newspaper and co-chairman of 
RCFS, was called to the interrogation as a witness. After signing the record Mr. Dmitrievsky 
was shown the warrant to hold seizure in the office of “Russian-Chechen friendship Soci-
ety”, and the editor headed for the office accompanied by four officers of FSB. In the office 
some documents were withdrawn, including the file of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”, the 
certificate of the registration of the newspaper, and also the contracts with all the employees 
of the information centre, including the reporters, who live and work in Chechnya. The last 
circumstance troubled the authorities of RCFS in the highest degree, because the contracts 
have the addresses and forms of these employees.

Later as witnesses Nina Tagankina, a member of NNHRS Council (during the issue of 
the newspaper she was the chairperson of the NNHRS), and also other members of NNHRS 
Council, and other RCFS officers, including those working in Chechnya were questioned.

Thus, on January 24, 2005 in UFSB of Nizhniy Novgorod region two employees of the 
Information centre of “The Russian-Chechen Friendship Society”, the editor of the Russian 
version of the information sending Tatiana Banina and the accountant Natalia Chernilevs-
kaya were questioned as witnesses. At the interrogation the lawyer Yuri Sidorov was present, 
assigned to RCFS by the Nizhniy Novgorod regional public organization “The committee 

27 The newspaper of the Nizhniy Novgorod Human Rights Society (NNHRS), published jointly with “The 
Russian-Chechen Friendship Society (RCFS).

28 Public appeals to extremist activity, made with the use of mass media. 
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against tortures”. The financial support of the lawyer on the matter was given by the fund 
“Public verdict” (Russia).

Among other things the employees were asked if the Chechen reporters had been re-
ceived incriminating materials directly from Aslan Maskhadov.

On that very day in the vestibule of UFSB the officers of the department of private safety 
of the direction spoilt the film in the camera of the reporter of “Novaya gazeta” Natalia Cher-
niva, who had come to Moscow to cover the events, connected with the criminal case against 
the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”.

On February 9, 2005 Oxana Chelisheva, the editor of the English version of the infor-
mation sending, was inquired as a witness. According to the testimony of Ms. Chelisheva, 

“…the investigator began to ask questions about my trips abroad, their purposes and time. He 
also asked me if I had met Akhed Zakaev personally or “the president of the self-proclaimed 
Chechen Republic of Ichkeria” Aslan Maskhadov. I answered to the question that there had 
not been such meetings. Then I was asked about the interview, which I had taken from 
Mr. Zakaev. Having consulted the lawyer, I refused to answer the question, alleging Article 
51 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation”29.

Within the framework of the started criminal case (#292) a linguistic examination was 
held. The expert opinion was prepared by the officer of the state institution Privolzhsky re-
gional center of legal examination of the Ministry of Justice of the Russian Federation L. Yu.
Teslenko. The expert was asked the following questions30:

1. Are there expressions with appeals to the realization of extremist activity in the text 
of the article “The statement of the vice-premier of the government of the Chechen Republic 
of Ichkeria Akhmed Zakaev to the Russian people”, “Pravo-zaschita (#1 (58),March 2004), 
and in the text of the article “The statement of President of the CRI (the Chechen Republic 
of Ichkeria) Maskhadov to the European Parliament”, “Pravo-zaschita” (#2 (59), April-May 
2004), if there are, then in which one?..

2. Are there expressions, directed to raising hatred or discord, humiliation of the dignity 
of a person or a group of people for the reason of their nationality, language, origin, attitude 
to religion, belonging to any social group in the text of the article “The statement of the 
vice-premier of the government of the Chechen Republic of Ichkeria Akhmed Zakaev to the 
Russian people”, “Pravo-zaschita (#1 (58), March 2004), and in the text of the article “The 
statement of President of the CRI Maskhadov to the European Parliament”, “Pravo-zaschita” 
(#2(59), April–May 2004)?

As the result of holding the expert investigation the following conclusions were made31: 
1. The text of the article of President of the CRI Maskhadov and in the text of the 

article of the vice-president of the government of the CRI Akhmed Zakaev to the Russian 
people:

— does not contain expressions, which contain appeals to realize extremist activity;
— contains expressions directed to raising racial, national and social discord, connected 

with violence.
2. The text of the article of President of the CRI Maskhadov:
— contains expressions, directed tothe propaganda of the exclusiveness, superiority of 

the Chechen citizens on the basis of their national belonging. 
29 From the press-release of the information Centre of RCFS of February 9, 2005 #1143.
30 From the conclusions of the expert on criminal case 3 292 of February 18, 2005#697/33 and #698/33. 
31 Also there.



1�0 Public investigations on human rights violations

3. In the text of the article of the vice-president of the government of the CRI Akhmed 
Zakaev to the Russian people:

— does not contain expressions, directed to the propaganda of the exclusiveness, superi-
ority of the Chechen citizens on the basis of their national belonging.

In order to receive the conclusion of a independent specialist in order to define the legitima-
cy and foundation of the matter of criminal liability of the persons in charge, who published in 
the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita” Akhmed Zakaev’s statement to the Russian people and Aslan 
Maskhadov’s statement to the European Parliament, RCFS addressed the Regional Public 
movement “The Independent Expert-Legal Council” (NEPS). The conclusion was prepared by 
the member of NEPS Yu.A. Kostanov, who has a candidate’s degree in law and the academic 
status of senior lecturer, the record of service in law of 42 years. According to the conclusion 
the stated publications did not contain appeals to the realization of extremist activity.

Taking into account the results of all the examinations, which did not confirm the pres-
ence of the appeals to the realization of extremist activity in the published materials, but 
which contained expressions, directed to raising racial, national and social discord, con-
nected with violence, the UFSB of Nizhniy Novgorod region changed the qualification of the 
incriminated actions from p. 2 Art. 280 of the CC of RF to p. 1 Art. 282 of the CC of RF (ac-
tions, directed to raising hatred or discord, and also the humiliation of the dignity of a person 
or a group of people on the basis of sexual character, racial character, nationality, language, 
origin, attitude to religion, as well as belonging to any social group, made in public or with 
the use of mass media). The case was passed according to jurisdiction to the prosecutor’s of-
fice of Nizhniy Novgorod region.

On August 9, 2005 S. Dmitrievsky was questioned in the prosecutor’s office of Nizhniy 
Novgorod regions as the suspect on the case, and on September 2, 2005 he was made answer-
able as the accused. He was charged with committing the crime, specified in clause “b” p. 2 
Art 282 of the CC of RF32. 

In the Resolution on making him answerable as the accused, in particular, it is stated:
In January-February 2004 S. M. Dmitrievsky in the premises of the editorial office of 

the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”, at the address: office 27, 2 Admiral Vasyunin St., Nizhniy 
Novgorod received from the internet-site “Chechenpress” the materials ‘The Statement of 
the vice-premier of the government of the Chechen Republic of Ichkeria Akhmed Zakaev to 
the Russian people” and “The Statement of President of the Chechen Republic of Ichkeria 
Maskhadov to the European Parliament”.

S. M. Dmitrievsky, being chief editor of the newspaper ‘Pravo-zaschita”, that is the per-
son, in accordance with Articles 2, 26 of the Law of RF of December 27, 1991 #2124-1 “On 
mass media” heading the editorial staff and taking final decisions in respect of the produc-
tion, release and spread of the production of mass media, used his official state, and also the 
status and rights of the journalist, specified by Articles 2, 47 of the Law of RF on December 
27, 1991 #2124–1 “On mass media” for the spread of the ideas and views, directed to raising 
hatred or discord, and also humiliation of the dignity of a person or a group of people on 
the basis of the reasons of sexual character, racial character, nationality, language, origin, 
attitude to religion, aw well as belonging to any social group.

32 Actions, directed to raising either hatred or hostility, and also to the humiliation of the dignity of a person 
or a group of people on the basis of the reasons of sexual character, racial character, nationality, language, origin, 
attitude to religion, as well as belonging to any social group, committed in public or with the use of mass media, 
by a person using his official functions. 
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For this purpose S. M. Dmitrievsky, acting deliberately, misusing the freedom of mass 
media and the rights of the journalist, in spite of the requirements of Articles 51, 59 of the 
Law of RF of December 27, 1991 #2124-1 “On mass media” and Article 11 of the Federal law 
of July 25, 2002 #114-FL “On counteraction to extremist activity”, published in March 2004 
issue 1(58) the material he had received “The statement of the vice-premier of the govern-
ment of the Chechen Republic of Ichkeria Akhmed Zakaev to the Russian people”, which had 
in its text the expression, directed to raising racial, national and social discord, connected 
with violence, of the following content: “It is not late for us to agree on all the controversial 
questions yet. But for this the Russian people must get rid of the people, for whom the peace 
means losing the power and, maybe, the dock. While they are in the Kremlin, blood will be 
shed in Chechnya and in Russia.

Continuing to realize his intention, S. M. Dmitrievsky published in “Pravo-zaschita” 
(#2(59) April–May 2004) of the newspaper the material “The statement of president of the 
Chechen Republic of Ichkeria Maskhadov to the European Parliament”, which has in its text 
expressions, directed to raising racial, national and social discord, connected with violence, 
of the following content: “the deportation of 1944 was the ninth major act of genocide on 
the part of the supreme military-political administration of the Russian empire”; “The first 
deportation of the Chechens was organized by Russia as early as in 1792…”; “In the latest 
Russo-Chechen war which is still going on already over a quarter of a million of the peaceful 
population of the CRI has perished…”, “the world association… doe not have the slightest 
desire to react in any way to this criminal insanity of the Kremlin bloody regime…”; “…the 
60 year commemoration of the deportation was marked by many Chechens in the worst con-
ditions of mass, unmotivated murders, extrajudicial executions, unreasonable delays, cruel 

‘cleaning”, tortures, kidnapping, disappearance, “address” examinations on the part of the 
Russian occupants and their myrmidons, who have been committing outrages for four years 
running on the territory of the CRI”; “Today, like 60 years ago, our national tragedy has be-
come the new total Russian terror, in the inexorable mill-stones of which the gene pool of the 
unique and original Chechen people is being ground…”; “…we invite independent experts 
from the UNO and EU for the visual monitoring of the situation, in order that the ground-
less, slanderous attacks of the Chechens on the part of the Russian propagandists… cannot 
distort the real picture in the Chechen Republic of Ichkeria”; “No doubt, today the center 
of international terrorism is the Kremlin, which has chosen Chechnya and the Chechens 
objects of the testing of terrorist methods, which are being worked out by FSB”; “It is naпve 
to think that the present regime of Russia will be ashamed to use its terrorist experience in 
international arena to solve political and other tasks”; “An example to this the treacherous 
and cowardly terract, which was held by Russian special services in the Qatar state, which 
prematurely took the life… of Zelimkhan Yandarbiev…”; “…you have become witnesses of 
one of the multiple terrorist methods, which are use by the Russian side with taking hostages 
from the peaceful population…”; “…on wants to believe that the Chechen people has the 
right to hope that you will recognize the war, imposed to Chechnya by the Putin regime as 
genocide…”; “the wonderful day is not far when the holly Chechen land is fully cleaned 
from the innumerable hordes of the Russian occupants and their myrmidons…”, and also 
the expressions, directed to the propaganda of the exclusiveness, superiority of the Chechen 
citizens for the reason of their national belonging of the following content: “…our national 
tragedy has become the new total Russian terror, in the inexorable mill-stones of which the 
gene pool of the unique and original Chechen people is being ground, which is one of the 
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aborigines of ancient Caucasus…”; “the wonderful day is not far when the holly Chechen 
land is fully cleaned from the innumerable hordes of the Russian occupants…”.

The issues of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita” 1(58) of March 2004 and 2(59) of April–May 
2004 were published by S. M. Dmitrievsky, printed in the printing-house OOO “Ryad-Balakh-
na”, the address of which is: D. Bedny St. 26, Balakhna, Nizhniy Novgorod region, 5 000 cop-
ies in number each, and distributed in different regions of the Russian Federation, including 
the cities of Nizhniy Novgorod, Moscow, Voronezh, Kazan and the Ingush Republic. 

Thus, S. M. Dmitrievsky committed the crime, specified in clause ’b’ p. 2 Art. 282 of the 
CC of RF, actions, directed at raising hatred either discord, and also at the humiliation of 
human dignity or a group of people due to the reasons of sexual character, racial character, 
nationality, language, origin, attitude to religion, aw well as belonging to any social group, 
committed in public or with the use of mass media, by a person using his official functions.33

On that very day on September 2 the resolution was made in respect of S. Dmitrievsky 
of choosing the restraint in the form of giving a written undertaking not to leave the place 
and proper conduct. Besides, S. Dmitrievsky and his defender Yu.Sidorov were presented the 
information of the conclusions of the expert (#697/33 and #698/33 of February 18, 2005 on 
criminal case #292). After studying the documents Mr. Dmitrievsky marked in the record of 
acquaintance on his disagreement with the conclusions of the expert, paying attention to the 
fact that the conclusions of the expert lacked the arguments of the conclusions, that the text of 
the articles has expressions, directed to raising racial, national and social discord, connected 
with violence. In accordance with this he makes the conclusion, that the expert does not have 
enough skills in holding linguistic examination and is not competent. That is why he requested 
a repeated linguistic examination to be held, and he asked to entrust holding the examination to 
the experts of the Independent Expert-Legal Council. Subsequently this request was denied.

Nevertheless, to the inquiry of the defender Yu.Sidorov a member of NEPS held such an 
examination. The conclusion was made by A. Kostanov (before he had made the conclusion 
on Art. 280 of the CC of RF). Besides there subjected to the examination the texts of the 
articles, also the copies of the conclusions of linguistic examination #697/33 and #698/33 of 
February 18, 2005, which had been made, as it is stated above, by the specialist of the State 
institution the Privolzhsky regional center of legal expertise of the Ministry of Justice of RF, 
and a copy of the resolution on making S. M. Dmitrievsky answerable as the accused ac-
cording to p. 2 Art. 282 of the CC of RF. Below we give extracts from the conclusion of the 
member of NEPS Yu.Kostanov.

The material was published in March 2004, though, as it seen from the remark of the 
editorial staff,, the appeal of Mr. Zakaev was published with delay, it is said in the remark 
of the editorial staff, that the appeal of Mr. Zakaev “was made on the eve of the president 
election in Russia”.

The freedom of expressing one’s view is guaranteed by Article 29 of the Constitution of 
the Russian Federation and Article 10 of the European Convention on the defense of human 
rights and the main freedoms. At this, on account of part three of Article 55 of the Constitu-
tion of the Russian Federation, the freedom of expressing one’s opinion can be limited only 
by the federal law and only in the measure, in which it is necessary for the purposes of the 
protection of the main principals of the constitutional system, morals, health, the rights and 
legal interests of other persons, the provision of the defense of the country and safety of the 

33 From the Resolution on making answerable as the accused of September 2, 2005.
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state. The appeals to vote or not to vote at the president election for this or that candidate 
do not undermine the constitutional system, morals, health, the rights and interests of other 
persons, the defense of the country and safety of the state. Conformably this case, the free-
dom of expressing one’s opinion on who one should vote for or against at the election, can be 
restricted, if in accordance with the acting federal laws the information of the appeals to the 
electors contains at the same time appeals to doing unlawful actions, in particular, appeals 
to the forcible change of the power. The statement of Akhmed Zakaev does not have such ap-
peals. Moreover, in the given phrase it is said about the legal liability of that representative 
of the authorities, who, in the opinion of Mr. Zakaev, are guilty of the bloodshed in Chechnya, 
i.e. the counteraction of the authorities is supposed to have legal forms.

It is obvious that the appeal to vote against one of the candidates to the president’s post 
(even if this candidate is the president at the moment of the election) can be by no means be 
directed to raising racial, national or social discord, moreover, to actions, connected with 
violence. The negative respect to the authorities, even if it is expressed in public (including 
in mass media), which is not accompanied with the appeal to its forcible overthrow, does not 
form a corpus delicti. 

Accordingly the actions of the person, who has published such a statement, cannot be 
qualified as actions, directed to raising racial, national or social discord and hatred34.

…The assertion of the expert35 on raising racial, national and social discord does not 
find any grounds in the analyzed text. Violating the requirements of c. 9 p. 1. Art. 204 of the 
Criminal Procedure Code of the RF, the conclusion does not have the contents and results of 
the analyses on the matter with the information on the applied methods. The expert uses the 
terms “racial”, “national” and “social”, though the conclusion lacks the corresponding no-
tional instrument. Meanwhile, without disclosing the content of these terms it is impossible 
to assert that Mr. Zakaev aimed to raise racial, national and social (all these three kinds at 
once!) discord. 

The conclusion of the expert does not give any basis of the conclusion that “the state-
ment” of Mr. Zakaev aimed at raising racial, national or social discord. In reality “the state-
ment” of Mr. Zakaev does not have mentions of racial, national or social problems, racial, 
national or social discord and that is why it cannot raise racial, national or social discord 
9moreover all the kinds of discord at once).

…The above stated in respect of the conclusion of linguistic examination #697/33 refers to 
conclusion #698/33 too on “the statement” of Aslan Maskhadov 36.

Thus, the analyses of the independent specialist, who has a big practical experience, a 
member of NEPS, have shown the complete groundlessness as of the charge, so of the con-
clusions of the state expert. In the course of the assize on the application of the lawyer the 
conclusion of the member of NEPS was filed to the materials of the criminal case.

On September 29, 2005 the head investigator of the prosecutor’s office of Nizhniy 
Novgorod O. V. Kiryukov made a bill of indictment of the imputation of S. Dmitrievsky of 
committing the crime, specified by c. “b” p. 2 Art. 282 of the CC of RF, which was confirmed 
by the prosecutor deputy of Nizhniy Novgorod region S. D. Belov37. The main proofs, as-
sumed by the investigator as the basis of the charge of S. Dmitrievsky, were the conclusions 

34 From the conclusion of NEPS.
35 It means conclusion of the expert #697/33 concerning the article of Mr Zakaev.
36 From the conclusion of NEPS. 
37 The copy of the bill of indictment is applied.
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of the linguistic examination, which had been held by the specialist of the state institution. 
The case was passed for the consideration to the Soviet regional court of the city of Nizhniy 
Novgorod. The case was considered by the judge V. E. Bondarenko.

3.2. Assize

3.2.1. Trial court

The consideration of the criminal case in essence in the Soviet regional court of the city 
of Nizhniy Novgorod on the charge of the editor of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”, the ex-
ecutive director of “The Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” of raising racial, national and 
social discord began on November 16, 2005. The court questioned the members of officers of 
RCFS and NNHRS, called as the witnesses of the prosecution. In connection with the failure 
to come of a number of witnesses and the expert the consideration of the case was postponed 
till November 25.

In his testimony the editing writer of the Russian-Chechen information agency Tatiana 
Banina, the chairman of the Council of NNHRS Alexander Lavrentiev and the ex-chairman 
of NNHRS Victor Gurskiy explained to the court, that, in their opinion, the publications in-
criminated to Mr. Dmitrievsky, aimed at the promotion of the peace in the Chechen Republic, 
because they contained appeals to the political settlement of the armed conflict.

At the trial Mr. Dmitrievsky was defended by two lawyers, the representatives of the na-
tionalities, between which, as the charge asserts, Mr. Dmitrievsky had been raising discord, 
a Russian Yuri Sidorov (Nizhniy Novgorod) and a Chechen Leila Khamzaeva (Moscow).

On November 25 the court continued the interrogation of the witnesses, as on the part of 
the prosecution, so from the part of the defense. Thus, at the trial as a witness of the defense 
the first ombudsman on human rights in the Russian Federation Sergey Kovalev spoke, who 
gave his own assessment both of the situation with the observation of human rights in Chech-
nya as a whole, and the actions, which the accused had committed.

As the specialist the expert L. Yu.Teslenko was present at the court. It should be noted 
that in the courts of the interrogation the expert refused to answer a number of very impor-
tant questions, from our point of view38, saying that they were not in her competence, and 
telling the court to ask specialists in the field of social sciences. Immediately after her inter-
rogation many people who were present in the court-room had weighty reasons not to trust 
the expert conclusion of the specialist of “such” a level.

On December 7 a regular session took place. As the specialist, invited by the defense, the 
senior reader of the department of journalism of Chuvash State University, president of the 
Chuvash guild of expert-linguists Galina Vronskaya spoke at the trial. She said, that accord-
ing to her assessment the publications which were incriminated to Mr. Dmitrievsky did not 
contain humiliating characteristics, negative estimation and negative purposes in respect of 
racial, national and social groups or individuals, as their representatives. The specialist also 
drew the attention of the court to the facts that the publications, which were being incrimi-
nated, contained a lot of facts, which could not alone be recognized as those, raising any kind 
of discord, if their discrepancy to reality was not proved. “But these are questions, which 

38 The position is based on the opinion of the co-author of the report N. Tagankina, who was personally pres-
ent at the session as a witness of the prosecution, and heard all the questions and answers of the expert Teslenko.
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are in the competence of historians, sociologist and specialists of other fields, and are not a 
subject of the analysis of the linguist,” Ms. Vronskaya stressed.

Also as the witnesses of the defense the officer of the Nazran representation of the human 
rights center “memorial” Usan Baisaev, who is the author of many books and reports on the 
situation with the human rights in the Chechen Republic, and the chairman of the regional 
public organization “Committee against tortures” Igor Kalyapin spoke at the trial. Both the 
witnesses told the court in detail the facts they knew of the mass destruction of the civil 
population in the Chechen Republic, random bombings, extrajudicial executions, tortures 
and kidnapping, which the representatives of the power structures of the RF. Both agreed that 
against these facts Alsan Maskhadov had had the grounds to give the persons, who commit-
ted these crimes, such emotionally-expressive characteristics as “occupants” and “terrorists”, 
and call their actions “outrage”. They also told the court of the reaction of the population of 
Chechnya to the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”, edited by Mr. Dmitrievsky. According to their 
words, the newspaper promoted overcoming the atmosphere of the mistrust and hostility 
among the Russians and Chechens. According to the words of Mr. Baisaev, the inhabitants 
of Chechnya, who had seen the newspaper for the first time, were surprised invariably, that 
there were people of the Russian nationality in the regions of Russia, who were not indiffer-
ent to their pain, their suffering, the destiny of their people. It convinced the people that the 
crimes of individual representatives of the Russian Arty, which acted on behalf of the state, 
could not be considered as the crimes of the Russian people. The witnesses spoke a lot about 
the help, being rendered by “The Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” to Chechen children. 
I. Kalyapin cited the phrases from the compositions of the children, who had visited the 
Volga capital on the invitation of Mr. Dmitrievsky and his colleagues: “…we have visited 
tender Novgorod”, “…we traveled in a helicopter, which did not shoot”.

It should be pointed that on that day the building of the court was picketed by about thirty 
members of the movement for Mr. Putin “Nashy”, who presented the poster: “terrorist can’t 
be a peacemaker”, and also several citizens of Nizhniy Novgorod, former participants of the 
military actions in Chechnya. They demanded a maximum severe punishment for Mr. Dmi-
trievsky. Meanwhile, the picket in the support of Mr. Dmitrievsky had not been sanctioned 
by the authorities with the reference to the norm of the law, which prohibits putting pressure 
on the court. The fact of the discrimination of the citizens by the representatives of the local 
authorities is at hand concerning the realization of the constitution guarantees of the freedom 
of peaceful meetings. Having divided the citizens into “ours” and “not ours”, the authorities 
allowed the first part to realize this right, somehow considering that these citizens would not 
put pressure on the court, and did not allow the other part. 

On December 15 the consideration of the criminal case in the court was renewed. On that 
day Mr. Dmitrievsky testified upon the trial and also answered the questions of both the sides 
of the trial. In his speech Mr. Dmitrievsky rejected categorically all the charges, brought 
against him, and said that he did not only plead guilty, but he was abused by the assertions of 
he prosecutor’s office, that he had been acted as a racist and xenophobe allegedly.

Below we have considered it necessary to give an extract from his speeches, in which, as 
it presents, the motivation of the actions of Mr. Dmitrievsky is formulated clearly concerning 
taking the decision to publish the articles of Mr. Maskhadov and Mr. Zakaev in the newspa-
per “Pravo-zaschita”.

…Speaking about the freedom of spreading information, I do not even mean the objec-
tive criterion. Neither of the sides of the conflict according to the definition can give strictly 
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impartial information, for each of them is interested in the propaganda of “its truth”. Even 
an independent reporter, who gives the seen in the light of his emotions, feelings, ideas and 
emotional experience, cannot be absolutely impartial. Thus, we are speaking not about ab-
stract impartiality, but about the freedom of alternative points of view. Because only having 
all the range of alternative, sometimes contradicting one another facts, which come from dif-
ferent sources, one can make conclusions, which in a way approximate to objective assess-
ments. In respect of the Chechen conflict such alternative points of view, alternative sources 
of information are, among other things, the comments and estimation of the leaders of the 
sides of the armed conflict. The statements of Maskhadov and Zakaev undoubtedly represent 
the point of view of the Chechen fighting side. Precisely for this reason I considered it my 
duty to publish them in the newspaper I edit, even if the uncomplimentary estimation, which 
are given in them to the actions of the authorities and armed forces of RF, seem unjust and 
pretentious to somebody.

As I deeply believe, these publications have especially high pubic importance, because 
each of them contains persistent appeals to the peaceful settlement of the conflict in Chech-
nya. Only a blind person cannot notice the appeals. It is a key circumstance, which deter-
mined my decision on the publication of the materials. If You, Your honor, have studied the 
file of our newspaper, enclosed to the materials of the case as a material evidence, then, 
You must have noticed that I have never given the floor to people, who are really blind with 
hatred; for example to Basaev, an undoubted terrorist, who undertook the responsibility of 
Dubrovka and Beslan. Yes, Basaev is a terrorist, and his actions cannot raise anything but 
anger and repugnance…39

In his speech the accused gave his estimation to the war in Chechnya and the policy of 
the authorities of Russian, characterizing it as extremist.

In the answers to the questions of his defenders Mr. Dmitrievsky described in detail the 
history of the relations of the Russian state and the Chechen people since the 18-th century 
up to the present time. In this part of his speech he showed that the tragic facts, given in the 
statements of Mr. Maskhadov and Mr. Zakaev, incriminated to him, corresponded to reality.

Below we give an extract from his answer.
The statement that the war in Chechnya is profitable to the present political authorities 

of Russian and Mr. Putin personally is not only the opinion of Zakaev and the Chechen 
separatists. Many Russian pubic figures and scientists share it. I will give only one quota-
tion from the collection of the reports of the scientific conference “Chechnya and Russia: 
societies and states”, issued in Moscow in 1999 by the A. D. Sakharov Museum and pubic 
center. The words given below are taken from the preface to the edition, signed by the widow 
of academician Sakharov Elena Bonner, Doctor of historical sciences, head member of staff 
of the research institute of Europe RAN Dmitry Furman, and director of the museum Yuri 
Samodurov.

“The settlement of the Chechen problem,” the respected authors write, “is not only and 
not as much the problem of Chechen society, as it is the problem of Russian society. The 
Chechnya with a weak and illegitimate “occupation power” in the eyes of the Chechen popu-
lation, the impetuous Chechnya, ejecting terrorist groups, always eager to rebel, is too big 
a value for the present Kremlin and the present prime-minister (at the moment of the publi-
cation Putin was prime-minister, comment of the accused), to reject such a Chechnya. The 

39 From S. Dmitrievsky’s testimony at the trial on December 15, 2005. http://ria.hrnnov.ru.
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Kremlin and the present prime-minister need precisely such a Chechnya in order to, refer-
ring to the necessity of the defense of Russia from the Chechen terrorists, be able to manipu-
late public opinion, distract it from the scandals with the corruption in the highest strata of 
the authority, manipulate the budget, “play first fiddle” at the election of the new Russian 
President etc. That is why the Russian authorities will not let Chechnya calm down, will not 
allow it to form a regulated and legitimate state. It is more profitable for the present Russian 
authorities, establish half-martial law in it, keep occupation troops in it, catch terrorists in 
Russian cities, than to render help to Aslan Maskhadov and the population of Chechnya in 
stopping “slave trade” in Chechnya, establishing an acceptable a legitimate power for the 
Chechen and Russian inhabitants of Chechnya, stopping the terrorist operations and the an-
nihilation of the terrorist groups of Basaev, Hattab and others (with whom Aslan Maskhadov 
and the Chechens who support him could do away totally with the help of Russia). (…) The 
unnatural necessity on the face of it of Russian President, the present prime-minister and the 
Russian generals of the military victory and the possession of Chechnya which craves to be 
free, is, unfortunately, too obvious. Such authorizes, as we have, needs unstable Chechnya. 
And all of us, the population of Russia and the population of Chechnya, are hostages of the 
present Russian authorities and one another40.

Mr. Dmitrievsky also answered the questions on his attitude to each of the statements, 
imputed to him by the prosecutor’s office of Nizhniy Novgorod region. Here he used special 
literature, and also the conclusion of the specialist, member of the Independent Expert-Legal 
Council, candidate of law Yuri Kostanov. 

Also on that day two witnesses of the defense spoke at the trial, director of the Museum 
of Nizhniy Novgorod Linguistic University, veteran of the Great Patriotic War Victoria Ro-
maniva and the historian Alexey Davidov. At the trial they said on the scientific and public 
work of Mr. Dmitrievsky, connected with the rescue and study of monuments of Russian 
architecture and archeology.

At the trial the investigator of the Department of Europe and Central Asia of the orga-
nization “Amnesty International” Victoria Webb was present as an observer. All the pres-
ent marked the correct and impartial way of holding the trial by the judge V. Bondarenko 
unanimously.

On December 21 the hearing on the criminal case of S. Dmitrievsky in the Soviet re-
gional court of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod continued. On the day the last witnesses on the 
part of the defense gave testimony, the observer of “Novaya gazeta” Anna Politkovskaya and 
architect Elena Karmazina.

Anna Politkovskaya, who has been covering the events in Chechnya and Northern Cauca-
sus since 1999, is a laureate of many international and Russian awards in the field of journal-
ism, including the nominations “Zolotoye pero (The Pen of Gold) of Russia” and the award 

“Journalism as a Deed”. the observer of “Novaya gazeta” with references to her own publica-
tions said at the trial on the fact of the mass destruction of the civil population in the course 
of the conflict, war crimes, committed by the representatives of the federal forces, extraju-
dicial executions, tortures, forcible disappearances, random bombing and artillery shooting, 
thus confirming the facts, given in the Statement of Aslan Maskhadov, incriminated to Mr. 
Dmitrievsky. She passed the opinion, that the actions were acts of state terrorism, and this, 
the term of Mr. Maskhadov “Russian terrorism”, the name of military criminals “occupants”, 

40 From S. Dmitrievsky’s answers to the defenders’ questions at the trial on December 15, 2005. http://ria.
hrnnov.ru.
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and their actions “outrages’, are justified. Besides, she offered the opinion that the publica-
tions of Mr. Maskhadov and Mr. Zakaev don not raise any of the forms of discord, moreover, 
not only against the Russian people, but even against the Russian state, because each of them 
expresses the appeal to the Russian side to sit at the table of negotiations. A. Politkovskaya, 
who has known Mr. Dmitrievsky since 2001, characterized him as a person of international 
convictions. 

Elena Karmazina, a famous architect-restorer, spoke on the work of Mr. Dmitrievsky in 
the field of the rescue of monuments of Russian architecture, on the pickets, organized by 
him in order to prevent pulling down historical buildings of Nizhniy Novgorod. She also said 
that Mr. Dmitrievsky was an internationalist, and at the same time a patriot of his country 
and his people.

After the interrogation of the witnesses the materials of the criminal case were announced. 
Then the accused and the defense claimed a number of applications of filing additional docu-
ments. There were filed to the case the methodic materials of the Prosecutor General Office 
on holding the examinations of the documents, connected with raising ethnic discord and 
some other materials. Simultaneously, the judge refused to file the decisions of the European 
court on the complaints of the inhabitants of Chechnya, referring to the fact they did not refer 
to the materials of the case, and their translations were attested in the wrong way. At the same 
time it is not a hindrance for the reference of the participants of the trial to these decisions, 
as in accordance with the resolution of the Plenary session of the Supreme Court they are 
binding to the use in Russian by courts of general jurisdiction41.

On January 18, 2006 at the sitting the court planned to pass to the debate of the sides.
Now we would like to digress from the description of the trial and rest on one fact, which 

had happened before January 18, and which is, to our mind, of principal importance. On 
January 11, according to the report of the Telegraph Agency NTA, the prosecutor of Nizhniy 
Novgorod region V. Demidov, commenting on the criminal case in respect of the chief editor 
of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita’ S. Dmitrievsky, said literally the following, “I am sure 
that Dmitrievsky will go to prison and we as the part which supports the state prosecution, 
will be trying to help make him subject to criminal liability”.

In the opinion of the defense of Mr. Dmitrievsky, the public statement of the prosecutor, 
in which he expresses certainty wittingly, both of the prosecution character of the future 
sentence, so of the kind of punishment, connected with deprivation of liberty, is a form of 
pressure on the court.

In connection with this on January 12 Mr. Dmitrievsky prepared the Open letter, which 
was handed in on the very day to the prosecutor on duty of the regional prosecutor’s office. 
Below we give an extract from this letter, which gives testimony on the general estimation by 
S. Dmitrievsky of the public speech of the prosecutor of the region.

No, Mister prosecutor, not me, but You and Ms. Khokhlisheva admit the humiliation of 
human dignity due to national character, with such criminal cases, smelling bad, undermine 
in society the low authority of the organs of the prosecutor’s office, which is low even without 
such cases, and the authority of our country, as a legal state, You violate the Constitution, 
trying to punish me for the sharp criticism of the present authorities, which commit crimes 

41 The Resolution of the Plenary session of the Supreme Court of RF of October 10, 2003 #5 “On the use of 
courts of general jurisdiction of universally recognized principles and norms of international law and international 
contracts of the Russian federation”.
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against their own people. You want to silence the adherents of stopping the dirty colonial war 
in Chechnya, which was unleashed for the accession of a lieutenant-colonel of FSB, whom 
nobody new, and which has taken the life of dozens, if not hundreds of thousands of our 
compatriots of different nationalities and confessions.

It won’t work, mister prosecutor! You will never silence us or make us joint the choir of 
cowardly lackeys, who sing Alleluia to any nonentity, who appears in power. We have been 
doing and will continue to do our best to achieve a just and lasting peace in Northern Cau-
casus. And in spite of your vain efforts we will achieve this peace!42

In connection with the fact of the public speech of the prosecutor of the region the Joint 
application of the International organization against tortures, the International federation on 
human rights and the Russian-Chechen Friendship Society. Below we give extracts from this 
application.

The international organization against tortures (OMCT) and the International Federa-
tion for Human Rights (FIDH) within the framework of its joint program “the observance 
of the defense of human rights defenders” would like to express its deep concern about the 
statement, made by the Prosecutor of Nizhniy Novgorod region in respect of the criminal 
case, stated concerning mister Stanislaw Dmitrievsky, executive director of the Russian-
Chechen Friendship Society and chief editor of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”, which is 
the joint edition of RCFS and the Nizhniy Novgorod Human Rights Society (NNHRS). 

In accordance with the received information, on January 11, 2006 Prosecutor of Nizhniy 
Novgorod region Mr. Vladimir Demidov expressed his firm conviction that Mr. Stanislaw 
Dmitrievsky would be found guilty, saying, “I am sue that Dmitrievsky will go to prison, and, 
being, the side which supports the prosecution, we will be making efforts to making him sub-
ject to criminal liability”. Further he said, “It is very important for our multinational society, 
which supports positive attitude to all nationalities, that the statements of bandits, which 
raise ethnic hatred, are not published in newspapers”, pointing, that “we must not admit any 
efforts to destabilize the situation”.

Within the next few days the lawyers of Mr. Dmitrievsky want to file an appeal to pros-
ecutor General Office of RF concerning the statements of the regional prosecutor…

…The World Organization against Torture, the International Federation for Human 
Rights and “The Russian-Chechen friendship Society” are concerned about the statement, 
which can be considered as contradicting the General lines on the role of Prosecutors, ad-
opted by the 8-th Congress of the united nations on the Prevention of crimes and treatment 
of infringers of the law, held in Cuba in 1999. In particular, in the document, it is said that 

“performing their duties, prosecutors must “perform them honestly, consistently, taking into 
account the position of the suspect and victim, and paying attention to all the circumstances 
that refer to the case, irrespective of their being an advantage of the suspect or bringing him 
harm”. 

The debate on “the case of Mr. Dmitrievsky” on January 18, 2006 in the Soviet regional 
court of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod.

The World Organization against Torture, the International Federation for Human Rights 
and “The Russian -Chechen Friendship society” recall the authorities of the Russian fed-
eration on the necessity to correlate its work with the requirements of the Declaration on 
the rights of human rights defenders, adopted by the General Assembly of the UNO on De-

42 From the Open letter of S. Dmitrievsky to the prosecutor of Nizhniy Novgorod region on January 12, 
2006.
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cember 9, 1998, and, especially, Article 1 of the Declaration, which specifies, that “every 
person has the right, independently or, forming associations with other persons, to promote 
or strive for the defense and realization of human rights and fundamental freedoms at the 
national and international levels”, and also Art. 12.2, which specifies that “The state must 
take all the necessary measures to provide for the protection by competent structures every 
person, who individually or forming associations with other persons, from violence, threats, 
retribution, which are de facto and de jure hostile discrimination, pressure or other arbi-
trary actions as the result of his or her legal realization of the rights, which are specified in 
the present Declaration. Geneva-Paris, January 16, 2006.

On January 18, 2006 the debate was held at the trial on the case of S. Dmitrievsky. The 
prosecution said that the actions of Mr. Dmitrievsky had high public danger and asked the 
court to pass the sentence upon him in the form of four years of deprivation of liberty with 
serving the term in a colony settlement. 

The defense said that there was no corpus delicti in the actions of Mr. Dmitrievsky and 
asked the court to pass the verdict of not guilty.

In his speech the defender of Stanislaw Dmitrievsky Yuri Sidorov testified that the ac-
cused, as a convinced internationalist, had not had and could not have had the intention to 
raise discord. The lawyer Leila Khamzaeva drew the attention of the court to the multiple 
violations of he law, which the prosecutor’s office had permitted in the courts of the investiga-
tion of the case and bringing the accusation. The accused analyzed in detail the conclusions 
of the expert Teslenko in the case, and testified that the expert had been incompetent in 
answering the questions made by the investigation and had deviated from his specialty and 
authority. 

The last session on the case was held on February 3, 2006. On that day the accused said 
his last plea and the court passed the sentence.

We publish below extracts from the last plea of S. Dmitrievsky, testifying of the “real per-
secution”, which was accompanying him and RCFS in the course of all the inquest and trial.

…Simultaneously with the beginning of the investigation of the criminal case the Nizhniy 
Novgorod TV channels and the majority of other mass media launched a campaign of the 
real persecution of RCFS and me personally. What details of my own biography unknown 
before did I get to know in that time! The assertions that I was being financed by combat-
ants were replaced by the assurance, that on the contrary, I was financing combatants, and 
the TV channel “Volga” demonstrated my photo at one time at the background of dollars 
whirling like autumn leaves, at another time at the background of soldiers’ heads, being cut 
by bandits. One agency even made the supposition that I might have financed the seizure of 
Ingushetia by combatants on the night of February 21–22, 2004! All this nonsense was given 
wit the invariable references to “the informed sources in the law enforcement bodies”, some-
times darkened profiles of people, presented as “officers of FSB”, flashed at the screen. Aide 
of the prosecutor of the region Konstantin Moiseev told journalists of my extremist work ea-
gerly. Together with him the editor of “Novoye delo” Andryukhim spoke on the topic, the very 
person who in 1999 received the warning from the prosecutor’s office for the publication of 
the article under the heading: “On order to survive Russian must destroy Chechnya”. In all, 
another propagandist, famous in the city for his “kind attitude to nationalities”. Finally in 
March, in the region, where the activist of our organization Oxana Chelisheva lives, anony-
mous leaflets appeared with her address, dirty abuses and threats of physical violence. After 
multiple appeals of the international organizations, the prosecutor’s office started a criminal 
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case on the fact unwillingly, but of course did not find anybody. In September leaflets with a 
similar text appeared already in the entrance of my house. And in this case the law enforce-
ment bodies turned to be helpless somehow. Besides in both cases the text of the leaflets had 
much in common with the stylistics, characteristic for the speeches of Mr. Moiseev. Finally, 
on September 2 the GUVD of Nizhniy Novgorod region started a criminal case against me 
on Art. 199 of the CC of the RF, tax evasion. And this, in spite of the fact that the act of the 
tax inspection had been appealed by us in the arbitration tribunal. 

One can suppose, of course that all these events were fatal coincidences, but I hardly 
believe in such coincidences…43

During the break Russian human rights defenders and journalists who had come to hear 
the sentence being made public, were questioned and gave their prognoses on the outcome 
of the case. As it had been expected nobody considered the verdict of “not guilty” seriously. 
Below we give some results of this quiz.

Sergey Kovalev, the first Russian ombudsman on human rights, ex-deputy of the State 
Duma of three convocation, a former Soviet political prisoner and famous human rights de-
fender, “I think that the verdict will be deliberately “of guilty”. I do not doubt it but I think 
that if will still be a sanction without deprivation of freedom”.

Svetlana Gannushkina, a member of the Council of the President of the RF on the as-
sistance to the development of the institutes of the civil society and human rights, head of 
the organization “Civilian assistance”, “I have high hope that it will be suspended sentence 
from two to four years”.

Elena Sannikova, a human rights defender, a former political convict, an independent 
journalist, “At the beginning of the trial I hoped that it would be the verdict of “not guilty”. 
After the penultimate sitting I understood that it would be only the verdict of “guilty” and 
not the other way round. But I hoped that it would only not be connected with deprivation 
of freedom. But I have doubted it a little today too. Let’s hope it still is not connected with 
deprivation of freedom”.

Julia Sereda, the Ryazan “Memorial”, “I don’t know. I can’t make any prognoses. I hope 
ardently that it is not connected with deprivation of freedom, but, in my opinion it will not be 
the verdict of “not guilty” too”.

Nikolay Khramov, the leader of the movement “Russian radicals”, “In general we 
should expect the verdict of “not guilty”, but it will be difficult to expect such a verdict of 

“not guilty”. I think that it will be a punishment below the bottom limit, i.e. a fine as in the case 
of Yuri Samodurov, or a suspended sentence, which the judge will simply give an opportunity 
to appeal against in the reviewing court, in Strasburg, anywhere. It will be important for him 
not to mixed in this case, not to make either the real sentence, connected with deprivation of 
liberty, or the verdict of “not guilty”. It will probably be the variant of Pontius Pilate”. 

Wolfgang Benzag, a representative of the embassy of Germany, simultaneously a rep-
resentative of the European Union, “We wanted to observe how it would happen because 
we are sure that civil society is very important for Russian. At the same time the mater is 
connected with the freedom of speech, which is the second most important condition of the 
achievement and development of the society of Russia. That is why we are here and now we 
will see what will happen.”

43 From S. Dmitrievsky’s last plea (the session on February 3, 2006).
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Tatiana Lokshina, the chairperson of the board of the Information-analytical Center 
“Demos”, “In such a situation it is difficult to say anything, but Stas has behaved as a brave 
person. He is simply a fine fellow. And really he is quite right: every person makes a choice, 
every person decides for himself. Under the circumstances this choice is very important. And 
he is undoubtedly a free person. And the choice the judge will make depends on the fact if he 
has civil conscience, human conscience, on the way the treats his duty. I would like to wish 
he behaved as a free person too”.

Natalia Taubina, the head of the fund “Pubic verdict”, “The present situation gives the 
full picture of the return to the faraway Soviet past, which one would not like to see in our life 
and our future at all. The trial has very many things in common with the trials of the Soviet 
times and political trials over the dissidents. One wants to hope for a just sentence, but at 
the same time one has some hard feelings that we are living in a horrible time, and it is not 
known what this time will be for us. But at the same time one wants very badly the sentence 
to be just, to be the verdict of “not guilty”.

Alexander Podrabinek, a journalist, a former political convict, “I have got convinced 
that it is quite impossible to try to guess, because we follow some reasonable logic, the law, 
our ideas of the law, and the prosecutor’s office, the court and the authorities in general 
follow quite different categories, which are unknown to us. They are guided by political cat-
egories, the political order that is why if the court passes the sentence on the basis of the law; 
Mr. Dmitrievsky should get the verdict of “not guilty”. But we know by our own experience, 
in reality it happens in another way. Judges pass the sentence not according to the law, but 
according to what they are told from above. It is at least so in such trials. That is why it is 
impossible to guess. But let’s hope for the best”.

Alexander Mnatsakanyan, a journalist, a member of the center “demos”, “Knowing 
all kinds of miracles, which happen in our country, I expect everything, I am afraid, really 
afraid of a sentence of a real term. I am not sure that it will happen so, I am afraid of it. Per-
sonally, I will not be satisfied with any verdict of “guilty”, as a person and specialist in this 
field. I am afraid that Stas may get it simply because such people should not be in prison for 
many reasons. As for prognoses, I still suppose, that it will be “guilty, suspended sentence’ 
because, it is very stupid to give a real term. However, anything may happen. Everything is 
done for the first time anytime in life; any vile act is done for the first time sooner or later. 
I don’t want to e a prophet at all and I hope so much that it does not happen. To tell the truth 
I hope that they will be afraid. But I cannot hope seriously for the verdict of ‘not guilty’”.

Yuri Dzhibladze, president of the Center of the development of democracy and human 
rights, “In the just court another verdict but the one of “not guilty” could not be. There are 
very serous apprehensions to expect the verdict of “guilty”, unfortunately. All the mass at-
tack against RCFS during the last year, the course of the investigation in all the four trials, 
show that it is a political trial, which has nothing to do with the claims, connected with the 
work of he organization. Today’s trial may as well be a historical turning moment. In case 
it is the verdict of “guilty” it signifies a new step in the relations of the state and the man of 
the post Soviet Russia. It is the verdict to the freedom of speech, it will be the verdict, if it is 
the verdict of “guilty” to the independent public work, the verdict to the antimilitary work, 
the verdict to the struggle against the violation of human rights and it will be a very strong 
struck against the human rights movement, the civil society and democracy in our country”.

Leila Khamzaeva, the lawyer of Mr. Dmitrievsky, “I am an optimist”.
Natalia Cherniva, a journalist of ‘Novaya gazeta”, “I am a well informed pessimist”.
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After the speech of S. Dmitrievsky with the last plea before making the sentence pub-
lic before 12.30 a break was announced. After the break it became known that observers 
were not being allowed to courtroom #40 of the Soviet regional court of the city of Nizhniy 
Novgorod, where the sentence was to be read. It was allowed to be present at reading the 
sentence only to the lawyers and relatives of the accused. Stanislaw Dmitrievsky refused to 
go to the courtroom, saying that the rights guaranteed by the Constitution of the RF of the 
openness of the session were being violated.

Unfortunately, the prognoses of the human rights defenders have justified themselves, 
the court found S. Dmitrievsky guilty of raising international discord and passed the sus-
pended sentence of two year of deprivation of freedom with the period of probation of 4 
years. Besides, he is liable to undergo a registration periodically to a special state structure 
domiciliary and not the change without the agreement of the structure the place of residence. 
We remind you that the prosecution required for S. Dmitrievsky 4 years of deprivation of 
freedom with the service of the sentence in a colony-settlement.

In particular, it is said in the sentence:
…having estimated in total all the present proofs and those presented at the session, the 

court considers it necessary to qualify the actions of the accused S. M. Dmitrievsky accord-
ing to clause “b” p. 2 Art. 282 of the CC of the RF, as actions directed to raising discord, and 
also the humiliation of the dignity of a group of persons according to the reasons of racial 
character, nationality, belonging to a social group, committed with the use of mass media 
and by a person using his official functions.

Acting intentionally, realizing the character of his actions and willing to perform them, 
using his official functions of editor of the newspaper, the accused S. M. Dmitrievsky under-
took the decision to publish two articles independently, which basically contain expressions, 
directed to raising discord and humiliation of the dignity of people on the basis of the rea-
sons of racial character, nationality, belonging to a definite social group…”44.

As the basis of the guilt of the accused, as it is stated in the sentence, “the court assumes 
the legal and grounded conclusions of the expert, who having analyzed in detail both the 
texts of the published articles as whole speeches, made the conclusion on the presence in the 
above stated articles of expressions, directed to raising racial, national and social discord. 
In the course of the trial the expert L. Yu.Teslenko confirmed and reasoned her conclusions, 
giving the participants of the trial the answers to all the questions they were interested in. the 
court has no reasons not to trust or prejudice the conclusions of the examinations, proceed-
ing from among other things the competence, professional skills and the working experience 
of the expert.

The court considers critically the conclusion of the specialist G. P. Vronskaya, heard 
at the session, because it is superficial, formal, given without the appropriate and proper 
estimation of the texts of the publications, and, besides, which does not correspond to the 
requirements of the procedural criminal legislation.

Article 27 of the RF Criminal Procedure Code does not specify holding an extrajudicial 
linguistic examination. The reason for holding legal expertise is not the application of the 
accused or his defender, but according to Art. 195 and Art. 283of the RF Criminal Proce-
dure Code by the resolution of the investigator or the court. Nobody had applied to the court 
with such a request to the court. Besides, the analysis of the specialist G. P. Vronskaya was 

44 From the sentence of the Soviet regional court of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod on February 3, 2006.
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make for a fee, and she was not warned of the criminal liability for giving deliberately false 
conclusion as an expert, as it is specified by art.57 of the RF Criminal Procedure Code. The 
circumstances do not allow the curt make the conclusion of the objectivity of the presented 
conclusion.

3.2.2. Reaction to S. Dmitrievsky’s sentence45

Below we cite the opinions on the passed verdict, as of the adherents of .Dmitrievsky, so 
of his opponents.

The defenders of S. Dmitrievsky, all the representatives of human rights organizations 
present at the trial, and he himself consider the sentence illegal and unjust. “It is not even 
said in the sentence, in respect of what nation I was raising discord”, S. Dmitrievsky said, 
commenting on the sentence to the journalists. He also said about his intention to appeal 
against the conviction in the court of review.

Commenting on the sentence, the representative of the prosecutor’s office of Nizhniy 
Novgorod region K. Moiseev said that they had not yet solved the question of the expediency 
of presenting a reversal46. At this K. Moiseev said that the court had agreed that S. Dmit-
rievsky had committed a crime. “The work was done not in vain, during the consideration 
of the case counteraction was exercised on the part of Russian and foreign human rights 
organization, and many unpleasant things were said about FSB and the prosecutor’s office”, 
K. Moiseev said47.

“The publications, which became the reason of bringing to trial Stanislaw Dmitrievsky, 
cannot be called by Jesuitism”, said deputy of the governor of Nizhniy Novgorod region on 
the interaction with the local self-governing organs A. Tsapin on February 3, commenting on 
the course of the trial. “It is unscrupulous to right under the flag of Russian-Chechen friend-
ship that all measures will be taken to liberate Chechnya from Russian occupants. What 
friendship can one speak of? Such articles can be published either a person, who assesses 
the situation inadequately, connected with the events in Chechnya, or a person, who can is-
sue anything for big money. The question is of the origin of the money,” Mr. Tsapin said.

Besides, A. Tsapin called the stir around the trial of Mr. Dmitrievsky quite expected. 
“The accused is being protected by the people, who are most obviously being financed in the 
way “The Russian-Chechen Friendship Society is. it is possible that the pseudo human rights 
defenders are afraid that at making such a corresponding court decision they will also have 
problems with financing, and most probable is it external financing behind the borders of 
Russia», the deputy of the governor said. “If we speak about my civil position, I am sincerely 
surprised at the liberal views of our legislation, the patience of our law enforcement bodies 
and, maybe, eve at the patience of our people”, Mr. Tsapin marked.

In the conclusion of this small section one wants to point that all famous Russian and 
international human rights organizations consider the sentence motivated politically, and the 
sentence, passed by the court illegal and directed to the liquidation of the guarantees of the 
freedom of speech in Russia. 

45 According to the materials of the Information Agency NTA-Privolzhie. 
46 According to the materials of the Information Agency NTA-Privolzhie. 
47 The same.
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3.2.3. Court of appellate jurisdiction: reversal appealing

On February 13, 2006 S. Dmitrievsky and his defenders Yu.Sidorov and L. Khamzaeva 
referred to the Judicial Department of criminal cases of the Nizhniy Novgorod regional court 
with the appeals to the verdict of “guilty”. In their complaints Mr. Dmitrievsky and his de-
fenders drew the attention of the Court of Appeal to different aspects of the groundlessness 
of the verdict of “guilty”.

From S. Dmitrievsky’s appeal:
…The conclusions of the court are not confirmed by the circumstances, considered at the 

trial. Having passed the verdict of “guilty”, the court not only failed to disprove, but it did 
not check, did not estimated in the proper way and did not mention in the description-moti-
vating part the number of the circumstances, which eliminated my guilt. Finally in the verdict 
of “guilty” the court rejected without motivation the number of the proofs of the defense and 
at the same time based the verdict on the proofs of the prosecution without criticism. First of 
all, it refers the estimation of the expert conclusions and the analysis of the specialist, and 
also my testimony. The question of stating the aim, motive and intention of the crime which 
I had supposedly committed was left by the court without solution at all, though the criminal 
act incriminated to me in the form of actions, directed at raising hatred or discord, and as 
well as the humiliation of human dignity for a number of characteristics, can be made only 
intentionally. Besides, the court use the proofs at the estimation of the circumstances of the 
case, received as the result of the actions, not specified by judicial procedures…”48. Further 
S. Dmitrievsky argues in detain in the text of the complaint the above stated reasons, ac-
cording to which he considers the verdict unjustified and liable to undoubted repeal. “In 
particular, the court did not take into account the following circumstances:

1. The investigator asked the expert legal questions, which is inadmissible on the ground of 
clause 11 of the statement of the plenum of the Supreme Court of the USSR of March 16, 1971.

2. For holding the examination an incompetent specialist was chosen, who exceeded the 
limits of his special knowledge in the course of the expertise.

3. The conclusions of the expert are bases exclusively on the suppositions, which is inad-
missible, on the ground of p. 3 art.49 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation and p. 4 
Art. 14 of the RF Criminal Procedural Code. 

4. The conclusions of the expert are not confirmed, but on the contrary, are disproved by 
other materials of the preliminary investigation and the inquiry.

Thus, for example, it is stated in the complaint that in accordance with the methodic rec-
ommendations of the Prosecutor General Office, the linguist cannot define the signs of racial, 
national and social discord independently without the participation in the expert analysis of 
a specialist in the field of social psychology, and also history and anthropology. Ms. Teslenko 
demonstrated her incompetence (her specialty is “speech and voice study”) in the court, re-
fusing to define the terms of “race”, “nationality” and “social group”, saying justly that she 
did not have the right to interfere in the field of social sciences. Also Ms. Teslenko, who had 
said that the stated forms of hostility were being raised among the Russians and Chechens, 
said that she did not know what race the Russian and Chechen peoples belonged to. Inciden-
tally both the peoples belong to one Europeoid race, and the racial hostility between them is 
impossible according to the definition.

48 From S. Dmitrievsky’s appeal.
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In the appeal of the defender Yu.Sidirov it is said that
S. M. Dmitrievsky is accused of the publication and distribution of tests, which contain 

expressions directed to raising discord, and the propaganda of exclusiveness and superior-
ity. The CC of RF does not specify criminal liability for such actions.

The court excluded from the prosecution the formula, “expressions, directed to the pro-
paganda of exclusiveness, superiority of the Chechen citizens on the character of their na-
tional belonging”, in connection with the lack of such formula in the disposition of Art. 282 
of the CC of RF, in the wording of the Federal law of December 8, 2003 (#162-FL). Though it 
went beyond the limits of the prosecution, in the description part of which it was stated that 
S. M. Dmitrievsky had allowed editing a publication, which contained expressions raising 
differences, specifying in the verdict, that Mr. Dmitrievsky had allowed editing a publication, 
which contained expressions raising hostility.

The disposition of Art. 282 of the CC of RF stipulated criminal responsibility only for the 
actions, directed to raising hatred or hostility, and also the humiliation of the dignity of man 
or a group of people due to the reasons of sexual character, racial character, nationality, 
language, origin, attitude to religion, as well as belonging to any social group. 

The actions, directed to raising differences, and the propaganda of superiority were 
included in the disposition of Art. 74 of the CC of RSFSR, which with the adoption of the 
Criminal code of 1996 is not valid and accordingly the actions are decriminalized… The list 
of actions subject to criminal liability, stipulated in Art. 282 of the CC of RF, is full and is not 
liable to broad interpretation…49

Besides the above stated arguments of the illegality of the verdict, there is another one 
cited in the appeal of the defender L. Khamzaeva, a rather significant one in our opinion. 

Analyzing the investigated proofs, the Court has openly taken the position of the prosecu-
tion and did not take into account the circumstances, the side of the defense referred to, and, 
which could influence the conclusions of the court. Thus, at passing the verdict , the Court 
did not take into account the statements of the Law of RF of December 27, 1991 #2124–21 

“On mass media” and the Federal Law of July 25, 2002 #114-FL “On counteraction to ex-
tremist activity”, which regulate the work of mass media and provide for the responsibility 
of mass media for publications.

The chief editor Stanislaw Dmitrievsky acted in full accordance with Art. 2 of the Law of 
RF of December 27, 1991 #2124–21 “On mass media”, performing his direct duty of taking 
the final decision in respect of the production and issue of a means mass media, published 
a material, which he considered of high social value. The purpose of the publication was 
to inform the population of the country on the point of view of one of the sides of an armed 
conflict, on the nature of the conflict and ways of settling it.

Such actions do not contradict, but fully correspond to Art. 51 of the Law of RF of De-
cember 27, 1991 #2124–21 “On mass media”, which does not allow the use of a journalist’s 
rights for concealing of falsification of publicly important information.

The definition the presence of signs of extremism in information materials, stipulated in 
Art. 13 of the Federal Law of July 7, 2002 #114-FL “On counteraction to extremist activity” 
lies in civil sphere, but not in criminal sphere, is held by the court on the presentation of the 
prosecutor with the participation of the interested persons.

49 From the appeal of Yu.Sidorov, defenderof S. Dmitrievsky.
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Part 1 of Article 47 of the Constitution of the Russian Federation specifies, “Nobody can 
be deprived of the right for the consideration of his case in the court and by the prosecutor 
of the jurisdiction of the case, stipulated by the law50.

The conclusion of the lawyer Khamzaeva that the presence in information materials of 
signs of extremism, in the context of the Law “On counteraction to extremist activity” refers 
to civil sphere, but not to the criminal one is confirmed by practice too. Thus, it is said in this 
very report, in Section 1.2. that the prosecutor’s office of the Republic of Ingushetia, having 
noticed in the press-releases of the Regional public movement CCNR extremist expressions, 
went to law in order to define the presence of elements of extremist activity in the work of this 
organization, which later served the ground of taking the decision to close the organization. 
The case is being considered in civil court.

In his complaint L. Khamzaeva stressed that “The court evaded the estimation of the 
testimony of the specialist Ms. Vronskaya, given in the course of the interrogation, during 
which the specialist Ms. Vronskaya answered the questions, on the circumstances which 
require special knowledge, she also gave the definitions of the notion RACE, NATIONAL-
ITY, SOCIAL GROUP. The expert Ms. Tslenko had failed to give the definition of this key 
question, alluding to the fact that the definition of such notions referred to sociology and not 
linguistics. Which confirms the fact that the analysis of the linguist is not a substantial proof 
of the presence in the information materials of the signs of extremism, specified in Art. 1 and 
Art. 13 of the Federal law of July 25, 2002 #114-FL “On counteraction to extremist activity” 
and Art. 282 of the CC of the RF”51.

A considerable part of the complaint of L. Khamzaeva is dedicated to the violation by the 
laws of the norms of international law in the field of human rights and freedoms.

The court violated art.1 and Art. 3 of the RF Criminal Procedural Code, in accordance 
with which the universally recognized principles and norms of international law and inter-
national agreements of the Russian Federation are a component of the legislation of the 
Russian Federation, which regulated criminal proceedings. If the international agreement 
of the Russian federation has set other rules, than those stipulated by the present Code, then 
the rules of the international agreement are applied.

The freedom of expressing one’s opinion is guaranteed by Article 10 of the European 
Convention on the defense of human rights and the main freedoms, was ratified by the Fed-
eral Law of September 30, 1998 #54-FL, came into power in Russia on may 5, 1998 in accor-
dance with clause11 of the resolution of he Plenum of the Supreme Court of RF of October 10, 
2003 #5 “On the use by courts of general jurisdiction of the universally recognized principles 
and norms of international law and international agreements of the Russian Federation. 

The Convention on human rights and the main freedoms has its own mechanism, which 
includes the obligatory jurisdiction of the European Court of human rights and systematic 
control of the fulfillment of the resolutions of he Court on the part of the Committee of Min-
isters of the European Council. On account of clause 1 Article 46 of the Convention these 
resolutions in respect of the Russian Federation, adopted finally, are obligatory for the bod-
ies of the state authorities of the Russian federation, including the courts”.

According to the number of the decisions, made by the European Court (ECHR), Art. 10 
takes the second place. it shows how problematic the practice of the realization of “the 
freedom of expressing one’s opinion” is in the present European context. ECHR has stressed 

50 From the appeal of L. Khamzaeva, the defender of S. Dmitrievsky.
51 From the appeal of the defender l.Khamzaeva.
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more that once, that in the conditions, when the right for the freedom of speech is confronted 
by other rights and interests which deserve respect, we must not lose sight of the basic mean-
ing, the freedom has for democracy. In the case “Handiside against the United Kingdom” 
(1976) “Series A. #24, December 7, 1976), “Esgur Gundem against Turkey” (March 16, 2000) 
ECHR formulated the principle of the primacy of the freedom of speech in the following 
words: “The freedom of expressing one’s opinion, stipulated in clause 2, Art. 10 is one of 
the fundamental bases of democratic society and one of the main conditions of its progress. 
On condition of the observance of the requirements of clause 2 Art. 10 it is applied not only 
to the “information” or ideas, which are favored or considered as harmless or indifferent, 
but in respect of those, which affect, shock or trouble the state or any part of the population. 
These are the requirements pluralism, tolerance and liberalism, without which there is no 

“democratic society”.
As it is stipulated in Article 10, this freedom can be attended with restrictions, which, 

however, must be interpreted rather strictly, and the necessity of every restriction must be 
stated with authority.

The importance of the freedom of speech for the political dialogue is so high that it 
generates, in the opinion of ECHR, the right of society “to know” and the duty of the state 
to abstain from measures, which can inhibit such knowledge. In the case “Lingens against 
Austria” (1986) (The selected decisions, vol. 1, p. 524–532), when a journalist allowed himself 
to give sharp estimations of the Chancellor of the republic and was convicted by the national 
court for disinformation, the European Court of Human Rights took the side of the journalist 
decisively. It put forward the doctrine of the mission of the press. ECHR wrote in its deci-
sion: “Though the press must not exceed the bounds, set inter alia for “the protection of the 
reputation of other persons”, nevertheless, the mission is entrusted to it on the spread of 
information and ideas on political matters, and also on other problems, which present public 
interest. If the task to spread such information and ideas rests with the press, then the public, 
on its part, has the right to receive them”.

In the decision on the case “Castells against Spain” (1992) (The selected decisions, vol-
ume 1 p. 743–755) ECHR marked: “We cannot forget the most important role of the press in 
the state, which follows the principle of the supremacy of law. (…) The freedom of the press 
gives the public au unsurpassed instrument, which gives it an opportunity to receive a notion 
of the ideas and positions of its political leaders. Besides, it gives politicians an opportunity 
to reflect and give their point of view on the questions the public opinion is concerned with; 
thus, everybody gets an opportunity to participate in a free political discussion, which is in 
the very center of the conception of democratic society”.

At the consideration of the arguments on the legitimacy of the actions of the state, which 
limit the freedom of speech, ECHR analyzes consistently the actual circumstances and legal 
argumentation of the sides from the point of view of four criteria: if the actions of the author-
ities were grounded by the law, if they were lawful in the light of the restrictions, stipulated 
by clause 2 of Art. 10, if similar actions under the concrete circumstances were necessary in 
democratic society, if the taken measures in their gravity were in proportion with the actions 
of the applicant.

In the case “Sunday Times against the United Kingdom” (1979) (The selected decisions, 
volume 1, p. 198–231) the explanation of the legal sense of the expression “stipulated by the 
law” is given. In the opinion of ECHR the following two requirements come from it. “Firstly, 
law must be admissible in the adequate measure: citizens must have the opportunity corre-
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sponding to the circumstances to define what legal norms are applied in the case. Secondly, 
the norm cannot be considered “law”, if it is not formulated with a sufficient degree of 
exactness, which allows the citizen to adapt his behavior to it: he must have the opportunity, 
using in case of necessity advice, to foresee, in the reasonable degree conformably to the 
circumstances, the consequences, which the action may bring about”.

ECHR has defined the characteristics, which show that the publication and distribution 
of materials are not subject to the protection guaranteed by Art. 10. There are three of them: 
1) the appeal to active actions against the state, 2) raising hatred, 3) the appeal to violence. 
One of them is enough for the legitimacy of the limitation. Here the court marked that “if 
the case is not of expressions of this kind, the states-participants cannot assign primary im-
portance to the protection of the territorial integrity, national safety, maintenance of public 
order and crime prevention in order to restrict the right of the public to be informed and use 
at the same time criminal law for the pressure on mass media52.

Thus, one can also say that the court, at the consideration of the case and assign the ver-
dict did not follow the above stated Regulations of the Supreme court of the SC (Supreme 
Court) RF of October 10, 2003 and ignored the practice of the European court completely 
concerning the consideration of such cases, thus, violating clause 2, Art. 10 of the European 
Convention.

If we examine the arguments of the illegality of the passed verdict, given in the appeals of 
S. Dmitrievsky and his defenders, then the question appears at once, “What kind of specialist 
should one be in the field of law to pass such a verdict?” But it appears that the list is not over, 
violations continue.

On February 13 already after presenting the appeal, S. Dmitrievsky and his defenders 
read the protocol of the trial and found a gross misrepresentation of the protocol concerning 
the interrogation of the expert L. Teslenko.

In particular, the expert Larissa Teslenko, whose conclusions on the presence in the pub-
lications of the signs of raising racial, national and social hostility were admitted by the 
court as the basis of the verdict of “guilty”, refused in the course of the interrogation to give 
a definition to the notions “race’, “nationality” and “social group”, sending the court to spe-
cialists in the fiend of sociology. Mr. Dmitrievsky drew the attention of the court to the fact 
many times, speaking of the incompetence of the expert and the arbitrary character of her 
conclusions. Mr. Dmitrievsky’s appeal was also grounded on the fact. Though, having learnt 
the protocol of the session, Mr. Dmitrievsky was surprised to find that in the protocol, which 
had been made by the clerk of court, Olga Malakhova, the clear definitions of the terms “race’ 
and “nationality” were written, which the expert had supposedly given in the courts of the 
interrogation. 

In accordance with the Criminal Procedure Code Mr. Dmitrievsky presented his remarks 
for the protocol to the judge Bondarenko, applying to it the audio record of the interrogation 
of the expert, made at the trial by Yu.Sidorov. In accordance with the fact that the circum-
stances of the interrogation of the expert had exclusively important meaning for the court of 
the presence in the published materials of the indications of the crime, the competence of the 
expert, and, as a result, the guilt, and also in connection with the fact that the precise, word 
for word reflection in the transcript of the interrogation of the expert Teslenko has exclusive 
meaning for defining the truth and correct consideration of the criminal case in the courts 

52 From the appeal of the defender L. Khamzaeva.
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of higher instance, Mr. Dmitrievsky asked to state toe transcript of the interrogation of the 
expert Teslenko in the wording of the literal interpretation of the audio record.

However, the judge Bondarenko refused to consider the question substantially according 
the fact that the audio record had not entered upon the record of the case.

In the opinion of Mr. Dmitrievsky, the refusal of the judge Mr. Bondarenko to examine 
the audio record was not grounded by the law. From his point of view this refusal is caused 
by the reluctance of the judge to establish the real content of the course of the interrogation 
of the expert, because her real testimony at the trial contradicts the statement of the verdict 
that, “L. Yu.Teslenko confirmed and argued her conclusions, giving the participants of the 
trial, the answers to all the questions they were interested in” and prejudices the justifica-
tion of the verdict of “guilty” passed by the judge. Moreover, Mr. Dmitrievsky considers that 
the unjustified refusal to use the audio record and state the truth indicate the intention of the 
composition of the court to falsify the proofs.

In accordance with the stated facts on February 20 Mr. Dmitrievsky lodged a complaint 
to the Prosecutor General Office of RF and the Qualification board of judges of Nizhniy 
Novgorod region. In accordance with the law only General prosecutor can take the decision 
to start a criminal case against a judge. In the opinion of Mr. Dmitrievsky, there indications 
of corpus delicti, in the actions of the composition of the court in the part if making the tran-
script of the interrogation of the expert L. Yu. Teslenko, stipulated by Art. 303 of the CC of 
RF (“falsification of proofs”).

Since the facts were not reflected in the appeals, on February 17, 2006 S. Dmitrievsky, 
following Article 359 of the Criminal Procedural Code (a person, who has lodged a com-
plaint or presentation, before the beginning of the session has the right to change them or 
add new arguments to them), presented the Supplements to his appeal. In the document he 
asked the regional court to study the additional proofs, which testified that the sentence 
that was being appealed against had been made on the basis of the falsified protocol of 
the session. However on February 26 the Supplement to the appeal was returned to him by 
registered letter. There was envelope the letter of the judge Bondarenko, in which he without 
a single reference to any law informed him that “the Supplements” were in essence the re-
marks to the protocol of the session which had already been refused by him, that is why they 
were subject to return.

The authors of the report consider it necessary to point out that in accordance with the 
RF Criminal procedural Code the complaint is lodged through the office of the court which 
passed the verdict. The court must check if the props of the court are stated in the complaint 
correctly, if it has the address and signature of the sender, if it has the reference to the appeal 
against conviction and sent it to the court of higher instance. In case the complaint does not 
have the listed information, the court returns it to the applicant, defining the term of cor-
recting it. Though the supplement appeal corresponded to all the formal characteristics, that 
is why the trial court did not have the right to give appraisals concerning the supplement 
complaint. In accordance with p. 3 Art. 355 of the RF Criminal procedural Code the court 
of review of the Court board on criminal cases of the Nizhniy Novgorod regional court, and 
only this institution has the excusive competence in the estimation of supplements to the ap-
peal from the point of view of their contents.

In the opinion of S. Dmitrievsky, inhibiting him passing the Supplements to the appeal to 
the court of appeal instance, the judge Bondarenko clearly exceeded the limits of his official 
authority and committed actions, directed to hindering justice. Besides, as Mr. Dmitrievsky 
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considers, the actions caused the gross violation of his rights and the interests, protected by 
the law, and also the interests of society and state, protected by the law, and contain the char-
acteristics of the crime, stipulated by Art. 286 of the CC of RF (“exceeding official authority” 
and 294 of the CC of RF (“hindering justice”).

In accordance with the fact S. Dmitrievsky also sent the application with the request to 
Prosecutor General Office to start a criminal case “according to the fact of exceeding by the 
federal judge of the Soviet regional court of the city of Nizhniy Novgorod Vitally Evgenievich 
Bondarenko his official authority and committing actions, directed to hindering justice”.

As it has already been said, before Mr. Dmitrievsky had already lodged the appeal to the 
general prosecutor Office connected with the falsification by the court under the chairman-
ship of Mr. Bondarenko of the protocol of the session in the key part of the testimony of the 
expert. In confirmation of his rightness he applied to the complaints the audio record of the 
interrogation of the expert in the court, make by is lawyer Yuri Sidorov.

The actions of Bondarenko are not only tyranny,” Mr. Dmitrievsky explained to the 
Russian-Chechen Information Agency (RCIA), “neither I, nor my lawyers, none of lawyers I 
know has ever faced the fact that a judge refused to take a appeal. It is the violation of all the 
main guarantees of judicial protection. I suppose that it is a precedent for our jurisdiction. 
By the registration order the judge annihilated in my respect the action of the Constitution 
and the Criminal Procedural Code. It is obvious that Mr. Bondarenko is very afraid that in 
the court of review the fact of his falsification of the protocol will be proved, and driven by 
this panic he is committing new quite magical violations of the law. One wants to believe 
that the Prosecutor General Office and the bodies of the judicial association will give the 
proper estimation to this acrobatic program. And on the other hand, from the point of view 
of the prospects of the appeal to the European court one can’t imagine a better situation; a 
violation is combined by illegality and tyranny. But not Bondarenko will have to pay for this 
illegality in the European Court but the Russian Federation with its prestige and the means 
from the pocket of taxpayers, i.e. from our pocket53.

It should be noted that the prosecutor’s office of Nizhniy Novgorod region also presented 
an appeal to the regional court. In which it required to toughen Mr. Dmitrievsky’s punish-
ment.

On April 11, 2006 the Judicial board on criminal cases of the Nizhniy Novgorod having 
considered the appeals of S. Dmitrievsky’ and his defenders to the verdict and the appeal 
presentation of the state prosecutors, left the verdict unchanged. Thus, the court of review did 
not satisfy either the appeals of the accused and his lawyers in which they required to vacate 
the sentence, as an illegal and unjustified one, and to stop the criminal case, so the appeal of 
the state prosecutors, who on the contrary considered the sentence too mild and insisted on 
the application of punishment to Mr. Dmitrievsky, connected with real deprivation of liberty. 
At the session only the resolutive part of the definition of the court was announced.

At the announcement of the court decision it was marked that one of the three judges of 
the board expressed an especial opinion, different from the opinion of the majority. However 
it will be known only after the convict has received the full text of the definition with its 
descriptive-motivating part.

Stanislaw Dmitrievsky characterized the court decision as illegal, unjustified and moti-
vated politically. “In spite of the formula “the right free from politics and above politics”, the 

53 The site of the Russian-Chechen Information agency: http://ria.hrnnov.ru.
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court became the servant of political interests. The court turned to the executor of the evil 
will of those who aim by any means to limit the right of the citizens of our country to the free 
reception and spread of information and the free expression of opinions, guaranteed, in par-
ticular, by the Constitution of RF and the European Convention on Human Rights and main 
freedoms”. Besides, Mr. Dmitrievsky marked the positive sides of he decision, reminding 
the proverb: “Every cloud has a silver lining”. According to the convict’s words its main idea 
is that having confirmed the illegal decision of the Soviet regional court, the court of review 
had opened the door to the appeal to the European court of Human rights54. 

As it is known, in order to appeal to Strasburg it is necessary to exhaust all the effective 
national means of defense. In this case these means are exhausted, the sentence has come into 
force, and one can prepare to use the international mechanisms of the defense of human rights 
and freedoms, in particular, prepare a complaint to the European Court of Human Rights.

3.3. Chronology of public actions

Probably as in any normal team of like-minded persons when one of its members gets 
into trouble, all the others defend him; the human rights movement began to defend “the Rus-
sian-Chechen Friendship Society”. Since the very beginning of the organization of pressure 
on RCFS, both on the part of the organs of the Ministry of Justice of RF and tax organs, hu-
man rights defenders have been using their resources and their potential in order to support 
RCFS in the difficult time. This help, first of all was rendered in the following actions:

— informing the public and mass media of all the steps and actions of the authorities and 
individual officials concerning obstructing the work of RCFS and efforts to liquidate the 
organization (the publication of the materials at the sites, in electronic mass media, holding 
press-conferences etc).

— appeals to the corresponding high official authorities with the requirements to observe 
the legitimacy and guarantees of human rights and freedoms;

— holding social public campaigns (pickets, meetings);
— rendering expert-legal support;
— participation as the witnesses of the defense and observers at the trial.

Below we give some of the most important examples of public actions in defense of RCFS 
and S. Dmitrievsky personally.

The appeal of human rights activists to the Prosecutor of Nizhniy Novgorod region Mr. 
Demidov; the plenipotentiary representative of President in Privolzhsky Federal district 
S. Kirienko; chairman of the Coordination council on human rights under the control of 
President of RF in Privolzhsky federal district Mr. Gilchenko.

In particular, it is said in this appeal:
The last several months we, representatives of the nongovernmental organizations 

(NGO) of Nizhniy Novgorod region, have been observing the development of the situation 
with the Nizhniy Novgorod human rights organization “The Russian-Chechen Friendship 
Society” (RCFS). 

In the September of this year the prosecutor’s office of Nizhniy Novgorod region charged 
the executive director of RCFS, chief editor- of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”, S. M. Dmi-

54 http://ria.hrnnov.ru.
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trievsky, with the crime, stipulated by clause “b” p. 2 art.282 of the CC of RF (actions, di-
rected at raising hatred or discord, and also to the humiliation of human dignity or a group 
of people due to the reasons of sexual character, racial character, nationality, language, 
origin, attitude to religion, as well as belonging to any social group, committed in public or 
with the use of mass media, by a person using his official functions).

At the same time the Inspection of the federal tax inspection of Nizhniy Novgorod region 
presented tax claims to RCFS for a sum over a million roubles. The tax organs assert that the 
means, which RCFS had been receiving from international funds for three years, and spent 
on the realization of publicly-important programs, is liable to profit tax. In spite of the fact 
that the decision was appealed against in the Arbitration tribunal of Nizhniy Novgorod re-
gion and its operation has been stopped, the GUVD of Nizhniy Novgorod region has recently 
started a criminal case on the fact of the large-scale tax evasion of RCFS (p. 1 Art. 199 of the 
CC of RF). Also the Regional court of Nizhniy Novgorod region has been considering for half 
a year the case of the liquidation of RCFS on the basis of the appeal of the Head registration 
direction of the Ministry of Justice of RF of Nizhniy Novgorod region. Finally, a number of 
publications have appeared in the press, in which Mr. Dmitrievsky and his colleagues are 
characterized “accomplices of terrorists”, and in the regions where the officers of RCFS 
live unknown persons have stuck leaflets with threats of physical violence to human rights 
defenders stating their addresses.

We may share or not share the ideas of Stanislaw Dmitrievsky and his colleagues in 
RCFS of the situation in the Chechen republic. We may agree or disagree with the way the 
events in Chechnya and around it are covered by the Information Centre RCFS and the 
newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”. .Another thing is important for us. It is quite obvious that such 
a large scale and versatile campaign against RCFS is caused by the fact that this organiza-
tion allows itself to criticize the actions of the authority toughly. Speaking for RCFS, we 
stand for not only such basic principles, as the freedom of speech and the freedom of convic-
tions, but also for the right of NGO to realize independent public work. In the unprecedented 
pressure on RCFS we see a threat not only to this human right organization and its members, 
but to all the civil society of Nizhniy Novgorod region and Russia as a whole. 

We are seriously concerned with the situation and ask to take all possible measures to 
stop the pressure on RCFS and restoration of justice.

We hope that You will understand and support our position on the situation. Thus You 
will show your adherence to the values of human rights and civil freedoms.

The application to Prosecutor General of January 17, 2006 from chief editor of the agency 
PRIMA-News Alexander Podrabinek and chief editor of the site “Radicaly.ru” Nicolas Kh-
ramov. It is written in it:

We consider the criminal persecution of Mr. Dmitrievsky encroachment on the freedom 
of the press in Russia and express our solidarity with the accused. The actions of the organs 
of the prosecutor’s office are anticonstitutional and contradict the conventions on human 
rights and other international norms, which protect the freedom of the press.

Demonstrating the solidarity with Mr. Dmitrievsky and our adherence to the freedom 
of the pres in Russia, we published on January 17 at our web-sites the materials, for which 
Mr. Dmitrievsky was subjected to criminal liability. If the law does not act selectively only in 
respect of Mr. Dmitrievsky and if he is being judged today really for the publication of these 
materials, then the prosecutors’ office must make similar charges against us. 
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We claim that we are ready equally with Mr. Dmitrievsky to stand for the freedom of the 
press in the criminal court.

Meanwhile, till the sentence has been passed yet, we appeal to You to withdraw the 
charge, made against Mr. Dmitrievsky, and not to take Russian back to the shameful times 
of the persecution for different ideas and uncensored literature55.

On January 17, 2006 in Moscow in the Independent Press-center a group of Moscow hu-
man rights defenders held a pres-conference in connection with the criminal case against the 
executive director of “the Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” and chief editor of the news-
paper “Pravo-zaschita” Stanislaw Dmitrievsky, and also a campaign of pressure on RCFS. 
Luidmila Alexeeva (the Moscow Helsinki group), Yuri Dzhibladze (the Center of democracy 
and human rights), Tatiana Lokshina (the Center “Demos”), Matalia Taubina (director of the 
fund “Pubic verdict”), and also Oleg Panphilov (the Center of extreme journalism) took part 
in the press-conference.

Speaking at the press-conference, the chairperson of the MHG Luidmila Alexeeva said 
that the criminal case against Stanislaw Dmitrievsky was motivated politically. She also 
expressed deep certitude that the real aim of the persons behind the attacks of the editor of 
the antimilitary edition was the cessation of the work of the channel of the information on 
the situation in the Chechen Republic, which it presents. Lyudmila Alexeeva also said that 
she had known Mr. Dmitrievsky as a person who had always stood for and protected human 
rights.

Tatiana Lokshina said that the decision to hold the press-conference on the eve of the 
regular hearing on “the case of Dmitrievsky” was connected with the ability to express 
one’s solidarity with the editor of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”. Besides, she said to the 
journalists present at the press-conference that a press-conference would be held on that day 
in Nizhniy Novgorod, in which Sergey Adamovich Kovalev and Svetlana Alexeevna Gan-
nushkina would take part together with Stanislaw Dmitrievsky.

In her speech Natalia Taubina said about different forms of pressure, the organization 
headed by Mr. Dmitrievsky had been subjected since the beginning of 2005. The head of 
the fund “Public verdict” shared her opinion with the present concerning one of the sessions 
on the case, which was held on December 21, 2005, and at which she had been present as an 
observer. In her opinion, the judge followed the procedure of holding the session automati-
cally. N. Taubina considers it obvious that the final decision on the matter will not be taken 
by the judge.

Yuri Dzhibladze called the campaign of pressure on “The Russian-Chechen Friendship 
Society” an experiment directed to the liquidation of the nongovernmental organization. He 
also said that the case of RCFS was a precedent in Russian jurisdiction and, as a result, in his 
opinion, the case can be called historical irrespective of its outcome. In the opinion of Yuri 
Dzhibladze, it is especially important in the context of the new law on NGO activity, signed 
by Vladimir Putin on January 10, 2006. In accordance with the requirements of this law, in 
case Mr. Dmitrievsky is convicted, and even if the execution of the sentence is postponed, 
he will lose the right to constitute and be a member of the executive council of any nongov-
ernmental organization. Yuro Dzhibladze also said that in accordance with the law another 
Russian human rights defender Yuri Samodurov must be deprived of the right to head acade-
mician Sakharov Public Center and Museum in 90 days.

55 www.prima-news.ru; www.radikaly.ru.
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After this Alexander Podrabinek, chief editor of the information agency “PRIMA-News”, 
and editor of the sight “Radicaky.ru” Nicolas Khramov, spoke before the gathered. They 
said that they had sent the appeal addressed to Prosecutor General of RF in respect of Mr. 
Dmitrievsky and as a token of solidarity with “The Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” 
published at the sites of their organizations the statements of Akhmed Zakaev and Aslan 
Maskhadov, incriminated to Mr. Dmitrievsky.

At the end of the press-conference Yuri Panphilov spoke. He told the present about the 
action of the support of Stanislaw Dmitrievsky, organized by the Center of extreme journal-
ism.

On January 18 2006 in the public garden at Solovetsky stone at Lubyanskaya square in 
Moscow a picket was held in the defense of chief editor of the newspaper ‘Pravo-zaschita”, 
executive director of “The Russian-Chechen Friendship Society” Stanislaw Dmitrievsky, 
who is charged with raising national differences. The reason of the charge was the publica-
tions in the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita” of the statement of the vice-premier of the govern-
ment of the Chechen Republic of Ichkeria Akhmed Zakaev to the Russian people and the 
statement of president of CRI Aslan Maskhadov to the European Parliament. 

The representatives of “Democratic union”, the Russian movement for the independence 
of Chechnya, Antimilitary club, the Antimilitary Action Committee, the Moscow Helsinki 
group participated in the picket.

The participants of the picket held in the hands the posters “Stop the shameful trial in Ni-
zhniy Novgorod of human rights defender S. Dmitrievsky!”, “Maskhadov and Zakaev are not 
terrorists. Unlike Putin and Co!”, “Pravo-zaschita” does not raise international differences!”, 

“Dmitrievsky is not a Koreiko!”, “Hands off “The Russian-Chechen friendship Society!” etc.

On January 20, 2005 at the plenary setting in Strasburg the European Parliament adopted 
the resolution, which concerns the human rights problem in Chechnya and the civil society 
in Russia. In particular, the resolution contains the appeal to repudiate all the charges against 
chief editor of the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita”, executive director of “The Russian-Chechen 
Friendship Society” Stanislaw Dmitrievsky56. 

The amendment, presented by Emma Bonino, deputy of “List of Panella” (Italy) and 
leader of the transnational Radical Party, was included to the final text of the resolution. It is 
said in the adopted amendment, “…taking into account that fact than on January 18, 2006 
the trial of Stanislaw Dmitrievsky renewed, who had been charged with publishing in his 
newspaper the statement of Aslan Maskhadov for the peace in Chechnya, and who is threat-
ened with 5-year deprivation of freedom, [the European Parliament] …appeals to reject all 
the charges against Stanislaw Dmitrievsky, and also appeals to the Russian authorities to 
respect the freedom of the press and journalists”.

On January 30, 2006 the chairperson of the MHG L. Alexeeva sent an appeal to the Om-
budsman on human rights of RF V. P. Lukin. It is said in it, in particular

…I sent to You the materials on the criminal case of eth co-chairman of “The Russian-
Chechen Friendship Society”, chief editor of the newspaper ‘Pravo-zaschita” S. M. Dmit-
rievsky. HE is charged with committing the crime, qualified in clause “b” p. 2 Art. 282. 

56 http://www.radikaly.ru/news-3796.html.
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At present the case is being considered in the court of the Sovietsky region of the city of 
Nizhniy Novgorod. On February 3, 2006 a regular, and, probably, the last session is to be 
held, at which the accused Mr. Dmitrievsky will be given the last plea and the sentence will 
be pronounced.

I share the position of the defense and S. Dmitrievsky on his innocence and the actions 
incriminated to him.

I enclose to the letter a copy of the bill of particulars, the texts of the speeches of the 
defenders L. Khamzaeva and Yu.Sidorov, and also the accused S. Dmitrievsky.

I ask You to render possible help in the part of he observance of the right of S. Dmit-
rievsky for a just trial.

The appeal of the Ombudsman on human rights in RF V. P. Lukin and chairman of the 
Council of RF President on the assistance to the development of institutes of civil society 
and human rights E. A. Pamphilova to Prosecutor General of RF Vladimir Ustinov, chair-
man of the Supreme Court of RF Vyacheslav Lebedev and the Minister of Justice of RF Yuri 
Chaika.

This appeal expresses concern in connection with the ineffectiveness of the application 
of the acting antiextremist legislation, especially in the cases which concern displays of xe-
nophobia and racism.

“Threats in the address of representatives of “the unsubdued nationality”, judges and 
state officials of the highest rank on the part of a whole number of nationalistic organizations 
and groups are published openly and, as a rule, with impunity,” the letter says.

The authors of the appeal ascertain that law enforcement organs often do not investigate 
such actions on raising ethnic, racial and religious hostility, especially, on the part of public 
figures and officials, including the usage of mass media. At the same time they cite the ex-
amples of the selective use of such administrative measures to such “instigators”, as it hap-
pened in the course of he election campaign on the election of the deputies of the Moscow 
State Duma.

It is also said in the letter, that if criminal cases are started on these facts of raising hatred, 
they are often investigated in an unwarrantable long way, so the period of limitation expires 
according to p. 1 Art. 282 of the CC of RF (two years). At the same time in about a half of 
the cases, when according to Art. 282 of the CC the verdict of “guilty” is passed, it is a sus-
pended sentence. It does not stop convinced propagandists of racial or other hatred, and they 
continue their work. “By no means we insist on the general use of deprivation of freedom 
for the propaganda of hostility and hatred, but Art. 282 of the CC stipulates such measures 
of punishment as big fines and deprivation of the right to be engaged in definite activity,” 
Mr.Lukin and Ms.Pamphilova write.

Besides, the authors of the letter pay special attention to the cases of the application of 
antiexremist legislation against civil activists and journalists, in which the extended inter-
pretation of Art. 282 of the CC of RF is allowed. It creates the threat of “excessive limitation 
of the freedom of expressing one’s opinions and contradicts Art. 10 of the European Conven-
tion on the defense of human rights and the main freedoms, and also with the precedent deci-
sions of the Strasburg court, which stipulate of this legal and necessary limitations of this 
fundamental right”, the authors of the letter stress. They refer to similar examples the case on 
the charge of raising religion hostility by the organizers of the exhibition “Beware, religion!” 
in the Museum of A. D. Sakharov in Moscow and the case against the editor of the Nizhniy 
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Novgorod newspaper “Pravo-zaschita” Stanislaw Dmitrievsky, who published on the pages 
of his edition the expressions of the leaders of the Chechen separatists.

Stressing their disagreement with the content and the form of such publications, Vladi-
mir Lukin and Ella Pamphilova assert, “We are convinced that there no appeals to any, in-
cluding international, hostility, besides the harsh and not always adequate estimation of the 
actions of the Russian authorities in Northern Caucasus in the incriminated tests. And only 
for this, not even to the authors, but to the editor of a newspaper of a limited circulation, the 
prosecution requires the punishment in the form of 4 years of deprivation of freedom, which 
is incomparable with the above stated examples of (non) persecution of ardent nationalists 
and ideologists of massacres. The reasons of such disparity, as it seems to us, are connected 
in many ways with the fact the law enforcement officer does not follow the recommenda-
tions and instructions, worked out in Your departments, follows political, agency-level or 
local appropriateness. In the inquest on the case of Mr. Dmitrievsky, no point of the famous 
instruction of the Scientific Research Institute of Prosecutor General Office will likely to be 
fulfilled”.

In accordance with this V. Lukin and E. Pamhilova point to the necessity of the uniform 
usage of the acting norms of law in the sphere of the struggle with extremism and call to 
the introduction of additional measures of control of the way officials react to the appeals of 
citizens and public unions to the reports on the cases of raising hatred57. 

On February 3, on the day of pronouncing the sentence, human rights defenders from 
Moscow, Nizhniy Novgorod and other cities were present at the trial: Yuri Dzhibladze, the 
Center of democracy development and human rights defense (Moscow), Sventlana Gan-
nushkina, the Committee “Grazhdanskoye sodeistvie (Civilian assistance)”, “Memorial” 
(Moscow), Tatiana Lokshina, the Center “Demos” (Moscow), Julia Sereda, the Ryazan “Me-
morial”, the group “Pravozashitnaya set’” (Ryazan), Alexander Mnatsakanyan, the Inter-
national Helsinki Federation (Moscow), Sergey Kovalev, the Moscow Helsinki group, the 
International society “Memorial”, the Institute of human rights (Moscow), Serge Nikitin, 
the resource center “Amnesty International” (Moscow), Alexander Podrabinek, Information 
Agency “PRIMA-News” (Moscow), Nicolas Khramov, “Russian radically” (Moscow), Igor 
Kalyapin and his colleagues from the Nizhniy Novgorod Committee against tortures (Ni-
zhniy Novgorod), Sergey Shimovolos, the Nizhniy Novgorod human rights union (Nizhniy 
Novgorod), the colleagues of Stanislaw Dmitrievsky from “The Russian-Chechen Friendship 
Society” (Nizhniy Novgorod), The representatives of the Ecological center “Dront” (Nizhniy 
Novgorod), The Youth Human Rights Movement (Voronezh) etc.

On February 3 during the session two public measures were held: one in the support of 
Mr. Dmitrievsky, the other against him.

About 15 people took part in the picket of the support of S. Dmitrievsky, organized by the 
Nizhniy Novgorod human rights Union. The participants of the action came out under the 
slogans “Friendship is not terrorism”, “People are not judged for the willing to have peace”, 

“The state─ a source of terrorism”, “Against the tyranny of the authorities”.
The picket against Mr. Dmitrievsky was organized by the youth movement “Nashi”. It 

was officially dedicated to the commemoration of the victims of terrorism in Russia. About 

57 www.regnum.ru/news/582242.html.
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100 people took part in the picket. The participants of the picket held small tables with the 
information of the places, date and quantity of the victims of terrorist acts, posters with the 
slogans “There are no terrorists-peacemakers!”, “We must remember!”, “Unconsciousness=
treachery”, “Monopoly for civil society is over1”, “A time to gather stones”. At the place of 
holding the meeting a big plaster case of “the spy stone” with the sign “For reports” with the 
list of the organizations, which received, in the opinion of the organizers of the action, money 
from the embassy of Great Britain.

March 31, 2006. From the letter of Adlan Ibragimov to CHECHENPRESS:
Why was the question of recognizing Executive director of “The Russian-Chechen 

friendship Society Stanislaw Dmitrievsky a prisoner of Conscience? Because since the first 
days of the Russo-Chechen war this person, risking his life, with a small group of likeminded 
persons took the side of truth and justice, living, one may say, in the very heart of Russia, 
and at the same time being “a white crow” in the Russian society controlled by Putin. Since 
the beginning of the second Russo-Chechen war Stanislaw Dmitrievsky has been speak-
ing through his Internet-site and the newspaper “Pravo-zaschita” on the criminality of the 
Kremlin regime, which unleashed the war…

…I do not know the charters of Your respected organizations, I do not know Your deci-
sions and criteria, with which You define if this or that person is a prisoner of Conscience or 
not. But I appeal to You to reconsider Your decision in respect of Stanislaw Dmitrievsky and 
recognize him a prisoner of Conscience…

On May 19, 2006 in the Big hall of the town hall of the city of Hamburg (FRG) the Rus-
sian-Chechen information agency58 was awarded with the prize “The free press of Eastern 
Europe 2006” of Gerd Butserius. Chief editor of RCFS, executive director of “The Russian-
Chechen Friendship Society” Stanislaw Dmitrievsky took part in the ceremony of the award-
ing, was held within the framework of the Senate reception to celebrate 100 -year anniversary 
of the founder of the fund “Zeit-Schtiftung Ebelin und Gerd Butserius”. The editor of the 
English version of RCFS Oxana Chelisheva also took part in the Senate reception.

The awarding was held in the presence of many politicians, public figures, businessmen 
and representatives of mass media, who filled all the hall of the state town hall. The vice-
chancellor of FRG Helmut Schmidt and the honorable editor of the weekly “Die Zeit” Theo 
Sommer addressed the present with greeting speeches.

In the diploma, received by RCFS, it is said in particular:
The aim of the Russian-Chechen information agency is the publication of truthful ac-

counts on Chechnya and from Chechnya, in spite of the fact that all this is not being ap-
proved of by the authorities. A criminal case is being held against Stanislaw Dmitrievsky, 
because he and his collaborators tell people about human rights violation and insist no the 
freedom of expressing one’s own opinion. “The best defense is attack”, such is the brave 
motto of Mr. Dmitrievsky. The candidate of RCFS was nominated for the fund “Human 
Rights House Foundation”, Oslo, the Norway Helsinki committee, Oslo, and the Institute 
Rafto Human Rights House, Bergen. The amount of the premium is 20 000 euros. These 
means should be used for the further development of the agency. The free Ganzey city of 
Hamburg may 19, 2006.

58 Works under the control of RCFS. The notices of the authors.
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The following editions and magazines received awards together with RCFS: the news-
paper “Solidarnost’”, Minsk; the newspaper “Ukrainskaya Pravda”, Kiev; the newspaper 

“Sovetskaya Kalmikia Segodnya”, the newspaper “Viborgskye Vddomosty”, “Viborg, and 
also Veronika Shakhova, Blagoveshensk and Fatima Tlisova, Nalchik.

On June 28, 2006 in London the organization “Amnesty International” awarded its an-
nual media-award to the editors of the Russian-Chechen information agency Oxana Cheli-
sheva and Stanislaw Dmitrievsky.

This special award is given for the work in the field of human rights journalism under 
threat. The award was given in “cafй Royal” during the ceremony, at which several hundred 
British politicians, journalists, businessmen and diplomats were present. The ceremony of 
awarding was held by Emily Matlis, a constant observer of the BBC-2 news program.

This year this award has celebrated 15 years of its institution. It is awarded to British 
journalists, who cover the problems of human rights violation in different courtiers of the 
world, including Great Britain. Within the framework of the award a special awarding prize 
has been instituted for journalists from other countries. Since 1998 eight journalists from 
Guatemala, Ethiopia, Liberia, Eritrea, Tunis, Columbia, Pakistan and Niger have received 
the special award of Amnesty International. The aim of the organization is the recognition 
of the role of journalism in covering human rights violations and drawing attention to the 
threats journalists all over the world are subjected to. Covering the situation with human 
rights in the country where the journalist lives and works has a special meaning. In spite of 
the fact that in a number of cases the awarded journalists cannot work in their native country, 
and have to be in proscription, in half of the cases the award has helped, and the authorities 
which were threatening, have left them in peace, and they continue their work.

Oxana Chelishea marked in her speech, “the decision to mark our work with the special 
media-award of Amnesty International is a big honor for us. The journalists, who have been 
working with the Russian-Chechen information agency since 2000, are covering the conflict 
in northern Caucasus, which has already stopped being only the Russian-Chechen one, be-
cause it has touched upon the majority of the neighbor regions. We have often felt despair 
in our efforts to draw attention to the tragedy, which the people in the zone of the conflict 
are surviving, because often the response to the most dramatic news was silence. However 
we continue working in spite of the persecutions and lie in our address on the part of the 
authorities. We are working in spite of the efforts to present us as terrorists’ accomplices. In 
spite of the attention which has been drawn openly to more “ fashionable” conflicts, flaring 
in the world. We continue spreading information from Northern Caucasus, because we fee 
responsible for the worst tragedy since the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the future 
of our country…

This award is a sign of solidarity and support not only for use, but to all our col-
leagues…”

Summing up the actions in the defense of RCFS and S. Dmitrievsky, one can make, as it 
seems to us, two main conclusions:

— the authorities do not bear tough criticism in their address, especially in the part of 
accusing it if violating international obligations in the field of human rights and make all ef-
forts, as on the law enforcement , so on the legislative levels, in order to limit human rights 
and freedoms to please their political ambitions;
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— the human rights movement in Russian, and on the whole, all the civil society, is still 
weak and disconnected to influence the authorities and resist their illegal and often criminal 
actions effectively.

SECTION 3. CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

1. The information presented in the report reflects the actions of the authorities of Rus-
sia, directed to the struggle with public human rights organizations and their leaders, who 
are spreading the information on the events connected with the Chechen conflict. Different 
methods are used for the realization of these actions:

— the creation different obstacles in the work of public organization;
— the liquidation of public organizations;
— the intimidation and discredit of the organizations’ leaders;
— the subjection of the organizations’ leaders to criminal liability. 
Taking into account the legislative restrictions, this practice is not very successful yet. 

However, the authorities (in particular, the prosecutor’s office) commit worse violation of the 
legislation for the achievement of their goals. 

2. Under the motto of the struggle with terrorism and extremism excessive limitations of 
human rights and freedoms have been introduced at the legislative level In Russia recently. 
The new laws are more often used not for the struggle with extremism dangerous for the pub-
lic, but for the limitation of the action of opposition organizations and individuals.

In 2002 partly for this the federal law on the counteraction to extremist activity and 
a number of following amendments to it was adopted. The following step was the consid-
eration and urgent adoption of the Federal law “On the counteraction to terrorism” 59 on 
March 6, 2006. In particular Article 24 of this law, prohibits “the creation and activity of 
organizations, the purpose and actions of which are directed to the propaganda, justifica-
tion and support of terrorism or committing the crimes, stipulated by Articles 205–206, 208, 
211, 277–280, 282-2 and 360 of the Criminal Code of he Russian Federation”. It is obvious 
that in “the support” of terrorism, taking into account the interpretation by the officers of 
the prosecutor’s office of the actions of the organizations, given in the report, any citizen or 
organization can be charged only for spreading negative information on the crimes of the 
power structures against citizens in the course of antiterrorist operations. In the same way 
the Federal law “On the counteraction to extremist activity” is used for the persecution of 
differently minded people. 

3. Consistent measures on the limitation of the work of human rights and peacemaking 
organizations are also seen in the actions of the Ministry of Justice. As early as in 1998, un-
der the pretext of struggle with extremism, the Ministry of Justice strengthened the control 

“of the correspondence of the work of public unions, in the charters of which social, political 
and other publicly important aims in the field of citizens’ rights defense are stipulated, to 
prevent their committing actions, directed to raising social, racial, national and religious 
differences.” 60 Since that time the examination of human rights organizations has been held 

59 FL “On counteraction to terrorism” of March 6, 2006 #35-FZ. 
60 The letter of the Ministry of Justice of RF of January 28, 1998 #463-SI “On strengthening control of the 

work of public unions”.
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in the priority order. The results of such examinations were used as the reason for closing and 
restricting the work of public organizations. 

The next step in this direction was the legislative introduction of toughened inspection 
and control of the work of public and noncommercial organizations61. Serious apprehension 
appears that firstly human rights organizations, which are critical of the policy of the state, 
in the power currently in force, in the field of the observance of the rights of man and citizen, 
will fall under this inspection and control.

4. The jurisdiction, which is less connected with the application of the legislation, and 
more dependent on the political situation, arouses special concern. 

And in the case of S. M. Dmitrievsky (the sentence of the Sovietsky regional court of the 
city of Nizhniy Novgorod), and in the case against RCFS (the decisions of the Supreme court 
of Ingushetia) gross judicial violations were made, no overall independent complex expert 
estimation of the publications, figuring in these cases, was held.

In these decisions the courts practically agreed that the choice of the objects in the strug-
gle with extremism was the exclusive right of the state. And the observance of the guarantees 
of the realization of the right for the freedom of spreading information can be an obstacle for 
the persecution of the so-called extremists.

The decision of the supreme court of Ingushetia is significant in this respect:
“The trial court, refusing to satisfy the presentations of the prosecutor, applied the prac-

tice of the European court of human rights, namely the decision on the case “Handiside 
against the united Kingdom” of December 7, 1976. Meanwhile, in accordance with clause 
1 Article 46 of the European Convention on human rights the decision as a case authority 
can be applied and is binding to the realization only for the sides (states) on the case. The 
Russian federation was not a side on the case “Handiside against the United Kingdom”, and 
that is why the courts of the Russian Federation cannot apply the decisions a case authority 
at solving the disputes”62.

Practically, the court, considering the case on the limitation of the right for the freedom 
of speech and distribution of information, make the decision on the non-appliance of the ver-
dicts of the European court of human rights in national justice. This decision contradicts the 
Convention on human rights and main freedoms, which was ratified by Russia (in particular 
Article 53, the Guarantee in respect of the recognized human rights, “Nothing must be in-
terpreted in the convention as the restriction or deviation from any human rights and main 
freedoms…”). Besides, according to Article 31of the Vienna convention while interpreting 
the international agreement equally with its context the following practice of the application 
of the agreement must be taken into account, which establishes the agreement of the partici-
pants concerning its interpretation. Thus, the decisions of the European court are binding for 
the application by judges in the course of the precedent.

This obligation is specified in the Resolution of the Plenum of the Supreme Court of RF 
of October 10, 2003 #5:

The Russian Federation as a participant of the Convention on Human Rights and main 
freedoms recognizes the jurisdiction of he European Court of human rights binding on the 

61 Federal law of May 19, 1995 #82-FZ “On public unions” and the Federal law of January 12, 1996 #7-FL 
“On noncommercial organizations’ (with the amendments of November 26, 1998, July 8, 1999, March 21, Decem-
ber 28, 2002, December 23, 2003, January 10, February 2, 2006).

62 The appeal definition of he Supreme Court of Ingushetia of February 10, 2005 in the composition of the 
judges:A-G. Chanieva, M. B. Imieva, Kh.M. Tsurova.
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questions of the interpretation and application of the Convention and Protocols to it in case 
of the presupposed violation by the Russian Federation of the statements of the stipulated 
acts, when the presupposed violation took place after their coming into force in respect of the 
Russian Federation (Article 1 of the Federal law of March 30, 1998 #54-FL “On the ratifica-
tion of the Convention on Human Rights and main freedoms and the Protocols to it”). That is 
why the application by the courts of he above stated Convention must be realized with regard 
for the practice of he European Court of Human Rights in order to avoid any violation of he 
Convention on Human Rights and main freedoms63.

The judges of the court of he Republic of Ingushetia should have known about it, who 
abrogated the true decision, and the judges of Nizhniy Novgorod region, who make and ap-
proved the verdict in respect of S. Dmitrievsky.

5. The main weapon of the law enforcement organs in the struggle with differently mind-
ed people (besides, not only in respect of the topic of Chechnya) becomes the law “On strug-
gle with extremism”. The practice of its execution in the Regions of Russia reminds more and 
more of the Stalin repressions, when “the undesirable elements” were proclaimed “enemies 
of the people”, losing at this not only political rights, but the presumption of innocence.

In this connection one can foresee that the struggle with human rights, peacemaking 
organizations may grow in the form of open repressions in the near future.

Recommendations

1. The protection of the activists of human rights, peacemaking organizations and the 
organizations from the attacks of the state authority require active actions of all international 
association, above all, on the defense from political repressions.

2. The cases on the liquidation of human rights and peacemaking organizations and their 
representatives’ persecution, connected with the violation of the right for the freedom of 
speech and the spread of information, must by considered in the priority order in the Euro-
pean court on human rights. The timely estimation by the Court of the excessive limitations 
of these rights on the part of Russia, and also the injustice of the trials of such cases, may al-
low to prevent the development, but of the illegal law enforcement practice and the excessive 
legislative limitation of human rights and freedoms.

3. The practice of the application of the law “On the counteraction to extremist activity” 
by the courts of RF requires the estimation of the Supreme court of Russia, and the work of 
the organs of the prosecutor’s office, the FSB, the Ministry of Justice of RF on its use needs 
legal (legislative and procedural) limitations.

63 The Decree of the Plenary session of the Supreme Court of RF of October 10, 2003 #5 “On the application 
by courts of general jurisdiction of the universally recognized principles and standards of international law and 
the international agreements of the Russian Federation”.
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PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION IN THE REPUBLIC OF BELARUS 
INDEPENDENT OBSERVATION RESULTS

Prepared by Regional public association (RPA) “Byelorussian Helsinki Committee”. Ed-
ited and compiled by: Harry Pogoniaylo, Oleg Gulak, Dmitry Markushevsky, Aleksandra 
Shebaltseva. Edited By: Tatyana Protko.

INTRODUCTION

Regional public association “Byelorussian Helsinki Committee” (BHC) conducted mon-
itoring of Presidential elections in the Republic of Belarus which took place on March 19, 
2006 to check its compliance with national legislation and international commitments of 
Byelorussia. About 300 BHC representatives participated in the inspection together with 
Moscow Helsinki Group representatives, who performed monitoring as registered inspectors, 
as well as long-term expert inspectors and journalists. Monitoring took place in all regions 
and in the city of Minsk.

Actions of state authorities and election committees of different levels violating the Elec-
tion Code significantly narrowed possibilities of the monitoring. As a result important elec-
tion processes and procedures became virtually unavailable for inspection: forming of the 
territory and local election committees; compilation and correction of lists of voters; printing 
of ballot-papers and their transfer to election committees; authentication of voters’ signa-
tures in support of Presidential nominees; transfer of final vote protocols to higher commit-
tees. The number of people who voted early was not disclosed for inspectors. Monitoring of 
voting and counting of votes was limited and inspectors were granted only the right to be 
present on premises, while inspectors were practically denied the rights to see the process of 
giving and counting of ballots.

An atmosphere of fear which filled the election also complicated the monitoring. Many 
people who informed BHC and complained to it about violation of their electoral rights re-
fused to leave written statements or give their names because they feared persecution by 
authorities or loss of their jobs.

A complete independent monitoring similar to the one in 2001 campaign was not con-
ducted at this time. One of the reasons was a liquidation of many non-government and human 
rights organizations forced by authorities, and arrest, just before elections, of activists of as-
sociation “Partnerstvo” (Partnership).

At the same time about 30,000 national inspectors were registered at the elections. Many 
of them were directed to the elections by their work collectives. However their indepen-
dence and objectiveness is doubtful because they were nominated by the same work col-
lectives as the members of election committees, and therefore monitored their colleagues 
and superiors. It is important to note that the procedure of work collective meetings exclude 
the possibility of nominating of a representative who is not loyal to authorities, because 
the meeting is conducted only with consent and participation of the enterprise administra-
tion. Significant number of inspectors was directed by pro-President public organizations 
(BRSM, veteran unions and others) Often their only goal was to neutralize active inspectors 
from the opposition.
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Selective monitoring was conducted by campaign headquarters of candidates A. Mil-
inkevich and A. Kozulin. These inspectors’ authorities were legalized on behalf of NGOs, 
which still had their registrations, and by collecting voters’ signatures.

The campaign was also monitored by a mission of CIS inspectors as well as long- and 
short-term inspectors from OSCE.

INTERNATIONAL COMMITMENTS 
OF BYELORUSSIA ON HOLDING ELECTION 

AND ITS IMPLEMENTATION DURING PREVIOUS CAMPAIGNS, 
AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS’ RECOMMENDATIONS 

ON DEMOCRATIZATION OF ELECTIONS

The Constitution of Republic of Belarus acknowledges priority of universally recog-
nized principles of international law and ensures that national legislation complies with them 
(art. 8). Therefore international standards of free and fair elections should be used to evalu-
ate elections in Byelorussia.

Standards of Copenhagen document and CIS

Standards of holding elections are contained in the documents of different international 
organizations. Let us analyze OSCE and CIS standards because Byelorussia is a member of 
abovementioned organizations and their inspectors participated in elections monitoring.

Copenhagen document by OSCE stated general principles of democratic election. 
In order for people’s will be a foundation of government power, states — members 

of OSCE:
— hold free elections with reasonable periodicity as stated by law;
— guarantee universal suffrage to adult citizens;
— provide secret vote or equivalent procedure and ensure ballot counting and it’s an-

nouncement to be fair and official results to be published;
— respect the right of citizens to seek after political or government posts personally or as 

representatives of political parties or organizations without discrimination;
— respect the right of persons to freely create their own political parties and other po-

litical organizations and give these parties and organizations necessary legal guarantees to 
compete against each other being equal before law and authorities;

— ensure that law and government policy allow free and fair campaign, when no admin-
istrative actions, violence and intimidation keeps parties and candidates from expression of 
their view and judgments and do not prevent voters from getting familiar with such views 
and discussing them, as well as from free voting, without fear of punishment;

— provide absence of legal or administrative barriers for unlimited non-discrimina-
tive access to mass media for all political groups and persons willing to take part in cam-
paign;

— ensure that candidates who received necessary number of votes stated by law enter 
upon the office properly and remain at the post until the time of expiration their authorities 
or cessation of their authorities by other means as regulated by law and in accordance with 
democratic parliamentary and constitutional procedures;
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Participating states believes that presence of inspectors, foreign as well as national can 
increase authority of the campaign for the states where it is being held. Therefore they invite 
inspectors from any OSCE countries and any corresponding private institutions and organi-
zations interested in monitoring elections as stated by law. They also will assist to monitoring 
at the levels lower that national. These inspectors will undertake obligations not to interfere 
in election processes.

Convention “On standards of democratic elections, voting rights and freedoms in partici-
pant states of the Commonwealth of Independent States” in general repeats provisions of the 
Copenhagen document by OSCE and makes more specific some regulations.

The Convention’s main principle is that power’s authority is based on people’s will ex-
pressed in genuine and periodic elections and secures following standards of democratic 
elections: 

— citizen’s right to vote and to be elected to bodies of state authority, bodies of local 
authority, and other bodies of public representation;

— principles of periodicity and necessity, justice, authenticity, and freedom of election 
based on universal suffrage with secret ballot which provide free declaration of electorate’s 
will, open and public election;

— implementation of judicial and other protection of electoral rights and freedoms of a 
person and a citizen, public and international monitoring of elections, guarantees of realiza-
tion of electoral rights and freedoms for participants of election.

The Convention explains in details the substance of abovementioned principles and gives 
commentaries on terms “genuine” and “fair” elections. 

The elections are “genuine” when freely expressed people’s will is revealed and imple-
mented directly. 

Genuine elections give the voters an opportunity to vote for candidates as stated by the 
Constitution and laws. During genuine elections real political pluralism, ideological diversity 
and multi-party system exist implemented through functioning of political parties, which 
activities are under government judicial protection.

During genuine elections free access of voters to information on candidates, candidate 
lists, political parties and coalitions, electoral processes, and political parties (coalitions) to 
mass media is provided.

Setting elections and conducting campaigns must be implemented in accordance with 
dates and procedures which allow candidates, political parties (coalitions) and other partici-
pants launch full election campaign.

Observance of fair election principle should provide equal legal conditions for all par-
ticipants. 

Elections are free when following principles are provided:
a) universal and equal suffrage;
b) equal opportunity for all candidates and political parties (coalitions) to participate in 

campaign, including equal opportunity to access mass media;
c) fair and public financing of elections, candidates’ campaigns and political parties (co-

alitions);
d) integrity during voting and vote counting, complete and efficient information on vot-

ing results with official publication of election results;
e) organization of elections by impartial electoral authorities, working openly and pub-

licly under efficient public and international monitoring;
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f) fast and efficient processing of complaints on electoral rights and freedoms violations 
from citizens, candidates, political parties (coalitions) by courts and other authorized bodies 
during corresponding stages of the election, and also ensuring the right of citizens to appeal 
to international judicial authorities for protection and reestablishment of their electoral rights 
and freedoms in manner provided by international law.

The Convention also provides for a possibility that a citizen can be given an opportunity 
to realize his or her right to vote by organizing voting by absentee ballot, early voting or other 
procedures providing maximal convenience for voters. A possibility of creation by a candi-
date electoral fund to finance his or her campaign and use for the purpose candidate’s own 
funds, and optional contributions of natural or national juridical persons in manner specified 
by law is also provided for. 

A responsibility of the states to provide freedom of search, collection, and distribution 
of information on elections, candidates; impartial coverage in mass media; freedom to cam-
paign in pluralistic conditions and absence of censorship is ensured. 

The Convention stresses the importance of election transparency. National inspectors 
must be given following rights:

a) to become familiar with election documents specified in election laws, receive infor-
mation on number of voters in voters lists and number of people voted, including those who 
voted early or by absentee ballots or outside premises;

b) be present on voting premises;
c) monitor giving out ballot papers to voters;
d) be present at early voting, and voting outside premises;
e) monitor vote counting in conditions provide vote counting in conditions provide vis-

ibility of vote counting procedure;
f) monitor compilation of resulting protocol and other documents by electoral bodies; 

become familiar with the resulting protocol including protocols compiled repeatedly; receive 
in cases and manner specified by national law authenticated copies of the protocols from cor-
responding electoral bodies;

g) appeal to an electoral body with suggestions and remarks on organization of voting;
h) appeal against decisions and actions of an electoral body, members of an electoral bod-

ies to the higher electoral body or the court.
An important element of an electoral process is an opportunity to appeal against viola-

tions. In case of violations of principles of democratic elections proclaimed in the Conven-
tion, citizen’s rights and freedoms, and election law, a person or persons whose rights were 
violated must have right and opportunity to appeal and to reestablish violated right in courts, 
and in cases stated by law — in electoral bodies. Persons guilty of illegal actions (or omis-
sions) must be liable according to laws.

Despite the fact that the Republic of Belarus took an active part in preparation, it still did 
not join the Convention.

ODIHR OSCE Mission’s evaluation of Presidential election 
on September �, 2006

Analysis of election legislation and it’s application on practice in Byelorussia to check 
their correspondence to OSCE standards was conducted based on results of monitoring of 
previous Presidential election.
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ODIHR OSCE Mission for selected monitoring of elections (MMONV) published Final 
Report in accordance with its findings during monitoring of Presidential election on Septem-
ber 9, 2006.

MMONV confirmed importance of four criteria elaborated by parliamentary “trio” in 
2000 as a basic principles of democratic elections and fundamental conditions for continuing 
democratization of Byelorussia:

— transparency of electoral process;
— opposition access to the state mass media;
— non-discrimination of opposition;
— extension of meaningful functions authorities of parliament.
In MMNV’s opinion the election had a number of serious defects, some of them are con-

nected to the current political situation in Byelorussia.
Among them:
— political regime which is not used to opposition and does all in its power to neutralize 

the latter;
— executive bodies with wide authorities, including government through President de-

crees, not balanced by legislative control, which allows for arbitrary changes of election 
conditions, forming of election committees and registration of candidates;

— voting on September 9 was held in accordance with law.
From the standpoint of abovementioned and without reference to election results MMONV 

concluded:
1. Presidential election of 2001 did not comply with commitments to OSCE regarding 

democratic elections as stated in the Copenhagen document of 1990 and standards of Coun-
cil of Europe;

2. MMONV welcomes and accepts emergence of pluralistic civil society as a foundation 
for development of democratic structures representing all people;

3. Isolation of the state conflicts with interests of Byelorussia people and does not con-
tribute to development of democracy.

Sadly, Presidential election of 2001 did not comply with commitments to OSCE regard-
ing democratic elections as stated in the Copenhagen document of 1990.

Although election on September 9 can be evaluated positively in general, some violations 
against national inspectors and in some cases international inspectors casts doubts on the 
integrity of the whole process. The situation became even more complicated in view of high 
ratio of specially encouraged early voting (1–9%), voting out of premises (4.5%) and absence 
of transparency in calculation of national results.

Nevertheless, procedures observed on voting day were not determinative factors to make 
conclusion that election did not comply with commitments to OSCE regarding democratic 
elections. For many months preceeding September 9, conditions in Byelorussia could not 
comply with commitments to OSCE to provide free, fair, equal, transparent and accountable 
elections. Political culture not used to opposition and pluralistic debates with government 

“vertical of power” which rules and controls not only all levels of power but also industry, ag-
riculture, education, and social security, with majority of population which depends on these 
vertical structures, the environment itself did not favor conducting of democratic election, 
did not provide equal opportunities for candidates and did not give public any possibility to 
be informed about existing choice.
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Recommendations on move toward more democratic elections

MMONV recommended:
A. Constitutional framework
1. Presidential decrees should not be used to regulate framework conditions of the elec-

tions.
2. All legislation connected to elections, including one regulating public order should be 

changed to comply with the Election Code. The Election Code should prevail over other laws 
in case of contradictions.

3. A unified procedure of appeal to higher courts of Belorussia against all decisions and 
activities of the Central Election Committee (CIC) should be created for citizens to have a 
possibility to complaint to higher courts.

B. Bodies of Election Administration
1. Severe criminal and administrative sanctions should be formulated against any disrup-

tions of elections by executive authorities.
2. The Election Code and a law on CIC should be changed to provide multi-party plural-

istic representation in election committees of all levels, not just nomination.
3. All CIC’s decisions should be published and immediately become available to all in-

terested parties.
4. All important election documents should be published promptly to give public an op-

portunity to become familiar with them at all levels of election administration. TIK should 
publish all data from protocols of all UIK. The same approach should be used by CIC with 
respect to TIKs’ protocols. In particular, final results of election on national and regional 
levels should be accompanied by working protocols with detailed results at district level to 
give every citizen or international inspector an opportunity to check election results from 
district to national level.

5. The Election Code should be changed to give district and territory election commit-
tees right of second vote counting of votes, especially in cases of discrepancies in numbers 
or serious mistakes if filling of protocols of UIK/TIK. Second counting must take place in 
presence of all members of UIK/TIK.

6. All election documents concerning to election results (ballot papers, list of voters, 
complaints, working protocols and decisions) should be transferred to corresponding TIK for 
check-up. These documents should be received by local executive committees for archiving 
only after the official announcing of election results.

C. Candidate registration
1. Initiative groups presenting signature sheets to district and territorial election commit-

tees should be given written receipt detailing number of signatures and lists presented.
D. Campaign
1. Unjustified limitation of main freedoms of self-expression, meetings and associations 

should be revoked. The Election Code and other legislation should be changed correspond-
ingly. Law’s provisions on libel or defamations should be revoked of significantly narrowed, 
in particular those which refer to “insulting” of officials.

2. Executive authorities should not play role of providers of “material and technical” re-
sources nor any other role in candidate’s campaign organization.

3. The Election Code should be changed in order to accommodate a transparent and ac-
count table system of collection of direct contributions for campaign by candidates.
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4. CIC’s limitations concerning form and content of materials of campaigns funded by 
state should be significantly weakened. Candidates should be given an opportunity to choose 
within the law their own modality of presentation.

E. Mass-media
1. Provisions on equal access of candidates and political parties to all broadcasts con-

nected to campaign, including news and other informational programs should be included in 
the Election Code.

2. Structure of the Supervisory board on informational disputes should be revised to 
make it more objective.

3. Limitations and sanctions provided by the Election Code should be used against of-
ficials utilizing state mass media for agitation.

4. Pressing, for example unlawful tax inspections of opposition and mass media should 
be stopped and investigated according to law.

5. Unequal economical conditions with respect to costs and business terms of indepen-
dent mass media distribution limit possibilities of conducting campaign and put main free-
doms of expression of opinion and receiving and distribution of information in danger.

F. List of voters
1. The Election Code should be changed to provide compilation of renewable centralized 

list of voters.
2. The Election Code previsions and CIC resolutions should provide for more transpar-

ent and unimpeded access of national and international inspectors to voters lists on voting 
day.

G. Voting procedures
1. Provisions of the Election Code on early voting should be changed: (1) early voting 

should be allowed only by prior application with valid reasons of impossibility for a voter to 
be present on voting premise on the day of voting; (2) number of days for early voting should 
be limited; (3)to provide complete transparency of early voting, i.e. at the end of each early 
voting day protocols must be compiled. Early voting as well as voting out of premises should 
be strongly regulated, and results should be reflected completely and separately in protocols 
of each election district.

2. An access of unauthorized persons, especially militia and executive officials to local 
election committees during all period of voting and vote counting must be unambiguously 
limited through the detailed provisions of the Election Code.

3. District election committees should organize their work in such manner that ballot 
papers to be signed immediately before giving them out to voters. Prior signing of ballot 
papers must be prohibited.

4. The concept “vote against all candidates” should be eliminated.
H. Inspectors
1. The Election Code should be changed to include following provisions: (1) on defense 

of inspectors’ rights in case they are refused in right to monitor; (2) on permitting national 
and international inspectors to monitor voting and vote counting at close distance allowing 
visibility of possible violations; (3) on satisfaction of national and international inspectors’ 
requests of certified copies of official results at all levels; (4) on allowing national and inter-
national inspectors to escort protocols during their transfer at all levels; (5) on cancellation of 
ban for inspectors to communicate with mass media or to hold press conferences when they 
believe it is necessary.
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2. Provisions of the Election Code should be changed to oblige UIK, TIK, and CIC to 
guarantee inspectors’ rights.

UN Commission on Human Rights considered violation of human rights in Belorussia 
at its 60th session in April 2004 and adopted a resolution. Commission expressed a deep con-
cern regarding the situation with human rights in the country, and particularly, the process of 
organizing and holding elections and legislation in Byelorussia where significant imperfec-
tions are still remain, as shown by local elections in March 2003, despite recommendations 
of the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights of OSCE after previous elec-
tions. Commission strongly recommended Byelorussia ’s government, among other, to bring 
organizing and holding elections and election legislation to compliance with international 
standards and facilitate participation of OSCE/ODIHR in forthcoming elections.

ELECTION LEGIALATION OF THE REPUBLIC OF BELARUS 
AND SOME ASPECTS OF ITS APPLICATION

Legal foundations of President election of Republic of Belarus

Legal foundations for organization and holding President elections in Byelorussia are: 
The Constitution of the Republic of Belarus (with additions and corrections), Law “On the 
President of the Republic of Belarus” (with corrections and additions), the Election Code of 
the Republic of Belarus (with corrections and additions), Resolution of Chamber of Repre-
sentatives of National Assembly of the Republic of Belarus of December 16, 2005. № 310-
ПЗ/III “On setting of election of the President of the Republic of Belarus.” 

Legal and methodological aspects of preparation and holding of election of the President 
of the Republic of Belarus in 2006 are stated in Resolutions of Central Election Committee 
of the Republic of Belarus (CIC) No. 29, 30 of November 30, 2005. Besides, some aspects 
of elections and referendums are regulated by laws of the Republic of Belarus, in particular, 
on public associations, on political parties, on trade unions, on mass media, Administrative 
Violations Code, Criminal Code, Civil Code, Code of Civil Procedure, orders and decrees of 
the President of the Republic of Belarus. 

According to Pt. 1, art. 3 of the Constitution “the only source of power and a carrier 
of sovereignty in the Republic of Belarus is people.” Therefore, state power results from 
people’s will, including will expressed through elections and referendums.

The Constitution guarantees free elections, openness and publicity of their preparation 
and holding (art. 65). Elections of the President of the Republic of Belarus are regarded as 
valid if “more than a half of citizens included in voters lists took part in voting.” The Presi-
dent is elected if gets more than a half of votes of a number of voters who took part in the 
election. If none of the candidates did not receive necessary number of votes, the second 
round of voting is held with two candidates received the greatest number of votes, took part 
in voting (50% + 1 vote). 

In accordance with part 1, art. 81 of the Constitution of Republic Belorussia in version 
adopted as a result of republican referendum of October 17, 2004 “the President is elected 
for five years directly by the people of the Republic of Belarus through general, free, equal 
and direct voting with secret ballot.” Articles 79, 82, 84 of the Constitution refer to legislation 
regulating aspects of election and exercise of authority by the President. 



221Presidential election in the Republic of Belarus

The main statutory act establishing the order of preparation and holding of elections is 
the Election Code of the Republic of Belarus. Despite many critical remarks from organizers 
of monitoring at national as well as international level, and proposed recommendations on 
perfection of election legislation, Election Code has not been changed since 2000. For exam-
ple, just before President election in 2001 BHC forwarded to the Chamber of representatives 
of National Assembly of the Republic of Belarus suggestions on additions and corrections to 
the Election Code of the Republic of Belarus, which could facilitate more democratic, open, 
and public election procedures, real defense of rights and freedoms of participants of elec-
tion process. However they were not considered. Corresponding suggestions were put for-
ward in 2003–2004 by the deputies of the Chamber of representatives from group “Republic” 
(V. Parfenovich, S. Skrebets, V. Frolov, and others), and in this case the Chamber did not 
include these projects in its agenda. 

In 1994 the Declaration “On Criteria of free and fair elections” was passed by Inter-Par-
liamentary Union. Byelorussia was among the 112 states voted for it. Part four of the Decla-
ration contains provision that the states “should provide fair vote counting.” The Republic of 
Belarus did not ratify Convention “On standards of democratic elections, election rights and 
freedoms in CIS.” There states that fairness of vote counting is a necessary condition of fair 
elections. In our legislation only a freedom of will for citizens is guaranteed. The principle 
of fair vote counting is not ensured. 

Resume: The Election Code of the Republic of Belarus does not provide for necessary 
conditions for democratic elections as stated in the Copenhagen document (1990) by states-
participants of OSCE. Many provisions of the Election Code are of restricting character, can 
be interpreted ambiguously , some does not comply with each other and with the other legis-
lative acts. Some key issues of election legislation should be considered in detail.

Other statutory acts on organization and conduction of elections

Kinds and forms of election legislation violations, ways of their documenting, consider-
ation of reports and complaints by corresponding committees and officials (official bodies) 
stated in art. 49 of IK. Regarding responsibility for violations in IK there are, usually, refer-
ence rules: “incur liability as stated in legislation of the Republic of Belarus.” This refers 
to provisions establishing administrative, criminal and civil liability. For example, art. 167-3 
of the Code of Administrative Violations provides for administrative liability for violation 
of legislation on elections, referendums, recall of deputies; art. 192 of the Criminal Code, 
art. 167-10 of the Code of Administrative Violations — for activity on behalf of unregistered 
political parties, trade unions and public associations; art. 172 of the Code of Administrative 
Violations — for illegal distribution of prints, and so on. Article 153 of the Civil Code gives 
the right to defend honor, dignity and business reputation in courts, including seeking com-
pensation for losses and moral damage.

Decree No. 8 of March 12, 2001 “On some measures for perfection of receiving and us-
age of donations” (now Decree No. 24 of November 11, 2003 is in effect), Decree No. 460 of 
October 22, 2003 “On international technical support granted to Republic Belorussia”, Decree 
No. 300 of July 1, 2005 “On using of donations (sponsor assistance)” (with corrections by De-
cree No. 650 of December 31, 2005), resolutions of Council of Ministers with numerous statu-
tory acts of Ministries and Departments, passed in development of abovementioned normative 
acts regulated procedures of receiving of donations from any sources: from foreign funds and 
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citizens, technical support by international treaties of the Republic of Belarus; from natural and 
legal persons whom are residents of the Republic of Belarus. At the same time established order 
of receiving of financial aid by NGOs in fact, left them at the mercy of government officials and 
is so bureaucratic that since 2005 public associations of democratic orientation have not been 
able to receive approval, and as a result, funds from sponsors. That means that together with 
administrative and legal arbitrariness they are experience economical pressing. Such practice 
significantly limited possibilities of national monitoring of elections. 

In accordance with legislation of the Republic of Belarus agitation actions are considered 
in the framework of Law “On Mass Actions” of December 30, 1997 (with corrections and 
additions). However, practices of 2000–2006 campaigns demonstrated that security agencies 
(KGB, MVD), prosecutor offices and courts use this law in their activity to impede meetings 
of candidates from opposition with voters, proclaim these meetings unauthorized and bring 
citizens to administrative responsibility, heavily fining and arresting activists up to 15 days. 

Corrections and additions to some statutory acts passed on December 15, 2005 are aimed 
to increase responsibility, including criminal for political actions. For example, article 193 of 
the Criminal Code in new version provides for responsibility for organization or leadership of a 
political party, public association, religious organization, which activity connected to violence, 
or other infringement of citizens’ rights, freedoms and lawful interests or with preventing citi-
zens from fulfilling their state, social or family duties. The same is true for public organizations 
which did not pass registration as determined by law or were liquidated or suspended. 

Article 342 of the Criminal Code was changed to accommodate part 2, which provides 
for criminal responsibility for education or any other preparation of persons for participa-
tion in group actions disturbing public order, as well as funding or other material support of 
such activity. Article 361 of the Criminal Code was added with parts 2 and 3 providing for 
criminal punishment for appeals to foreign countries, foreign or international organization 
to take actions in prejudice of foreign security of the Republic of Belarus, its territorial integ-
rity, defense potential or distribution of materials containing  Article 369-1 of the Criminal 
Code resurrects responsibility for discredit of the state and state authorities, had an effect 
previously in Soviet Union. It says, in particular about actions on presenting of deliberately 
false information on political, economical, social, military, or international situation in the 
Republic of Belarus, on legal status of Belarus citizens, discrediting the state, to a foreign 
state or foreign or international organization. Norm on impersonating of title or authority of 
an official (art. 382 of UK) is added by disposition of participating on this ground “in ne-
gotiations or other meetings with representatives of foreign states, foreign or international 
organizations, or sessions of international organizations.” 

This novelties are aimed to frighten the most active citizens of the country, to strengthen 
and expand political repressions. Coming into effect from January 1, 2006 these changes in 
criminal legislation of the country coincided with starting of Presidential election campaign, 
and these norms are already applying by criminal prosecution authorities.

Licensing of organizational structures of political parties and other public associations 
and legal ban on accommodation their offices in apartments, necessity of approval from local 
authorities of accommodation of offices in apartment buildings or in nonresidential property, 
resulted in loss of most local organizations by parties which could not resolve these issues. 
This resulted in difficulties in nominating of candidates form opposition to election commit-
tees. At the same time executive authorities used all power of its administrative resource in 
the interests of A. G. Lukashenko, running for the third term.
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Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Belarus passed resolution No. 49 from September 
13, 2005 “On some aspects of creation of public associations and their unions (associations).” 
This statutory act says that: “during holding of actions of political nature and possible cre-
ation of blocks of political parties, and equally political parties and trade unions, and equal-
ly any “movements”, “initiatives”, “coalitions”, uniting citizens or juridical persons it is 
necessary to follow acting legislation and this Resolution.” (art.1).

Norms of the resolution provide for necessity of state registration of “blocks”, “move-
ments”, “initiatives”, “coalitions” named in art. 1, with reference to art. 7 of the Law “On 
public associations” (with addition and corrections) of July 4, 1994, prohibiting action of 
unregistered public associations.

Meanwhile, according to article 36 of the Constitution everybody has the right of free-
dom of associations. According to present legislation state registration is required only for 
public associations, which are a special form of union of citizens allowing the rights of a 
juridical person. The term “juridical person” is explained in art. 44. of the Civil Code of 
the Republic of Belarus. Any other forms of realization of citizens’ constitutional right, not 
requiring creation of separate body of civil legal relationships, fixed membership, regulation 
of election of ruling bodies and making of decisions, acquiring separate property can be 
accomplished without special registration. Expanding of the operation of the Law “On Pub-
lic Associations” on such forms of citizens’ union would mean, in fact, prohibition of their 
activity without preliminary registration; for example, parents’ committees in schools and 
kindergartens, cooperative actions of tenants on land improvement or other forms of people 
self-organization. Requirement to license such associations violates the right of citizens of 
freedom of associations and contradicts the law and the common sense.

According to art. 23 of the Constitution “limitation of a rights and freedoms of a person is 
accepted olny in cased stated by law in the interests of national security, public order, public 
health, rights and freedoms of other people.” Such grounds are not provided in the resolution.

Passing the resolution No. 49 Ministry of Justice exceeded, in form and in content its, au-
thority defined by arts. 5.19-1, 10 of Statute on Ministry of Justice of the Republic of Belarus 
(resolution CM RB No. 1605 from October 31, 2001).

Publication of resolution No. 49 was estimated by experts of BHC as unlawful limitation 
of right of freedom of unions (associations) guaranteed by the Constitution of the Republic 
of Belarus and its international agreements (International Pact on Civil and Political Proce-
dures and other). 

Evidently that provisions of the resolution are aimed to substantiate administrative and 
criminal persecution of citizens. Prove to this is an example of initiators to organize associa-
tion “Partnerstvo” in order for independent monitoring of elections, resulted in administra-
tive punishments, and, later, criminal procedures according newly passed in January 2006 
criminal delicts against Astreiko N. M., Dranchuk, T. B., Bronnitskaya E. V., Shalaiko A. V., 
and others according to part 2, article 193 of the Criminal Code.

Fairness and openness of counting of votes

Blanks of protocols for local and regional election commissions and blanks of other doc-
uments including “Protocol of local commission for elections of the President of the Republic 
of Belarus were established by the order of Central commission No. 30 from November 30, 
2005. It is obvious that the protocol’s blank and content of local election commission do not 
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comply with provisions of the article 55 of Election Code which could lead to violation of the 
right of participants of the election process for complete, open, true presentation of election 
results and create conditions for falsification of such results.

For example, according to part 2 article 55 of the Election Code “during elections, ref-
erendums ballot boxes shall be opened and votes shall be counted one by one: first box to 
be opened for counting votes is the box used for early votes, second — portable boxes used 
for votes cast at pl — aces where voters had been at the time of elections, referendum, and 
after that the boxes shall be opened which where at ballot station in the election/referendum 
day.”

Part four of the same article says that “…during elections of the President of the Republic 
of Belarus… votes shall be counted individually for each presidential candidate”.

According to requirements of part 6 article 55 of the Election Code and based on ballots 
from the boxes for ballots described in part 2 of this article, local election commission shall 
establish, first individually and then summing up the data, the following: total number of vot-
ers, number of voters cast against and in support of each candidate to the President, number 
of invalid ballots.

Part 11 article 55 of the Election Code means that the results of vote count are discussed 
during local election commission meeting and recorded in protocol. The protocol, in addition 
to the data established by parts 5 and 6 of the article 55 of the Election Code, contains the 
number of ballots received by local election commission from relevant territorial commis-
sion; the number of spoiled ballots; the number of used ballots. This means that the protocol 
must include results of vote count based on ballots from the boxes, first — for each box, then 
— the sum of ballots (part 6 article 55 of the Election Code). 

Thus, the law clearly and unambiguously defines procedure the local commission should 
follow in counting votes at election station and requires full record of results in (1) protocol 
of meeting of election commission (working protocol) and in (2) “Protocol of district election 
commission for election of the President of the Republic of Belarus on results of voting in 
elections of the President of the Republic of Belarus” in form approved by Central election 
commission. 

Article 78 of the Election Code determines that district, city, city’s district commissions 
for elections of the President of the Republic of Belarus based on protocols received from 
local commissions which are made in accordance to the requirements of the article 55 of the 
Election Code, defines sum of votes cast in support and against each of the candidates to the 
President, as well as the results and data described in the article 78 of the Election Code. In 
addition to general data they reflect a number of people who has the right to vote; number of 
voters who took ballots; number of people participated in voting; etc.

Analysis of content of the articles 55 and 78 of the Election Code shows that counting 
of votes at election station and establishing results of voting in higher-range territorial com-
missions have principally different in nature. The articles themselves are put in different 
chapters of the Code and article 55 is included into general part of the Election Code. Thus 
protocols, reflecting results of actions of commissions (local and territorial) can’t be identi-
cal in terms of form and content of the data they contain. Meanwhile, forms of protocols 
established by Central commission for local, district, city, city’s district and regional election 
commissions and Minsk election commission are the same.

It should be specially noted that presentation of separate vote counts and then sum of 
them in protocols of election commissions should correspond with original documents which 
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this commission, but not territorial commissions, has (Act of transfer of ballots for Presi-
dential elections from territorial to local election commission; ballots received by election 
commission; lists of voters indicating who voted early; list of people who asked to arrange 
vote at home; lists of people who voted at their current location; acts of election commission 
verifying cancellation of ballots which voters returned as spoiled; ballots from boxes for 
early voting, portable and immovable boxes; unused ballots and sealed packages with un-
used (cancelled) ballots; spoiled ballots, acts on their cancellation and sealed packets to keep 
them; protocols of the commission’s meetings; complaints and acts on violations of election 
legislation, etc.).

These original documents and corresponding protocols on voting results give an oppor-
tunity to find mistakes (and in some cases — falsifications) in the process of counting votes at 
election stations, repeat count if necessary, and rectify mistakes or, based of the Central com-
mission decision, acknowledge elections at certain election stations, districts, cities, regions 
and Minsk invalid. By the way, the procedure of repeating count is not established neither by 
Election Code nor by recommendations of the Central commission.

Thus, importance of consistent and complete count of votes, first separately, then as a 
sum, as established by article 55 of the Election Code, and recording of the results in pro-
tocols of election commissions is required by the law. In practice, however, ballots from all 
boxes are poured on the table and all ballots are counted together.

Based on the results of monitoring of elections to the House of Representatives of the Na-
tional Assembly and elections of the President of the Republic of Belarus (October 2000, Sep-
tember 2001), BHC pointed out to the Central commission to the abovementioned flaws or con-
scious violation by local commission of the procedure of counting votes and writing protocol 
on the results of voting and made relevant suggestions on how to prevent violations of current 
legislation. However, forms of protocols established by the Central commission in December 
2005, still, as previous ones, does not comply with the article 55 of the Election Code.

At the same time, methodological guide on organizational and legal issues arising in the 
course of action of election commissions for elections of the President of the Republic of 
Belarus, sent by Central commission to local commissions, includes provision on necessity 
to form separate vote count and reflect its results in the protocol of the meeting of local com-
mission. Such protocol reflects the procedure of counting ballots separately for boxes for early 
vote, for vote at home and for boxes which were at election station at the day of voting. The 
protocol also reflects an order in which questions raised at the meeting were discussed, includ-
ing opinions of members of local election commission, complaint and results of their consid-
eration. This protocol (of final meeting) is a must, because after that commission finishes its 
work and its powers according to the Election Code are terminated. Therefore, this protocol 
should not be mixed with final protocol containing total count of votes according to the form 
established by the Central commission. However, the copy of the protocol (so called working 
protocol) of the meeting of commission is not available for inspectors, because after the meet-
ing, only final protocol is displayed for public. All other documents are given for keeping to 
the body which established the election commission. Materials from election commissions, 
including meetings’ protocols, are kept for six months and destroyed after that period. 

Therefore, de-facto procedure of counting votes at election station and writing final pro-
tocol with summarized results of vote count does not ensure open and fair establishing of 
results and could lead to manipulations in such an important stage of election process, which 
diminishes trust in elections in general.
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On legitimacy of participation of A. Lukashenko 
in Presidential elections in Byelorussia in 2006

Analysis of legislation which was in force at the moment of registration of nominees to 
the President of the Republic of Belarus gives grounds to claim that A. G. Lukashenko, who 
held the post of President of the Republic of Belarus for two terms did not have the right to 
run for the third time. 

According to the requirements of part 1 article 81 of the Constitution in edition adopted 
after referendum of November 24, 1996, the President is elected for 5-year term. A person 
can not hold the President’s office for more than two terms. 

On September 7, 2004 the President issued decree No. 431 calling for republican refer-
endum. According to the decree, the following question was set for the referendum: “Do 
you allow the first President of the Republic of Belarus A. G. Lukashenko to participate as a 
nominee in elections of the President of the Republic of Belarus and do you accept part 1 of 
the article 81 of the Constitution of the Republic of Belarus in the following edition: “Presi-
dent is elected for 5 years directly by people of the Republic of Belarus based on universal, 
free, equal and direct voting, by secret ballot?”

In this sentence, two different questions were included: 
a) is A. G. Lukashenko allowed to participate in presidential elections in Byelorussia ;
b) should new edition of part 1 of the article 81 of the Constitution of the Republic of Be-

larus be accepted, without provision which bans the same person from elections if the person 
has already held the office for two terms.

Combination in one question of two different problems — one about personal situation 
of A. G. Lukashenko serving his second term as President, and another related to changing 
Constitution, — did not confirm with the principle of “unity of content” established by the 

“Guiding principles of national referendums” adopted by Venetian commission in July 2001. 
This wording was also in contradiction with part 5 of the article 114 of the Election Code, ac-
cording to which “a question set for Republic’s referendum (draft of decision) should be set 
by initiative group clearly and should allow unambiguous answer”. 

According to the article 78 of the Constitution, the list of questions which can not be 
answered through referendum is set by the legislation of the Republic of Belarus. This list is 
included into article 112 of the Election Code. This article, in particular, says that “the follow-
ing question could not be answered through the Republic’s referendum: …related to election 
or dismissal of the President of the Republic of Belarus…”

The abovementioned arguments and conclusions related to the referendum from October 17, 
2004 in Byelorussia are corroborated by the conclusion adopted by 60th plenary meeting of Eu-
ropean Commission for democracy through law (Venetian commission) on October 8–9, 2004.

Complaints of citizen’s and non-governmental organizations sent in September 2004 
and stating necessity of legal expertise of compliance of the decree No. 431 with Constitu-
tion were ignored by institutions indicated in the article 116 of Constitution, Constitutional 
Court (see answer to Regional NGO “Byelorussian Helsinki Committee”, G. P. Pogonyailo, 
O. N. Gulak), as well as by Supreme Court of the Republic of Belarus (dismiss of complaint 
from judge of the Supreme Court G. K. Zhukovskaya from September 21, 2004, etc.). 

Meanwhile, according to the article 59 of Constitution, state bodies and officials whom 
relevant authority is granted must take necessary measures to ensure citizens’ rights and 
freedoms. Inaction of authorities has already resulted in legal consequences which might 
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affect political situation in the country and had a very negative impact on Byelorussian in-
ternational image.

Referendum from October 17, 2004 was conducted with flagrant violations of Byelorus-
sian election laws and democratic principles described in Copenhagen document of OSCE 
which give grounds to doubt legitimacy of its results which were not accepted by democratic 
public of Belarus and international organizations (European Council, Parliamentary Assem-
bly of the EC, European Union, OSCE, etc.)

The referendum results are reflected in new edition of part 1, article 81 of Constitution: 
“President is elected for 5 years directly by people of the Republic of Belarus based on uni-
versal, free, equal and direct voting, by secret ballot”. Constitution was altered in accordance 
with paragraph 3 of the Decree No. 431 from September 7, 2004 and such changes are com-
plete realization of the referendum decisions. 

First part of the referendum question is not included into new edition of the Constitution 
article, since I does not include universal rules for a broad number of people to be applied re-
peatedly. Besides, writing into Constitution personal privileges of one man would have been 
against principle of equality established by the article 22 of the Constitution. 

Therefore, it should be acknowledged that first part of the referendum question related to 
participation of A. G. Lukashenko in presidential elections in Byelorussia does not have legal 
consequences and thus legally insignificant. 

Removing part of the content of the part 1 article 81 of the Constitution stating 2-term 
limit for the President, legislator removed from the question of presidential term of office 
from the area under Constitution jurisdiction and put this problem at the level of lower-rank 
legal acts, such as special law “On the President of the Republic of Belarus”. 

Current edition of the law “On the President of the Republic of Belarus” states that “term 
of the President’s office is 5 years. A person can not hold the President’s office for more than 
two terms” (article 8). Current edition of part 1 article 77 of the Election Code corresponds 
with this requirement, stating that “after registration of nominee to the post of the President 
of the Republic of Belarus (excluding the President of the Republic of Belarus running for the 
second term), ...are relieved from employment duties and are not paid their salaries from the 
day of registration to the election day”. Provisions of the abovementioned laws (article 8 of 
the law “On the President of the Republic of Belarus”, article 77 of the Election Code) are in 
agreement with new edition of the article 81 of the Constitution, correspond with each other 
and should have been applied in solving the question on whether to register A. Lukashenko 
as presidential nominee.

The country’ parliament did not discuss or adopt the law on changes or alterations to the 
law “On the President of the Republic of Belarus” because no alterations had to be made after 
referendum. There is no special legal act stating the right of A. G. Lukashenko to run for the 
President in 2006: according to part 3 article 124 of the Election Code, changes and additions 
to the law to implement decisions made based on referendum results should be made within 
5 months. 

According to the requirements of part 1 article 81 of the Constitution in edition adopted 
after referendum of November 24, 1996, the President is elected for 5-year term. A person 
can not hold the President’s office for more than two terms. 

A. G. Lukashenko was elected the President of the Republic of Belarus in 1994 and 2001, 
for two consequent terms. Therefore, after the second term he must leave the office and can 
not run for the third time. 
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Conclusion: Decision of Central commission from February 17, 2006 to register 
A. G. Lukashenko as nominee for the President, made in violation of article 8 of the law “On 
the President of the Republic of Belarus” and to list his name in ballots, is illegal.

Access to courts

Opportunity to challenge in court actions and decisions of election commissions of any 
level is an indelible part of free and fair elections.

According to part 1 article 60 of the Constitution everybody has guaranteed protection of 
his/her rights and freedoms by competent, independent and objective court within timeframe 
determined by the law. According to the article 12 of the Civil Code, non-regulating act of 
state body, local authorities or local self-government, as well as legal act which disagree with 
other legal act and violate civil rights and interests of citizens and/or legal entities protected 
by legal acts, shall be acknowledged invalid by court, after request made by a person/legal 
entity whose rights have been violated, and in cases established by the law — after request 
from other persons/entities. Right of the abovementioned persons/entities to appeal to court 
is established by articles 6, 7, paragraphs 1, 5 of article 355, articles 341–343, 353–358 of the 
Civil Procedure Code.

The abovementioned norms guarantee general right of every interested person for court 
protection in any case of (supposed) violation of his/her rights and legal interests. Acts of 
election commissions of any level, including those of Central election commission should 
also be subject to court proceeding on request (complaint) from interested persons.

However, in reality courts refuse to consider complaints on actions of election commis-
sions, including Central commission, if it is not directly stated in Election Code or other law. 
For example, according to judges of Supreme Court of the Republic of Belarus, complaints 
against this state institution are not within courts’ jurisdiction, excluding cases directly 
mentioned in the law “On Central commission of the Republic of Belarus for elections and 
national referendums”. Courts of general jurisdiction take the same route when they receive 
complaints on decisions of local administrations related to forming of election commissions 
(local and territorial), complaints on actions (inactions) of officials and government bodies 
affecting rights of the people participating in elections. Courts thus demonstrate their de-
pendence from executive power and avoid fulfilling their duties under different pretenses. 
It should be noted that in both election campaigns of the President of the Republic of Be-
larus, in 2001 and in 2006, courts did not start a single proceeding, although complaints 
were sent by many election process’ participants (voters, president’s nominees and their 
representatives).

Conclusion: current practice demonstrates that concerned parties can not exercise their 
constitutional right for court protection, and violations made during election campaign and 
elections are left outside the scopes of legal control.
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SITUATION IN THE COUNTRY BEFORE ELECTIONS 
AND DURING THE CAMPAIGN

Economical, social and political situation in the country

Economical situation in the state in general effects immediately on the results of the 
election, especially of one of the subjects of the election is the head of the state. In this case 
economical achievements and failures can be used as an important argument of election cam-
paign and have effect on voters’ views. “Economical factor” is the main reason to support or 
not to support particular politician.

Byelorussian economy is based on state property. budget of cost of living (BPM) which 
was published in July 2005 and become applied as a norm, defining amount of social trans-
fers, constitutes a sum around $68. The number of people in Byelorussia whose income is 
less or equal to BPM is almost ј of population. BPM constitutes a level of physical survival 
for average Byelorussian.

To characterize a level of physical survival a category of minimal consumer budget (MPB) 
is used, which gives a person a possibility not only to survive, but also to fulfill the other social 
functions: to work, to have and grow up children, and so on. The amount of MPB in June 2005 
was $106, which characterized a level of consumption of 43% of population of Byelorussia.

Wage system in Byelorussia is based on so called tariff scale, which excludes wages of 
higher officials — their salaries are determined by the President himself (salary with bonuses 
are rather high for them, $800–1,000). 

Simultaneously from the state mass media during 2005 every day Byelorussians received 
information that Belarus had significant economical achievements and that the standard of 
living here is significantly higher than in Russia and the other CIS states, and that was imme-
diate result of the President policy. The eulogy of results of economical development became 
especially loud just before the election and during the campaign. Just before announcing 
the election in September-December of 2005 government increased wages and pensions for 
most active social groups. This increase was shown as President’s concern of people. Raise 
of popularity of the President also was stimulated by his numerous trips to practically all 
regions and publicly demonstrated improvement of relationships with Russia.

Real economic situation and its elucidation in mass media reflects in people’s minds. 
This reflection is the main reason for voters when choosing between candidates.

Dependence of people from power increased through general introduction of labor con-
tract, because up to 90% population work for state enterprises. The state established strict 
conditions and short terms for contracts. 

9–10% of population is unemployed. 
Persons having income at the level of BPM or MPB (about 2/3 of population) depend 

strongly from employer and fear of loosing jobs, having no savings. 
Thus, population of Byelorussia (including voters) significantly depends of the state of 

economy, on government authorities managing economy.
The main political subject in Byelorussia is the President. He initiates referendums, pub-

lic assemblies, passes legislative acts. According to the Constitution, the role of parliament 
and other state institutions is significantly lower than of the President. 

For democratic election process presence or absence of political and non-political citi-
zens‘ associations and possibility of its free action is very important. On January 1, 2006 
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there were 17 political parties, 41 trade union, 2247 public associations (239 international, 
724 national, and 1284 local) , and 16 unions of public associations were registered. 996 local 
organizations of parties (44 of regional, 399 of city and district, and 553 of primary), 21992 
local organizations of trade unions (107 of regional, 1355 of city and district, 20449 of pri-
mary), 10046 local organizations of other public associations (448 regional, 3395 of city and 
district, 6203 of other). 

Public associations share following directions of activity: sport — 493, charity — 360, 
education and culture — 313, youth — 160, including children — 24, invalids and veter-
ans — 141, science and technology — 112, minorities — 98, nature conservation and histori-
cal and cultural monuments preservation — 71, creative — 42, women — 38, other — 419. 
There are also unregistered public associations and political parties.

Among political parties the greatest number of organizational structures have Commu-
nist Party of Byelorussia — 292, Party of Byelorussian Communists — 202, United Civil 
Party — 109, Liberal-Democratic Party — 79, Agrarian Party — 76.

Number of registered and recorded party organizations in Region Vitebsk — 175, city of 
Minsk — 162, Region Gomel — 137, Region Brest — 119, Region Grodno — 114, Region 
Mogilev — 109.

Political parties participating in election process are subdivided on pro-President and 
opposition. Pro-President are Communist Party of Byelorussia , Byelorussian Social-Sport 
Party, Republican Party of Labor and Justice. Activity and political orientation of many par-
ties are unknown. 

Well-known opposition parties are United Civil Party and Party BNF “Adradzhenne.” 
BSDG, BSDP “Gramada”, Byelorussian Party of Women are also in opposition. At the same 
time public trust in parties, both pro-President and opposition is low (see table 1).

Table 1. Public trust in state and social institutions (September 2005)1

Institutions Trusting, % Not trusting, %
Orthodox church 68.1 20.5
Army 58.7 28.4
State mass media 55.3 33.3
President 54.1 32.4
Independent research centers 43.2 27.3
State research centers 43.6 33.6
Human rights organizations (BHC and others) 35.4 31.1
Catholic chirch 40.8 37.9
Government 41.3 42.8
State mass media 38.5 43.2
Central Election Committee 38.0 43.8
Free and independent trade unions 33.2 38.1
Courts 39.5 46.6
Associations of entrepreneurs 32.0 39.1
National Assembly 34.3 42.2
KGB 32.8 42.8
Trade unions, included in the Federation of trade unions 30.2 41.9
Local executive authorities 35.8 49.2

1 Data from NICEPI.
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Local soviets of deputies 34.7 49.5
Political parties supporting current regime 28.8 47.3
Militia 33.2 54.8
Protestant chirch 15.9 58.4
Opposition political parties 15.2 60.0

During the year justice authorities carried on intensive control on activity of public as-
sociations. 259 public organizations were checked (38 — by the Department of Ministry of 
Justice, and 221 — by departments of justice). Members of justice authorities took part in 77 
actions held by public organizations. Justice authorities gave 435 written notices to public 
associations (161 notices more than in 2004). 190 of them were passed by the Ministry of 
Justice and 235 — by departments of justice, including 32 written notices to political parties. 
So, By the beginning of election the Ministry of Justice gave written notices to Byelorussian 

“Green” Party, Byelorussian Social-Democratic Party “Gramada”, Byelorussian Women Party 
“Nadzeya”, Party BNF, Byelorussian Patriotic Party. Notices were given in relation with non-
fulfilling by these parties pt. 3 art. 10 of the Law “On Political Parties.” Parties were crimi-
nated with absence of registered organizational structures in no less than four Regions.

In 2005 68 public associations were liquidated by courts, 17 of them were national and in-
ternational, 51 — local (30 more than in 2004). There were no cases of refusal in liquidation. 

Functional possibilities of public associations were significantly complicated after sign-
ing of the Laws of the Republic of Belarus “On additions and corrections to the Law of the 
Republic Belarus “On public associations” and to the Law of the Republic of Belarus “On ad-
dition and corrections to the Law of Republic Belarus “On political parties”” by the President 
on June 19, 2005, and also after publishing Decree of the President of June 1, 2005 No. 302 

“On some measures on regulation of activity of funds” (see Ch. 2.1.2).
By their relation to the power public associations are divided on pro-president, actively 

supporting the President, democratic and opposition. Democratic and opposition parties are 
united in the Assembly of non-governmental organizations, which does not hold the state 
registration. By the beginning of the election the Assembly united 216 members-organiza-
tions (in 2001 election — more than 700).

According the Election Code public associations, registered in the Ministry of Justice 
and local justice authorities (depending on activity scale of the organization) can assign their 
representatives to election committees or as inspectors. During previous elections members 
of public associations, both pro-president and neutral as well as opposition constituted the 
majority of inspectors.

Members of pro-president and democratic and opposition organizations took active part 
in the election. Pro-president large national public associations like Byelorussian public as-
sociation of veterans, Byelorussian Republican Youth Union, Byelorussian Union of Women, 
Byelorussian Union of Afghanistan Veterans, governing body of Federation of Trade Unions 
of Byelorussia are members of election committees and among inspectors. Members of orga-
nizations, included in the Assembly also were nominated by their organizations in election 
committees, however from 1060 applications only 6 were approved. Most active members of 
public associations work in candidates’ headquarters and as agitators.

Pro-president and some democratic and opposition parties have their own material re-
sources — offices, computers, printing facilities, phones and faxes. Bringing political parties 
or public associations with material and human resources on his or her side by the candidates 
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is an important legal source for the campaign in Byelorussia . However, possibilities of public 
associations are significantly lower that those of authorities.

Corrections to the Criminal Code, became valid since January 1, 2005 significantly 
toughened punishment for activity of unregistered organizations. As already has been said 
above, requirements for registration of regional structures of public associations (prohibition 
to register juridical address of the structure in multi-apartment buildings) and financing of 
associations were toughened as well. Large and influential public associations were subjects 
of persecution.

Case of RPA “Byelorussian Helsinki Committee”

On December 16, 2006, the day of announcing the election of the President of the Repub-
lic of Belarus, the Presidium of Higher Economic Court (VHS) set up the date for hearing of 
the case of protest of the first deputy of the chairman of VHS to the inspection of the Min-
istry of Taxes and Duties (IMNS) of Moscow District of the city of Minsk. This resolution 
announces as unlawful the decision of tax authorities to pay taxes and fines in the amount of 
157,171.607 thousand of rubles ($72,700) by BHC.

On December 20, 2005 the Presidium of VHS satisfied the protest and canceled previous 
decision of the economic court of the city of Minsk and appeal instance of VHS, which an-
nounce unlawful the decision of IMNS on tax charge and fining of BHC. Before BHC on the 
issue of taxes was supported by the Coordination Bureau of TASIS, Delegation of Eurocom-
mission in Byelorussia , Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Byelorussia , prosecution agencies, 
ceased criminal procedures against officials of BHC, started on the basis of pt.2, art. 243 of 
the Criminal Code (evasion of taxes).

On February 23, 2006 the Ministry of Justice gave notice to BHC and obliged it to elimi-
nate violation of tax legislation within one month. 

On March 1, 2006 A. Zalivskii, senior investigator of the Committee of State Control 
presented to the chairman of BHC T. Prot’ko resolution on declaring her a suspect of felony 
provided for in pt.2 art. 243 of the Criminal Code of Byelorussia . The article provides for 2 
to 7 years of inprisonment with confiscation of property of without it.

Besides political parties and public associations the Election Code provides for possibil-
ity for trade unions to take part in election process. Nomination of the candidates in election 
committees, inspectors from working collectives is realized with immediate participation 
of trade unions. There are “official” or “state” and independent trade unions in Byelorussia . 
Trade unions included in the Federation of trade unions of Byelorussia (FPB), and especially 
in executive committee of the Federation are called “state” because of open support of the 
President. Trade unions not included in FPB are called independent.

During the campaign were put pressure upon by the employers and state trade unions.

Case of Byelorussia independent trade union

The chairman of primary organization of Byelorussian independent trade union (BNP) 
I. Svyatokho reported2 that manager the shop No. 014 Safonov in presence of leader of pri-
mary organization of “Belkhimprofsoyuz” put pressure on his subordinates to make them to 

2 See www.praca-by.info.
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make written statement about leaving BNP. He threatened them by not extending their con-
tracts. As I. Svyatokha reported more than 10 people left the organization as a result of these 
unlawful actions. The facts of putting pressure upon members of BNP were noticed almost at 
every large oil-processing enterprises. Only in 10 days of January more than 200 workers of 
Grodno factory “Grodno Azot” made written statements on leaving independent trade union. 
The chairman of Byelorussian Congress of democratic trade unions A. Yaroshuk connects 
these happenings to instructions given by A. Lukashenko to the Director General of concern 

“Belneftekhim” and the chairman of FPB during 5th congress of Federation of trade unions of 
Byelorussia to end with independent trade unions in the field.

Case of independent trade union of miners

Directorate of RPA “Belaruskalii” refused to sign agreement with Independent trade 
union of miners, suggested to the union to start negotiations on signing of collective agree-
ment. Together with independent and two state trade unions Independent trade union of min-
ers agreed to participate in the negotiations. However, neither first meeting of joint commis-
sion with participation of the employer, NPG, Belkhimprofsoyuz (BHP) and an official trade 
union of APK workers, which took part on January 4, nor second meeting, which took part 
on January 11, did not resulted in formation of negotiation commission. Belkhimprofsoyuz 
first required an exclusive right for itself to sign the agreement, basing it on its size. NPG’s 
representatives refused to accept this offer. The independent trade union id backed by 4,000 
members and stated in national law as well as in the Convention No. 98 of ILO right to sign 
collective agreement.

During 2005 and especially before the election so called “ideological vertical”, headed by 
the deputy of President’s Administration O. Proleskovskii, increased its activity. Propaganda 
of the acting President’s policy, inevitable change for the worth of the state of economy in 
case of opposition take over carried out virtually on all state enterprises, and on radio and 
TV. TV commentators and political correspondents daily commented actions of opposition 
candidates very disrespectfully, calling them “opposition”, not considering them as personi-
fied subject.

During the campaign the topic of election was not a priority for the state mass media. 
The campaign in interpretation of the state mass media was concentrated on the person of 
the only candidate — acting President, showed exclusively positively. A. Lukashenko was 
presented as the only real candidate, and opposition candidates — as having no support from 
the electorate. Commercials, announcing special projects, propagandistic documentaries, 
where Byelorussia opposition was shown negatively prevailed on TV and were demonstrated 
in prime time. In relation to A. Lukashenko and alternative candidates the state mass me-
dia developed different and opposite synonymy. The first synonymic sequence: “sovereign 
Byelorussia ” — “the state for people and person” — “peace and stability” — “prosper-
ity” — “right way” — “clear perspective” — President Lukashenko. The second synonymic 
sequence (in case of opposition winning) “sold country” — “state for selected” — “cha-
os” — “unemployment and poverty” — “betrayed voters’ hopes” — “rascals” — opposition 
candidates, depending on context.

Alternative candidates for the President were virtually absent in the state media. The 
state electronic and press media tried to minimize recognizabilty of all candidates except 
Lukashenko. The state news papers did not publish photographs of no one form alterna-
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tive candidates, and news programs concentrated on personality of the only one candidate. 
Inconvenient time for appearances for alternative candidates on TV and radio prevented 
voters from possibility to get to know their election pledges and programs. Besides, can-
didates appearances were not announced in advance, and many voters did not have in-
formation about their broadcasting. Consequently, low number of voters, for which main 
source of information was state mass media received objective information on alternative 
candidates.3

Congress of democratic forces

In the end of May, 2005 an Organization committee on preparation and holding of the 
Congrass of democratic forces was created, which conducted 4 meetings. During preparation 
of the Congress 125 district meetings of democratic public was conducted and 224 delegates 
were elected. 943 people were included in the list of delegates altogether, the Congress at-
tended 840 of them. It opened in Minsk on October 1–2, 2005. Among delegates there were 
representatives of all democratic parties, more than 200 of public associations. Deputies 
of XII and XIII supreme Soviets from opposition, candidates for the Chamber of Repre-
sentatives of the National Assembly of 2004 campaign, local soviets deputies, well-known 
politicians and public figures took part in the Congress. Four candidates were discussed on 
the Congress as possible leaders of united democratic forces. The main pretenders were the 
chairman of OGP A. Lebed’ko and head of the Fund for assistance to local development 
A. Milinkevich, who was put forward by Party BNF ”Adradzhenne.” With narrow majority 
A. Milinkevich was elected as the candidate for the President from democrats.

The own candidates were nominated by the Liberal-Democratic Party (party chairman 
S. Gaidukovich) and Byelorussian Social-Democratic Party (party chairman A. Kozulin).

Three former members of the National Assembly of Belarus also expressed their wishes 
to take part in election process.

Thus, social-political situation before and during the elections was characterized by in-
creasing polarization of social institutes — political parties, public associations, trade unions. 
The state took a number of legal and repressive measures against democratic and opposition 
institutions, significantly decreased their possibility to take part in election process. The 
population became significantly dependant on authorities.

The presence of apathy and the atmosphere of fear

The strengthening of the role of the state in the life of people and especially the role 
of special services influenced considerably the general situation in which the presidential 
election was held. Its most characteristic feature was apathy and the atmosphere of general 
fear.

The group of the independent sociologist professor O. Manayeva held a republican ques-
tioning of the public opinion in the September and December of 2005. The electors were 
asked among other things the question “What do you think about the readiness of the people 
in Byelorussia to express their political views?”4 The results of the questioning are reflected 
in table 2.

3 See www.baj.ru.
4 The news of NISEPI, issue.4(37), 2005, p.31.
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Table 2. The readiness of the people of Byelorussia to express their political views (%)
Nobody is afraid of expressing his political views 14.0
Only few people are afraid 27.1
Many people are afraid 41.0
Everybody is afraid 7.2
I find it difficult to answer 10.7

The majority of those who selected the column “I find it difficult to answer” didn’t want 
to answer because of the reason that the authority might get to know their opinion. These 
people revealed their fear.

“The concentration of fear” is different depending on the regions and centers of popula-
tion of Byelorussia. Minsk is the bravest city — 30.5% of its inhabitants are not afraid of 
expressing their views. Though we can observe another situation in provincial towns — here 
24.1% of the respondents said that they were all afraid of expressing their views. 

It’s necessary to point out that the atmosphere of fear is characteristic of people of any 
political orientation — there are much less “the bravest” among those who said about their 
support of the president.

At the minimum to a certain degree half the population of Byelorussia was afraid of 
expressing its political views. It showed clearly the preservation of the urgency of OSCE 
requirements of the necessity of overcoming the atmosphere of fear and improvement of the 
political climate of Byelorussia.

The fear of the population during the election process has a specific form of expres-
sion — the electors are sure that the administration (“the authorities”) will get to know how 
they have voted. And “if Lukashenko wins” those who have voted “against” “will be done 
away with.”

The observers of BHC (Byelorussian Helsinki Committee) say that such opinions are 
characteristic of all the regions of the country. Such a feeling of fear is especially strong 
among the electors, who are registered at special polling stations with a small quantity of 
electors and also among those who are forced to vote before the appointed time. The observ-
ers of BHC said that the majority of the respondents considered that before the appointed 
time voting enabled to get to know their views and it existed for this particular reason. 

The atmosphere of fear and apathy also influences considerably the readiness of popula-
tion to protect its suffrage. To the question of the sociologists “Are you ready to take part 
in street actions of protest if the results of the president election are falsified?” 76% of the 
respondents answered “no”, and only 15.5% — “yes”5.

Talking to the inhabitants of the town of Glusk (Region Mogilev) А.Lukashenko said “It 
is not the question of your electing me or not. You will not have another way out. You shall 
elect me.” The sociologists questioned the electors if they agreed with such a statement. The 
answers of those who were sure of the hopelessness of the situation astound — 40.5% of the 
respondents practically agreed that the result of the election was forejudged and didn’t de-
pend on the way the electors would vote in reality.

The feeling of fear and apathy arouses among the people the desire to leave Byelorus-
sia — in the September of 2005 every third adult of Byelorussia spoke about his desire to 
leave Byelorussia. Besides, if there is less than 15% among the people over 50 who are will-

5 The news of NISEPI, issue. 3 (37), 2005, p. 30.
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ing to leave, then, among the young people under 30 — almost 50%6. The regional observ-
ers point out by the end of 2005 the increase of the applications to BHC to explain the order 
of the immigration to the USA, Germany, Russia, the countries of Western Europe and even 
Australia. 

The long-term observers of BHC, directed to all the regions of Byelorussia characterize 
the pre-election satiation in the country in the following way.

From the report of the observer “The situation in the town of Gluboky 
and Gluboksk region”

There has been the atmosphere of nervousness, pressuring-in of fear, confusing the facts, 
the atmosphere of confusion in the town and the region since the moment of proclaiming 
the elections. Everything is built up on the immediate realization of all the orders coming 
from above, adding nonexistent facts or things that haven’t been fulfilled yet. The relations 
between the supreme authorities and lower authorities are built on lies, often insults and 
threats to discharge people from their office, deprive them of their positions. There help “to 
hold in leash” labour contracts, made with one-sided responsibility of the person applied 
for work or a position.

Such facts are reflected in the applications of the citizens. In Region Gluboksk on Janu-
ary 18, 2006 the teachers of three municipal schools were paid only the salary of the last 
year and the teachers of the village schools hadn’t got their salary even by January 24. 

In December 2005 there were held meetings at many enterprises and collective farms of 
the town at which there was set by the secret order in the district executive committee a six-
day working week and for engineers a two-day duty a week since 8 am till 8 pm. It was said 
that all that was connected with the presidential election. Every person who disagrees, asks 
questions or expresses his opinion against the authority is offered to get his discharge; they 
say “There are people standing in a line to get your working place.”

All respondents say that they are afraid of losing the job, the position , they are afraid for 
their children, who study somewhere or are still going to.

From the report of the observer “The situation in the city of Bobruysk 
in Region Bobruysk”

One can mark that the higher the level of election is, the severer and the more cynical the 
authority does away with people whose opinion differs from the official opinion of the au-
thority. There is forced the atmosphere of fear, there are held meetings in work collectives by 
ideologists. It is pointed what opinion people should adhere to and who they should vote for. 
There are appointed people responsible for the preparation and holding the election from in 
favour of the president». People are reminded they are working on the labour contract.

The salary diminishes, the prices rise, enterprises get liquidated, at the moment there 
have been liquidated 11 enterprises of the city. The average salary in the city is 432 thousand 
rubles (the official data of the Department of Economics of the Bobruysk City Executive).But 
the salaries range a lot: at some enterprises the salary makes not more than 200 thousand 
rubles, at others even less — it hardly comes up to the living wage. There are many enter-

6 The news of NISEPI, issue.4 (38), 2005, p.12.
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prises where the salary is not paid for three and more months (OAO “Fandok”, Bobruysk 
shoe factory, Bobruysk tricot factory, Bobruysk leather group of enterprises, Bobruysk ma-
chine building works, Inter district house building group of enterprises, Construction fac-
tory, the works of ferroconcrete production, “Bobruyskmebel”, canning factory, creamery 
etc.) After the citizens’ applying to the court on the matter of paying the salary on liability the 
courts pay it for years on acts of execution. The mood of different social categories can be di-
vided into three groups: the first one is the young and the most active citizens, who go to live 
abroad, emigrate in search of sufficient payment or to live there, not seeing no opportunities 
for themselves to realize their abilities in the Republic of Byelorussia both in the creative, 
economic and material ways. The second group — the biggest one — are citizens who feel 
absolute apathy to the processes going on in the state. They adjust with one objective — to 
survive. The people see no future for themselves and any perspective. The problems are not 
solved. This group of the citizens has worked out the slogan “Everything but war”. The third 
group — is citizens who have started the way of their own degeneration, who are ruining 
themselves by drinking, the problem is especially acute with the peasants and workers. If 
we analyze the work of the peasants in the country, then in the majority of cases people pay 
them for doing services or work with alcoholic drinks, nobody will take money. If we speak 
about workers, then one can see every day how having left the entrance checkpoint they pour 
into the shops selling spirits situated close to the enterprises. The above mentioned problems 
pierce all the social groups and this trend is not reducing but is unfortunately increasing.

There are published five newspapers in the city, one can subscribe to: the state “Bobruys-
kaya Zhittse” is issued two times a week, the independent “Bobruyski kurier” — once a 
week (the publisher is OOO “Reklamni kurier”) the formally independent newspaper “Kom-
mercheski kurier” — two times a week (the publisher is T. I. Novik), the formally indepen-
dent “Telegraph” — once a week (the publisher is the firm dealing with the equipment of the 
cable television “Vesta”).One should mark that such a quantity of independent newspapers 
in Bobruysk is probably a unique case in the Republic of Byelorussia. Suffice it to say that in 
the provincial town Mogilev there is no such quantity of independent editions, which could 
cover the social and political life of the region. All the mentioned newspapers are subscribed 
to by the readers and sold in the city in newspaper booths of Soyuzpechat’ and by private 
distributors. Such clearly see oppositional republican newspapers as “Narodnaya volya”, 

“Solidarnost’”, “Nasha Niva” are not available to readers, they are not sold in the city, and 
there is no subscription to them. 

There work in Bobruysk the structures of political parties the United civil party, the 
Byelorussian social-democratic Gromada, the Byelorussian national front, the Party of the 
communists of Byelorussia, the communist party of Byelorussia, they are all registered in 
the local administrative structures. According to the data of the city executive committee 
there work in Bobruysk 57 public organizations and structure subdivisions of the republican 
public unions, they are all registered. The structure subdivisions of such democratic orga-
nizations as BHC, the Byelorussian association of journalists, “Svaya Sprava” have been 
liquidated, but the members of the republican unions continue working. The deputies of the 
parliament have no authority. People don’t know them, and if they have to apply to them the 
problems are not solved. Many people pass the opinion that they were not elected, that the 
election was unjust and that many citizens had known half a year before the election who 
would be the deputy of the parliament from Bobruysk. Let’s recall the case when the head of 
the Bobruysk inter district committee of the state control F. F. Voronich expressed his inten-
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tion to be the parliament deputy candidate, disobeyed the authority that had prohibited him 
to do it. For this reason he was called to Minsk for “a talk” to the head of the Committee of 
state control of the Republic of Byelorussia, and already on the way home he got to know 
that he had been dismissed though Voronich had been considered a good worker and had 
been awarded with an inscribed watch that the president had presented to him personally. 
This case had a big public outcry and decreased even more the authority of the deputies 
from Bobruysk elected to the parliament among the citizens of the city. As for frightening the 
citizens adhering to the opposition in the city here the authority has a strong weapon — not 
to prolong the contract with those workers who have their own point of view, a different one 
from the official one. There happened such a case with the leader of the subdivision of the 
United civil party of Leninsky district of the city of Bobruysk Irina Kachan.

The authorities watch what workers subscribe to opposition newspapers, who buy them, 
who are interested in such press. There are held corresponding talks with them. The people, 
suppressed with the fear that they will lose the job are afraid of saying it aloud officially. 
There is put much pressure on workers and citizens during the subscription company. When 
people are subscribing to newspapers and magazines, ideological workers impose their will 
on workers, they say what to subscribe to and what to read. At some enterprises they simply 
retain from the workers’ salary the money for the newspapers they haven’t subscribed to. 
At enterprises, in institutions, organizations there are set a definite plan of subscription to 
state editions such as “Bobruyskae zhittse” and “Sovetskaya Belorussia”. At the same time 
there come orders not to subscribe the citizens to independent newspapers and to impede 
it in any way. The Ministry of taxes and the Ministry of taxes and duties of the Republic of 
Byelorussia make its contribution in it. In Bobruysk before an entrepreneur or a representa-
tive of a firm presents a report to the tax inspector, they must subscribe to the magazines and 
newspapers of the tax institutions.

On the leaders’ of the opposition parties visiting the city the authorities raise difficulties 
to their meeting and communication with the citizens. Thus when Mr Milinkevich came to 
the city and was to install a direct telephone communication with the citizens in a private 
office the telephone in the office was disconnected and when there was made an attempt 
to hold a meeting with the citizens the light was switched off. After Mr Kozulin’s visit to 
Bobruysk and his holding a meeting in the office of the Byelorussian social democratic 
Gromada, the Bobruysk subdivision of The Byelorussian social democratic party received 
a letter from the owner of the office in which he said that the was breaking the contract of 
lease of the office, single-sided, though the party had paid for the lease of the office several 
months ahead.

During the election campaign the state took a number of measures to increase frighten-
ing. In the town of Smolevichy of Region Minsk there came a truck of soldiers of the internal 
service, who patrolled the streets of the centre of the region every day. The observers in-
formed of the aggressive behaviour of the patrols, fights between them and the population.

Though the most intimidating effect in the case of frightening the population there had 
the television speeches of the head of the KGB of Byelorussia S. Sukhorenko. The speeches 
were shown on all the channels of Byelorussian television, the fragments were repeated many 
times in all news programs.

On March 1, 2006 the head of the Komitet Gosudarstvennoy Bezopasnosti (State Secu-
rity Committee) Stepan Sukhorenko came out with the statement that there had been dis-
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covered in Byelorussia the plot of the opposition, the aim was to take the power by force in 
the country. S. Sukhorenko said that after the proclaiming of the results of the election in 
the evening of March 19, the opposition was going to proclaim that they were falsified. The 
starting point, according to his words was to have become “the provoking statement of the 
heads of an unregistered non-governmental organization “Partnerstvo”, which supposedly 
had been holding a parallel observation of the elections.” He pointed that at this “Partner-
stvo” had intended to present false records of the exit polls that had been found during the 
detention of four leaders of the organization. According to the information of the head of the 
KGB there were stated the figures of the electors’ support: for one of the leaders of the op-
position — 53.7%, for the president Lukashenko — 41.3%, for the other candidates — 5%. 
According to the words of the head of the KGB the scenario of the opposition had provided 
for gathering in Minsk several thousand people. There had been planned to use explosive as-
semblies in the crowd during the most important moment of the meeting. “The appearance 
of blood and victims unties the hands of the organizers of the protest action, after this there 
begins the seizure of the buildings of the authorities, stations, there are closed the railway 
lines for the purpose of the complete stop of the country’s functioning. The organizers and 
the executors are known. In case some individuals should make efforts to set to realize this 
scenario they will be detained in accordance with the legislation currently in force and crimi-
nal proceedings will be instituted against them.” said S. Sukhorenko. As for the executors, 
according to his words, it had been supposed to use the representatives of some Byelorussian 
non-governmental organizations and combatants from Georgia, the Ukraine, the countries 
of the former Yugoslavia. 

The case of beating the president candidate 
of the Republic of Byelorussia A. Kozulin

On the day of S. Sukhorenko’s speech on trying to take part in the work of the third 
all Byelorussian national meeting there was beaten the president-candidate A. Kozulin. On 
March 2, 2006 Alexander Kozulin and his fiduciaries Oleg Volchek, Mecheslav Grib and 
Valery Frolov, who hadn’t got an invitation to the third all Byelorussian national meeting 
tried to enter this meeting and presented to the managers the records (the protocols of the 
meeting of the Byelorussian social democratic Gromada (Gramada) at which the president-
candidate and his comrades had been elected by the party as delegates to the meeting. But 
unknown people in civil clothes using force didn’t allow Mr Kozulin to enter the hall. He 
was detained and taken to the UVD (Regional Police Department) of the Oktiabrsky District 
of the city of Minsk. For this incident concerning A. Kozulin there was brought an action on 
the article “hooliganism”.

Directly before the election on March, 16 at the press-conference the head of the KGB 
of Byelorussia S. Sukhorenko, Home Secretary V. Naumov and Prosecutor General of Bye-
lorussia P. Miklashevich said that “under the cover of the so-called Byelorussian opposition 
is preparing an effort of taking the power by force.” According to the their words, there 
indicated it “the increasing persistent appeals of the leaders of the so-called opposition and 
some opposition president-candidates to go to the streets of Minsk on March, 19 “to stand up 
for their supposedly stolen victory at the elections.” To justify these actions the opposition 
candidates say already today that they will have more than 50% of the votes at the election.” 
S. Sukhorenko marked that it had been confirmed by the information of the so-called exit 
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polls which the law-enforcement officers had previously found in the unregistered organiza-
tion “Partnerstvo”. The head of the KGB stressed especially that in the republic there had 
been organized the preparation by the so-called opposition “not for a peaceful process, as 
it says, but for a force action using explosive assemblies and arsons.” In particular Stepan 
Sukhorenko informed that they had been preparing busses to carry people and also places 
for their housing in the capital, there had been repeatedly brought money from abroad. At the 
same time the participants of the mass actions had been penetrating Minsk as tourists and 
were taken to secret addresses. “The key moment of the plan of taking power by force is the 
use of several explosive assemblies.” stressed Mr Sukhorenko. 

Thus during the election campaign the atmosphere of fear, connected with the economic 
and political dependence of the population on the state was strengthened by the work of the 
special services. Characterizing the situation BHC made the following statement:

On March 1, 2006 the head of the State Security Committee S. Sukhorenko in the pres-
ence of the deputy of the Prosecutor General M. Kupriyanov made a public statement that 
they had discovered the plot in Byelorussia aiming at overthrowing the governmental au-
thorities by an unconstitutional way. Mr Sukhorenko didn’t give any facts or proofs confirm-
ing the plot, he didn’t name its participants.

BHC considers that the given statement aimed at intimidating all the participants of the 
election process, it enabled to realize tough physical suppression of any display of dissent, 
carry out mass searches, arrests and detentions, introduce the state of emergency. 

On March, 2 the persons in civil clothes under the direction of D. Pavlichenko beat se-
verely the president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia A. Kozulin, his comrades were 
detained. The law-enforcement officers in civil clothes began to shoot at the automobile, in 
which there were trying to hide some of the associates of Kozulin.

BHC considers that the state has begun to apply terror against the democratic opposi-
tion. Such actions are incompatible with the principle of legality, democracy, the observance 
of human rights.

RPA “Byelorussian Helsinkki Committee” states “It is impossible to hold an honest and 
just election in the conditions of terror.

The disbelief of the electors that the election will be just and fair

The atmosphere of fear and apathy, especially characteristic of the regions of the country 
in many respects helps to decrease the electors’ interest in the election — as to the election 
process and its result, so to whether the Byelorussian election legislation is democratic or 
not. In 2004–2005 the citizens and politicians realized a number of initiatives; the objective 
was to attract the attention of the population to the imperfection of the election legislation of 
the country (the initiatives of V. Frolov and A. Voitovich). Though, in the December of 2005 
only 39,2% of the inhabitants of the republic supported the appeal to the change of the elec-
tion code, to make the election free and just, 42,3% — didn’t support7. Moreover, before 
the beginning of the elections less than half of the electors thought that the elections would 
be just and fair. (table 3).

7 The data of the national questioning held by the group of professor A. Manayeva.
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Тable 3.

Variant
of the 

answer
All resp. Minsk

Minsk 
and 

Region 
Minsk

Brest 
and 

Region 
Brest

Grodno 
and 

Region 
Grodno

Vitebsk 
and 

Region 
Vitebsk

Mogilev 
and 

Region 
Mogilev

Gomel 
and 

Region 
Gomel

Yes 49.2 42.7 61.0 47.2 42.1 46.9 42.9 58.9
No 33.8 42.7 32.7 34.5 42.2 33.3 31.1 20.8
Don’t know 17.0 14.6 6.3 18.3 15.7 19.8 26.0 20.3

We should mark that the percentage of the “believers” in a just and fair election — less 
than half of the electors — is characteristic of the last election campaigns of all levels in 
Byelorussia.

The close and restriction of the work of the democratic mass media, 
independent sociological services 

One of the major factors that influence the ability of the electors to make a deliberate 
choice and the results of the election process and confidence on them is mass media. In Bye-
lorussia there exists a close-cut separation of mass media into state ones — pro-presidential 
ones — and independent ones.

By January 1, 2006 there were registered in Byelorussia 1187 printed periodical editions, 
including 748 newspapers, though as early as in November 2005 their quantity was 1257, 
including the newspapers — 770. 

Two months before the election before the appointed time there had been closed 22 news-
papers8. According to the OO “Byelorussian association of journalists (BAJ) by the begin-
ning of the election there were published in Byelorussia a little over 30 social and political 
independent editions. About 25 of them were published in regions and were important for 
them.

17 independent editions lost the opportunity of circulation by subscription or through the 
state system of selling periodicals “Belsoyuzpechat’”. At present the majority of the indepen-
dent newspapers are not available for subscribers. Thus in the city of Gomel (the second big-
gest city of Byelorussia) the subscription to newspapers was effected in the following way:

“Sovetskaya Byelorussia” — 25.3% of subscribers;
“7 days” — 2.9%;
“Тrud” — 1.4%;
“Sovetsky rayon” — 0.3%;
“Pravda” — 0.4%;
“Tovarisch” — 0.2%;
“Argumenty i facty” — 21%;
“Belarusky chas” — 3.7%;
“Belaruskaya niva” — 0.6%;
“Vecherny Gomel” — 0.9%;
“Vo slavu Rodiny” — 0.8%;
“Gomelskaya praida”— 22.4%;

8 The bulletin of the Public Russian-Byelorussian law protecting committee of the Soviet of the President 
of the Russian Federation on the assistance of the development of the institutes of the civil society, No. 4 (January 
2006).
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“Gomelskie vedomosti” — 6.1%;
“Zviazda” — 1.3%;
“Izvestia” — 0.5%;
“Komsomolskaya Pravda” — 4.8%;
“Narodnaya gazeta” — 1.2%;
“Respublika” — 6.2%.
In the state editions the work of the democratic and opposition organizations is either not 

covered or bears a very negative character. Before the election the only independent republi-
can daily paper was “Narodnaya volya”. 

The case of the newspaper “Narodnaya volya”

The social and political newspaper “Narodnaya volya” was issued 5 times a week at the 
beginning of 2005 (the circulation was 30,000 copies), and was distributed by subscription 
and could be bought through the system of “Belsoyuzpechat’”. On December 30, 2004 the 
editorial staff of the newspaper made a contract with the state republican unitary enterprise 

“Belpochta” on including the newspaper in the catalogue “The editions of the Republic of 
Byelorussia”, the organization and realization of the subscription to the newspaper of natural 
persons and corporate bodies on the territory of Byelorussia, the delivery of the edition to the 
subscribers. The contract expired on December 3, 2005. 

At first the republican unitary enterprise “Belpochta” observed the terms of the contract. 
On August 25, 2005 the editorial staff of the newspaper received the invitation to include 
the information of “Narodnaya volya” in the catalogue of editions of 2006. The newspaper 
presented the necessary information and effected the payment for the services of placing the 
information in the catalogue. Though in September there followed the refusal to collaborate 
with the newspaper in 2006. At the same time the editors of the newpaper were not allowed 
to publish the newspaper on the territory of Byelorussia and to distribute it through the 
system of the kiosks of “Belsoyuzpechat”. By the beginning of the election the only news-
paper, which published the articles and information on the work of the opposition politicians, 
though it was not closed officially, had turned to be inaccessible for the readers.

During the election campaign the newspaper was published in Smolensk once a week, 
it was sent as postings, distributed by special news-vendors. The editions of the newspaper 
were delayed repeatedly at the border and some issues were delivered to the readers with 
much delay. 

Basing on the positions of the Byelorussian economic right the editorial staff and later 
the numerous subscribers went to the courts of Byelorussia with the appeal to make the 
republican unitary enterprise “Belpochta” discharge its contract duties and include the news-
paper “Narodnaya volya” in the catalogue of editions. But the courts of the first instance, the 
reviewing court and the court of appeals refused to consider the complaints of the citizens. 
The last week of the election campaign the Russian editors refused to publish Byelorussian 
opposition newspapers at all. 

The case of the newspaper “Salidarnast’”

“Salidarnast’” is one of the independent editions, which have been deprived of the op-
portunity to circulate through the national state system of subscription and retail since the 



243Presidential election in the Republic of Belarus

beginning of 2006. In the editorial explanation, published in the last issue of the newspaper 
on December 23, 2005 it was explained that the newspaper had been “under the unremit-
ting pressing from the powers” for a long time, and at the end of 2005 “the power directed a 
number of blows on “Salidarnast’”.” The state enterprises that have monopolized the sphere 
of the distribution of periodicals have broken the contract with the editors. Under the con-
ditions “Salidarnast’” can’t be issued on the territory of Byelorussia (since the January of 
2006). “Salidarnast’” was the newspaper of the Byelorussian independent trade union of 
miners, chemists, oil processors, power men, transport workers, builders and other workers. 
Its circulation was 5,400 copies. Since the moment of the foundation in the March of 1991 
there had been published 541 issues.

The case of the newspaper “Vitebsky kurier M”

Since 2006 the editorial staff itself of the independent newspaper “Vitebsky kurier M” 
began the distribution of the edition among the subscribers. It was connected with the fact 
that on January 6, 2006 the enterprise “Belpochta” broke the contract of the distribution of 
the edition. According to the words of the chief editor of the newspaper V. Bazan, the edition 
is brought to the subscribers by couriers within the limits of Vitebsk, and the editorial staff 
sends the newspaper by post in envelopes to other centres of population. There is a letter 
from the editorial staff enclosed to each of them. They inform the subscribers of the reasons 
of such a way of delivery. “While the newspaper has means and strength, we will be doing 
our utmost for our subscribers to get the edition,” says V. Bazan, “though now it is impossi-
ble to foresee the further development of the situation. We don’t exclude such an opportunity 
that the Vitebsk regional printing-house will refuse to publish us.”

One of the most important sources of receiving reliable information for the electors of 
Byelorussia is to publication of the materials of research centres, in the first place, socio-
logical ones. They are traditionally subdivided into state and independent ones. The degree 
of the trust in research centres is approximately the same among the population — about 
43–44%. Moreover, the materials presented by the state and independent centres differ from 
one another considerably. During the election campaign of 2006 in principle the sociological 
centers were allowed to question the citizens when they were leaving the polling stations. 
Though it required a special state registration, that only the state sociological centres had 
obtained.

The most influential and famous among the independent research centres was the In-
dependent Institute of social, economic and political researches (NISEPI) (the head is 
A. Manayeva). By the decision of the Supreme Court of the Republic of Byelorussia on April 
15, 2005 the republican social union NISEPI was liquidated. In the summer of 2005 NISEPI 
was registered in Lithuania, though it couldn’t hold research work on the territory of Byelo-
russia officially.

The case of NISEPI (Independent Institute of Economical 
and Socio-political Investigations)

In December 30, 2005 the director of NISEPI professor A. Manayeva was called to the 
republican Prosecutor General Office, where he received “the official warning of the in-
admissibility of violating the law”, signed by the deputy of the Prosecutor General of the 
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Republic of Byelorussia N. Kuprianov9 It was said in the warning that according to the 
publications in “Nasha niva” and “BelGazeta”, NISEPI, which was neither registered nor 
accredited in accordance with the established procedure, was holding on the territory of the 
Republic of Byelorussia sociological researches and informing the public of their results.” 
Quoting the Resolution of the Council of Ministers of The Republic of Byelorussia on August 
28, 2003 and November 8, 2005 of holding the elections of the President of the Republic of 
Byelorussia without receiving the accreditation in accordance with the stated regulations 

…are another violation of the law of the election and forms the breach of the law provided by 
article 16 — the Code on Administrative Breaches of Law of the Republic of Byelorussia.” 

In the press-release of the press service of NISEPI (the city of Vilnius) it was said in the 
warning that in case of holding “violating the established order questionings in the period of 
preparing and holding the election of the president of the Republic of Byelorussia Your ac-
tions will be considered as another violation of the law of the election, for which You may be 
called to the account established by the legislation.”

The press-service of NISEPI made a statement, in which, in particular, it specified that 
“after its liquidation by the decision of the Supreme Court and registration in the Republic 
of Lithuania NISEPI hasn’t been holding sociological researches on the territory of the Re-
public of Byelorussia. Its head professor Manayeva together with his colleagues is holding 
sociological and other researches personally, and is also rendering his assistance to holding 
such researches, i.e. he gives scientific consultations to sociologists and other experts. The 
results of these researches are published in different mass media as the personal comments 
of the scientists. The stated in the warning of the Prosecutor General Office regulations of 
the Soviet ministry control the work, “realized by corporate bodies”. The scientific work, 
made personally, in Byelorussia, as in other countries of the world, is regulated not by legal, 
but professional norms, and therefore, doesn’t form a breach of law. The observation of the 
professional norms while holding sociological and other researches by the group of professor 
Manayeva is guaranteed by its high scientific reputation in the country and abroad.”

Thus, by the beginning of the election campaign the population of the country was practi-
cally deprived of the opportunity of regular full and reliable information on the opposition 
candidates and their work. The predominating influence in the information field of Byelo-
russia was taken by the state printed mass media, the radio and television, which in the con-
cealed and open form were praising the actions of only one politician — A. Lukashenko.

The detentions and arrests of the leaders of the opposition 
and the members of the regional headquarters

In the process of the election there were realized mass detentions and arrests of the im-
mediate organizers of the pre-election agitation of the opposition candidates in position. Ac-
cording to the information of the observers of BHC, up to the day of the election there had 
been arrested and detained more than 150 members of the headquarters and political active 
workers. After the election there continued the mass persecution of the active workers of the 
opposition, and the number of the arrested approximated to 1,000 people. In the overwhelm-
ing majority of the cases the people were charged with committing insignificant hooligan-
ism — obscene words in public places.

9 Press-release of NISEPI Press-service (Vilnius).
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The actions against the active workers were held as “conveyer system” — the court made 
one-type decisions on the basis of the materials, presented by the authorities of internal af-
fairs, the lawyers were not allowed to take part in the process, the petitions of the additional 
investigation of the circumstances were dismissed.

THE FACTORS OF THE ELECTION PROCESS OF 2006

Holding the election before the appointed time

In accordance with the Constitution, Article 81, the election of the president is to be held 
not later than two months before the expiration of the term of office of the head of the state. 
Since the inauguration of A. Lukashenko took place on September 20, 2001, the election was 
to be held not later than July, 19 2006. Though by the decree of PP NS on December 16, 2005 
No. 310-PZ/III the election was set for March, 19. 

The quick election campaign didn’t allow the opposition to hold effective agitation.

The financing of the election

According to the Election committee, Article 48, the expenditures on the preparation and 
holding the election are realized from the republican budget.

On December, 16 the Central committee of the Republic of Byelorussia on the election 
and holding republican referendums affirmed the estimate of the forthcoming election cam-
paign: the Ministry of finances of the Republic of Byelorussia allotted 35 milliard 325 mln. 
Byelorussian rubles (a little less than 16 mln USD) for the presidential election.

The main part of the expenses was connected with the payment of the work of the mem-
bers of the territorial and divisional election committees — 29,121,900,000. There were al-
lotted 4,357,900,000. The travel expences of the members of the election committees, which 
made more than 1 mlrd. 120.8 mln rubles were allotted by the Ministry of foreign affairs of 
Byelorussia for the organization of voting abroad. There remained 713.3 mln rubles in the 
reserve of the Central election committee.

On December 27, 2005 the Central election committee set the state on the of-budget elec-
tion fund. The account of the fund is open in “Belarusbank”. The means to the fund can 
be directed voluntarily by organizations, corporate bodies, natural persons. The resources 
that come to the fund are distributed between all the president-candidates evenly. There was 
opened a similar fund during the previous election campaigns, beginning with the parliament 
election of 2000. Though in all this time there has been directed 3 thousand rubles only once.

As the Central committee has informed in accordance with the Election committee, Ar-
ticle 45 and 48, every president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia there are allocated 
66,700,000 rubles from the republican budget for the payment of the expenses of producing 
election posters.

The candidates are given airtime for their speeches on television and on the radio free of 
charge. Though in the case of dismissing the candidate, he returns the state the cost of the 
airtime.

In spite of the fact that the collection of signatures to support the candidates requires mul-
tiple material expenses (the journey to collect signatures, the lease of the places for the regional 
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headquarters, the telephone connection to realize the control of the collection of signatures etc.), 
the financing of this step of the election campaign is not regulated by the legislation.

The observers of BHC point out that all the candidates use additional considerable financial 
means in the process of the election campaign. The lease of automobiles, the payment of the 
work of technical staff, agitators, security etc. requires considerable financial means. At present 
the sources of financing the election campaigns of the candidates are not known. The principle 
of the equality of the candidates was not observed. The information of the used extend and 
means of the candidates used in the election campaign are not available for the observers.

According to the words of one of the president-candidates of the Republic of Byelorus-
sia V. D. Frolov, his initiative group managed to collect only 58 thousand signatures exactly 
because of the lack of means. 

In connection with the impossibility of the candidates to form their own legal election 
fund, the use of the administrative resource acquires the decisive meaning in the election 
process. Thus, the president-candidate A. Lukashenko used for the work of the staff (tel. +375 
17 2066978) the public reception-rooms (tel. +375 17 2223007, 2223011) press secretary (tel. 
+375 17 2066980), used state premises and telephones.

From the answer of the head of the Central committee L. Ermoshina on March 16, 2006 
to the inquiry of BHC on the financing of the election campaign, in particular the financing of 
the public reception-rooms at the headquarters of the president-candidates, the headquarters 
themselves, on the opportunity of the observers’ obtaining the information on spending the 
material means by the divisional election committees:

As for the expenses of the headquarters of the president-candidates, the given relations are 
not stipulated by the election legislation. Though the realities currently in force show that the 
staffs of all the candidates to the election posts use the premises occupied by political parties, 
other public unions and therefore have equal opportunities for the organization of their work.

It is not stipulated in the law to present the information to the observer on the expenses of 
the money resources, allotted by the divisional election committee for holding the election. In 
accordance with the Election code the Central committee presents to the Chamber of represen-
tatives the report on the expenses of the money resources, allotted for holding the election.

The forming of the organs providing the preparation, holding the election 
and the calculation of the votes

The process of holding the election is provided by election committees in accordance 
with the currently in law Constitution of the Republic of Byelorussia, Article 71, part 1 cur-
rently in law. The Central committee of the Republic of Byelorussia on the election and 
holding republican referendums (the Central election committee), the state body constantly 
in power, coordinates and directs their work. The work of the Central election committee is 
controlled by the Constitution, the election committee and the law “On the Central commis-
sion of the Republic of Byelorussia on the election and holding republican referendums”. 

The forming of the Central committee on the election 
and holding republican referendums

According to the legislation currently in power the Central election committee organizes 
within its authority the holding of the election and also realizes control of the observance of 



24�Presidential election in the Republic of Belarus

the legislation of the election, gives the explanations of this legislation for the purposes of its 
uniform use, refers in case of necessity to the individuals, who have the right of the legisla-
tive initiative with the offer of the explanation of the code, registers initiative groups and 
candidates, provides the observance of equal legal terms of the pre-election activity, makes 
and states the estimates of expenditures, states and proclaims the results of the election (the 
Election committee, Article 33).

In accordance with the big number of the authorities the forming and the structure of the 
Central election committee are important for the definition of the legitimacy and democracy 
of the procedure of the election. The structure of the Central election committee.

The staff of the Central election committee is formed in the following way. According 
to the Constitution, Article 84, p4. the President of the Republic of Byelorussia appoints six 
members of the Central committee. Also the president by approbation of the Soviet of the 
Republic appoints the Head of the Central committee (the Constitution, Article 84, p.9). The 
Soviet of the Republic elects six members of the Central committee (Article 98, p.4 of the 
Constitution) and gives the consent to the President to appoint the Head of the Central com-
mittee (of the Constitution, Article 98, p.2).

According to the Law of the Central committee of April 30, 1998, its candidates are rec-
ommended to the President and the Soviet of the republic by the common presentations of 
the presidiums of the regional ones, the Minsk state Soviet of deputies and the regional ones, 
the Minsk state executive committees (Article 3, p.3).

Table 4. Acting Staff of the Central Committee (formed on January 31 2002)

Surname, given names Regional 
representation Position

Lidia Mikhaylovna Ermoshina Region Mogilev Chairman of the Central Committee
Igor Stepanovich Andreev City of Minsk Deputy Chairman of the Central Committee
Nikolay Ivanovich Lozovik Region Gomel Secretary of the Central Committee

Members of the commission
Larissa Vladimirovna 
Boguslavskaya 

Region Mogilev Chief of the juridical department of the Executive 
Committee for the Region Mogilev

Margarita Anatolyevna Zhorova Region Gomel Deputy Head of the Directory of justice of the 
Executive Committee for the Region Gomel

Nadezhda Nikolaevna Kiseliova Region Minsk Chief of the organization and legal department of the 
Central Committee of Republic of Byelorussia for 
election and carrying out the republic referendums.

Marina Yurievna Kozlovich Region Grodno Head specialist of the legal work department and 
citizens consultation of the Executive Committee for 
the Region Grodno.

Aleksandr Sergeyevich Maloletov City of Minsk Head of the Main Directory of External Economic 
Relations of the Ministry of Industry for Republic of 
Byelorussia.

Valery Vatslavovich Mitskevich Region Minsk Director of the Law projective activity National 
Center by the President of Republic of Byelorussia.

Vladimir Fiodorovich Kholod City of Minsk Chairman of department for work with public 
associations by the Administration of the President 
of Republic of Byelorussia.

Vladimir Alekseevich Tsetsokho Region Vitebsk Pensioner
Piotr Ivanovich Yatskevich Region Brest Head of the Directory of Social defense of the 

Executive Committee for the Region Brest
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The observers were not present during the forming of the Central election committee, it 
was formed on the non-alternative basis. Unlike the previous election the Central election 
committee is formed in the formal accordance with the law.10 The authorities of the Central 
committee currently in power will last till January 2007.

The forming of the territorial election committees

The territorial committees are subdivided into regional, district and municipal ones. The 
election of the candidates to the territory committees of the presidential election continued till 
December 23, and the committees were formed by December 25: 165 committees, of them — 
6 regional ones and the Minsk municipal one, 118 district ones, 16 municipal ones in the towns 
of the regional subjection and 24 district ones in the cities with the district division.

In accordance with the Central committee political parties, public unions, work collec-
tives and citizens in the quantity not less than 30 people have the right to nominate their rep-
resentatives to the structure of the territory committees. The body, forming the committee, 
can include its representative in it. The forming of territory committees is provided for by 
the executive committees and the local Soviets of deputies of the administrative-territorial 
units. It is necessary to point out that nomination of representatives of work collectives to the 
committees depends immediately on the administration of the enterprise and is used only for 
nominating pro-presidential representatives.

The legislation doesn’t contain the list of the reasons for the refusal to include persons 
in the structure of the committees. There was set the norm of the structure of the commit-
tees — 13 people. In all there were 2,124 people in them.

There are included in the structures of the territory committees 471 (22.2%) representa-
tives of the public unions, mainly — Byelorussian Republican Youth Union, Federation of 
trade unions of Byelorussia and the public unions of women.

952 (44.8%) members of the committees were nominated by collecting the signatures of 
the citizens; 498 (23.4%) — from work collectives; 203 (9.6%) — the representatives of the 
bodies, forming the territory committees, mainly the workers of executive committees.

482 (22.7%) members of the committees are state officials, 425 (20%) — workers of in-
dustry, transport, trade and building, 256 (12%) — workers of education, 155 (7.3%) — rep-
resentatives of public health care and social care, 153 (7.2%) — agriculture, 31 (1.5%) — rep-
resentatives of force establishments, 622 (29.3%) — representatives of other spheres.

Of 17 political parties there are included in the committees the representatives of only the 
Liberal-Democratic Party, the Communist party of Byelorussia, the Social-sports party, the 
Republican party of labor and justice.

Of 70 persons, nominated from the Byelorussian Party of communists no one was in-
cluded. Similarly, of 38 members of the United civil party no one was elected to the territo-
rial commissions. Out of more than 30 members of the Party the Byelorussian national front 
there was included only one person to the territorial committee who had been nominated 
by collecting signatures. The only representative of the Agricultural party, who got into the 
committee had also been nominated by collecting signatures. None of the representatives of 
the democratic social unions, nominated from the organizations was included in the com-
mittee.

10 See the report of BHC on the presidential election of the Republic of Byelorussia 2001.
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On the grounds of the materials, collected by the regional representatives of BHC one 
can make the conclusion that the refusals to include the candidates from the opposition into 
the committees were based either on far-fetched information or they didn’t contain a moti-
vated answer, or the candidates were not informed of the taken decision. 

There were also disclosed repeated cases of the violation of the publicity principle, when 
the electors and candidates nominated to the committees didn’t have an opportunity to re-
ceive information of the process of forming the territorial election committees. 

Region Brest

There were nominated 25 persons from the democratic forces to the territorial election 
committees. The nomination was held in 3 ways:

— from political parties, social organisms and by collecting signatures;
— from political parties — 13 representatives (the Party of the communists of Byelorus-

sia — 9, the United civil party — 2, Byelorussian People’s Front — 1, the Byelorussian social 
democratic party (Gramada) — 1;

— from social organisms — 1 representative (BOMOO “Sozvezdie”);
— by collecting signatures — 11 persons.
The public, the individuals of the nomination of their representatives to the committees 

were not informed of the time and place of holding the sittings of the assorted state bod-
ies on forming the territorial election committees. There were included in Brest regional 
committee 13 persons, among them — the workers of the regional executive committee, 
the regional Soviet of deputies and also the representatives of the Federation of the trade-
unions of Byelorussia, the veterans of the war in Afghanistan, the Byelorussian Republican 
Youth Union, the Byelorussian union of women and the pro-governmental the Communist 
party of Byelorussia. According the official information five persons were included in the 
regional commission “by presenting the application” from individual persons. None of the 
representatives of the democratic forces was included in the territorial election committees 
in Region Brest11.

Region Vitebsk

According to the information of the official mass media, there were included 408 people 
in 30 regional, municipal and district committees on the presidential election of the Republic 
of Byelorussia, of them: 

— from the bodies, forming the committees — 3 representatives; 
— from social organizations — 125 representatives (the Byelorussian Republican Youth 

Union, The Byelorussian union of women, The Byelorussian social union of veterans, the 
Federation of trade-unions etc.);

— from political parties — 21 representatives;
— from trade-unions — 107 representatives;
— from the electors by collecting signatures — 152.
The list of all the committees includes only the members of state institutions and enter-

prises, and also pro-governmental social organizations. 

11 http://charter97.org/bel/news/2005/12/27.
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The democratic parties of Vitebsk and Region Vitebsk couldn’t send their representatives 
because there were not presented the legal addresses of the territorial boards. The members 
of the democratic parties were nominated by the citizens by collecting signatures. Thus there 
were nominated 31 persons.

Of them: 
— from the Byelorussian Republican Youth Union (Gramada) — 12;
— from the Party of the communists of Byelorussia — 10;
— from the United civil party — 9. 
None of them was included in the election committees without an explanation of the rea-

sons. Many active workers of the civil society were not allowed to be included in the election 
committees for farfetched reasons. 

Out of the four representatives of the democratic organizations of the city, nominated to 
the territorial committees in the town of Orsha, the Dubrovensk Orshansk, Sennensk and 
Toloshinsk districts of Region Vitebsk none was included.

The case of Mr Levinov

The representative of BHC in Vitebsk and Region Vitebsk P. I. Levinov has taken part in 
the organization and holding election campaigns: he took part in all the held election cam-
paigns of the Republic of Byelorussia in different positions. He was nominated by collecting 
signatures of the Pervomaysky regional election committee of the town of Vitebsk. Though 
he was not included in the committee because of “the lack of working experience in election 
campaigns” 12. It is necessary to point out that the Vitebsk municipal executive committee 
didn’t require information on P. I. Levinov’s experience of participation in election cam-
paigns. In the press of Vitebsk, Orshansk, Sennensk, Tolochinsk and Lubrovinsk districts 
of Region Vitebsk there were not given information on the order and the time constraints of 
the consideration of the applications of the candidates of the committee. Nor could the repre-
sentatives of the public get the information on the criteria of forming the divisional election 
committees, because they were not allowed to get to know the protocols of the joint sittings. 
Besides, many decisions, stating the committee, didn’t contain the information on the place 
of the work, the position of the members of the election committees.

In Region Gluboksk the local newspapers, publishing the information on the territorial 
committees didn’t contain the working place of the members of the committees. At the same 
time 3 members of the Gluboksk regional election committee, nominated by the citizens, are 
the deputy of the director open society “Concentrated milk factory” on ideology, the staff 
inspector Republican Unitarian enterprise SP “Ozertsi” and the leading specialist of the re-
gional executive committee.

The case of Oleg Kozlov

There was included in the Orshansk municipal election committee on the presiden-
tial election O. V. Kozlov — the person who received the Prosecutor’s General criticism 
for infringing the election legislation during the election of 2004. The observer of BHC 
S. A. Trofimov pointed to the fact to the deputy of the head of the Orshansk city executive 

12 the answer from the Vitebsk City Executive with the signature of the deputy of the chairman P. I. Losich 
No. 03/62 on January 9, 2006 to the inquiry of P. I. Levinov.
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N. V. Saksonov, nevertheless O. Kozlov remained in the committee and occupied the post of 
the deputy of the head.13

Region Gomel

Of 13 persons who were included in the Gomel election committee there were nomi-
nated:

— from the bodies forming the committees — 2 representatives;
— from political parties — 1 representative (the Communist party of Byelorussia);
— from social organizations — 5 (OO “the Byelorussian union of women” — 1, Federa-

tion of trade unions of Byelorussia — 1, ОО “the Byelorussian union of the veterans of the 
war in Afghanistan” — 1, Byelorussian social union of veterans, the Byelorussian Republi-
can Youth Union — 1)

— from work collectives — 2 representatives;
— from the citizens — 3 persons.
There have been formed 21 district election committees, there are included 273 people in 

them (except the town of Gomel). Of them nominated:
— from the bodies forming the committees — 36 representatives (by the district execu-

tive committees — 19, the presidiums of the district soviets — 17);
— from political parties — 1 representative (the Party of the communists of Byelorus-

sia);
— from social organizations — 34 representatives (the Byelorussian Republican Youth 

union — 16, Federation of trade unions of Byelorussia — 11, Byelorussian social union of 
veterans — 7);

— from work collectives — 75 representatives;
— from the citizens — 127 people.

Region Grodno

There were included 13 persons in the Grodno regional election committee 13 persons:
— from trade unions — 4 representatives;
— from social unions — 4 representatives (1 — the Byelorussian Republican Youth Union, 

1 — the Byelorussian union of women, 1 — the social union of veterans, 1 — the social union 
“Belaya Rus’”);

— from political parties — 1 representative (the Communist party of Byelorussia);
— from work collectives — 2 representatives;
— by putting in applications — 2.
Besides, of them: 5 persons have leading posts at state enterprises, and 1 is a member of 

the body of the Grodno regional executive committee (he is also the secretary of the Grodno 
regional committee of the presidential election of the Republic of Byelorussia). 

The chairman and the chairman deputy of the committee were the same as in 2001.
According to the information, presented by the secretary of the committee V. M. Tsidik, while 

the forming the committee the members of the presidium of the Grodno regional Soviet of depu-
ties and the Grodno regional executive committee were directed by the following principles:

13 From the application of the BHC observer S. Trofimov as of 11.03.2006.
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1) representatives of all the strata of the Byelorussian society; 
2) the authority of the candidates
3) the business qualities of the candidates;
4) how well the members of the Grodno regional executive committee and the presidium 

of the Soviet of deputies of Grodno know the candidates.

Region Minsk

Molodechnensk district
There were included 13 persons in the Molodechnensk regional committee on the presi-

dential election of the Republic of Byelorussia:
— from the bodies forming the committees — 2 representatives;
— from work collectives — 2 representatives;
— from trade unions — 1 representative;
— from social organizations — 1 representative (the Byelorussian Republican Youth 

Union );
— from political parties — 1 representative (the Communist party of Byelorussia);
— by putting in applications — 6 persons14.
There were nominated to the Molodechnensk regional committee on the presidential 

election of the Republic of Byelorussia from the Molodechnensk municipal organization GA 
the Byelorussian national front “Adradzhenne” Alexey Vasilievich Hvostik (a lawyer), from 
the Molodechnensk municipal organization of the Byelorussian national front — Tadeush 
Viktorovich Shustitsky, from the Molodechnensk organization the United civil party — An-
drey Feodorovich Bustislavsky. But none of them was included in the committee.

Soligorsk district
There were not put in applications from political parties of including their representatives 

in the Soligorsk municipal election committee during its forming. Some representatives of 
opposition parties nominated themselves by the collection of signatures, but none of them 
was included in the Soligorsk territorial election committee.

There were included in it:
— from social unions — 2 representatives (the Byelorussian Republican Youth Union, 

the Soligorsk regional organization of the trade union of the workers of state and other institu-
tions);

— from work collectives — 1 representative;
— from citizens by putting in applications — 8 persons;
— from the bodies forming the committees — 2 representatives. 

Region Mogilev

There were nominated 25 persons to the Mogilev regional election committee.
Of them:

14 “Molodechnenskaya Gazeta” No. 1–5 (10603–10607), 01.01.2006, p. 2: The decision No. 23/577 on 
26.12.2005г. of the Presidium of the Molodechnensk regional Soviet of deputies and the Molodechnisnk regional 
elecutive committee “On forming the Molodechninsk regional committee on the election of the president of the 
Republic of Byelorussia”.
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— from political parties — 5 representatives (the United civil party, the Communist party 
of Byelorussia, the Party of the communists of Byelorussia, the Byelorussian national front 

“Adradzhenne”
— from social unions — 1 representative (the Byelorussian Republican Youth Union); 
— from work collectives — 1 representative; 
— from citizens by putting applications — 8 persons;
— from the bodies forming the committees — 1 representatives 
There were included 13 persons in the committees. Of them:
— from political parties — 2 representatives (the Liberal democratic party, the Commu-

nist party of Byelorussia);
— from social unions — 1 representative (the Byelorussian Republican Youth Union );
— from work collectives — 1 representative;
— from the bodies forming the committees — 1 representative;
— from citizens by giving applications — 8 persons.
The observers of RPA “Belorussian Helsinki Committee” in Mogilev received a steno-

gram of the joint sitting of the Mogilev regional executive committee and the presidium of 
the Mogilev regional Soviet on forming the Mogilev regional election committee (December 
27, 2005). The officials: Boris Vasilievich Baturo — the chairman of the regional executive 
committee, Vladimir Ivanovich Shantsev — the chairman of the regional organization the 
United civil party, Boris Leonidovich Buchel — the chairman of the union “MPS”, Alexander 
Nikolaevich — the official of the organization division of the regional executive committee. 

Alexander Nikolaevich: “On December, 19 of the current year there was made a decree 
by the Chamber of the representatives of the National meeting of the Republic of Byelorussia 
on appointing the presidential election of the Republic of Byelorussia on March 19, 2006. In 
accordance with the Election code of the Republic of Byelorussia there was nomination to 
the territorial committees on the presidential election of the Republic of Byelorussia, which 
finished on Sunday December, 25. The right to form the regional committee of the presi-
dential election of the Republic of Byelorussia was given to the presidium of the regional 
Soviet of deputies and the regional executive committee at the joint sitting. In the regional 
committee, which can be 13 persons in number according to the election code of our republic, 
were nominated: from the Liberal-Democratic party — one person, from the United Civil 
Party — one person, from the Communist Party of Byelorussia — one person, from the 
communists, from the Party of the communists of Byelorussia — one person, from the social 
union the Byelorussian national front “Adradzhenne” — one person, from the Social union 
the Byelorussian Republican Youth Union — one person, from a work collective — one per-
son, from the electors by putting in applications — eight, from the presidium of the regional 
soviet of deputies — one. The nominated candidates were discussed beforehand, at this 
there were taken into account the life and work experience, the level of the qualification, the 
work experience in election committees. All the members of the joint sitting have a list of the 
nominated candidates. On behalf of the control of the organization of the personnel work l 
introduce the offer to form the Mogilev regional committee on the election of the president of 
the Republic of Byelorussia in the quantity of 13 persons consisting of the following persons: 
Vladimir Evgenievich Belonogov — from the electors by putting applications, Petr Alex-
androvich Goncharov — from the Mogilev regional organization the Liberal Democratic 
Party, Alexandr Viktorovich Davidovich — from the Mogilev regional organization of the 
social union, the Byelorussian Republican Youth Union, Vera Ivanovna Drobicheva — from 
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the electors of the work collective the Barsukov secondary school of District Klimovichi, 
Alexandr Alexeevich Kalistratov — from the electors by putting in applications, Gorki, Lyud-
mila Vasilevna Makarenko — from the presidium of the regional soviet of deputies, Evgeny 
Alexandrovich Melnikov — from the Mogilev regional oranizaton the Communist party of 
Byelorussia, Nikolay Trofimovich Metelitsa — from the electors, by putting in applications 
from the city of Mogilev, Vladimir Mikhailovich Popenyuk from the electors by putting in 
applications from the city of Mogilev, Valery Alexeevich Pridatko — from the electors, by 
putting in applications, Bikhov, Natalia Ivanovna Sviridova — from the electors, by putting 
in applications, Belinichi, Konstantin Kharitonovich Yuskovets — from the electors by put-
ting in applications, the town of Krugloe.”

Baturo “The questions of the present, the member of the executive committee, the mem-
bers of the presidium to Alexandr Nikolaevich.”

Shantsev “The chairman of the regional organization of the United Civil Party Shantsev. 
I didn’t hear in the list you have just read representatives of the opposition and whether we 
want it or not, the main intrigue of the election — will be the power and the opposition as in 
any normal democratic country. But the situation creates definite conflicts.”

Baturo “There are representatives from the LDP.”
Shantsev “Boris Vasilievich, the LDP is not an opposition party.”
Baturo “And who is?”
Shantsev “I also have the honour of presenting the united opposition, and it includes the 

Party of the communists of Byelorussia, the United Civil Party, the Party of the Byelorussian 
People’s Front. These are the main opposition parties.”

Baturo “Well, as for the last words, Kostusev disagrees, well, it is not important what 
you will say.”

Alexander Nikolaevich “ We have been examining all the nominated candidates. But I 
want to answer your question, Bladimir Ivanovich in the following way. First, the working 
committee, the regional election committee — is a task tool, it is not an honourable pre-
sidium, you must work hard there, they are responsible for all the organization work — this 
is the first thing. The second: you have nominated Vladimir Alexandrovich Parfenov. He 
doesn’t work, he nurses his child, handicapped from birth. That is why we have thought over 
everything and taken the decision that we have nominated a competent person. Ah! Buchel is 
present too! I want to say, in principle, we were considering of including this candidate. The 
matter is that there were two candidates. As you have said, we can’t take all the candidates 
from Mogilev, as you have said, half of the regional committee is the inhabitans of Mogilev, 
that is why Boris Leonidovich, we were considering Popeniuk and these two candidates, 
whom to nominate. Well, Popeniuk has a vast experience, he is an independent person, he 
heads a private institute of jurisprudence, and he will also be considering complaints. That 
is why we have nominated him and make a proposal.”

Shantsev “May I comment on the remark concerning Parfenov we have nominated?”
Baturo “You may.”
Shantsev “ Parfenov has a son, an invalid. He worked for a long time as a n entrepreneur, 

but now they are in such a situation that they have discussed it in the family circle, and now 
according to the law, absolutely according to the law he is performing these functions. That 
is why, it seems to me, that such a remark that he is nursing a child, handicapped from birth, 
he is performing a very important function, I don’t want to comment, but it is not quite ap-
propriate.”
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Baturo “It is not a reproach.”
Shantsev “ Parfenov has been a member of our party for a long time. He heads the pri-

mary organization of Leninsky district, and he is a very experience person, and, believe me, 
he is a very experienced person, and maybe you are afraid that his presence will introduce 
some destructive elements. This is a very decent and intelligent person. He graduated from 
the Mogilev Machinebuidling institute.”

Baturo “But the regional election committee must work as a well-coordinated mecha-
nism, and there is made work here, basing on professional qualities. Any other questions?”

Shantsev “The opposition is seldom present here. It is the New Year holiday. I want to 
wish You all in the new year all the best, warmth, happiness at home, for you to have success 
in everything. I…”

Baturo “Thank you. We wish you the same too.”
Buchel “I have a question.”
Baturo “Yes, please.”
Buchel: “I understand from your remark that the main criterion is professionalism.”
Baturo “Yes.”
Buchel “And the thing that would be objective in order not to have suspicions that the 

committee takes decisions in somebody’s favour. Doesn’t it worry you? The fact that no per-
son from the opposition has been included?” 

Baturo “I don’t worry because of it for one reason. Whether we include or not include, 
the consequences will be the same.”

Buchel “But what do you understand as the consequences?”
Baturo “That you will still be saying the election is not objective and so forth. One can’t 

dissuade you.”
Buchel “But why didn’t you include at least one person from the opposition?”
Baturo “But I have told you that the main criterion is professionalism, and professional-

ism comprises objectivity too.”
Buchel “I will tell you how I wrote in my application. And the committee has this infor-

mation. I have been participating in the work of the election since 1991 by observing, orga-
nizing the observation, teaching observers. I am the chairman of the board of the Mogilev 
law protecting centre. I was a candidate in the middle of the 90-s more than once. And I 
wrote complaints to you, here. I know the Election Code thoroughly. I have been the head of 
a trade union. So as for professionalism concerning myself…”

Alexandr Nikolaevich “To work in a committee and to work as an observer are two dif-
ferent things. The observer…”

Buchel “No. In this case I disagree with you. Well, I have no more questions.”
Baturo “Well, any other questions, please?”
Alexandr Nikolaevich “No questions.”
Baturo “I would like the members of the presidium and executive committee to vote 

for the announced list of the elected regional committee. Please. Who is for? Please vote. 
Who is against? Abstained? No. Then the regional election committee on the election of the 
president of the Republic of Byelorussia is elected 13 in number, and I will not announce the 
composition. Thank all of you.”15

15 From the stenogramm of the mutual conferention of the Regional execution committee for the Region 
Mogilev and and the Presidium of Council for the Mogilev regional Election Committee appointment as of De-
cember 27, 2005.
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Region Bobruysk

The forming of the election committees was going with the violation of the principle of 
publicity. In the local mass media there was no information on the place and date of holding 
the sittings of the local authorities on forming the committees. All the put in applications on 
nomination to the committees of the political parties or social unions from the opposition 
were turned down with the words “you put in the applications too late”, “we have hundreds 
of applications to every committee” or “you have no work experience in committees”. There 
have been registered cases when before the expirationterm of putting in applications to the 
nomination to the divisional election committees members, they told the citizens, that the 
committees had already been formed and that they were late. 

Thus, on January, 23 the leader of the Bobruysk division of the Byelorussian social demo-
cratic Gromada “Gramada” Taisia Kabanchuk, who had put in 12 applications of the party 
to the election committees, received the answer in the territorial committee of Pervomaisky 
district of the city of Bobruysk that the committees had already been formed. Similar cases 
were noted in the territorial committee of the Leninsky district of the city of Bobruysk.

The forming of the divisional election committees

The nomination of representatives to the election campaigns on the election of the presi-
dent of the Republic of Byelorussia and the presentation of the documents on their nomina-
tion were realized after the forming of the election committees and till January 29, 2006 
inclusive.

According to the information of the Central Election committee there were formed 6,586 
divisional election committees with 74,107 members. Of them: from social unions — 7,566 
representatives (10.2%); from work collectives — 26,262 representatives (35.5%); from citi-
zens by putting in applications — 36,550 persons (49.3%); from the bodies forming the com-
mittees — 3,729 representatives (5%).

Of 74,107 members of the divisional election committees only 122 persons are the ac-
tive workers of political parties. The overwhelming majority of the representatives of the 
political parties included in the committees (109 people) — are members of the Communist 
party of Byelorussia, 10 — the Rural party, one member of the Republican party of labor and 
justice, and one member of the United civil party and the Byelorussian social-democratic 
party (Gramada).

According to the professional belonging: industry, trade, transport, building — 19,185 
(25.9%), agriculture — 11,985 (16.2%); education — 21,086 (28.5%); public health care, so-
cial care — 4,861 (96.6%); military officers, law machinery workers — 985 (1,3%); state 
structure — 4,335 (5.8%); other spheres — 11,970 (15.7%).

The forming of the committees was held with the violation of the principles of the open-
ness and publicity of the election process set in the Constitution (Article 65, p. 2) and the 
Election code (Article 13, p. 2). Everywhere the observers were deprived of the opportunity 
to receive the information on the place of work and the position of their members.

In Gantsevichy the authorities of the district executive committee didn’t inform the mass 
media on the time of holding the sitting on forming the divisional election committees on 
the election of the president of the Republic of Byelorussia. Since January, 27 till January, 31 
the employees of the local independent newspaper “Gantsavitsky chas” tried many times to 
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get to know in the district executive committee the date of holding the sitting, though they 
didn’t receive the information. The nominated by the collection of the citizens’ signatures for 
the participation in the election committee Alexandr Malyavko wrote a written application 
with the request to inform him of the time of holding the sitting, though he didn’t receive an 
answer too.16 The representatives of the opposition, nominated for the divisional election 
committees in the city of Soligorsk, were not included with no of substantiated answers. 
Thus, G. M. Kudelko, who was nominated to the divisional election committee, received a 
letter with the signature of the chairman of the Soligorsk executive committee M. M. Om-
elyanchuk with the following content “Your application, which came to the address of the 
Soligorsk executive committee on January 12, 2006 on the nomination to the divisional elec-
tion committee has been discussed, but the number of the quantity of the offers to include the 
representatives in the election committees exceeded the necessary quantity of their members 
considerably, therefore You were not included in the election committee.”17

The majority of the members of the divisional election committees were in the immediate 
subjection to their directors in the committees. Some committees consisted completely of the 
employees of one enterprise headed by the director deputy. Such a situation was observed 
in the Gluboky municipal election committee No.16 (the members of the committee — the 
workers of the old people’s and invalids home), No. 19, 20, 21 (the members of the commit-
tee — the workers of OAO “Konstantinov Dvor”), No. 33 (the members of the commit-
tee — the workers of the Dvina experimental base), the Zaprudskoye election committee No. 
13 (the members of the committee — the workers of the collective farm “Zaprudskoye”).

All the members of divisional committee No. 22 of the city of Soligorsk were the workers 
of college No. 104 and were in the direct submission to the director of the college I. I. Nadol-
sky, who was the chairman of divisional committee No. 22.

The election committee of polling station No. 32 consisted of the teachers of gymnasium 
No. 2 headed by the chairman of the divisional election committee Svetlana Nikolaevna 
Sakovich (Gymnasiun No. 2 Yakubovskaya, 47 St, the city of Mogilev). To meet the require-
ment of the Election Committee to nominate only 1 representative of the work collective of 
its members to an election committee, the director of the gymnasium Svetlana Nikolaevna 
gave the instruction to 14 teachers of the gymnasium to collect 10 signatures of the inhabit-
ants of the microdistrict “Mir-2” on their nomination to the committee. As a result in the 
committee there were no representatives of factories, transport, trade, medicine, law, living 
in the micro region.

The divisional election committees No. 10, 15, 34 of the city of Mogilev were formed of 
the members of one work collective. 

The divisional election committees No. 18 of Oktyabrsky district of the city of Minsk 
was formed only of the representatives of the Minsk aircraft repair works.

The state institutions worked and realized “the plans on providing the presidential elec-
tion”, which presupposed interference in the process of the election campaign. 

There appeared in BHC copies of several of these documents and also “the plans of the 
preventive-prophylactic measures on nonadmission of involving the studying youth in the 
activity of non-registered youth gangs”.

16 http://www.charter97.org/bel/news/2006/02/03/vybor.
17 from the notification of not including in the destrict election committee of G. M. Kudelko (Oktyabrska-

ya, 31–50, Soligorsk), signed by the chairman of the Soligorsk City council M. M. Omyelanchuk on February 3, 
2006).
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There were formed by the election committees of the regional soviets not envisaged by 
the Election Committee “working groups on the assistance to the election committees in 
holding the forthcoming election”. As it is clear from the orders of the execution organs of the 
power, the aim of the forming of the groups is “the preservation of the stable work of the na-
tional economy complex of the city, the operative settlement of the life-support problems and 
a more dynamic control in the period of the preparation and holding the election of the presi-
dent of the Republic of Byelorussia”. Similar groups were formed in the military forces.

In addition, it was found out that the election committees had at their disposal and fol-
lowed besides the Election code the brochure under the title “Election — 2006 (Some aspects 
of election technologies)” without the output information and the authors. Of the content of 
the brochure it appears that it is designed to support the campaign of the definite president 
candidate — the president of the state at the present time. In the brochure besides the tech-
nical information in the time-table of the election campaign etc. there is the chapter “The 
post-election period: the control of the political situation in the country”, where on page 67 it 
is stated “During the presidential election — 2006 and after it — both the local independent 
mass media and multiple foreign ones — with the purpose of compromising the power in the 
Republic of Byelorussia and personally president A. Lukashenko, and also the convictions of 
the population of the country of the inevitability of the change of the regime”. The brochure 
sets propaganda tasks: during several weeks after the election when the results of the elec-
tion can be doubted “it is necessary not only to achieve the required result, but to convince 
the public consciousness of it so that there are no doubts of the legitimacy of the presidential 
election — 2006.”

APPROVED
The Director of the Educational Organization 

“Morilev State
Technical Secondary School

for Chemistry and Technologies”
M. V. Panefedov

PLAN OF IDEOLOGICAL ACTIONS FOR PROVISION 
OF THE REPUBLIC OF BYELORUSSIA PRESIDENT ELECTION

(March 19, 2006)

Educational Organization “Mogilev State Technical Secondary School 
for Chemistry and Technologies”

Activities Terms Responsible

To analyze the social and political situation in the departments and 
in hostels according to the results of the social monitoring “Social 
and political orientation of students of Educational Organization 

“Mogilev State Technical Secondary School for Chemistry and 
Technologies”. To determine the main problems for the pre-election 
period in the collectives of teachers and other workers, in the groups 
of students, in the hostel. To reveal the social groups of students, 
who require special attention. To draw up a plan of work with them.

January Extra-study work 
department, curators, 
chairmen of departments, 
hostel tutors, active 
students
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To prepare materials to help the organizer of informative work and 
the members of initiative groups.

January Extra-study work 
department, Central 
Committee of social 
disciplines and 
humanities

To organize the study of Election laws of the Republic of 
Byelorussia, actual questions of election campaigns practice at all 
departments, including extra-mural students.

January 
— February

Extra-study work 
department, Central 
Committee of social 
disciplines and 
humanities, chairmen of 
departments

To hold special lections within the topic: “President of the Republic 
of Byelorussia election — the election of our future” in the students 
groups.

February 19 Members of the 
informative groups, Extra-
study work department, 
curators

To hold the instructive seminar-conference of curators, chairmen of 
departments, department of educative work, hostel tutors over the 
questions of the Technical Secondary School students’ participation 
in the election.

December Deputy Director 
for Educational and 
Ideological work, Extra-
study work department

To submit the question of carrying out the informative and 
explicative work with the students within the period of preparation 
and carrying out the election to the production conference with the 
director.

February Deputy Director 
for Educational and 
Ideological work 

To draw up the plan and organize the work of the Staff and initiative 
groups of departments for carrying out the propaganda and 
explanatory work among the young.

December 
— March

Extra-study work 
department, student social 
organizations leaders

To carry out the meetings of the Director with the course leaders to 
the topic: “Your Choice”.

February 
— March

Extra-study work 
department, chairmen of 
departments

To carry out the meetings of the students of all courses with the 
chairmen of departments on the topic: “Our civil duty”.

January 
— February

Chairmen of departments

To organize the exhibition “ Facing the Election” with selection of 
special literature and reference material on the base of the library.

January 
— March

Library chairman

To report over the questions of the preparation and carrying out the 
elections in wallpapers.

January 
— March

Extra-study work 
department, editorial 
board

To carry out the meetings of the students’ staff members with the 
students, who take part in the election for the first time to the topic 

“You choose your Future”.

February Members of the students’ 
staff for propaganda and 
explanatory work, Extra-
study work department

To prepare the information stands “Facing the Election”, “Corner of 
a Young Elector” in the study building and in the hostel.

January Extra-study work 
department, hostel tutor

To organize and carry out the meeting of the students with the 
representatives of authorities and deputies of different levels for 
the achievements in economic and social sphere propaganda and 
explanation of the most important questions of social-economic and 
political situation in the Republic of Byelorussia, Region Mogilev, 
town of Mogilev.

February 
— March

Extra-study work 
department

To discuss the questions of participation of the students, teachers 
and other workers participation in the election:
− at the groups’ curators seminar;
− at school-seminar of the students organization “Leader”;
− among the course leaders

February Extra-study work 
department, chairmen of 
departments
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To carry out the individual and group work with the students on their 
participation in the election..

February 
— March

Pedagodic council, 
curators, teachers, 
members of the students’ 
staff for propaganda and 
explanatory work, active 
members of the Public 
Association “Byelorussian 
Youth Union“

To organize the duty of Youth organizations and initiative students 
groups to prevent the spread of anonymous papers and other illegal 
actions.

February 
— March

Public Association 
“Byelorussian Youth 
Union” committee, duty 
groups

To organize the informative-cultural actions (speeches of the 
informative-propaganda groups, lecturers, Technical school artistic 
collective; book-exhibitions, shows of films, etc.) (Accordind to a 
special plan).

February 
— March

Extra-study work 
department, informative 
groups, hostel tutor, 
Public Association 

“Byelorussian Youth 
Union” committee, 
students professional 
committee

To carry out the President of the Republic of Byelorussia President 
election in the well-organized way, to provide the maximal 
participation of students, teachers and other workers in the 
election — in the execution of their civil duty.

March 19 Administration, 
departments, services, 
student social 
organizations.

To carry out the Coordinative council of social unions, professional 
union, administration conference, determining their role in the 
electional campaign.

February M. V. Panefedov, 
N. V. Paushkina

To examine the speeches of the collective members to take 
corrective measures in time.

February 
— March

E. A. Shuliak

To provide the fulfillment of the plan of administration members’ 
speeches in front of the students.

February 
— March

E. A. Shuliak

To provide the spread of visual agitation among the electors. March N. I. Chuev
To prepare the concert program at the polling station. March 19 L. M. Koloshuk, 

L. P. Sharenkova
To ordanize the work of the center for the Republic of Byelorussia 
Election Code explanation to the students.

Social disciplines 
and humanities 
Central Committee, 
V. V. Khatulevskaya
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APPROVED
The Director of the Educational Organization 

“Morilev State
Technical Secondary School

for Chemistry and Technologies”

M. V. Panefedov
PLAN OF ACTIONS

Of the Educational Organization “Morilev State Technical Secondary School 
for Chemistry and Technologies” for the Provision of Active Participation of Youth 

in the Preparation and Carrying out the President of the Republic 
of Byelorussia Election
as of March 19, 2006

No., 
sec. Name of action Term Responsible

1. Information Provision

1. Explanation of the Election Code during “Class 
hours”.

February Extra-study work department 
Head, curators

2. Issue of the informative bulletins for socio-
political topics.

February, March Extra-study work department 
Head, cultural activities organizer

3. To carry out the meetings with the students who 
got the right to vote for the first time and the 
members of election committee.

February Educational and Ideological work 
Deputy director

4. To organize the work of the “Young Elector 
Corner”.

From February 1 Extra-study work department 
Head, cultural activities organizer

5. Positioning of informative stands the “Young 
Elector Corner” in the technical school building 
and hostel.

To February 1 Extra-study work department 
Head, hostel tutor

�. Organization and Methodic Provision

1. Creation of the Republic of Byelorussia 
Election Code Explanation Center.

To February 1 Educational and Ideological work 
Deputy director, chairman of the 
Social disciplines and humanities 
Central Committee

2. Carrying out the information Day. 16.02. Educational and Ideological work 
Deputy director

3. Carrying out and participation in the mass youth 
activities, aiming to attract the youth to take 
part in the election.

Constantly Educational and Ideological work 
Deputy director

4. To organize the students’ Staff Work for 
propaganda and explanatory work among the 
students.

From January 25 Chairman of the Social disciplines 
and humanities Central 
Committee
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Deputy Director
for Ideological work E. A. Shuliak

NATIONAL
ACADEMY OF SCIENCES
OF BYELORUSSIA
REPORT
No. 17 as of 02.02.2006
City of Minsk
About participation of the NAS
of Byelorussia in preparation and 
carrying out the President Election 
of Republic of Byelorussia

For the purpose of timely and qualitative preparation and carrying out the President 
election of Republic of Byelorussia, basing on the fact that the participation in election is a 
honorable duty of every citizen and taking into consideration the political importance of this 
action, I order:

1. To affirm the plan of NAS of Byelorussia activities concerning the participation and 
preparation of the President of Republic of Byelorussia election (see addendum).

2. To the leaders of Head (attached) Organizations responsible for preparation and 
carrying out the election N. P. Migun (P. G. Nikitenko), V. M. Fedosiuk, S. V. Ablameyko, 
L. G. Krasnevsky (N. Yu.Berezkina), V. N. Dashkov, Yu.V. Trofimov, M. S. Vysotsky 
(S. V. Gaponenko), M. M. Lapptik, S. A. Zhdanok, A. A. Mozgo (V. P. Yakovlev), F. A. Lakh-
vich, A. I. Gordienko:

2.1. According to art. 38 of the Republic of Byelorussia Election code to provide the 
participation in preparation of election on the high organization and political level.

2.2. To support the divisional election committees in preparation and carrying out of 
election. To make the festive atmosphere at polling stations, to provide attention to the elec-
tors at the day of election.

3. To the leaders of organizations^
3.1. To provide the absolute execution of decisions and orders of the local authorities 

concerning the questions of organization and carrying out the Republic of Byelorussia Presi-
dent election.

3.2. To take additional measures for active participation of the work collectives members 
in the Republic of Byelorussia President election by the activating of informative-propaganda 
groups, to carry out explicative work about the importance of election in these collectives.

3.3. To reinforce control for the anti-fire condition of administrative objects, to provide 
their protection paying most attention to the objects of higher requirement of safe exploitation.

4. To recommend the NAS of Byelorussia Republic committee of professional unions, 
the Council of young scientists and Byelorussian Republic Youth Council to take active part 
in the collective work for preparation and carrying out the President of Republic of Byelorus-
sia election, to organize the performances of academic choir chapel, amateur performances 
and other activities at polling stations at the day of election.

5. Responsible for control over preparation and carrying out the election from NAS of 
Byelorussia are:
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— polling stations Nos. 1, 6, 9 — Main learned secretary of NAS of Byelorussia N. S. Ka-
zak.

— Nos. 25, 39, 70 — First deputy chairman of NAS of Byelorussia Presidium P. A. Vi-
tiaz.

— Nos. 50, 51, 52 — Deputy chairman of NAS of Byelorussia Presidium V. A. Timosh-
polsky.

— No. 30 and all polling stations in other districts — Deputy chairman of NAS of Byelo-
russia Presidium V. G. Gusakov.

6. Responsible for control for execution of this order is Deputy chairman of NAS of Bye-
lorussia Presidium A. I. Lesnikovich.

Chairman of National
Academy of Science of
Byelorussia Presidium M. V. Miasnikovich

Attachment to
The Order of NAS Of Byelorussia

No. 17 as of 02.02.2006

Plan
Of organization activities of NAS of Byelorussia
for participation in preparation and carrying out
the President of Republic of Byelorussia Election

No., 
sec. Activities Responsible Terms of 

accomplishment
1. Promotion of the work collectives representatives to 

the divisional election committees staff
Leaders of the head 
(attached) organizations

19 — 25.02.2006

1.1. Handing over the minutes on the promotion of the 
work collectives’ representatives to the divisional 
election committees staff to the district committee.

Leaders of the head 
organizations

25.01.2006

2. Presentation of the lists of citizens who can 
participate in the election for mutual familiarization.

Divisional election 
committees

From 04.02.2005

3. Adjustments of information tables with the materials 
about the Republic of Byelorussia President 
Candidates.

Divisional election 
committees

To 04.03.2006 
(inclusive)

4. Information of electors about the time and place of 
election.

Divisional election 
committees

To 08.03.2006

5. Organization of prescheduled voting. Divisional election 
committees

14.03. — 18.03.2006 
(inclusive)

6. Handing over the minutes of the voting results to the 
district committee by the divisional committees.

Divisional election 
committees

19.03.2006

7. Carrying out the second tour of voting (if necessary) Divisional election 
committees

To 02.04.2006

8. Opening of polling stations. Leaders of the head 
organizations, Chairmen 
of Divisional election 
committees

03.03.2006
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9. Carry out the inventarization of presence and 
condition of necessary material and technical 
provision of polling stations, if necessary to repair, 
renew, or make the necessary quantity of voting 
boxes, cabins, furniture, to check the presence of the 
State Banner, safe, stationery, anti-fire means and 
emergency lighting.

Leaders of the head 
organizations, Chairmen 
of Divisional election 
committees

To 20.02.2006

10. To provide telephone communication with the 
divisional election committees

District Administration, 
Chairmen of divisional 
election committees

To 21.02.2006

11. To provide the promotion of supervisors from the 
head organizations collectives.

Leaders of the head 
organizations

To 10.03.2006

12. To provide the watch of voluntary squads formed of 
members of head organizations workers at the polling 
stations.

Leaders of the head 
(attached) organizations

19.03.2006

13. To provide food of the members of the election 
committee during the period of the prescheduled 
voting and at the day of election.

Leaders of the head 
(attached) organizations

14.03. — 19.03.2006 
(inclusive)

14. To organize the work of buffets together with trade 
enterprises.

Leaders of the head 
organizations, Chairmen 
of divisional election 
committees

19.03.2006

15. To check the anti-fire condition of buildings, to pay 
more attention to garrets and cellars, the stability 
of electric power supply, the sanitary condition and 
to provide free passage-way to the places of voting 
together with district services.

Leaders of the head 
organizations, Chairmen 
of divisional election 
committees

18.03.2006

16. To hold the meeting with the leaders of the head 
(attached) organizations, Chairmen, Deputy chairmen 
and secretaries of divisional election committees

A. I. Lesnikovich March 2006

The conclusions: the forming of the bodies responsible for the organization and holding 
the election and realizing the calculation of the votes, were carries out as a rule, without the 
participation of the interested parties. As a rule, the divisional election committees were 
formed on the manufacturing principle with the immediate participation of the administra-
tion of state enterprises. The information on the time and place of the sitting of the bodies 
forming the committees was inaccessible. The presence of the often mentioned argument — 
the work experience in the committee enabled to include in the committees people, who 
earlier had had reproaches from the side of the organs of control of the election committees 
work, doesn’t allow the representatives of youth and democratic organizations to get into the 
committees.

The main way the citizens use to nominate a candidate to the committees is the collection 
of signatures — 44,8 % members of the territory and 49,3% members of the divisional elec-
tion committees were nominated by the collection of signatures. At present the legislation 
hasn’t stated any criteria (no criminal record; experience, education, time etc.) of including 
a candidate in the committee. The political parties are practically excluded from the process 
of forming election committees. 



26�Presidential election in the Republic of Belarus

THE REGISTRATION OF THE INITIATIVE GROUPS AND THE COLLECTION 
OF THE SIGNATURES OF THE ELECTORS, NECESSARY 

FOR THE REGISTRATION OF THE CANDIDATE

On December, 27 the the Central election committee registered eight initiative groups on 
the nomination of the president- candidates of Byelorussia. In the Central election committee 
wer put the applications of :

— the leader of the Conservative-Christian party the Byelorussian national front, living 
abroad, — Zenon Poznyak. The initiative group — 2 thousand 405 people;

— the leader of the Liberal-democratic party, the deputy of the Chamber of the represen-
tatives of the National meeting of Byelorussia Sergey Gaidukevich — 3 thousand 73 people;

— the President of the Republic of Byelorussia Alexandr Lukashenko — 6 thousand 212 
people;

— the former deputy of the Chamber of the representatives of the National meeting of 
Byelorussia general Valery Frolov — 1 thousand 152 people;

— the former speaker of the Soviet of the Republic of the National meeting of Byelorus-
sia, academician Alexandr Voitovich — 1 thousand 314 people;

— the head of the programmes of the Fund of assistance to the local development, the only 
candidate from the democratic powers Alexandr Milinkevich — 5 thousand 136 people;

— the leader of the Byelorussian social-democratic party (Gramada) Alexandr Kozulin 
— 3 thousand 345 people;

— the former deputy of the Chamber of the representatives of the National meeting of 
Byelorussia, the head of the non-profit organization of the Charity fund of the support of so-
cial programmes in Byelorussia “Svetoch” Sergey Skrebets, who is in investigative isolator 
No. 1 of Minsk Municipal executive committee — 148 people.

In accordance with the decision taken at the sitting of the Central election committee, 
there was given the term since December, 29 till January, 27 to collect signatures in favour 
of the president-candidates. The term of presenting the lists to the territorial committees 
expires on January, 27, the submission of the necessary documents to the Central Election 
Committee — on February, 11.

Hindering the members of the initiative groups from collecting signatures

On January 7, 2006 on the territory of the “Starovokzalny market” during the collection 
of signatures by the members of the initiative group of Alexandr Milinkevich of the Soligorsk 
election headquarters A. Volobuev and D. Kornov there came to them (as it was cleared later) 
the manager of the market Lidia Kirillovna Zhukovets with two women assistants and began 
to drive the young people away. In spite of the presented certificates of the members of the 
initiative group and the passport the manager began to remove the stand with the picture of 
the candidate. At this she didn’t introduce herself, ignoring the requests of the members of 
the initiative group. After the refusal to stop collecting signatures L. K. Zhukovets called 
the militia. Soon there arrived members of the law enforcement organs checked the docu-
ments of the young men from the initiative group and held a clearing discussion with the 
manager. Though some time later one of the militiamen returned and requiring the passports 
of A. Volobuev and D. Kornov, recopied the ratings. 
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In the town of Volkovisk (Region Grodno) the militia detained the collectors of signa-
tures for Mr Milinekevich, required that they show the signature lists, and them offered the 
whole initiative group to register in the Town District Police Department, to avoid similar 
incidents in future.18

In Slonim unknown people withdrew from Alexandr Romanchuk the folder with the lists 
for Mr Milinkevich, and his certificate of the member of the initiative group. As Mr Roman-
chuk said, it happened in the evening, he and his friend couldn’t see well the documents the two 
persons in civil clothes presented to them. According to the words of Mr Romanchuk it was 
useless to resist, there were two more persons in the car that had approached them. The Slonim 
Town District Police Department is holding an investigation of the illegal withdrawal.19

In the town of Kostyukovichy of Region Mogilev there was detained Vladimir Popkov, 
who was charged with the invalid certificate of the member of the initiative group of the pres-
ident-candidate A. V. Milinkevich. He was held in the militia for two hours on the matter of 
this charge. Then he was released after the militia had got sure that the certificate was valid.

On January 9, 2006 in Mogilev at 6 pm at Pervomaiskaya St., the members of the initiative 
group on the nomination of the president-candidate Milinkevich were collecting signatures of 
the electors. Close to them the distributor Sergey Girkin was handing out to the citizens free of 
charge the advertisement copies of the newspaper “Narodnaya volya”, on the first page there 
was publiched the information and the photo of Milinkevich. Senior sergeant Andrey Sidortsov 
required that the distributor stop handing out the newspapers, took his passport and also the 
certificate of the editorial staff on the right to distribute the newspaper. Then there came a 
mayor of militia, who introduced himself as Sergey Eduardovich, and also a lieutenant-colonel 
of militia, who didn’t introduce himself. They stood for more than an hour near the members of 
the initiative group frightening by their look the passing by electors. It was necessary to apply 
to the Regional police Department to return the documents of Sergey Girkin. 

On the requirement of the head of the Belinichy regional executive committee A. N. Ilianov, 
a member of the initiative group on the nomination of A. Mikinkevich as a president-can-
didate of the Republic of Byelorussia A. G. Vasilkov was detained by the law-enforcememt 
officers and taken to the Town District Police Department of the town of Belinichy because 
there was adjusted a portrait of A. V. Milinkevich to the side window of his car. There was 
made a protocol concerning V. G. Vasilkov for being a member of the initiative group on the 
nomination of the president-candidate A. V. Milinkevich and for collecting signatures for his 
candidate according to his authority.20

In Pruzhany of Region Brest the members of the initiative group of Alexander Kozulin 
were not allowed to collect signatures in 4 hostels of the State agricultural-technical college. 
According to the information of the members of the initiative group, the order was given to 
the janitors by the deputy of the director of educational work Elena Georgievna Oparina. As 
the janitors informed, E. G. Oparina had said “I have already collected all the signatures for 
A. G. Lukashenko and don’t let anybody else in”.

On January, 3 at 7 pm the janitor of hostel No. 1 of the Grodno State university of Yanko 
Kupala stood in the way of the collectors of signatures, directing them to the administration. 
The call to the director didn’t help; they explained to the collectors that it was necessary to 

18 See. http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/18/hod.
19 See. http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/18/hod.
20 From the application of V. G. Vasilkov (his address:Burdenko St.4 — 37, Mogilev) addressed to the Pros-

ecutor’s office of Mogilev region.
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have the permission of the head of the university to collect signatures in the place where the 
students lived.21 

The janitor of another hostel of the city of Grodno No. 3 of the industrial combination 
“Chimvolokno”, situated on 18-a, Tomin St. also stopped collectors of signatures, who had 
come after the working say (8.10 pm), and he quoted the statement of the Central election 
committee No. 36 on December, 16 2005, point 11 of which says “On collecting the signa-
tures of the electors, who live in a hostel, the members of initiative groups must observe the 
rules of the internal order of the hostel, which presuppose the order of the visit of the hostel 
by persons who don’t live there.”22

The member of initiative group of citizens 35 on the nomination of the president-candi-
date of the Republic of Byelorussia A. V. Milikevich N. V. Samokhvalova was prevented from 
collecting signatures on January 10, 2006 in hostel No. 1 of the University of A. A. Kuleshov, 
which is situated in: Leninskaya,39 St., Mogilev. The director of the hosted E. L. Rakova 
said that she didn’t allow to collect signatures as according to the statement of the superior 
authorities it was allowed to collect the signatures in the hostel only for president A. G. Lu-
kashenko, and the members of other initiative groups would not be allowed to enter the hostel 
till February 12, 2006.23

The cases of taking of the members’ of the initiative group certificates

On January 12, 2006 two unknown persons, who had come from the village Puglyayi of 
Orshansk district, deceived E. V. Lavrenova and O. V. Magametulina, the members of the 
initiative group on the collection of signatures in support of the nomination of the president-
candidate A. Kozulin and took the certificates and the filled and clean subscriptions, given 
by the Central election committees .24

The cases of putting psychological pressure and intimidation of electors 

All the week since January 9 till January 13, 2006 the workers of the dean’s office walked 
along the hostels of the Byelorussian state pedagogical university of M. Tank, warning that 
they must present at the exams the passports. Those who had their passports at the place of 
registration in other towns (in militia, in the passport-visa service etc.) were made to call 
home and ask their parents to dictate the rating. On January, 12 before the exam the dean 
G. N. Lishenko said, that the students would be allowed to take the exams only after they 
had put a signature for A. G. Lukashenko. Some students refused to sign — they were not 
allowed to take the exams under the pretext of missing classes. On January, 13 one of the stu-
dents, Ilya Oreshnikov (4th year student) who had refused to put a signature for Lukashenko, 
was beaten by the officers of force structures in the dean’s office.25

On January 17, 2006 in the educational organization “State humanitarian University of 
F. Skorina’ the dean of one of the faculties went to the classes to the students and held “edu-

21 See http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/09.
22 See http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/09.
23 From the application of N. V. Samokhvalova addressed to the Prosecutor’s office of Leninsky region of the 

city of Mogilev on January 11, 2006 
24 From the statement of the head of the initiative group on the collection of signatures in support of A. Ko-

zulin V. Bersenev on January 18, 2006 addressed to the prosecutor of Orshansk region M. V. Sadkovich.
25 Watch. http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/16.



26� Public investigations on human rights violations

cational work”, the meaning of which was that those who signed for the nomination of the 
president-candidate A. Milinkecich, would be assigned to the farthest woodlands villages. 
He also added that the students should not hope that the authorities wouldn’t know how they 
had voted. Two students (the sir names are not given, as they are afraid) had admitted that 
they had given signatures for Mr Milinkevich, and the dean promised that namely they would 
be assigned badly.26

On December 27, 2005 at the entrance of Chkalov, St.110, in the city of Gomel an un-
known girl addressed one of the inhabitants of the house with the offer to put a signature 
in support of A. G. Lukashenko. To the refusal of the inhabitant the girl asked what flat she 
lived in. The inhabitants think that in this way there was made an attempt to state where there 
lived people who didn’t support A. G. Lukashenko.27

The collection of signatures by persons who didn’t have the certificate 
of the member of the initiative group

Touching upon the collection of signatures E. Ermoshina specified that “a member of 
the initiative group, who collects signatures, must by all means have with him the certificate, 
confirming that he is a member of a group nominating a definite candidate. Besides, he must 
present to the electors his own identity card, as there is no photo in the documents of the 
member of the initiative group, and there is the danger that these certificates may be given to 
other persons”. Though it is often difficult to disclose the violation of the norm of legislation, 
because the majority of the electors, who put their signature for this or that candidate for the 
nomination, don’t ask to present the certificate of the member of the initiative group, and if 
the information of such violations comes (for example on the collection of signatures in the 
support of the president at parent-teachers meetings at schools), then it more often comes 
from anonymous sources, as people are afraid of consequences. 

On January 17, 2006 at about 11.30 there called women to the flat of V. Egorov, who of-
fered him to sign in the list in support of the nomination of the president-candidate of the 
Republic of Byelorussia A. Lukashenko. In the answer to the requirement to present the 
certificate of a member of the initiative group they said that they didn’t have it and asked in 
surprise “what certificate is it necessary to collect signatures for the president of the Repub-
lic of Byelorussia Lukashenko”. Later it was found out that they were foremen of Control of 
housing Esploitation-12 Ms Kostenkova and Dolgopolova and had been collecting signatures 
during their working time.28

On January, 18 in the building of the regional library the collection of signatures for 
A. G. Lukashenko was being made by a person who didn’t have the certificate of a member 
of the initiative group, and the subscriptions didn’t contain the information of the candidate. 
Besides, there was applied the agitation list of A. G. Lukashenko, which didn’t have output 
information.

In the course of clearing the details, Ms. skovich, who had been collecting signatures in 
support of the head of the state, tried to destroy the list of signatures, though the witnesses of 

26 From the application of V. A. Odinochenko in RSA “Belorussian Helsinki Committee” on January 18, 
2006.

27 From the application of A. F. Evseenko in RSA “Belorussian Helsinki Committee” on December 29, 
2005.

28 From the application of V. Egorov (212030, the avenue of Nepokorennih, 52–137, Mogilev 212030) ad-
dressed to the prosecutor of Oktyabrsky region of the city of Mogilev on January 19, 200627.
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the incident prevented her from getting rid of the “material evidence” and called militiamen. 
There was made a protocol on the fact of violation the legislation.29

There addressed to the headquarters of the leader of the democratic powers of Byelo-
russia Alexander Milinkevich a citizen of the city of Vitebsk O. Sidorov, who said that on 
January, 16 a pupil of the 9th form of secondary school No. 6 V Volovdina was collecting 
signatures for the nomination of A. Lukashenko as a president-candidate of the Republic of 
Byelorussia.30

The dean of the faculty of building of the Byelorussian state university of transport said 
to the students to put their signatures in support of the president A. G. Lukashenko. The agi-
tation was held by the person who is not a member of the initiative group, in the working time, 
using the position. There has hung all the time in the hostel of the faculty of building the 
announcement with the appeal to the students to give their signatures to A. G. Lukashenko 
and the information, where it can be done.31

On January 9, 2006 at about 12.00 in the building of the department of Byelorussian cul-
ture of the educational organization “State humanitarian university of F. Skorina” (Sovets-
kaya St., 108, p. 2–15 Gomel) the deputy of the dean of the philological faculty E. N. Pol-
unyan offered the lecturer of the department V. A. Odinochenko to put a signature for the 
nomination of the president-candidate A. G. Lukashenko. It was stated as the member of 
the initiative group on signing lists the deputy of the head of the university on the ideo-
logical-educational work S. I. Khonenya. It is necessary to point out that beside the fact that 
E. N. Polunyan was collecting signatures in her working time not being a member of the 
initiative group, in the building of the university (which is forbidden by the charter of the 
university), S. I. Khonenya is her director.32

On January, 20 in the city of Gomel at the factory of starting devices of Ponomarenko 
there was collecting signatures for the nomination of the president A. G. Lukashenko a wom-
an with the certificate of the member of the initiative group, made for the name of Svetlana 
Zharinay, but without a passport. It was found out when one of the electors decided to iden-
tify the person of the collector of signatures. She couldn’t present the passport and retreated 
accompanied by the deputy of the director of the enterprise at once.33

The cases of psychological pressure 
and threats regarding the members of the initiative groups

On January 12, 2006 there came to the village Bolshaya Moshanitsa of Belinitshck dis-
trict of Region Mogilev, at 7.30 to the member of the initiative group of the president-can-
didate of A. V. Milinkevich — Boris Virvich an officer of the Traffic Inspection Agency of 
Belinitshsk Town District Police Department and offered him to go to the meeting to the 
head of the regional executive committee Alexander Nikolaevich Ilianov. In the presence of 
the chairman of the regional executive committee and other members of the regional execu-
tive committee, and also the head of the militia Vitaly Vasilievich Bezunov there was a talk, 
in which they threatened the member of the initiative group with violence for performing the 

29 From the application of S. Vakulenko, K. Turcheniak and I. Lavrovskaya to the District Department of 
home affairs of the town of Brest.

30 http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/19/fakt.
31 From the application of A. Evseenko in RPA “Belorussian Helsinki Committee on January 16, 2006.
32 From the application of V. A. Odinochenko in RPA “Belorussian Helsinki Committee”on January 9, 2006.
33 http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/23/gomel.
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duties of the member of the initiative group. Then they began to offer him another job on 
condition of stopping the work as a member of the initiative group.

The violations connected with the certifying of the signatures in the signature lists

On January 16, 2006 at 10 am in the village Vishovo, Belinishsk district of Region Mogi-
lev, the member of the initiative group of the president-candidate A. B. Milinkevich — Irina 
Leonidovna Kopitkova, addressed the head of the country soviet Natalia Vasilievna Galuzo 
with the request to certify the signature of the collector in the signature list. The head of the 
rural soviet refused till 1 pm to certify the signature under different pretexts. The signature 
in the subscription was certified only after the district militia officer had come to the rural 
soviet. Then the district militia inspector made a protocol on the member of the initiative 
group for the distribution of calendars and began to visit the inhabitants of the village and 
demand that they refuse their signature in the subscription.

The head of the Zadrovievsk rural soviet of deputies A. I. Yakushev refused to certify the 
signatures in the filled subscriptions for three days.

The head of the Kopissky settlement Soviet E. F. Vatsura refused to certify the signature 
lists of the member of the initiative group of A. Milinkevich Z. S. Voskresenskaya for four 
days. 

The violations on forming the signature lists

On January 9, 2006 in the department of Byelorussian culture of the educational organi-
zation “State humanitarian University of F. Skorina” (Sovetskaya St. 108, p. 2–15, Gomel) the 
deputy of the dean of the philological faculty E. N. Polunyan, who was collecting signatures 
for the nomination of the president-candidate A. Lukashenko, formed the signature lists in 
the wrong way. In the signature list of Zheleznodorozhny district in the column “place of 
residence” the city of Gomel was stated only near the first sir name and near the others there 
was stated only the street, the number of the house and the flat. According to the experience 
of collecting signatures for independent candidates it is known that with such mistakes they 
were considered invalid.34

On the whole the collection of signatures was held in the atmosphere of fear, often in the 
obligatory way, with the usage of the official dependence. At the collection of signatures for 
opposition candidate on the part of the citizens there was often asked the question “Will they 
not put me in prison? Well, ok, I will sign, but my wife won’t. Let them shoot only me…”35 
The electors were being convinced they could sign only once.

The efforts of officials to bribe the members of the initiative group 

The head of the Kopissky settlement Soviet of deputies E. F. Vatsura offered the member 
of the initiative group of A. Milinkevich to sell her the filled signature lists for 10 thousand 
roubles each. 

34 From the application of V. A. Odinochenko in RSA “Belorussian Helsinki Committee” on January 9, 
2006.

35 Nikita Butsenko “Let them shoot me…”// “Bobruysky kurier”, February 15, 2006.
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The summary information of the Central election committee on the quantity of the elec-
tors, who put their signatures in the signature lists on the nomination of the president-candi-
dates of the Republic of Byelorussia, taken by the territory committees: 

Voytovich Aleksandr Pavlovich: 
Region Brest — 0 
Region Vitebsk — 0 
Region Gomel — 0 
Region Grodno — 0 
Region Minsk — 0 
Region Mogilev — 0 
City of Minsk — 0 
Total in the Republic — 0 

Gaydukevich Sergey Vasilyevich: 
Region Brest — 10,529 
Region Vitebsk — 16,137 
Region Gomel — 19,306 
Region Grodno — 5,011 
Region Minsk — 18,348 
Region Mogilev — 9,587 
City of Minsk — 71,586 
Total in the Republic — 150,504

Kozulin Aleksandr Vladislavovich: 
Region Brest — 21,733 
Region Vitebsk — 20,358 
Region Gomel — 6,749 
Region Grodno — 16,225 
Region Minsk — 14,496 
Region Mogilev — 23,738 
City of Minsk — 54,715 
Total in the Republic — 158,014

Lukashenko Aleksandr Grigoryevich: 
Region Brest — 249,519 
Region Vitebsk — 243,139 
Region Gomel — 253,659 
Region Grodno — 236,754 
Region Minsk — 265,952 
Region Mogilev — 285,607 
City of Minsk — 371,007 
Total in the Republic — 1,905,637

Milinkevich Aleksandr Vladimirovich: 
Region Brest — 23,949 
Region Vitebsk — 26,507 
Region Gomel — 24,196 
Region Grodno — 28,114 
Region Minsk — 18,624 
Region Mogilev — 22,105 
City of Minsk — 55,303 
Total in the Republic — 198,798

Poznyak Zenon Stanislavovich:
Region Brest — 6 
Region Vitebsk — 0 
Region Gomel — 244 
Region Grodno — 65 
Region Minsk — 169 
Region Mogilev — 110 
City of Minsk — 125 
Total in the Republic — 719 

Skrebets Sergey Nikolayevich:
Region Brest — 0 
Region Vitebsk — 0 
Region Gomel — 0 
Region Grodno — 0 
Region Minsk — 0 
Region Mogilev — 0 
City of Minsk — 0 
Total in the Republic — 0

Frolov Valeriy Dmitriyevich:
Region Brest — 724 
Region Vitebsk — 1,275 
Region Gomel — 3,114 
Region Grodno — 3,611 
Region Minsk — 1,160 
Region Mogilev — 6,546 
City of Minsk — 42,345 
Total in the Republic — 58,775

There were void 21,942 signatures collected for D. Frolov, 15,619 — for A. Milinkevich, 
14,632 — for A. Kozulin, 5,836 — for S. Gaidukevich, 2,568 — for A. Lukashenko.
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S. Skrebets (who was in the investigation isolator) and A. Voitovich refused to pass the 
signatures to the Central committee. On January 6, 2006 A. Voitovich made an official state-
ment, in which he characterized the situation in the country in the following way:

There continues the officially announced campaign on the election of the president of 
the country. The Central committee on the election and holding republican referendums has 
registered 8 initiative groups on the collection of signatures of the electors in support of the 
candidates for their nomination as president-candidates of the Republic of Byelorussia. At 
the same time there is registered the initiative group of A. G. Lukashenko, who intends to 
prolong the term of his president authority again. There are formed regional, municipal and 
district committees on the election. The representatives of the candidates, independent of the 
present power are practically not included in these committees. The power is also afraid of 
the choice of the people, and an honest election in accordance with the law. The latter was 
sincerely pointed by the chairman of the Central election committee, who said during the 
registration of the initiative groups, that at holding the election the main thing was the politi-
cal settlement of the matter and its legal aspect was a minor case. In spite of the Constitution 
none of the candidates, except A. G. Lukashenko, gets access to the state mass media, which, 
notwithstanding the Election code, have already begun a scaled agitation campaign for the 
election of A. G. Lukashenko as president of the country for a new term. The independent 
mass media are practically destroyed in the country, which is anticonstitutional. The power 
is afraid of the truth, it is afraid of hearing the opinion of the people, it continues to deceive 
them regularly directly and indirectly. A. G. Lukashenko speaks about the next “elegant vic-
tory”, and his statement concerning the electors “you shall vote, for me, you will not have 
another way out”, shows in what way the authorities are going to hold the election. In 2004 
at holding the referendum and the election of the deputies of the Chamber of representatives, 
the civil initiative “For the just election”, the work of which I controlled, and also other 
observers registered an enormous quantity of serious violations. The announced results 
of the election didn’t correspond to the will of the electors. The conduction of the election 
campaign this year shows that the situation repeats and there will be practically no election. 
I gave my consent to take part in the presidential election, because of my experience of the 
work as the president of the Academy of sciences and the head of “the soviet of the republic” 
of “the national meeting” of Byelorussia, intending to obtain better opportunities for the 
restoration in the country of legitimacy and bringing to the Byelorussian people my vision of 
the ways of the betterment of the welfare of people. The initiative group on the nomination 
of me as a president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia began to collect signatures of 
citizens on December, 29 last year. During the collection of signatures the members of the 
initiative group face the denial of the citizens of our country of the realities of the forthcom-
ing election. The people required answers to the following questions:

“Does A. G. Lukashenko have the right to prolong his presidential authority?”
“On what grounds has the president subjected to himself all the power in the country, 

practically all mass media, which he is using for his own election campaign and the informa-
tion war against his opponents?”

“Why does A. G. Lukashenko say that the people shall vote for him and doesn’t conceal 
that he already now knows the result of the election?”

“Will there be made answerable the officials who have created in the country a system 
in which the opinion of the citizens is ignored, and the result of the election was set before-
hand?”
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The questions the electors ask show that the people understand that there will be no elec-
tion as a matter of fact, and all the election campaign is directed to show the legality of the 
third term of the presidency of A. G. Lukashenko.

As it has become clear, in the air of the Russian radio station “Echo of Moscow” there 
was passed the statement of the official representative of Gazprom that A. G. Lukashenko 
had initiated the negotiations on Beltransgaz and that “now there is being solved the prob-
lem of the possibility of Beltransgaz passing under the control of Gazprom”. If Beltransgaz is 
passes, them Byelorussian will practically pay for the gas in 2006 not the widely advertised 
price 46,68 USD, but a much bigger price. It is possible to make the conclusion that for the 
satisfaction of his ambitions and receiving the support of his third term A. G. Lukashenko is 
ready without the knowledge of the people, which is anticonstitutional, to use by himself the 
most valued national property.

Proceeding from the above said:
— I declare my decisive NO to the actions of A. G. Lukashenko, directed by him to the 

satisfaction of his imperious ambitions and the violation of the Constitution of the country;
— I admit the only source of the state power and the bearer of the sovereignty of Byelo-

russia only its people and I object categorically to the sole usage of the national asset of the 
country secretly from the people;

— I don’t want to assist in creating illusions of the electors that the participation of 
A. G. Lukashenko in the election for the third term of presidency is legal and that the election 
is being held in accordance with the Constitution and the Election code of the country;

— I take the decision to stop my further participation in the campaign, held by the au-
thorities under the pretext of the president election; 

— I declare that I will continue my active political work, I will continue to tell people the 
truth, continue to struggle for the supremacy of law and work for the future of the country 
and its citizens;

— I am sure that without the presidency of Mr Lukashenko Byelorussia will remain an in-
dependent, peaceful and stable country, and its people will be richer and be more confident 
of the future without rear and lies. 

I thank heartily all the members of my team, all the citizens, who haven’t been afraid of 
joining my initiative group and also thousands of those electors who have already put their 
signatures in the lists I to support me for the nomination as a president-candidate of the 
Republic of Byelorussia.

Again I appeal to A. G. Lukashenko to restore the constitutional legitimacy, give up in 
the name of the future of Byelorussia, its people his illegal claims and stop his participation 
in the election, finish his second presidential term and hold in accordance with the Constitu-
tion a really free and open election of the new president of the country.

The people if Byelorussia deserves and must live a richer, freer and happier life!

According to the information of the press-service of the Brest regional election headquar-
ters of A. Kozulin the activists of the headquarters Alexandr Kuzmin and Larisa Mozheiko 
were made answerable for management responsibility for the collection of signatures in sup-
port of Alexandr Kozulin — for supposedly the violation of Election committee, Article 61, 
because two signatures, collected by them were void. 

BHC doesn’t have information of making answerable for similar charges members of 
other initiative groups, which have presented void signatures. 
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The registration of the president-candidates 
of the Republic of Byelorussia

In accordance with the decree of the Central committee of the Republic of Byelorus-
sian on the election and holding republican referendums made on February 17, 2006 No. 
14 “On stating in the Republic of Byelorussia the quantity of the president-candidates” it 
was stated that in the republic the quantity of the electors, who had put their signatures 
in the support of the offer to nominate the president-candidate of the Republic of Byelo-
russia V. D. Frolov made 36,833, A. V. Milinkevich — 183,179, A. V. Kozulin — 143,382, 
S. V. Gaidukevich — 144,663, A. G. Lukashenko — 1,903,069. There was presented in cit-
ies in the regional, municipal, district committees on the election of the president of the 
Republic of Byelorussia enough quantity of reliable signatures of the electors, necessary for 
the registration as president-candidates of the Republic of Byelorussia of A. V. Milinkevich, 
A. V. Kozulin, S. V. Gaidukevich, A. G. Lukashenko. The members of the initiative groups 
of the nomination of the president-candidates of the Republic of Byelorussia A. P. Voitovich 
and S. N. Skrebets didn’t present in the regional, municipal, district presidential election 
committees of the Republic of Byelorussia in cities, the signatures, collected in the support of 
the nomination of the pointed persons as president-candidates of the Republic of Byelorussia. 
The regional, municipal, district committees on the election of the president of the Republic 
of Byelorussia in cities didn’t hold the examination of 719 signatures of electors, collected 
in the support of the nomination of the president-candidate of the republic of Byelorussia of 
Z. S. Poznyak, in accordance with his application on January 27, 2006 that the signature lists 
remained with the initiative group.

Having checked the compliance of the order of the nomination of A. V. Milinkevich as 
a president-candidate of the republic of Byelorussia with the requirements of the Election 
code, and also the trustworthiness of the biographic data and the information on the income 
and property, stated in the president statements, and taking into account his consent to be 
a president-candidate the Central committee of the Republic of Byelorussia on the election 
and holding republican referendums marked that in the income and property statement of 
I. F. Kuley, the wife of A. V. Milinkevich, the income of the selling of the car “Mazda 626’ in 
the amount of 900 thousand roubles. The circumstance is confirmed by the materials of the 
checking, which came from the Ministry of taxes and duties of the Republic of Byelorussia. 

In accordance with the Decree of the president of the Republic of Byelorussia clause 
1, subclause 1.4 on June 26, 2001 No. 20 “On the obligatory declaration of the income and 
property of the president-candidate of the republic of Byelorussia , his close relatives, his 
wife (husband) and her (his) parents and some other measures directed on holding an open, 
free and just election” the handing-in to the Central committee not corresponding to reality 
information (if the lack of correspondence according to the committee is considerable) on the 
income and property, implies the refusal to register the president-candidate of the Republic 
of Byelorussia. 

The Central committee came to the conclusion that the disparity in the information on the 
income and property of I. F. Kuley is not considerable. On giving such a legal estimation the 
Central committee takes into account first of all the will of 183,179 electors, who put their sig-
natures on the support of the nomination as a president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorus-
sia A. V. Milinkevich. A. V. Milinkevich was registered by decree No. 15 of the Central elec-
tion committee on February 17, 2006 a president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia.
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Having checked the correspondence to the order of the Election committee and the trust-
worthiness of the biographic data and information on the income and property, pointed in the 
presented statements of the nomination of A. V. Kozulin as a president-candidate and taking 
into account his consent to be a president-candidate, the Central election committee decreed 
to register A. V. Kozulin as a president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia.

The Central committee registered by the decree No. 17 on February 17, 2006 as a presi-
dent-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia Sergey Vasilievich Gaidukevich.

The Central committee registered by the decree No. 18 on February 17, 2006 as a presi-
dent-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia A. G. Lukashenko.

THE ELECTION CAMPAIGN

By the legislation of the Republic of Byelorussia there is se a definite order of holding 
the election campaign measures in the period of holding the election of the president of the 
Republic of Byelorussia. By decree No. 47 of the Central committee of the Republic of Bye-
lorussia on the election and holding republican referendums on December 27, 2005 there was 
formed at the Central committee for the period of the preparation and holding the election in 
2006 the Observation committee on the control of the observation of the order and rules of 
holding the election campaign in mass media 7 persons in number: L. S. Ananich (the first 
deputy of the Minister of information of the Republic of Byelorussia); T. V. Belova (the direc-
tor of the Republican Unitarian Enterprise “The international centre of integration informa-
tion “The social press-centre of the House of the press”); M. P. Lebedik (the first deputy of 
the editor-in-chief of the newspaper “Sovetskaya Bylorussia’); A. I. Martinenko (the deputy 
of the head of the National state teleradiocompany of the Republic of Byelorussia, the general 
director of the Agency of the television news); P. F. Romanchuk (the chief director of the First 
National channel of the Byelorussian radio); G. I. Sokolovsky (the first deputy of the head of 
the social organization “The Byelorussian union of Journalists”); N. A. Shloma the editor-in-
chief of the newspaper “Minskaya pravda”). 

In Minsk and other cities of the republic there are allocated special places for holding the 
election campaign for the president-candidates of the Republic of Byelorussia. In accordance 
with the decision of Minsk Town executive, there are allocated 28 of such places. In Zavidsk 
district — it is the park of culture and rest of the 50-s anniversary of the Great October, the park 
of culture and rest of the 900-s anniversary of Minsk, the ground before the house of culture 
MAZ (Partizansky avenue, 117a), the ground before ZAO “Zavodskoy” Nesterov, St., 58) the 
ground before the cinema “Komsomolets” (Zhilunovich St., 39). In Leninsky district — the 
park of N. G. Grekova (Malinin street),the ground before the house of culture OAO “Ka-
mvol” (Mayakovsky St., 129), the ground before ZAO “superprod” (Prushinsky St., 2). In 
Moscow region — the public garden in the avenue of the newspaper “Pravda”, the ground 
near municipal children clinic No. 8 (Esenin St., 98), the public garden in Volokh street. In 
Oktyabrsky district — the ground before the house of culture of railway men (Chkalov St., 7), 
the square of Kazints, the ground near the shop No. 5 OAO “Zhivinka” (Asanaliev St., 40/1). 
In Partizansky district — the ground before the trade centre “Stepyanka” (Karvat St., 4), the 
ground in the district of the crossing Vaupshasov Street and Soltis street, the ground near the 
dwelling house in Vaneev St., 8. In Pervomaisky district — the public garden on Tolbukhim 
str., the ground near the dwelling houses in Karbishev St., 11, Slavinsky, 37, Nikiforov,2, 
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Pochtovaya, 11. In Sovetsky district — the park of the friendship of peoples, the ground at 
the crossing of Voloshev street and Logoisky highway. In Frunzensky district — the public 
garden at the crossing of Linkov and Timoshenko streets, the public garden at the cinema 

“Sovremennik”, the park of the 60-s anniversary of the October. In Central district — the 
region Children-Youth Sports Society on swimming “Orlionok” (Kakhovskaya St.,74) the 
ground before the shop”Radzivillovsky”(L. Ukrainka St., 22), the ground in the crossing of 
Tank street and Timiryazev street and the ground in the district of Minsk palace of children 
and young people (Starovilinsky highway, 41). The Minsk Town council ordered the law en-
forcement organs to take measures on the prevention of holding social-mass measures on the 
election campaign and placing election printed materials in the places not allocated for it and 
the inadmissibility of the misuse of the right of holding the election campaign. There was re-
quired a special permission of the local authorities to hold mass election measures, and they 
were regulated by the legislation on mass measures. The Minsk Town council defined the 
places for placing 39 information stands for the election printed materials. The production, 
mounting and dismantling of the information stands were made at the expense of the means 
allotted to the Committee of architecture and town-planning of the Minsk Town council for 
the artistic design of the city. In accordance with Decree No. 13 of the Central committee of 
the Republic of Byelorussia on the election and holding republican referendums on Febru-
ary 8, 2006 every president-candidate of the state was given airtime and the opportunity to 
publish his program in the following republican newspapers: “Belorusskaya niva” “Zviazda”, 

“Znamya yunosty”, “Narodnaya gazeta”, “Respublika”, “Sovetskaya Belorussia”, “7 days”. 
The volume of the election program was not to exceed five typewritten pages (not more that 
10,000 signs with blanks by computer typing). The president-candidates of the Republic of 
Byelorussia were to present the texts of the election programs to the editorial offices of the 
indicated newspapers not later than on February 26, 2006. At publishing the election pro-
grams there was observed the order of priority, which was defined on the basis of the separate 
registration in the editorial offices of the newspapers with the indication of the date and time 
of the entrance of the election programs. On the grounds of the time limit, presented to the 
Central committee of the national state television and radio broadcasting company of the Re-
public of Byelorussia, the president-candidates of the Republic of Byelorussia had the right to 
two speeches on the First national channel and to two speeches on the First national channel 
of the Byelorussian radio. The length of one speech was to be not more than 30 minutes. The 
airtime for the speeches of the president-candidates of the Republic of Byelorussia was given 
on weekdays on television since 6 pm till 7 pm, on the radio since 8 am till 9 am. The date 
and time of going on the air of the programs with the election speeches of each of the presi-
dent-candidates of the Republic of Byelorussia were defined in accordance with the draw 
held by Central 1. There were shown recorded the TV- and radio programs with the election 
speeches of the president-candidates of the Republic of Byelorussia. The text of the second 
television speech of Alexandr Kozulin, a president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorus-
sia, which was shown on the First national channel (BT) on March, 2 at 6 pm, had censored 
and reduced by 9 minutes. The second speech of the president-candidate of the Republic 
of Byelorussia Alexandr Kozulin on the Byelorussian radio, transmitted in the morning on 
March 6, 2006, in comparison with the record had been reduced by 7 minutes and lasted 23 
minutes. A. Kozulin hadn’t been warned about the reduction of the airtime by the authorities 
of the radio company. From the radio speech there had been cut the fragments, which touched 
upon the private life of president A. Lukashenko, his sons Victor and Dmitry Lukashenko, 
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the quotation from the book of A Alkaev “Rassrel’naya Komanda” , the praising words of 
A. Lukashenko concerning A. Hitler, a number of the personal characteristics of A. Kozulin 
to the president in connection with his latest announcement at the Byelorussian national 
meeting, and also part of the comment of the events on March, 2, when A. Kozulin was 
beaten and detained. From the speech of A. Milinkevich, according to the information of his 
press-secretary Pavel Mozheiko, there was cut the comment on the words of A. Lukashenko 
that Francisk Skorina “lived in Petersburg”. The candidate pointed that “Skorina had lived 
200 years before Peterspurg was founded”, and reminded of the earlier words of the president 
of the “poems” of the prose writer Vasil Bikov.

The violations connected with the holding of the election campaign

Holding the election campaign before the appointed time 

The violations connected with the election measures before the appointed time involve 
management responsibility, in accordance with the election legislation of the Republic of 
Byelorussia. There were fixed repeated cases of carrying out agitation before the appointed 
time with the use of mass media, the distribution of election campaign materials, which 
didn’t have output information. The characteristic feature of the state newspapers issued in 
Region Gomel during all the January was the presence of numerous articles about the work 
of president A. Lukashenko, which were exclusively positive. At this the headlines of the 
materials were repeated practically in all the newspapers: “I have served my people hon-
estly, and this is my strong point”, “For the prospering Byelorussia”, “To go to another level 
of the quality of life of the people of Byelorussia”, etc. There was published in one of the 
newspapers there was published the statement of the Presidium of the regional Soviet RPA of 
the veterans with the requirement to A. Lukashenko to nominate himself to the presidential 
election of the country. Since January there had been adjusted at the entrance of the building 
of secondary school No. 8 of the city of Grodno in the bloc of the election information the 
poster under the title “The time of the brave”, in which there was portrayed A. Lukashenko 
with a young hockey player. Besides, in the very school in the “corner of the elector” there 
was information not only on the election, but also on the work of the president of the Republic 
of Byelorussia.36 On January 18, 2005 in the posting boxes of the citizens who live in the 
town of Oshmiany in the block of the houses of Builders No. 8, 9, 1, 35 there were found 
printed election materials (bulletins and leaflets), which contained agitation for Alexandr 
Milinkevich as a president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia and the information on 
the time and place of holding unofficial meetings of citizens. The leaflets didn’t contain in-
formation on the persons or organizations, responsible for their release. There were brought 
administrative proceedings against the distributor P. M. Yavidovich, Article 167-3 The Code 
on Administrative Breaches of Law of the Republic of Byelorussia.37 On January 11, 2006 in 
Belinichy the member of the initiative group of A. Milinkevich Nikolay Metelitsa was called 
to the militia, and then taken to the head of the regional executive committee A. N. Ilianov. 
There were present in the office of the head of the regional executive committee the deputy 
of the head Nikolay Alexandrovich Guznyakov and the head of the Belinichy ROVD Vi-

36 http://www.charter97.org/bel/news/2006/02/01/agit.
37 From the statement of the Prosecutor of Oshmyansk region V. A. Butrimon on starting administrative pro-

ceedings in respect of P. M. Yadovich.
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taly Vasilievich Bezunov. They intimidated, threatened Nikolay Metelitsa with violence, and 
made an administrative report for his distribution of calendars.

The observers of BHC in Orshansk, Sennensk, Tolochinsk and Dubrovinsk districts of 
Region Vitebsk marked that the authorities of the enterprises and organization of the region 
under the pretence of “information days” had been agitating openly for A. Lukashenko be-
fore the adoption of the statement of the Central election committee of his registration as a 
president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia.

The monitoring of the publications in the regional press has shown the presence of the 
agitation of the state mass media for the president. We present the publications of the Or-
shansk newspapers, characteristic of all the regions of the country:

“Arshanskaya gazeta”, December 12, 2005, the author V. Shabodalov, the congratula-
tion “…and will make the right choice in the support of the course of our president for the 
preservation of stability…”

“Arshanskaya gazeta”, December 12, 2005, the author V. Dedushkin, the congratulation 
“…and we must stand for our own course of development and the political line the head of 
our state is holding…”

“Telecom-express”, January 5, 2006, the author V. Shabodalov, the congratulation “and 
will make the right choice in the support of the course of our president for the preservation 
of stability…”

“Telecom-express”, January 5, 2006, the author V. Dedushkin, the congratulation “…and 
we must stand for our own course of development and the political line the head of our state 
is holding…”

“Arshanskaya gazeta”, January 17, 2006, the author BelTA, on the calling the All Byelo-
russian national meeting and the role of the president.

“Arshanskaya gazeta” on January 21, 2006, the author A. Miloserdny, on the report of 
the president at the latest All Byelorussian national meting and the achievements of the 
president.

“Arshanskaya gazeta”, January 28, 2006, the author S, Voitekhovskaya “If I am elected 
deputy at the national meeting, the most important thing for me will be to support the policy 
of our president.”

“Arshanskaya gazeta”, February 2, 2006, the author L. Gotovskaya “Our region has 
coped with the tasks of the five-year plan perfectly well thanks to the right policy of our 
president…” and about the election of the delegates to the All Byelorussian national meet-
ing.

“Arshanskaya gazeta”, February 7, 2006, the author L. Gotovskaya, the election of the 
delegates to the national meeting, at which they “will support the existing policy of our 
president actively…”

“Arshanskaya gazeta”, February 11, 2006, the author L. Marshalovich, on the work of the 
factory “and such timely support of our president…”

“Arshanskaya gazeta”, February 16, 2006, the author V. Astapenko how “everything is 
ceaselessly changing to the better due to the complex of the presidential programmes…”

“Arshanskaya gazeta” on February 16, 2006, the author O. Smirnovsky, “…I will do my 
best for our youth to follow the constructive course of our state and our president…

On Februaty 18, 2006 in the town of Glubokoye there were hung in the buildings of the 
polling stations, banks and other public buildings posters with the appeal “Together for the 
flourishing Byelorussia!” with the photo of panoramic sights of the town and the president. 
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The posters didn’t have output information, but only the name, patronymic name and sir 
name of the photographer and the name of the photocentre. Similar posters were placed in 
all the cities of Byelorussia. For violating the rules of the election campaign before the ap-
pointed time there were punished only the activists of the team of A. Milinkevich.

Inhibiting of holding the election campaign of the president-candidates 
of the Republic of Byelorussia

In accordance with the Election code, it is not allowed to take off, stick up, paint over, 
damage posters, if these posters are made and placed with the observation of the require-
ments of the legislation of the Republic of Byelorussia. Though there were often observed 
cases when municipal services, militiamen on the order of their authorities tore away at the 
expense of especially allocated means of the republican budget the election materials in sup-
port of the opposition president-candidates.

The workers of educational institutions also received the orders to examine the educa-
tional buildings and student hostels regularly and tear away election materials for the alterna-
tive president-candidates. 

From the statement of the observer of BHC in election committee No. 23 of the village 
Farinovo V. V. Amosov directed to the prosecutor’s office on March 9, 2006:

On March 6, 2006 with the permission of the members of the Farinovo election commit-
tee I placed at the entrance of the polling station a picture of A. Milinkevich and a poster with 
the election information, which had output information. But the indicated election informa-
tion was torn away by the members of the Farinovo election committee.

The citizens who were distributing election materials in the support of the opposition 
president-candidates, who organized meetings with electors, were detained, the materi-
als were taken, they were subjected to administrative responsibility for the violation of the 
legislation of the election, holding mass measures, violating the public order. T. V. Marku-
sheva was detained for the effort to take an information stand of the president-candidate 
A. Milinkevich to the building of the Vitebsk City Executive, as a place defined for the elec-
tion campaign. There was called a group of militiamen by the militiaman on duty, which 
brought T. V. Markusheva to the police station of the administration of Oktiabrsky district 
where there was drawn up a report on the administrative violation and it was directed to 
the court. According to the information of the observers of BHC everywhere in the regions 
the authorities inhibited holding the election campaigns of the candidates, alternative to the 
president: on February 26, 2006 at 8 o’clock near Kosmonavtov St.,29 the city of Mogilev 
two militiamen detained and took to the ROVD of Leninsky district of the city of Mogilev 
Stanislav Zimyankov and Alexandr Anisimov, who were distributing election printed ma-
terials in support of the president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia A. Millinkevich. 
The materials had been made in the state printing house for the means allocated by the Min-
istry of finances for holding agitation measures in accordance with the requirements of the 
Elecion code. The militiamen V. Arkhipenko, Teplyakov, O. Orlova, I. Korolev, V. Tarasenko 
searched the young people without witnesses and threatened with punishment in the case of 
their further work in the field. 

— On February 23, 2006 in the city of Gomel there were detained by militiamen 4 par-
ticipants of the election campaign, there were taken from them 1,401 leaflets with the infor-
mation on the candidate A. Milinkevich.
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— On February 25, 2006 the militiamen on the city of Gomel detained the agitators of the 
initiative group of the candidate A. Milinkevich Sergey Trifanov and Leonid Vdovenko, the 
militiamen took their 150 booklets.

— On February 26, 2006 in the town of Kalinkovichy militiamen detained Denis Re-
byanko and Alexey Manevich, from whom the militiamen took 107 booklets with agitation 
materials for A. Milinkevich.

— On February 26, 2006 in the city of Gomel militiamen detained on handing in agita-
tion materials for the candidate A. Milinkevich: Petr Kuznetsov, Dmitry Zolotorev, Yury 
Zakharenko, Ekaterina Gavrilinko, Leonid Tuzhik. The militiamen took the booklets from 
the detained persons.

— On February 26, 2006 in the town of Rogachev on handing in booklets with the agita-
tion materials for A. Milinkevich and the newspaper ‘Narodnaya volya” there were detained 
by militiamen Vladimir Khodosevich and Vladimir Tomkovich.

— On February 27, 2006 in the city of Gomel militiamen detained Andrey Tolchin while 
carrying on the agitation for A. Milinkevich and took him to the prosecutor’s office to make 
a report of the administrative breach of law.

— On February 28, 2006 in the city of Gomel militiamen detained Ekaterina Gorovaya and 
Yury Zakharenko while handing out the agitation materials for A. Milinkevich. The same day 
militiamen inhibited handing out agitation materials at the building of the Gomel City council. 

— On March 1, 2006 in the city of Gomel militiamen detained Leonid Plisko, Arthur 
Tsurbakov, Andrey Tolchin, Antonina Sementsova and Gennady Somintsov for “the distri-
bution of agitation materials not in the stated place”.

— On March 6, 2006 the Court of Rogachev district fined Vladimir Khodsevich 10 basic 
units for the distribution of the agitation materials of A. Milinkevich in “a not stated place for 
the agitation”. On February 26, 2006 V. Khodosevich was handing out booklets with agita-
tion materials of A. Milinkevich near the Central Market of the town of Rogachiv and was 
detained by militiamen.

— On March 7, 2006 in the city of Mogilev after the meeting with the electors there was 
detained by officers of the law enforcement organs and taken to the district Police Depart-
ment of Leninsky district of the city of Mogilev the fiduciary of A. Milinkevich A. Lebedko. 
According to the court decision A. Lebedko was subjected to administration responsibility 
for the violation of the legislation of holding mass measures. 

— On February 19, 2006 in spite of the previously entered engagement, the local authori-
ties of the town of Svetlogorsk announced at the last moment of the impossibility of holding 
a meeting of the electors with the president-candidate A. Milinkevch in the house of culture, 
at which there had gathered more than 200 people. They had to hold the meeting outdoors, at 
the steps of the house of culture. During all the meeting an unknown person in civil clothes 
was shooting everything on a video camera.

— The authorities of the majority of state enterprises and organizations (the Vitebsk City 
Council, the administrations of the districts of the city, the shops “Moskovsky”, ‘Progress” 
etc.) refused to place information materials of the president-candidates, except the presiden-
tial ones.

— On March 13, 2006 Evgeny Vasilievich Dolgopolov, who lives in Avenue of Cosmo-
nauts St., 24–78, Brest, in accordance with the Election code and the decree of the admin-
istration of Region Moscow region No. 135 on March 1, 2006 was distributing the agitation 
posters of A. Kozulin. But the director of shop No. 6 “Asvet”, which is situated on the avenue 
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of Masherov, 57 Vladimir Fedorovich Lemekh prohibited to place agitation posters on the 
territory of the shop. The head of the hosted OAO “the Brest sewing firm “Nadzeya” in 
Krasnoznamenskaya St.,5 didn’t give the permission to place agitation posters in the support 
of Alexandr Kozulin too. 

— On March 14, 2006 at 6.30 pm according to the order of the head of the Baran Town 
council Vasily Arkhipovich Rusakov the workers of the House of culture A. Y. Yurchenko 
and S. M. Latishev tore away and destroyed the posters with the picture and election pro-
gramme of the president-candidate A. Milinkevich, made with the observation of the legisla-
tion and place on the stand for the election campaign in the lobby of the House of culture of 
the town of Baran.

The warnings to the initiative groups

On January 18, 2006 the Central election committee of Byelorussia gave warnings to 
the initiative groups on the collection of signatures for the nomination of the leader of the 
democratic forces of Byelorussia Alexandr Milinkevich for the violation of the requirements 
of the Election code of the Republic of Byelorussia, Article 45, part 8 and Article 48 and 
Zenon Posnyak for the violations of the requirements of The Election code of the Republic 
of Byelorussia, Article 48.

According to the information of the Central election committee the members of the initia-
tive group of citizens on the nomination as a president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorus-
sia A. V. Milinkevich on the collection of signatures distributed printed materials of agitation 
character. There have been fixed by the territorial committees on the presidential election of 
the Republic of Byelorussia the following facts of the distribution of the printed production 
on the collection of signatures of the electors in the support of A. V. Milinkevich: on January 
3, 2006 in the town of Pinsk by A. N. Romanovich, on January 4, 2006 in the town of Polotsk 
by N. I. Dianov, on January 10, 2006 in the city of Mogilev by V. F. Makarenko, on January 
15 in the town of Bileisk by V. A. Malyarchuk. The indicated circumstance is confirmed by 
the materials, presented to the Central committee by the proper territorial committees.

According to the information of the Central election committee, there have been received 
applications of the citizens, pointing to the facts of the mass distribution of leaflets, calendars, 
other agitation printed materials in respect of A. V. Milinkevich in the cities of Minsk, Mogi-
lev, Baranovichy, Borisov, Myadel, Soligorsk, Zhlobin, Smorgon and others. 

There have been presented documents to the Central committee, which confirm the pro-
duction in a big circulation of the agitation printed materials in respect of A. V. Milinkevch. 
Thus, it has been stated, that a member of the initiative group B. B. Ribchenko took from 
the city of Minsk to the town of Zhlobin printed production (calendars and cards) 10,800 in 
number, the citizen I. L. Rozhkov delivered on the request of the member of the initiative 
group of V. A. Ivashkevich printed production (calendars) 93,000 in number from the city of 
Minsk to the city of Brest. 

In accordance with the statement of the Central election committee on giving the warn-
ing to the initiative group of the citizens on the nomination as a president-candidate of the 
Republic of Byelorussia of Z. S. Poznyak, the members of his initiative group while collecting 
of signatures distributed printed materials. The indicated circumstance is confirmed by the 
presented in the Central committee acts of the Zavodskaya and Pervomaiskaya regional com-
mittees in the city of Minsk and the printed materials. S. P. Popkov, the head of the initiative 
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group of the citizens on the nomination as a president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorus-
sia Z. S. Poznyak doesn’t deny the fact of the distribution of printed materials at the collection 
of the signatures of electors. At the sitting of the Central election committee he explained that 
in the conditions of the lack of official information on the election and the alternative candi-
dates, he considered it his duty to provide the distribution of such information.

It is necessary to point out that in spite of the proofs of the violation of the election legisla-
tion during holding the real election campaign by the members of the initiative groups of all 
four president-candidates, described in the previous chapters, the warnings were given only 
to two candidates.

The case of the examination of the Brest regional headquarters of A. Kozulin

In the evening of March 14, 2006 the officers of the Leninsky ROVD of the city of Brest 
headed by a major of the militia entered the office of the Brest regional headquarters of the 
president-candidate of the Republic of Byelorussia A. Kozulin for the purpose of the exami-
nation of the passport regime observation by the activists of the headquarters. The officers 
examined the office, took several leaflets, checked the passports and left. At 10.05 pm the 
same militiamen required to open the doors of the office for the definition of some breach 
of law. There came to the militia Valentin Lazarenkov, the head of the observation in Re-
gion Brest in the team of A. Kozulin. The militiamen offered him to get into the car for the 
investigation. Valentin Lazarev required explanations. On hearing the noise there came Igor 
Maslovsky, a fiduciary of the president-candidate A. Kozulin. After showing the documents 
the militiamen required that Igor Maslovsky and Valentin Lazarenkov get into the car and 
travel to the Leninsky ROVD of the city of Brest. At this the major spoke sharply, provoking 
the members of the headquarters to resist. The militiamen began to accuse V. Lazarenkov 
and I. Maslovsy of drinking alcoholic drinks at the working place, that is their headquarters. 
They didn’t lay claims to the other members of the headquarters. The fiduciary of A. Kozulin 
Igor Maslovsky and Valentin Lazarenkov were taken to the narcological control post. The 
narcological expertise stated that they were sober. After holding the expertise the activists 
were taken back to the headquarters. The militiamen examined the office again. They took 
60 stickers, which were the official printed production of the president-candidate Alexandr 
Kozulin. On March 15, 2006 at about 3.50 pm at the entrance Bogomolov St.32, of the town 
of Soligorsk Dmitry Efimovich, Maxim Khamitsevich, Ivan Shilo were detained by a group 
of militiamen of the Soligorsk GROVD headed by the senior lieutenant of crime detection 
Andrey Shirco. At this, in spite of the numerous requirements of the young people to intro-
duce themselves the militiamen didn’t do it, but only informed, that they detained they young 
people for the distribution of unregistered printed production, notably, the agitation booklets 
of A. Milinkevich. Dmitry Efimovich, Maxim Khamitsevich, Ivan Shilo showed the militia-
men, that all the booklets had the output information and were registered printed production. 
In spite of this circumstance and the fact that all the young people had documents, certify-
ing their person, they were detained and taken to the Soligorsk GROVD. In the Soligorsk 
GROVD there were made reports on the young people who are under age, in the absence of 
their parents, and Dmitry Efimovich had to write the explanatory note. During the election 
campaign Ivan Shilo was detained by the militia of the Soligorsk GROVD six times, his 
schoolbag and the pockets were checked if there were agitation materials, stickers in them, 
he threatened with violence.
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From the resolution of the senior assistant of the prosecutor of Leninsky district of the 
city of Mogilev G. Novikov on the refusal of bringing an action on March 10, 2006:

On March 2, 2006 there came to the prosecutor’s office of the region from the prosecu-
tor’s office of Region Mogilev the application of the director of OO “MPT” V. L. Kravchenko, 
in which he pointed to the illegal actions of the officers of the Leninsky Regional Depart-
ment of Home Affairs of the city of Mogilev in respect of V. I. Shantsev, of the under age 
S. Demenkov and A. Anisimov. 

On March 3, 2006 the terms of the examination of the material were prolonged till March 
10, 2006 by the deputy of the prosecutor of the region G. M. Khortov.

In the course of the examination of the fact on the detention of V. I. Shantsev it was stated 
that on February 21, 2006 at about 10 pm the militiamen V. S. Bordilovsky, A. E. Kharkevich, 
V. N. Kotov, detained V. I. Shantsev, who was transporting agitation printed materials in the 
car “Nissan-Vanet” the state number 1619 TH, notably:

— agitation leaflets 26,170 in number;
— printed production — calendars 5,954 in number; 
— the polygraphic issue of the newspaper “Tovarish” 397 copies.
V. I. Shantsev presented to the militiamen the copies of the facsimile of the accompanying 

forms for the transported production, though the militiamen had doubts of the authenticity 
of the produced documents, in accordance with it they offered him go to the duty part of the 
Leninsky ROVD for further clearance, where the above mentioned printed production was 
taken till the results of the confirmation of the authenticity of the accompanying forms, and 
they offered V. I. Shantsev, as the militiamen said to go home. Though, the latter refused and 
wished to stay in ROVD at the calculation of the taken materials till the end of their proper 
registration.

The examination showed that of all the quantity of the taken printed materials only the 
agitation leaflets had been made at the expense of the means allocated from the republican 
budget, in accordance with this they were returned to V. I. Shantsev. There were not pre-
sented accompanying forms for the other transported printed materials.

Thus, V. I. Shantsev was legally and reasonably taken to the duty part of the Leninsky 
ROVD of the city of Mogilev.

For the fact of taking to the Lininsky ROVD of the city of Mogilev, the under age S. S. Zi-
myankov and A. A. Anisimov the held examination showed that on February 26, 2006 two 
lads, being near Kosmonavtov St.,29 of the city Mogilev were sticking something on trees. 
The fact was seen by the passing by militiamen of the patrol post militia Service UVD of the 
Moscow regional executive committee V. V. Yashenko and V. V. Kupreyantsev as the militia-
men explained later, they had been informed that in Kosmonavtov street people under age 
were sticking agitation leaflets. Having noticed it and having come to the young people, they 
introduced themselves and asked to show the content of the bags. There were in the bags 
agitation leaflets, calendars with the picture of A. Milinkevich and business cards. At this the 
young men said that all the things had been given to them for distribution by their neighbor 
V. Shetnikova. In accordance with such circumstances the militiamen offered the young men 
to go to the Leninsky ROVD for further clearance, to which they agreed and went to the duty 
part of the ROVD, where they were later passed to the inspector of the day on the cases of 
the under age O. A. Kozlova. No violence was applied to the persons under age. They didn’t 
know that the indicated printed production had been made for the means allocated by the 
Central election committee. Thus, the militiamen, as in respect of V. I. Shantsev, so in respect 
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of the under age S. S. Zimyankov, A. A. Anisimov didn’t exceed their official authorities on 
bringing them to the Leninsky ROVD of the city of Mogilev, and they were directed by and 
observed at this the current legislation.

The agitation before the election and on the day of the election

At many polling stations there were agitation materials in the cabins for election on the 
day of the election. This fact was especially noticed everywhere by the observers of the 
town of Orsha: at polling stations No. 2, 8, 13, 17, 18, 53, 54, 56. In the daytime on March 
19 on holding the election there were broadly covered on the state channels the results of 
the exit polls, which informed that there had been voting for A. Lukashenko over 80% of 
the electors.

ADNINISTRATIVE RESOURCES DEPLOPMENT

The methods of administrative influence on the voters were already employed during 
the collection of signatures required to be registered as presidential candidates.

On January 20, 2006 the members of Brest Province Hygiene, Epidemiology and Public 
Health Center reported to the province headquarters of Mr. Kozulin that their head ordered 
to bring passports to provide signatures for Alexander Lukashenko.

The Soligorsk city and district representative of the regional public organization Byelo-
russian Helsinki Committee was informed over and over again by the workers and employ-
ees of almost all enterprises and companies of Soligorsk (Soligorsk Provincial Executive 
Committee, Soligorsk City Executive Committee, Soligorsk District Executive Committee, 
Soligorsk City Housing Maintenance and Utilities Board Komplex Production Association, 
ZAO Kalinka, OAO Kupalinka, Belaruskalij Production Association, Soligorsk City Bakery 
Plant, OAO Soligorskpromstroi) that they were forced to sign signature sheets in support 
of Alexander Lukashenko during their working hours at the administration offices of these 
organizations, passport data filled in by the Human Resource Department.

In Orsha the employees of such enterprises as Flux Processing Factory, Krasny Borets 
Plant, Tool Plant, OAO Les, OAO Orshasrojmaterialy, etc. were informed in advance to re-
port for work with passports. Other organizations used the employee data provided by the 
Human Resource Department to ensure the collection of signatures for Alexander Lukash-
enko during the working hours. The administration officers of most of the Orsha district en-
terprises (L. D. Danchenko, T. M. Kotova, M. Z. Shuminsky, V. N. Astapenko, N. M. Alan-
tieva, G. N. Alantieva, etc.) informed their employees that the signature can only be put to 
support one candidate.

There were cases of intimidation during the collection of signatures. For example, at the 
112th Orsha Branch of ASB Belarusbank I. V. Demidova, ideological activity deputy manager, 
gave notice that the employees refusing to sign the sheet in support of the incumbent presi-
dent would face serious employment problems, including contract termination.

There were other cases of moral coercion and obvious intimidation of the voters. As 
reported to Orsha city and district BHC representatives, the Department of Internal Affairs 
of Vitebsk Province Executive Committee provided local authorities with the lists of the 
members of all other alternative presidential candidate initiative groups. Soon preventive 
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activities were initiated by the administration of enterprises and organizations. On January 5, 
2006 T. L. Kochegarova, director of the 2nd day-care centre of Orsha City Education Depart-
ment, in the presence of 50 members of her teaching personnel made an ultimatum demand 
upon her employee O. N. Frantishkevich, who was a member of an initiative group, to give 
away the documents with respect to the collection of signatures in support of Mr. Kozulin 
and Mr. Milinkevich and tore them to shreds. These actions were accompanied by T. L. Ko-
chegarova’s threatening her overtly with an immediate dismissal. 

The administration of Orsha district enterprises and organizations was instructed to 
seize completed signature sheets from their employees, collecting signatures for the op-
position candidates, encouraged to use any pretext to approve no other sheets, than those 
signed for Mr. Lukashenko, and overtly threatened with dismissals for supporting any pos-
sible democratic candidates for the presidency by V. M. Dedushkin, Head of Orsha District 
Executive Committee. For example, V. V. Kovalenko, Director of OAO Orsha Greenhouse 
Complex, at the direction of V. M. Dedushkin seized signature sheets from K. A. Magarev, 
employee of the mentioned enterprise, who collected signatures in support of an opposi-
tion candidate for the presidency. The same instructions were given to M. Z. Shuminsky, 
Principal of the 166th Vocational School, A. A. Lis, Director of the Road Management 
Agency. L. S. Sharai, Principal of Smoliany public school, together with V. V. Dubovets, 
Head of the Village Council, actually forced the teacher V. O. Mezhevich to burn signed 
sheets. 

G. A. Siniavsky, Head of Orsha District Deputies Council, V. D. Khutsky, Deputy Head 
of Orsha District Executive Committee, N. K. Stakhovich and T. A. Volodkina, Heads of Or-
sha District Executive Committee Ideology Department and Planning and Human Resources 
Department, held meetings with the heads of Village Deputies Councils, heads of enterprises 
and organizations and village supervisors demanding the provision of signatures in support 
of the incumbent president only.

On January 16, 2006 the dentist O. L. Beresneva was asked to appear before the Orsha 
City and District Medical Superintendent V. T. Plytkevich and was given the ultimatum to 
choose between her activities as a member of an initiative group of a challenger for presi-
dential candidacy and her permanent job. By the same token, on January 23, 2006 during a 
meeting of medical advisers V. T. Plytkevich ordered the medical personnel of the city and 
the district to bring passports and provide signatures in support of Mr. Lukashenko, and deny 
the members of other candidates’ initiative groups access to medical institutions. 

BHC observers monitoring Orsha, Senno, Tolochin and Dubrovno districts of Vitebsk 
province point out that the members of Mr. Lukashenko’s initiative groups were offered by 
the administration of enterprises and organizations of this region prospects of great bonuses 
and extra leave days for collection of a great number of signatures. Signatures for the incum-
bent president were collected during the working hours. 

On January 18, 2006 at about 11 a.m. the Maintenance Plant employee L. P. Ageenko col-
lected signatures for Mr. Lukashenko in the buildings 38 and 39, located on Novotraktornaya 
Street, Orsha.

A fourth year law department student of Byelorussian Law Institute (non-state educa-
tion establishment) contacted the human rights center Vesna to report that the dean’s office 
supervisor approached the students during testing and warned them that to get good credits 
they must provide signatures in support of Mr. Lukashenko. Furthermore, there were an-
nouncements all over the institute ordering to bring passports to testing. The law department 
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student also said that his friend who had to take retesting was issued a referral under the only 
condition that he put his signature in support of Mr. Lukashenko.38

In the City of Belynichi, Mogilev Province, the District Executive Committee Economy 
Department Officer Tatiana Usova tried to make local businessmen sign for the nomination 
of Alexander Lukashenko as a candidate for the presidency. The officer walked along mar-
ketplaces with the list of the businessmen who had not provided their signatures in support 
of Lukashenko and demanded that they sign sheets to avoid problems.39

On January 19 in the city of Gomel the so-called five minute meetings were held at the 
Starter Plant, where the shop supervisors and workers were notified that the next day they 
must report for work with passports to provide signatures for nomination of Mr. Lukashenko 
as a candidate for the President of the Republic of Belarus. It was also announced that an 
initiative group of 25 persons would arrive at the plant to collect signatures40.

During the election campaign the opposition candidates for the presidency, visiting 
the cities of Belarus to meet with voters, were in most cases not provided an opportunity to 
hold such meetings in satisfactory conditions. Local authorities either failed to issue permits 
for the organization of outdoor mass meetings, providing premises unadjusted for meeting 
purposes, or did not even provide such premises for various reasons.

During the organization of Alexander Milinkevich’s meeting with the voters in the city 
of Bobruisk the local authorities denied him the necessary premises. The meeting was held in 
blistering cold on the Victory Square uniting about 300 persons. The local authorities did not 
prevent the candidate from delivering his speech, the mics and amplifiers were plugged.

A request for the provision of premises to hold Mr. Kozulin’s meeting with the voters was 
submitted to Klichev Distric Executive Committee. Klichev authorities rejected such request 
and banned the meeting. The provision of the local city theatre premises for such meeting 
was also denied by Bobruisk Executive Committee under letter No. 693/08-07 as of March 14, 
2006 signed by the Deputy Head of the City Executive Committee M. S. Kovalevich under 
the pretext of planned mass cultural events. 

At the same time favorable conditions were ensured for organization of the election cam-
paign of the incumbent president of the Republic of Belarus Mr. Lukashenko. For these 
purposes the provision of the best recreation and entertainment areas was secured. All over 
the republic the mass media established by the authorities throughout the whole election 
campaign, especially during canvassing, provided comprehensive information in support of 
the incumbent president, without mentioning the rest of the candidates. 

The executive officers of the state enterprises, organizations and educational establish-
ments, representatives of both local and national delegate and executive bodies were involved 
in excessive application of their powers during canvassing for Mr. Lukashenko. Most of such 
canvassing activities were carried out during working hours at job facilities. 

On March 15, 2006 V. Andreichenko, Head of Vitebsk Province Executive Committee, 
and a deputy of the House of Representatives of the National Assembly of the Republic of 
Belarus drummed up support for the incumbent president in Vitebsk Pedagogic University.

On January 28 at the meeting held at 11 a.m. in the office of Orsha City Executive Com-
mittee the Deputy Head of the Ideology Activities Department V. M. Sidniakova made a 
demand upon the directors of enterprises, institutions and organizations and their ideology 

38 http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/09.
39 http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/18.
40 http://charter97.org/bel/news/2006/01/20/gomel.
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activities deputies to erect information and canvassing stands strictly in favor of Mr. Lukash-
enko.

On February 20 the Orsha City and District Medical Superintendent V. T. Plytkevich 
called a meeting obliging the medical personnel to deny the supporters of Mr. Milinkevich 
and Mr. Kozulin access to medical institutions, and at the same time to carry out massive 
canvassing activities to support Mr. Lukashenko.

On March 3 the Head of Education Management Department of Vitebsk Province Execu-
tive Committee I. A. Schurok visited vocational schools and strongly encouraged the person-
nel to support Mr. Lukashenko during the elections.

On March 9 at 10 a.m. at the meeting of education personnel of Orsha district the Deputy 
Head of the District Executive Committee V. D. Khutsky ordered voting for Mr. Lukash-
enko.

On March 14, 2006 100,000 copies of Brest City Executive Committee newspaper were 
issued. Almost in all its entirety the newspaper was focused on gaining support for the candi-
date for the presidency Alexander Lukashenko. The output price for the newspaper was 200 
rubles a copy; however, it was delivered to almost every post box free of charge.

On the working day of March 14, 2006 in all the schools of Soligorsk the following an-
nouncements were posted on the newsboards: “Initiative Group Meeting. March 14, 2006, 2 
p.m., Central Recreation Center. All education personnel are required to appear.” The Head 
of Education Department of Soligorsk City Executive Committee Anna Kazimirovna Erma-
linskaya personally contacted the principals of all the schools of the city on the phone and 
demanded to ensure the appearance of teachers. Those who refused to come to the meeting 
were threatened with being entered into lists to be used during their contracts renewal. It 
turned out that in this way a meeting with Ludmila Eduardovna Bachilo, proxy of the candi-
date for the president of the Republic of Belarus Mr. Lukashenko, spokesperson of the third 
meeting of the All Byelorussian People’s Assembly and principal of Borisov High School, 
was organized.

Numerous meetings with the students’ parents were held in Vitebsk public schools, dur-
ing which a request was aired to vote for the incumbent president, because ‘kids’ being taught 
by the state free of charge was an achievement of Mr. Lukashenko’.

The Third Meeting of the All Byelorussian People’s Assembly41

The incumbent president initiated the third meeting of the All Byelorussian People’s 
Assembly to ensure a greater support of the voters and join the activities of his proponents 
during the election campaign. The meeting was held in Minsk March 2–3, 2006.

41 Note: The First All Belorussian People’s Assembly took place on October 19, 1996 almost a month prior to 
the referendum, through the medium of which Lukashenko substantially extended his powers. The Decree on the 
Convocation of the First All Belorussian People’s Assembly suggested for the discussion the following issues: the 
main provisions of the Program of the Social and Economic Development of the Republic of Belarus, the project 
of a new revision of the Constitution of the Republic of Belarus and the issues proposed by the President of the 
Republic of Belarus for the republic-wide referendum. The Second All Belorussian People’s Assembly was held 
on May 18, 2001, four months prior to the presidential elections and carried out in a completely different political 
situation. Mr. Lukashenko made a presentation titled “For a Strong and Prosperous Belarus” which later became 
the main political slogan during his election campaign. Back then the model of the organization of the All Belorus-
sian People’s Assembly and its concept were shaped, represented by reviewing a five-year period and planning for 
the next one.
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The meeting was called pursuant to Decree of the President of the Republic of Belarus 
No. 21 as of January 12, 2006. Prime Minister S. Sidorsky and Head of the Administration 
of the President of the Republic of Belarus G. Nevyglas took charge of the Republic Steering 
Committee on Preparation and Organization of the Meeting; the number of the participants 
and the procedure of their election were set, the issues to be raised by the meeting delegates 
were identified. The meeting participants were elected at the district (city) proxy meetings. 
The persons authorized to participate in a district (city) meeting were elected by the em-
ployees of organizations, personnel of military units, citizens at the location of residence, 
officers of community associations (pro-president only) in line with the requirements of del-
egation, set by district (city) steering committees. The participants of the All Byelorussian 
People’s Assembly numbered 2500, including 350 delegates from every province, and 400 
Minsk delegates. In addition, the heads of diplomatic missions, representatives of pro-presi-
dent Byelorussian diaspora, members of the Russian federation State Duma delegation and 
representatives of Ukrainian opposition were invited to participate in the All Byelorussian 
People’s Assembly. Candidates for the president of the Republic of Belarus Mr. Lukashenko 
and Mr. Gaidukevich were present at the meeting. The other two candidates were not invited 
and admitted to the meeting. The representatives of opposition organizations and parties 
were not admitted to the participation in the meeting either, despite the official announce-
ment that all the social groups of Byelorussian society must have their representatives in the 
All Byelorussian People’s Assembly.

The meeting was broadcasted live by the first national television channel, satellite chan-
nel Belarus TV and first Byelorussian radio station for two days from the building of the 
Palace of Republic where the event was held. The overall number of hours planned for the 
air was 10. During the started canvassing campaign the speech of incumbent President of the 
Republic of Belarus Mr. Lukashenko, which lasted for over an hour, was broadcasted live and 
received a recurrent coverage in the state media news blocks.

The participants of the meeting approved the Program of Social and Economic Develop-
ment of the Republic of Belarus for 2006–2010 and passed a corresponding resolution, sup-
porting the priorities proposed by the government.

During the meeting a hot line was launched. According to its manager A. Tsvetkov, 519 
calls were received and every question coming from citizens was directed to the meeting 
secretariat and answered by a corresponding authority. In reality, average citizens could not 
reach the indicated lines. Thus the canvassing character of the event was evident.

O. Filipenko says:
On March 3, 2006, at 1:13 p.m. I was watching News on the ONT channel, where during 

the information block on the Third All Byelorussian People’s Assembly, they showed some 
phone numbers, the line 226-16-56 was provided for direct questions from 8 a.m. to 9 p.m. 
From 1:30 p.m. to 2:15 p.m. I tried unsuccessfully to call and ask the following question: 

“Why in our country is the Constitution being revised to meet the requirements of a single 
person, while millions of the citizens of the Republic do not enjoy the rights granted to them 
by the Constitution?” At that point I decided to dial 8-13 to order a conversation with the 
subscriber I needed (226-16-56). I was asked by the operator to hold on. I waited for the con-
nection for 10 minutes. After that I was told that the line 226-16-56 was not connected to the 
station. So, what kind of an All Byelorussian People’s Assembly do we have when even the 
phone is not connected to the station and the people are being lied to, when they are offered 
to participate directly in the discussion through the medium of phone?
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VOTING

In compliance with Art. 53 of the Election Code, a voter that has no opportunity to be at 
a place of his residence on the day of elections has a right to fill in a ballot paper at a polling 
site and to place it in a sealed ballot box for early voting. This procedure may take place only 
five days prior to the day of elections. Any control over the declaration of will of voters is 
unacceptable. No official confirmation of absence of a voter or a referendum participant at a 
polling site on the day of elections or referendum is required.

According to the Central Election and Referendum Commission of Byelorussia, 31.3% 
of voters participated in the presidential elections during the five days before the day of elec-
tions (from 14 till 18 of March, 2006). It should be noted that this is a highest rate ever for 
Byelorussia. In 2004 at parliamentary elections and Constitutional Referendum 17.39% of 
voters took part in early voting and at presidential elections in 2001 there were 14.3% of early 
voters. But on the basis of the information that was received during the scrutiny at the polls, 
it is possible to conclude that the rate of early voting is actually higher, taking into consider-
ation that members of election commissions conceal information about early voting. 

As observers have reported, more than 50% of voters took part in early voting at many 
polling sites. 

According to a teacher of Slutsk school No. 8, the Head of Slutsk Town Educational De-
partment Mr. Derman instructed school principals, including the principal of school No. 8, 
to make all teachers and other school employees vote on March 14, 2006 from 14 till 17 
they were threatened that their employment contracts would be cancelled or would not be 
prolonged if they would not do so. Blokhina N. V., director of unitary enterprise “Slutsk 
Supermarket”, a member of Republican Council of the National Assembly of the Republic of 
Belarus, gave similar instructions to her employees, obliging them to vote on March 16. 

As the observers at polling site No. 4 in village Brozha of Bobruisk district have reported, 
146 out of 644 citizens on the polling lists (22.5%) participated in early voting. 

According to reports of observers, about 50% of voters took part in early voting by March 
17, 2006 in town Glubokoe of Vitebsk district. In town Kalinckovichi of Gomel district 50% 
of voters took part in early voting. 

In town Orsha at polling site No. 2 from 14 till 18 of March 46.6 % of listed voters took 
part in early voting; at polling site No. 8 — 53%, No. 11 — 53%, No. 13 — 51%, No. 14 — 
55%, No. 17 — 48%, No. 18 — 40%, No. 53 — 42%, No. 54 — 53%, No. 56 — 28% of voters 
did so. 

Such a high rate of early voting is explained by the fact that employees of almost all 
state establishments and organizations were threatened variously by their administration 
and were obliged to take part in early voting. Voters had to do so, because the actual date of 
a person’s vote is stated in the lists of voters at polling sites and thus this date can be traced 
back. So voters, who were not willing to be in “black lists”, had to vote early. Members of 
administration of many educational establishments accompanied their students to polling 
sites during study hours in order to assure their early voting. Despite of the fact that early 
voting was initially designed as an exceptional way of expressing a person’s will, state mass 
media in the country openly propagated early voting within the period of 14–18 of March. 
Thus, a local paper “Soligorski Vestnik” published on March 16, 2006 contained propaganda 
materials about Alexandr Lukashenko, a presidential candidate in the Republic of Belarus, 
on four pages with a 10,000 circulation; there were also materials of Omelianchuck Mikhail 
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Mikhailovich, the head of Soligorsk City Executive Committee, that propagated early voting 
and the president of the Republic of Blearus A. G. Lukashenko. Members of district polling 
commissions did not explain to voters that early voting is only for those who cannot arrive 
at their district polling site on the day of elections. Moreover, there were cases when voters 
who arrived at a polling site in order to ascertain that their name is on the polling list were 
offered to vote early. 

On March 14, 2006 all employees of Ozertsy Distillery voted early at polling site No. 7 
in town Ozertsy of Glubokoe district. 

80% of voters at polling site No. 13 in village Zaprudie of Zalesski Village Council of 
Glubokoe district voted early. 

At polling site No. 19 in village Koroby of Glubokoe district the rate of early voters was 
about 80%. On March 14 voting of building site employees of the district was organized, on 
March 15 — voting of employees of machine operating facility.

Extract from the report of observers of town Glubokoe of Region Vitebsk:
Employees of Glubokoe Security Department, Milk-and-Cannery Plant, school No. 3 

were ordered to vote early under the threat that their employment contracts would not be 
prolonged. On March 13, 2006 Glubokoe district election commission obliged many heads 
of state enterprises of the town (Meat-Processing Plant, Milk and Cannery Plant, Sanita-
tion Centre, professional and technical lyceum, regional gas enterprise) to compile lists of 
employees, control their participation in early voting and inform that only those employees 
who cannot vote early have to vote on March 19, 2006. For many enterprises March 19, 2006 
was made a working day.

According to reports of observers in Bobruisk district of Mogilev province and in town 
Bobruisk from March 14, 2006 (the first day of elections) many Bobruisk schools held par-
ent meetings, where parents of pupils of each school were advised to vote early and without 
passports for the sake of successful future studies of their children (schools No. No. 1, 5, 9, 
10, 14). Clerks, state budget establishments’ employees, students were also obliged to vote 
early. In Osipovichi district local authorities held meetings on fire security for rural dwellers 
near polling sites, and after the meetings advised the participants to vote early without any 
identification documents. 

On March 13, 2006 Gomel university education establishments received directions from 
Gomel Cityl Executive Committee that demanded to ensure the maximal number of students 
and teachers to vote early (up to 100%). On March 14, 2006 at 12 Gomel State University 
named after F Scorina held a meeting for students of natural studies, history, physical train-
ing and foreign languages departments with their rector professor A. V. Rogachev; at the 
meeting he propagated early voting. It was promised that March 18, and at some departments 
March 17, would be a day off, for non-resident students to be able to go home after voting 
early. The attendance of students and teachers was checked at polling site No. 23 of Gomel 
Central district, because most voters listed there were students, who lived in the university 
hostel. At the site No. 23 of Gomel Central district (F. Scorina GSU building No. 1) the total 
number of listed voters was 791, of which 553 voted early. 

On March 13, 2006 Director General of RUE “Vitebsk Homebuilding Plant” A. N. Strizh 
issued order No. 153 about the measures related to presidential elections: 

On the basis of the Election code of the Republic of Belarus early voting for presidential 
elections will be held on 14 — 18 of March 2006 inclusive, and will be over on March 19, 
2006. In this respect I order:
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1. directors of KPD plant, design institute Artemiev B. U., Sugak K. S., chief of machine 
operation board Vasilevki R. S., heads of Principal Building Agency PBA-1, PBA — 2, UOR 
— 3, UOR — 4. USR — 5 Rogov V. P., Kubar M. P., Kramtsov L. Y., Rimeyski K. A., Pribytkov. 
V. I., head of equipment base Lukashenko A. E., head of housing exploitation management 
Zakharenkova S. G., chief of security department Frolenok A. T., heads of plant departments 
should conduct public awareness actions, agitation propaganda at meetings in production 
departments, brigades, departments about the advisability of early voting and support of the 
President of the Republic of Belarus Lukashenko A. G.

2. on March 15–16 all structural departments of the plant should hold meeting with the 
agenda stated above.

3. the following persons should be appointed responsible for holding the meetings: KPD 
plant — Artemiev B. U., machine operation board — Borsch V. I., PBA-1 — Barsuk V. I., 
PBA — 2 — Murylev A. I., UOR — 3 Gaponenko A. M., UOR — 4 Nemerchuk E. I., USR — 5 
Andreev V. A., equipment base — Zakonov V. G., project institute — Sugak K. S.

4. heads of structural departments should provide their employees with opportunities to 
vote early in their working hours.

5. head of housing exploitation management Zakharenkova S. G. together with engineer-
ing and technical personnel should conduct public awareness meetings and agitation pro-
paganda about the necessity of early voting in departmental hostels on Moskovski avenue 
21, bld. 4, Chkalova str. 36, bld. 2 and in apartment blocks in Internatsiolalistov str. 1, bld. 
2 and 3. The number of early voters should be reported daily to Deputy Director General 
Borsch V. I.

6. chairpersons of district polling sites No. 9 — Borsch V. I., No. 53 — Boiko G. N., 
No. 58 — Sleptsov U. N., No. 60 — Kitov S. U. should report to me daily about the number of 
early voters at their polling sites. 

7. on the day of the elections on March 19, 2006 all heads of structural departments 
should be present in Vitebsk and stay in touch with the administration of the plant.

8. Control over execution of the order is my responsibility (Strizh A. N.).
Starting from February 20, 2006 Soligorsk City Executive Committee under the guidance 

of its chairperson Omelianchuk Mikhail Mikhailovich held meetings in all Soligorsk schools 
and in housing exploitation services. At these meetings Omelianchuk M. M. propagated early 
voting for A. Lukashenko. Employees of organizations were warned that they will have prob-
lems with prolongation of their employment contract if they refuse to vote early. 

By order of general director RUE PA Belaruskalij Bashura Andrey Nikolaevich all heads 
of structural departments held agitation campaign for early voting. All employees were al-
lowed to leave their working places two hours earlier for early voting at their polling sites. 
Before the early voting started all managers and supervisors of structural departments con-
ducted polls asking the employees about the date of their voting and made up lists of voters 
indicating the approximate date of their voting (early voting or the day of elections). These 
lists were delivered to district polling commissions. 

According to the report of an observer at polling site No. 22 Sharovar Nikolai Lazorevich, 
at this site directors of ZAO Kalinka Kaliten Galina Grigorievna and OAO Kupalinka Efim-
chik Nikolai Vasilievich ordered to organize early voting for employees of their enterprises 
during their working hours. 

On March 18, 2006 an employee of Human Resources Department of Vodokanal Diana 
Sharko turned to the members of district polling commission of Drozdovichi polling site 
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No. 2 of town Molodecheno asking them if she could check the attendance of early voting by 
employees of her enterprise, as she was appointed responsible for their early voting. When 
observers started to compile the report about this incident, she left the polling site.

Results of early voting were significantly different from the results of the day of elec-
tions. For example, the number of votes given for A. Lukashenko during early voting was 10 
times larger than the amount of votes for A. Milinkevich. But on March 19 the amounts were 
almost equal. While it was impossible to watch the ballot boxes 24 hours a day for 5 days 
of early voting, and there were no representatives of oppositional candidates in the commis-
sions, who could control the honesty of operation of commissions, there was a real chance for 
falsification of the results of elections.

Drozdovichi polling site No. 2 town Molodecheno

Ballot box used for early voting:
For Gaiduckevich: For Kozulin A. V. For Lukashenko A. G. For Milinkevich A. V. 

17 45 910 97

Ballot box delivered to the places of residence of voters:
For Gaiduckevich: For Kozulin A. V. For Lukashenko A. G. For Milinkevich A. V. 

1 1 98 9

Ballot box, used on the day of elections at the polling site:
For Gaiduckevich: For Kozulin A. V. For Lukashenko A. G. For Milinkevich A. V. 

26 80 693 340

Skorinovskiy polling site No. 17 town Molodecheno

Ballot box used for early voting:
For Gaiduckevich: For Kozulin A. V. For Lukashenko A. G. For Milinkevich A. V. 

4 14 946 53

Ballot box delivered to the places of residence of voters:
For Gaiduckevich: For Kozulin A. V. For Lukashenko A. G. For Milinkevich A. V. 

0 0 35 1

Ballot box, used on the day of elections at the polling site:
For Gaiduckevich: For Kozulin A. V. For Lukashenko A. G. For Milinkevich A. V. 

19 80 484 326
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Violation of election procedure

According to the reports of observers of Regional Public Organization Byelorussian Hel-
sinki Committee that carried out observation at polling sites, ballot boxes during early elec-
tions were not controlled by election commissions at lunchtime hours and during the nights. 
The rooms where ballot boxes were placed were not locked or sealed. Militia personnel that 
secured the election site premises had free access to ballot boxes when the polling sites were 
closed. At that, observation of the work of election commissions usually was accompanied 
by concealment of information by commission members and by their refusal to register vio-
lation claims. 

Extract from a report of observers at town Soligorsk:
An observer of BHC Sharovar Nikolai Lazarevich was observing at polling site No. 22 

in Soligorsk (PTU No. 104) from 14 till 19 of March. The chairman of the election commis-
sion was Nadolski Ivan Ivanovich, Vocational School Principal. The observation discovered 
that the ballot box for early voting was stored with violation of Art. 53 EC part 4. Observer 
Sharovar N. L. addressed the chairperson of district election commission Nadolski I. I. in 
writing asking him to allow the observer attach a paper strip with his signature to the open-
ing side of the box (to seal it) and to the door of the office where the ballot box was stored 
during the night.

The chairperson refused to do so. On March 18, at 7:00 p.m. when the ballot box was de-
livered to the office, observer Sharovar N. L. remembered the location of the box. On March 
19, at 07:30 a.m. when observer Sharovar N. L. and the chairperson Nadolski I. I. with a 
representative of Soligorsk GROVD entered the office, they saw that the ballot box had been 
replaced. Sharovar N. L. attracted the attention of the chairperson of polling commission 
and the representative of militia to this fact, but Nadolski I. I. explained that it had probably 
been a charwoman who moved it in order to clean the office. 31.2 % of all listed voters at this 
polling site voted early. Observers were allowed to watch the counting of votes at a ten-meter 
distance from the table where the procedure took place. The members of district commission 
addressed each other in a very low voice while counting the votes. When the votes from the 
ballot box for early voting were counted, the results were not made known to the observers. 

BHC observer Tsuba Svetlana Mikhailovna observed the election procedures at poll-
ing site No. 26 of town Soligorsk. Ballot box for early voting at this site was stored for the 
night time in an office that was not sealed by the chairperson of the election commission 
Kashtalian V. N. the final record of the counting of votes at this site was written in pencil, and 
observers were ordered by the chairperson to stay at a fifty-meter distance from the count-
ing table. The counting was made in a low voice. The results of early voting were not made 
known to the observers by Kashtalian V. N. 

BHC observer Gurlenia Viacheslav Grigorievich observed at polling site No. 2 in Soli-
gorsk. The ballot box for early voting at this site was stored for the night time in an office that 
was not sealed by the chairperson of the election commission Tikhanov Valeriy Makarovich. 
When the votes were being counted, the observers remained at a two-meter distance away 
from the table, and the members of polling commission stood in such a way that the observ-
ers could not see the procedure of counting the ballots and writing of a final record. The 
number of early voters was not declared. A copy of the final record after counting the ballots 
was not placed for examination. The results of counting the ballots were made public by the 
chairperson of the commission. 
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BHC observer Kudelko Gennadiy Mikhailovich observed the procedure at polling site 
No. 18 in Soligorsk, and he found out that the ballot box for early voting was stored in an of-
fice that had not been sealed by the chairperson of the commission Filipovich A. F. When the 
votes wee being counted the observers were placed at an 18-meter distance from the count-
ing table, and they could not control the procedure of counting and writing the final record. 
The results of early voting were not made public. 

BHC observer Filenia Oleg Nikolaevich observed the procedure at polling site No. 9 in 
Soligorsk, and he found out that the ballot box for early voting was stored in an office that 
had not been sealed by the chairperson of the commission Polovinkin V. V. When the votes 
wee being counted the observers were placed at a 10-meter distance from the counting table, 
and they could not control the procedure of counting and writing the final record. The re-
sults of early voting were not made public. 

BHC observer Gedvilo Sergey Felixovich observed the procedure at polling site No. 31 in 
Soligorsk hospital. The chairperson of the polling commission No. 31 Gendugova Marzhan 
Khazhisetovna, the head of Human Resources Department of Soligorsk district territorial 
medical union, did not allow Gedvilo S. F. to observe the process of voting in hospital wards. 
She claimed that a hospital is a secure facility, and the observation of voting of the patients 
is not allowed. She also did not allow the observer to be present at the procedure of counting 
the ballots and writing the final record, which was ready at 7:00 p.m. on March 19. A copy of 
the final record was given to Gedvilo S. F. after 7:00 p.m. According to the final record, more 
than 84 % of votes of the listed voters were given to Lukashenko A. G.

Extract from the reports of observers at town Glubokoe:
At polling site No. 1 in town Glubokoe about 50% of listed voters voted before March 19, 

2006. On March 19 in the morning the observers noticed that the seal at the ballot box had 
been destroyed and the signatures of the members of the commission were made differently. 
Some voters entered the ballot booths in pairs. 

At polling site No. 23 in Soligorsk the chairperson of election commission Sanikovich 
Maria Ivanovna refused to provide information about the number of listed voters and the 
number of early voters. When the observers asked about the reasons of her refusal she 
started to scream and called for militia. 

At polling site No. 4 in Soligorsk the chairperson of election commission Efimovich Irina 
Fedorovna refused to give information about the number of early voters and any information 
about the voting procedure.

At polling site No. 5 in Soligorsk the chairperson of election commission Teriaeva Galina 
Petrovna refused to give information about voting procedure.

Extract from the reports of observers in Vitebsk:
At polling site No. 35 of Pervomaiski district of Vitebsk the chairperson of the polling 

commission refused to provide to the BHC observers the list of voters listed at this site (the 
main list); the amount of voting papers that the commission of the site received; the number 
of early voters at every day of early voting, etc. Any information given was corrupt. Thus, 
the chairperson of the commission informed foreign observers from OSCE Anatoly Chuntu-
lov (Russia) and Alex Gibb (UK) on March 19 at 8:00 that the number of voters listed for 
this site was 1800 persons, of which 540 took part in early voting. At that, the observers 
counted that 708 persons took part in early voting, of which 14.03. — 88, 15.03. — 124; 
16.03. — 125, 17.03. — 221, 18.03. — 216, which was later confirmed at the meeting of the 
commission. 
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The offices where ballot boxes from polling sites No. 34 and No. 35 were stored every day 
after the early voting hours from 7:00 p.m. till 10:00 a.m. and during lunch time from 2:00 
p.m. till 4:00 p.m. had not been sealed. Every evening at 7:00 p.m. the chairpersons of com-
missions did not allow the observers to enter the office where the ballot boxes were stored 
for the purpose of control over delivering of the ballot box to the representatives of militia 
saying that the working day was over and the observers were free to go. The situation was 
the same for the similar procedure during lunch time. 

A member of polling commission at polling site No. 35 of Pervomaiski district in Vitebsk 
Medvedeva T. M. did not allow an observer to seal the ballot box for early voting after it was 
over, despite the permission of the chairperson. After that the chairperson did not allow the 
observer to sign the paper strip used for sealing the ballot box. 

Leonid Markhotko, reporter of “Chelovek” magazine, visited polling sites No. No. 21, 23, 
16, 4, 1, 5, 28, 29 on March 19. When Markhotko L. A. addressed chairman of polling site 
commission No. 21 Kudriavets I. S., the latter began to tear out the Election Code from the 
hands of Markhotko L. A., pushing him and screaming that Markhotko L. A. disturbs the 
activity of the polling commission. Kudriavets I. S. refused to provide information about the 
number of listed voters at the site and the number of early voters saying that this was a secret 
information. Senior lieutenant of militia of Soligorsk GROVD Strazhev Dmitry Victorovich 
tried to use force against Markhotko L. A. without any reason. 

As observers at Molodecheno and Molodecheno district reported, on March 20, 2006 
a meeting of Molodecheno district commission for counting the ballots in the district did 
not take place. At first the meeting was appointed at 10:00 a.m., later it was postponed till 
1:00 p.m., and later on it was declared that the commission members were urgently ordered 
to come to Minsk.”

According to Art. 21 of the Election Code, the lists of voters are “open to public access” 
15 days before elections. “Citizens are able to see the lists and check their correctness.” In 
most cases the lists of voters were not put up, they were not provided to observers and citi-
zens. A citizen was only allowed to find his or her name on the lists. Observer Pylchenko 
recorded this situation at polling site No. 14 in Minsk (chairperson Filipovich, secretary Po-
losova). He was also refused to be given the total number of voters at the site and the number 
of ballot papers received by the polling commission. 

Like in the previous election campaigns, many citizens who seldom took part in elections 
or voting for various reasons were not included on lists of voters. Thus, in the house No. 14 on 
Uritskogo street in Gomel, only 64 persons out of 73 were included in the list of voters. 

At all sites there were additional lists: the citizens that were not included into lists of vot-
ers could take part in elections if they provided an ID at their place of residence. 

As reported by Tsyganov S. G., an observer at polling site No. 10 in Mogilev, members 
of district commission who were to deliver ballot boxes to voters’ places of residence on the 
day of elections went to carry out this task without the lists of persons, to whom the ballot 
box should have been delivered. 

As reported by Tsyganov, the chairperson of the corresponding commission refused to 
accept claims, acts about the violations of voting procedure and to give replies to them. There 
were several cases of voting in somebody else’s name.

At polling site No. 15 in Mogilev the chairperson of the commission also refused to ac-
cept claims of observers about violation of the Election Code, and after receiving one she 
refused to give her reply to it.
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Extract from report of observers at town Bobruisk and Bobruisk district
Observer L. Guscha arrived at polling site No. 3 in town Klichev at 7:00 a.m. and paid 

attention that the ballot box for early voting was stored in a non-sealed room. L. Guscha 
compiled a report on the violation of the Election Code for submitting it to the district polling 
commission. The chairperson of Klichev district polling commission K. Kharchenko tore the 
report and threw it into the observer’s face, and then using force threw her out of the build-
ing of the District Executive Committee, where the commission was seated. L. Guscha sub-
mitted a claim to the district prosecutor in connection with the actions of K. Kharchenko.

Extract from report of observers at Vitebsk
I submitted an appeal to the chairperson of the district election commission No. 52 of 

Pervomaiski district in Vitebsk Shubina N. I. asking her to stop obstructing BHC RPO ob-
server in carrying out his duties on the corresponding polling site. Shubina N. I. refused to 
register my appeal point form. I addressed the city and Central election commissions via 
phone, and also prosecutor’s office of the Republic of Belarus; I was told there that the ap-
peal must be registered and the observer must be allowed to carry out righteous observation. 
But Shubina N. I. insisted that she would not register my appeal and she continued obstruct-
ing me to observe.

At polling site No. 35 in Vitebsk when organizing voting at places of residence of vot-
ers the chairperson of the polling commission Nesterov D. A. did not allow observers to 
compare the content of the insert sheet to the list of registered voters. The number of ballot 
papers used by members of the commission was larger than the number of registered vot-
ers. Chairperson of the polling commission Nesterov D. A. explained that extra ballot sheets 
were necessary in case voters spoil any of them. On return to the polling site, the observer 
was not given information about the number of voters and the number of extra ballot sheets 
remaining. 

There were cases when voters did not require voting at their place of residence, but their 
names were on the insert sheets of voters. Thus, the Kravtsov spouses (house 41 apt. 104) 
were surprised at the “level of service” of the polling commission. They explained that they 
did not submit any claims for voting at their place of residence and planned to vote on March 
19 in the afternoon. 

Voter Grevtsov (house 43/1 apt. 158) was outraged by the visit of the commission and did 
not let them in.

Voter Ivanova (house 43/1 apt. 127) explained that she did not invite the commission and 
left home early and voted on her way back at the polling site.

Voter in apt. 33 house 43/1 said that she did not require voting at her place of residence. 
But members of commission explained to her that she did not have to go anywhere because 
the ballot box would be delivered to her place of residence. 

The insert sheet for house 41 contains equal signatures for apartments 126 and 132. one 
of the voters of these flats voted also at the polling site.

Violations of counting the ballots

As reported by S. G. Tsyganov, an observer at polling site No. 10 (Pervomayskaya str., 
117) in Mogilev, ballot papers that had not been used were not counted by the members of the 
corresponding commission. There was no separate counting of votes during early voting, in 
ballot boxes for voting at the place of residence and for voting on the day of elections. The 
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results of voting were not made public. The observers were not allowed to see the minutes of 
the commission. No copy of the minutes was put up.

As reported by BHC observers in Orsha, no final record was given access to at polling 
sites No. No. 8, 13, 14. Ballot papers from every type of ballot box were not counted sepa-
rately at sites No. No. 2, 8, 13, 14, 17, 53, 54, 56; unused ballot papers were not annulled at 
sites No. No. 2, 8, 11, 13, 14, 17, 18, 53, 54, 56 in Orsha.

At polling site No. 26 of Krynitsa polling commission in town Molodecheno in the be-
ginning of voting there were 2099 listed voters, and the final record of voting contained only 
2065. During the voting the commission compiled an additional list of voters, but the total 
amount of voters decreased. Besides, observers counted the voters at the site, and their num-
ber is at least 160 persons less than the record says. 

The final record of polling site No. 19 Yubileyny district in Molodecheno the number of 
voters who received ballot sheets was 2117, and the number of voters who submitted their 
ballot sheets was 2144, that is 27 sheets more. 

Extract from an act of “Byelorussian School Fellowship” observer:
At polling site No. 14 in Minsk (chairperson of the commission was Filipovich, Secretary 

Polosova) 30 minutes before the end of voting the unused ballot sheets were not counted, 
annulled, packed and sealed, in violation of Art. 55 part 1 of EC; unused ballot sheets were 
collected from the tables of the commission, taken to room 131 of the school where the com-
mission was seated. The observers were placed some — meters away from the counting 
tables and could not observe the counting procedure. The counting of early votes ended at 
8:19 p.m. observers were not given information about its results, in violation of art. 13 part 
4 and art. 55 part 6 of EC and regardless of their oral request and written requirement to do 
so. The counting of votes was held in silence and ended at 8:48 p.m. observers were not given 
the opportunity to see the ballot sheets that supposedly contained votes for the candidate A. 
Lukashenko.

Extract from the report of observers in town Molodecheno dated March 21, 2006:
We, observers Koputskiy A. A. from BNF party, Timokhina M. M, from BSDP (Gramada), 

Kondratiuk D. M. from citizens, have compiled the present act, that at Molodecheno district 
presidential election commission we were refused to be given information about the results 
of voting at polling sites of Molodecheno district, in violation of Art. 65 of the Constitution 
and art. 13 part 1 of the Election Code of the Republic of Belarus, that state that preparation 
to elections and elections should be conducted openly and publicly.

Extract from a complaint of an observer at Farinovskiy district, polling site No. 23 Amosov 
V. V., submitted to chairman of Polotsk district election commission, Prosecutor of Polotsk 
district against actions of members of Farinovskiy district election commission No. 23:

I hereby report that the commission at the mentioned site did not count the ballot sheets 
from early voting ballot box, from ballot box for voting at the place of residence and from 
ballot box used on the day of elections separately, did not sort the ballot sheets for each can-
didate separately in order to avoid visual illustration of the amount of ballots given for each 
candidate. The numbers of votes for each separate ballot box were not made public. Count-
ing of ballot sheets was conducted with breaks. Members of commission manipulated ballot 
sheets putting them into small heaps, then wrote something and gave it all to the commission 
secretary. The secretary counted ballot sheets from each ballot box for quite long, using a 
calculating machine. Members of commission did not take part in counting the results of 
the voting. They waited till the secretary and the chairperson count the results on the count-
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ing machine. After that members of commission only signed the record of voting with the 
results given by the chairman and the secretary. I reminded the chairperson orally that the 
Election Code requires that the results of voting at each ballot box are declared openly. The 
chairperson did not respond to the notification and said that Election Code did not require 
that. I submitted two written complaints about these violations of ballot sheets counting 
at polling site No. 23, asking to make the counting procedure transparent, just, open and 
public. I also required an answer in accordance with the EC, which stipulates that decisions 
concerning complaints submitted on the day of elections are made on the same day, but I 
got no answer.

Extract from a report of an observer in Mogilev:
On March 19, 2006 I, an observer, stated the following violations of the EC at polling site 

No. 32 of Leninski district of Mogilev by the chairperson of the election commission Sakovich 
Svetlana Nikolayevna (Mogilev, Yakubovskaya street, 47, gymnasium No. 2). When counting 
the ballots, members of the election commission took ballot sheets out of ballot boxes and 
started putting them into separate heaps for candidates A. Lukashenko, S Gaiduckevich, A. 
Kozulin, A. Milinkevich, none of the above, invalid. Then deputy chairperson M. A. Tarasova 
by order of S. Sakovich took the heaps of ballot papers from the counting table to a far end of 
the room to the table of the commission secretary N. I. Golovacheva. The secretary put down 
the information given by M. Tarasova orally. Other members of commission, including the 
chairperson, and observers who were three meters away from the counting table, could not 
control this information. Then, without a meeting on the results of the ballots counting and 
without writing the final record, heaps of ballot sheets were packed in paper, tied by strings 
and sent to regional commission at 9:30 p.m. without writing the minutes of it. After the 
chairperson had returned, at 0:30 a.m. on March 20, the final record was written, signed by 
members of the commission, but the copy of it was put up only at 10:00 a.m. on March 20.

Extract from reports of observers at town Glubokoe:
At polling site No. 6 of town Glubokoe after the final record had been compiled, accord-

ing to which 582 voters gave heir vote to A. Lukashenko, the chairperson of commission left 
the office and after her return said that another record must be written. In accordance with 
the new record, 600 votes were given to A. Lukashenko. During the procedure of the ballots 
counting, all ballot sheets were put into one heap. When an observer made a remark about 
that, the chairperson of the commission Makarenko stated that this was not a violation.

At polling site No. 4 of town Glubokoe ballot sheets were put into one heap and counted 
together. The observer from Glubokoe district election commission, a representative of ide-
ology department, responsible for this district, Apetenok confirmed that such actions do not 
contradict the requirements of legislation.

At polling site No. 22 of town Glubokoe during the day of elections (March 19) members 
of commission in pairs, the mayor of town, who was present at the elections procedure and 
the procedure of counting the votes, entered the room where the ballot box for early voting 
was stored. Observers were not able to watch the counting procedure because the members 
of commission obstructed their view.

Extract from report of observers in Vitebsk:
Observers had no access to the counting procedure. They were placed at a distance not 

less that 11 meters and could not see the contents of ballot sheets. At the meeting of commis-
sion of polling site No. 35 of Pervomaiski district of Vitebsk the chairperson did not declare 
the results of separate counting; the only results announced were as follows: 716 voters took 
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part in early voting, 54 — voted at their place of residence, 997 voted on the day of elections, 
the total number of voters — 1,767. 

All commissions (except polling site No. 52) provided an opportunity to see their final 
records. Commissions of sites No. 45 and No. 46 allowed to make a copy of the final records. 
At sites No. No. 25, 34, 35 the commissions refused to verify the copies of records.

As a result of negligence of the commission members a draft of the record of polling site 
No. 6 of Zhelezodorozhny commission was not destroyed, and it contained the following 
information: 

Full name of 
the presidential 

candidate

Number of votes given for 
the presidential candidate

draft Final record
Gaiduckevich 9 53
Kozulin 11 9
Lukashenko 418 418
Milinkevich 53 11

This report was sent to the regional and central commissions. 
Extract from reports of observers in Gomel and Gomel province:
BHC observers registered the following violations at polling sites No. No. 27, 28, 30 of 

Zheleznodorozhny district: no information about the number of voters, the number of bal-
lot sheets distributed by election commissions or number of early voters were made public. 
Starting from March 16 by order of observers at polling sites No. No. 23, 42, 27, 30, 15 of 
Zheleznodorozhny district in Gomel members of commissions did not provide information 
about the process of early voting.

Reports were compiled for every violation of the Election Code of the Republic of Belar-
us and notifications were delivered to District and Central Election commissions. At polling 
sites No. No. 2, 18, 49, 50 at town Kalinkovichi of Gomel Province BHC observers were not 
given information about the number of voters listed for the sites, ballot booths did not have a 
separate exit, members of election commissions showed voters how to vote. 

On March 19, 2006 at about 8:00 p.m. a BHC observer at polling site No. 3 at town Do-
brush in Gomel Province Amelina Tatiana Vasilievna was not admitted to the polling site as 
it was closing time.

Extracts from reports of observers at Bobruisk and Bobruisk district:
At polling sites No. No. 57, 58, 74 observers were not given information about the voting 

procedure. 
At polling site No. 4 in village Brozha of Bobruisk district observers were not allowed to 

be present at the procedure of counting early votes. The observers found out the names of 
listed voters who did not go to the polls for visiting them at their place of residence. 

At polling site No. 31 in Leninski district of Bobruisk the ballot box for early voting was 
not sealed. This and other violations have been recorded and corresponding complaints 
have been submitted.

At polling site No. 2 in town Glusk observers were not granted access to the counting 
table. They could not compare the copy of final record that was put up for observation to 
the final record that went to the regional commission. Minutes that were taken to the re-
gional commission were written in pencil. Observer I. Kirkin was not granted access by the 



300 Public investigations on human rights violations

regional commission to compare the final record to the one that was put up in the district 
commission.

It should be noted that the reply of the chairperson of Central Election Commission 
L. Ermoshina dated March 16, 2006 to the inquiry about observation of election campaign 
said that “providing information about the total number of voters and the number of early 
voters is a right of a chairperson of an election commission, but not an obligation, because 
the said provision of the Election Code does not stipulate a similar right of an observer. 
Observers, presidential candidates, their authorized persons cannot demand examination of 
the minutes of the meeting of an election commission, at which the commission heard the 
appeals and claims delivered by the parties concerned, neither can they demand records of 
a district commission about the results of voting.” Thus, the Central Election Commission 
interprets the provisions of the Election Code in accordance with the principle “what is not 
allowed, should be forbidden” when they execute these provisions. 

Violations of the election legislation that were discovered by observers at polling sites 
No. No. 8, 9, 10 in Mogilev were recorded and corresponding appeals were submitted to 
prosecutor’s office of Leninski district in Mogilev. But the prosecutor’s office transferred 
these appeals to Mogilev City Presidential Election Commission, that in its turn replied that 

“presidential elections at the above mentioned sites were conducted in compliance with the 
Election Code of the Republic of Belarus.” There was no information that the actions of 
members of the said commissions were controlled. Similar situations were recorded in all 
regions of the country and in fact claims about violations of the EC were not heard by prose-
cutor’s offices or by supreme election commissions.

OBSERVATION OF ELECTIONS

In compliance with the Election Code, preparation and implementation of elections 
should be carried out openly and publicly. It presupposes the opportunity to observe all 
stages of the election procedure by national and foreign observers.

The Election Code contains an approximate list of rights of observers. In particular, an 
observer has a right to: be present at meetings of any commissions; be present at the proce-
dure of sealing of ballot boxes; be present at rooms for voting on the day of elections since the 
moment of sealing ballot boxes until the results of voting are made public; be present at early 
voting and voting at places of residence of voters; observe the distribution of ballot sheets, the 
procedure of voting and to maintain the compliance of the procedures to the order of voting 
stipulated by election legislation; submit offers and claims about the organization of voting to 
a chairperson of a district election commission or counting commission or their substitutes; 
receive information about the results of counting of votes and to observe the compilation of 
required records about the results of elections; see the records of district commissions about 
the results of elections signed and directed to higher commissions in compliance with EC; 
make their own copy of records of district commission about the results of voting.

According to Art. 13 part 4 an observer is not allowed to propagate; to render any infor-
mational, methodical, financial or other assistance to presidential candidates; to obstruct the 
procedure of voting; to violate the secrecy of ballot; to conduct any interrogation of citizens; 
to fill in ballot sheets in the names of voters; to obstruct normal operation of commissions or 
interfere with their work.
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Administration and personnel of CEC (Central Election Commission) have interpreted 
the rights of observers in a restricted way and have seriously limited their opportunities, thus 
decreasing the transparency of the election procedure. Observers are in fact only formal rep-
resentatives at the elections, but in reality they have no opportunity to observe any particular 
activities and see many documents that are important for conducting elections.

Chambers of National Assembly of the Republic of Belarus and the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs invited representatives of parliaments, other foreign representatives and members of 
international organizations to take part in international observation of the elections. 

Central Election Commission delivered invitations to participate in international obser-
vation of Byelorussian presidential elections to Central Election Commissions of Azerbaijan, 
Armenia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Ukraine, Lat-
via and Lithuania. 

On January 31, a mission of observers of presidential elections in Byelorussia from CIS 
started monitoring the election campaign in all regions of the country and in Minsk (as re-
ported by the mission headquarters in the CIS Executive Committee). 

CIS international observers were supposed to analyze the formation of territorial and dis-
trict election commissions, the observance of legislation when registering initiative groups 
and collection of signatures in support of presidential candidates, the process of verification 
of these signatures; they were also obliged to familiarize themselves with hearing of claims 
and appeals of participants of election process by election organs. 

EurAsEC, CSTO were also invited to participate in international observation. 
On January 12, OSCE chairperson, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Belgium Carel de 

Gukht called Byelorussia to invite the delegation of Office for Democratic Institutions and 
Human Rights (ODIHR) of OSCE for observing presidential elections. On January 19 ODI-
HR of OSCE received an invitation from the Byelorussian party. 

As reported by the Head of Working Group of PA of OSCE for Byelorussia Uta Zapf, 
OSCE sent 400 short-term observers who estimated the situation right before the elections 
and on the day of elections, and 14 long-term observers, who were to analyze all the stages 
of election process. Foreign observers worked in groups of two representatives of different 
countries assisted by interpreters.

In compliance with resolution of the Central Election Commission No. 37 dated Decem-
ber 16, 2005, a valid document for sending an observer from a political party, other public 
association, a labor collective of an organization or its structural unit is an extract or minutes 
of a meeting of administration of a political party, other public association, a meeting of pri-
mary organization, a meeting (conference) of a labor collective. The minutes or the extract 
from the minutes should contain the name, address and telephone number of the administra-
tion of a political party, other public association, organization, the date of the decision, full 
name of the observer, the proof of his membership in the above mentioned party, public as-
sociation, labor collective, his place of residence, the name of commission or the number of 
polling site where the observer is sent.

In violation of the right to participate in observation of elections guaranteed by law, if all 
the stated requirements are fulfilled, the observers, mainly national representatives, faced 
numerous obstructions from members of commissions and representatives of law machinery 
when carrying out their obligations, in some cases using of force took place. 

Observation of elections was seriously complicated by the atmosphere of fear in the 
country. BHC received a lot of claims and appeals of citizens that complained at violations 
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of their right to vote at all stages of the election process. At the same time people were afraid 
to submit a necessary complaint, because they did not hope for restoration of their rights and 
feared persecution of state establishments. 

Byelorussian Republican Youth Union observers at polling sites in Mogilev and Vitebsk 
had brochures named “Recommendations for organization of the observers work”, that con-
tained samples of complaints to prosecutor’s office, supreme commissions, foreign observ-
ers’ missions, etc. for actions of observers from other organizations, that were compiled for 

“regular presence at the ballot sheet distribution table, putting forward claims for the actions 
of commissions and offering their recommendations”. 

Refusal to accredit observers

Many independent observers were refused their registration without any grounds. Thus, 
Novobeliki District Presidential Elections Commission of Gomel refused to accredit an ob-
server from Alternativa — XXI RPO O. N. Filipenko, on the ground that “the principle of 
open and transparent operation of presidential elections commissions will be secured by 
16 observers, including foreign observers, from parties, public associations and enterprises, 
who already received their accreditation. The number of observers seriously exceeds the 
number of members of district election commission.”42 

Chairperson of Election Commission No. 52 of Pervomaiski district in Vitebsk Shubina 
Nina Ivanovna refused to accredit an observer on March 13. She alluded to the minutes of 
the meeting of the commission, in accordance with which the commission decided not to al-
low more than five observers to the polling site. The observer was accredited only after the 
Chairperson of Central Election Commission N. I. Lozovick interfered. But on March 14, the 
observer was neither granted access into the building farther than one meter from the entrance 
nor to use chairs. Seeing the observer, Shubina N. I ordered the present representative of militia 
to force the observer to leave the building. After that the observer was taken to ROVD and then 
to court, where he was sued for using explicit language and was sentenced to 7 days of prison. 

At polling site No. 3 in town Klichev on March 18, 2006 the chairperson of the district 
Election Commission Kharchenko Konstantsin Alexeevich arrived at the site and started 
threatening the BHC observer Liudmila Guscha to use force against her because she com-
piled a report about replacement of a ballot box for early voting. 

Extract from report of an observer in Soligorsk:
The chairperson of election commission of polling site No. 26 in Soligorsk Kashtalian 

Vladimir Nikolaevich on March 13, 2006 refused to register BHC observer Tsuba Svetlana 
Mikhailovna on the ground that there were no chairs available for the observer in school No. 
11 where the polling site was located. On March 14 the chairperson ordered the present mili-
tia representative to use force against the observer and coordinator to make them leave the 
premises of the site. S. Tsuba was registered as an observer only after members of Soligorsk 
election commission and BHC executive director O. Gulak interfered, but the chairperson of 
the district election commission Kashtalian V. N. used every opportunity not to let the BHC 
observer to control early voting.

Commissions No. 34 and No. 35 of Pervomaiski district in Vitebsk also refused to ac-
credit observers, orally grounding it by the lack of space.

42 Report of O. N. Filippenko at Novobelitskaya district election commission in Gomel dated February 15, 
2006. №1 about refusal of accreditation as an observer signed by chairperson of the commission I. V. Dovgalo.
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Chairperson of district commission No. 31 in Soligorsk Gendugova Marzhan Khazhise-
tovna, the head of Human Resources Department of Soligorsk district medical union, where 
the polling site was located, refused to register observer Gedvilo Sergey Felixovich at vari-
ous grounds. After BHC observation coordinator in Soligorsk Markhotko L. A. interfered, 
M. Gendugova registered the observer, but did not allow him to be present at voting in hos-
pital wards, because the hospital was considered a secure object. At the same time all patients 
that were at in-patient treatment in the hospital received visitors, relatives and friends.

Member of district election commission No. 2 in Soligorsk Vera Vasilievna Zolotukho 
on March 13 refused to accept for registration an extract from the meeting of BHC about 
sending Gurlienia Viacheslav Victorovich as an observer. The observer was accredited only 
after turning to the head of organization-legal department of Central Election Commission 
Kiseliova Nadezhda Nikolaevna. 

Chairperson of district commission No. 13 in Soligorsk Tarasenko Evegniy Nikolayev-
ich refused to register observer Bogdanov Vadim Anatolievich because the extract of BHC 
minutes about sending an observer that he provided did not contain the confirmation that the 
secretary Merkushevski D. F. is a member of organizational Rada. 

BHC observers Shpakov Sergey Maratovich at polling site No. 13 of Zheleznodorozhny 
district in Gomel and Zarudnia Oleg Valerievich at polling site No. 1 of Novobelitski district 
in Gomel were refused accreditation because they did not have an ID of BHC member. BHC 
observer Semion Borodich at Radunichski district polling site No. 25 of Osipovichi district 
was not allowed to observe for the same reason, but after submitting a complaint to the su-
preme commission the observer was accredited. 

Members of election commissions and local executive authorities took various measures 
for to make independent observers leave polling sites. BHC observer Lavrinovich P. T. (poll-
ing site No. 2 town Glubokoe, school No. 2) was called back to his place of work by order 
of District Consumer Society, despite of being on vacation without preservation of salary 
because of the absence of work. 

A teacher of school No. 2 Kolbasich U. P. who took part in observation at polling site No. 
1 in Glubokoe was sent to work at school on March 19 from 8:00 a.m. to 13:00 p.m. by order 
of school principal Murashko T. A. 

An observer at polling site No. 3 in town Glubokoe, who demanded that his name is not 
mentioned, was called to a district KGB office and warned that his father-in-law — a head 
of one of Glubokoe establishments — would loose his position, the same as the said teacher 
would, unless he does not cease to take part in observation. 

Observer Babich N. E. at Glubokoe territorial election commission was informed by 
the secretary of the said commission Baranova Zh. L. that there was no point in coming to 
observe the elections on March 19, because members of commission would be receiving in-
formation from district commissions in different offices, and the meeting of the commission 
would take place only on March 20.

On March 18, 2006 three Russian reporters arrived at Soligorsk to take part in observa-
tions: Ivanov Vladimir Anatolievich, Boldyrev Alexandr Evgenievich and Pankov Gennadiy 
Efimovich. They represented Pravoye Delo newspaper. On March 19 at 8:00 a.m. they regis-
tered officially at polling sites No. No. 20, 24 and 26 correspondingly. At 11:05 a.m. militia 
representatives at the polling sites asked the reporters to go to GROVD where reporters 
Boldyrev and Ivanov were fined by 20,000 Byelorussian rubles and were asked to leave the 
territory of the Republic of Belarus until 0:00 on March 20, 2006. 
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Gorodok district court recognized that Leonid Gorovoy, a reporter of Vitebski Kurier 
newspaper, who observed the election process at a poling site was obstructing the work of 
election commission by recording the violations of the EC by using a photo camera and other 
technical means. He was fined for 5 basic units. 

During observation of work of election commissions many cases of violation of the prin-
ciples of transparency and publicity of elections that are stipulated by Art. 13 of the EC, were 
recorded. In violation of this article members of commissions did not provide information 
about meeting of the corresponding commissions, data about the number of early voters or 
voters on the day of elections, etc.

Observers at Glubokoe district election commission had access only to the documents 
that were compiled at the current meeting. They did not have a chance to study the minutes of 
nominations of members of the commissions, which makes the availability of such minutes 
doubtful. Information about meetings of commissions at which the most important issues 
were discussed was not made public and given to the observers. 

As a rule, observers were placed at a distance that did not allow them watch the procedure 
of counting the ballots (polling sites No. No. 2, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 22, 24, 26, 
30, 31 in Soligorsk; No. 14 in Minsk (chairperson of the commission Filipovich); No. 32 of 
Leninski district in Mogilev; No. 35 of Pervomaiski district inVitebsk; No. 3 in Dobrush, No. 
4 at village Brozhy of Bobruisk district; No. 2 of town Glusk; No. 34 in Mogilev, Yakubovsk-
ogo str. 15; No. No. 53, 54, 58 in town Baran). 

At many polling sites observers were not given an opportunity to study the results of 
counting the ballots in violation of Art. 13 part 4 of the EC (polling sites No. No. 2, 3, 4, 7, 
9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 30, 31 in Soligorsk, No. 35 of Pervomaiski 
district in Vitebsk; No. No. 15, 23, 27, 30, 42 of Zhelesnodorozhny district in Gomel; No. 34 
in Mogilev, Yakubovskogo street 15; No. 53 in Baran; No. 2 in Orsha; No. 58 in Baran). They 
also did not have an opportunity to examine minutes of meetings about the results of elections 
(polling sites No. 10 in Mogilev; No. 52 of Pervomaiski district in Vitebsk; No. 2 in Glusk; 
No. 10 in Mogilev.) The chairperson of presidential election commission of Molodecheno 
district Kushnerevich Vladimir Alexeevich did not allow observers Balanchuk E. N., Ka-
putski A. A., Kgvostick A. V. to be present at the procedure of receiving final records about 
the results of votes in district commissions. 

Members of district election commissions often refused observers to verify copies of 
final records. Such cases were recorded at poling sites No. 25 of Oktiabrski district and No. 
34 and 35 of Pervomaiski district in Vitebsk.

Many observers were not allowed to be present at the procedure of sealing ballot boxes 
for early voting (polling site No. 35 of Pervomaiski district in Vitebsk), which allowed to 
substitute the contents of the boxes.

Extract from a report of BHC observer in Central Election Commission of the Republic 
of Belarus O. N. Gulak:

In compliance with the Act on Central Commission for Election and Republican Refer-
endums, one of the main principles of the commission activity is transparency and publicity. 
Activity of the commission should be performed on the basis of collectiveness, free and open 
discussion of issues that are in its authority (art. 2; 5).

It should be noted that the procedure of registration of observers in Central Commis-
sion is similar to that for other foreign observers and there were no problems with access of 
observers to the meetings of the Commission. 
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But in reality the most important parts of the Commission activity do not take place at 
the meetings and are thus concealed from observers.

According to Regulations set by the order of the Central Commission, only meetings of 
the Commission are made public and open. At such meetings candidates for presidency, for 
deputies of the Chamber of Representatives, for the Republican Council membership, and 
their authorized representatives, observers, foreign observers, mass media representatives 
and citizens who appealed to the Commission may be present. The persons present only see 
the procedure of making decisions by the members of the Commission. As long as there were 
no representatives of candidates in the Commission, the process of making decisions was 
only a formality.

Materials prepared by the Central commission apparatus for its members and used for 
making decisions were not available for the persons present at the meetings, and for the 
observers also. The majority of decisions were made without a profound discussion only on 
the basis of a report made by commission members responsible for each issue. Members of 
commission never expressed an opinion different from that of the chairperson (except for 
the decision to register an initiative group of Z. Pozdniak, who did not have a considerable 
electoral support). Citizens who appealed to the commission had only a chance to make small 
reports about their issues. For example, the issue of providing airtime for oppositional candi-
dates was discussed. Representatives of candidates M. Grib and A. Bukhvostov addressed the 
members of the Commission and the representatives of Belteleradiocompany who were pres-
ent at the meeting with a question, why the only airtime available for their candidate was that 
when Byelorussian people commute either to their working places or back home. They also 
required examination of rates of airtime to be provided. But the chairperson L. Ermoshina 
stated that this was the only airtime provided by the Belteleradiocompany and stopped the 
discussion. No member of the Commission had any questions. They voted unanimously.

For preparing issues to be discussed by the Central Election Commission working 
groups were formed including members of the Commission and its representatives and also 
invited experts. The formation of such groups, their functions and results of their work were 
not open to observers.

Central Commission authorities interpreted the rights of observers according to art 13 
of the EC in a very limited way and refused to give opportunity to study the materials of 
examinations of Central Commission of the incoming appeals. 

Observers also had no access to minutes of meetings of the Central Commission. Many 
decisions of the Commission were made outside the meetings that were made known to ob-
servers, and observers were not present at such meetings. As informed by the Central Com-
mission authorities, these were decisions of purely technical nature. But observers were 
refused to see the minutes of such meetings. 

As informed by the Central Election Commission, no serious violations of the Election 
Code were registered. At that observers were not allowed to study the claims and appeals 
against violations delivered during the elections by headquarters of presidential candi-
dates and by observers. Together with that, none of such claims, including well-grounded 
claims against illegal registration of initiative group for gathering signatures in support of 
A. G. Lukashenko, his registration as candidate for presidency, was considered by the Cen-
tral Election Commission at a meeting. They were considered by members of administration 
of the Central Election Commission and the replies were signed by members of the Commis-
sion, including the chairperson L. M. Ermoshina.
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SITUATION IN THE COUNTRY AFTER THE ELECTIONS

The elections of the President of the Republic of Belarus carried out with the violation of 
international commitments and regulations, as well as the national legislation of Byelorussia 
triggered waves of protests. The most vigorous protests took place in Minsk. On March 19, 
after the polls were closed, over 20 thousand people rally assembled in October Square.

Tent Camp Case

On March 20, 2006, in the evening a tent camp was erected on October Square of Minsk 
chiefly by young people in protest against rigging the vote. Up to 200 protesters lived in the 
camp until the night of March 24. In the daytime and by evenings the square united a few 
thousand people. On March 19 and 20 the square was flooded with people. The protesters 
ensured public security and maintained the order. The citizens of Minsk, protesters’ friends 
brought the campees warm closing, food and water. On March 24, at 3 a.m. riot police took 
down the tent camp, the people who were present on the square were forcibly arrested.

On March 25, 2006, another rally and demonstration took place. After the rally was over, 
a part of the protesters (about 2200 people) headed for the special detention center on Okres-
tin Street, where previously arrested and convicted opposition canvassing campaign partici-
pants served their sentences, to offer their moral support to the detainees. The demonstra-
tion was peaceful. The protesters were not aggressive. However, they overtly expressed their 
discontent with the elections. In the beginning of Dzerzhinsky Avenue, when the procession 
found itself enclosed in the area encircled on two sides with a high mound and a fence, the 
protesters were stopped by the riot police force. Mr. Kozulin, who was leading the rally and 
addressed the protestors encouraging them to disperse, received a severe beating and was ar-
rested. Smoke bombs and stun grenades were used against the demonstrators. The peaceful 
demonstrators were beaten, some of them were beaten unconscious, and six persons suffered 
various severity level head and brain injuries.

Mass arrests were made. According to different sources, throughout the election cam-
paign and immediately after the elections administrative penalties were imposed against 
about 1000 persons.43

The activists were quickly tried one after another; similar judgments were passed on the 
basis of the materials of internal affairs bodies, counselors were not allowed to participate in 
the trial, requests for an additional investigation into the circumstances were rejected.

Non-governmental organizations and political parties protested against the actions of the 
authorities. 

The address of the Women Independent Movement NGO, Byelorussian Women League 
NGO and Byelorussian Working Women Organization NGO to the Prime Minister, heads 
of ministries and agencies, deputies of the House of Representatives and members of the 
Council of the Republic of the National Assembly of the Republic of Belarus, international 
organizations and groups includes the following:

The campaign, launched during the elections of the President of the Republic of Belarus, 
was carried out with the violation of the legislation in effect and the Constitution of the Re-
public of Belarus, as well as all the international norms and standards. The citizens of the 

43 See the attachment.
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country were subjected to an unprecedented massive pressure. The activists of political par-
ties and non-governmental organizations were subjected to groundless repressive actions, 
detentions and arrests. For this reason the elections can not be called free and fair and their 
results sound. 

The authority outrage reached its climax when the participants of the protest actions 
against rigging the votes, taken on March 19 — 25, were dealt with in a violent manner.

Hundreds of the arrested include minors and women, who were humiliated and threat-
ened with violence, including rape and murder. Personal care products and medications 
were seized from the arrested, who were put in insanitary premises and denied basic hygiene 
facilities and bed-linen. We deem the actions taken with respect to the detained and arrested 
women to be tortures.

We demand that:
— all the arrested be immediately released;
— an investigation into every case of applied violence be carried out;
— those who committed crimes against humanity be punished;
— the persecution of all the dissident citizens of Byelorussia and political opponents be 

stopped.

CONCLUSIONS

The election legislation in effect does not ensure the required and efficient legal condi-
tions to carry out democratic elections. The parliament has avoided addressing the issues, 
connected to the inadequacy of the legislation.

The role played by the national and local executive authorities and the administrations of 
state enterprises in the election organization and holding was too active and not limited to 
the provision of technical support for election commissions.

The principle of loyalty to the authorities was the basis the election commissions were 
appointed on; the democracy oriented citizens were represented in the commissions by few 
members of democratic organizations and opposition political parties.

These elections were characterized by a massive participation of labor force (a much 
more considerable compared to political parties) in the creation of election commissions 
and provision of observers. Such an unusually active participation of the labor force in the 
fulfillment of political functions was a tool used by the executive authorities to cover their 
manipulation of the elections.

The election campaign was carried out in the ambience of fear, created by changes in the 
criminal law and the actions of the Byelorussian law enforcement and secret services. The 
situation was aggravated by a severe dependence upon the administration the overwhelming 
number of state enterprise employees found themselves in as a result of transfer to the con-
tract system (fixed term employment contract system). 

During the collection of signatures required for the nomination of candidates for the 
presidency the representatives of the opposition did not enjoy equal rights with the authority 
candidates who made use of administrative resources and the support of the administrations 
of state enterprises and institutions in the collection of signatures.

The BHC believes that Mr. Lukashenko was registered by the Central Election Commis-
sion as a candidate for the presidency in violation of the legislation.



30� Public investigations on human rights violations

The insufficiency of funds allocated to the candidates for the presidency limited the op-
portunities to carry out full fledged election campaigns and resulted in violations committed 
by almost all the candidates. 

An excessive control over the canvassing activities limited the opportunities of the candi-
dates to attract voters and hampered public debates in the course of elections.

In addition, the access of the voters to the political information provided by the media 
was limited: the Central Commission of the Republic of Belarus on Elections and the Con-
duction of National Referendums stated that the publication of information on the candidates 
in the independent media would be deemed a financial assistance to them and could lead to 
their withdrawal from the elections. As far as the non-governmental media go, they were 
deprived of an opportunity of unrestrained distribution through the stalls and subscription 
prior to the election campaign.

Local authorities created obstacles to the conduction of opposition candidates’ outdoor 
meetings with the voters. Outdoor canvassing activities had to comply with the regulations on 
the conduction of demonstrations, rallies and picketing, which created difficulties in the course 
of campaigns. In this context during canvassing the authorities launched a vigorous informa-
tion campaign under the motto “For Belarus!” The campaign included a national tour of Bye-
lorussian and Russian music stars during which the support for candidate Mr. Lukashenko was 
drummed up. Mr. Lukashenko being in the office of the President of the Republic of Belarus 
enjoyed over 94% of the overall news block broadcasting time provided by the main Byelorus-
sian channels for the candidates during canvassing. The televised addresses of candidates Mr. 
Kozulin and Mr. Milinkevich were censored. The police force hampered the conduction of the 
opposition candidates’ meetings with the voters. Extra issues of state newspapers with the ma-
terials supporting Mr. Lukashenko were distributed among the voters free of charge.

The elections were not transparent in every stage. The observers were generally not ad-
mitted to monitor the recruitment for election commissions; they were denied access to many 
documents of election commissions, they did not have any real opportunity to see the votes 
being counted. The members of election commissions refused to certify copies of reports on 
the elections results, made out by the observers and proxies of the candidates for the presi-
dency.

The free vote principle was massively violated. The citizens were forced to vote by absen-
tee ballot. The number of the citizens who voted by absentee ballot is extremely high. During 
voting, administration officers, enterprise managers, etc. were present at many ballot stations 
which can be considered as a pressure on the voters.

No allowances were made for the tiered vote counting procedure under the Election Code 
in the final report form, prescribed by the Central Commission: it did not include the follow-
ing tiered vote counting provisions — voting by absentee ballot, voting at the present loca-
tion, voting on the day of the elections at the ballot station, which made it difficult to identify 
violations during voting by absentee ballot.

There were cases of the voting results being directly rigged. The existing procedure of 
investigation of violations makes it possible to withhold evidence and let criminal offenders 
go unpunished.

Most of the complaints filed by the candidates, voters and observers to the prosecution 
agencies, execution committees, regional commissions and Central Commission of the Re-
public of Belarus on Elections and the Conduction of National Referendums were not duly 
checked. 
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Having reviewed the voting results, the BHC filed a complaint to the Central Commis-
sion to declare the elections invalid in general in the country. Similar complaints were filed 
by Mr. Milinkevich and Mr. Kozulin. The complaints were rejected by the Central Commis-
sion. The issue of the illegal registration of Mr. Lukashenko as a candidate for the presidency, 
raised in all the complaints was not even discussed. The Supreme Court of the Republic of 
Belarus, the appeal against the central Commission decision was taken to, refused to admin-
ister the complaints due to their «being out of the jurisdiction of the court».

The regional public organization Byelorussian Helsinki Committee believes that the 
Constitution and other acts and the international commitments of the Republic of Belarus 
were violated during the presidential elections, having an adverse effect on the voting results. 
The elections carried out on March 19, 2006, do not meet the requirements and standards of 
democratic elections. 

ATTACHMENT

DETERMINATION 
of Institution of Proceeding Refusal

On April 6, 2006 the judge of the Supreme Court of Republic of Byelorussia A. M. Soko-
lovskaya having regarded the Regional public association “Byelorussian Helsinki Com-

mittee” complaint for the Decree of the Central Committee of Republic of Byelorussia for 
election and carrying out the republic referendums as of March 23, 2006 on the refusal of 

aknowledgement of invalidity of the President of Republic of Byelorussia election
decided:

The Regional public association “Byelorussian Helsinki Committee” in its complaint 
indicated that according to the Republic of Byelorussia Central Committee’s Decree over the 
election and Republic referendums carrying out, the election that took place on March 19, 
2006 was aknowledged to be legal.

On March 20, 2005 the social union appealed to the Central Committee with the com-
plaint to aknowledge the election invalid. 

According to the Central Committee’s Decree, the complaint of the Regional public as-
sociation “Byelorussian Helsinki Committee” was left unsatsfied.

The Regional public association “Byelorussian Helsinki Committee” concerns the De-
cree of the Central Committee of Republic of Byelorussia for election and carrying out the 
republic referendums to be illegal, is asks the tribunal to recsind it and to aknowledge the 
election to be invalid.

The research of the arguments of this complaint showed that the tribunal should refuse to 
institute the proceedings on the follows:

According to the art. 245, sec. 1 of the State Procedural Code of the Republic of Byelorus-
sia, the judge schould refuse to institute the proceedings because the plaintiff has no rights to 
appeal to the Tribunal if his complaint can not be considered undepartmental.

According to the art. 6 of the Republic of Byelorussia law “On the Central Committee 
of Republic of Byelorussia for election and carrying out the republic referendums”, the deci-
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sions of the Central Committee can be appealed against with the Tribunal of the Republic of 
Byelorussia in cases, stipulated by Law of the Republic of Byelorussia.

According to the art. 79, sec. 6 of the Republic of Byelorussia election Code, the President 
of the Republic of Byelorussia Candidate can appeal against the Central Committee’s deci-
sion on aknowledgement of the election to be invalid.

So, other decisions of the Central Committee over the President of the Republic of Bye-
lorussia election results can not be appealed against.

Because this appeal is undepartmental, the tribunal should refuse the Regional public 
association “Byelorussian Helsinki Committee” to institute the proceedings.

According to the foresaid and taking into concideration the art. 245, sec.1 of the State 
Procedural Code of the Republic of Byelorussia, the judge

has determinated:
to refuse the Regional public association “Byelorussian Helsinki Committee” to institute 

the proceedings on the complaint for the Central Committee of Republic of Byelorussia for 
election and carrying out the republic referendums as of March 23, 2006.

This determination can not be appealed against in the tribunal.

The Supreme Court judge
of the Republic of Byelorussia     A. M. Sokolovskaya

True:

The Supreme Court judge
of Republic of Byelorussia     A. M. Sokolovskaya

LIST OF PERSONS WHO WERE SUBJECTED 
TO PROSECUTION WITHIN THE PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION CAMPAIN 

OF THE REPUBLIC OF BYELARUSSIA 200644

1. ABRAZTSOY ZMTSER — 15 days of arrest
2. ABRAMENKA MIKITA tribunal of Partizansky district, judge PYKINA — 10 

days
3. AGAROU ANTON — 10 days of arrest (Partizansky tribunal) 
4. ADAMOVICH ALYAKSEY — 10 days of arrest
5. ADAMOVICH ANDREY — 10 days of arrest. Judged on 23 March by the tribunal 

of Tsentralny district)
6. ADAMOVICH PYOTR — 10 days of arrest
7. ADZINTSOU ANDREY — 7 days of arrest, tribunal of Zavodskoy district 
8. AKALOVICH ULADZIMIR — 10 days of arrest 
9. AKSENEVICH YURY — 15 days of arrest 
10. AKUDOVICH DZMITRYY — 15 days of arrest (AKRESTSINA)
11. ALEYNIK VITAL — 10 days of arrest; judged by the tribunal of KASTYCHNIY 

district (judge GERMANOVICH)

44 Information of human rights protection center “Vesna” as of April 17, 2006. This list is not full.
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12. ALEYNIK YURY — dismissed, got a summon
13. ALEKSANDROVICH VADZIM — 10 days. Judged by the tribunal of ZAVODS-

KOY district
14. ALSHEUSKI — 7 days, tribunal SAVETSKY district
15. ALYABYEU ALYAKSANDR — 10 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, 

judge AUDZEYCHYK
16. ALYAKSANDRAU ANATOL — 10 days 
17. AMBRASOVICH PAVEL — 15 days, art. 167.1, tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district, 

judge BABKINA
18. AMELIN ALYAKSANDR — 10 days (art. 156 ) judged on 22 March by the tribunal 

of SAVETSKY district 
19. ANDROSAU ULADZISLAU (BDUIR) 23.03.2006 Accused in disorderly conduct 

(art.156) in Minsk, surcharged with 1 minimum monthly wage (31.000 rub.).
20. ANDROSIK LARYSA — surcharged with 20 minimum monthly wage, tribunal of 

SAVETSKY district 
21. ANISKEVICH KATSYARYNA — 10 days judged by the tribunal of FRUNZEN-

SKY district
22. ANTANEVICH DZMITRY — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
23. ANUSHKEVICH VITAL — 10 days judged by the tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY 

district, (judge GERMANOVICH).
24. ANYANKOU SYARGEY — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
25. ARASTOVICH DARYNA (Byelorussian National Technical University, architec-

ture faculty) 23.03.2006 (Served sentence from 23 March to 2 April). 10 days of administra-
tive arrest. Accused in disorderly conduct (art.156) in Minsk 

26. ARLOU BAGDAN — 10 days
27. ARLOU VIKTAR — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
28. ARTSYOMENKA KANSTANTSIN — 10 days (art. 167.1), judged on 22 March by 

the tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
29. ARTSEMYEU VIKTAR — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district, 

judgeYASHCHANKA
30. AREKHAU ANDREY — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
31. ARESHKA DZYANIS — 10 days (PERSHAMAYSKY tribunal)
32. ASIPENKA ALYAKSEY — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
33. ASTRAVERKHAU VALERY — 7 days judged by the tribunal of ZAVODSKOY 

district
34. AUDZEYCHYK — 10 days
35. AFNAGEL YAUGEN — 5 days Tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district 
36. AKHMADZIYEVA YULIYA — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKI tribunal, judge 

GERMANOVICH tribunal 
37. BABINTSAVA SVYATLANA — 7 days, replaced by the surcharge in amount of 2 

minimum monthly wage 
38. BABITSKI SYARGEY — 10 days, art. 167.1, tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY dis-

trict, Judge GERMANOVICH S. N. 
39. BABITSKI YAN — 7 days
40. BABICH NADZEYA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district
41. BAGDANAU STANISLAU — 10 days tribunal of SHAMAYSKY district 
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42. BAGUTSKI ALEG — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
43. BAKUR YURY — 10 days (AKRESTSINA)
44. BALAY SYARGEY — 10 days ( by ZHODZIN) 
45. BALONKINA YULYA — 15 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribunal of KAS-

TRYCHNITSKY district 
46. BARAVITSKI ALYAKSANDR — 10 days
47. BARANAU ANDREY -10 days
48. BARANAU SYARGEY -10 days
49. BARANCHUK О.V., 1987
50. BARKOUSKAYA GALINA — 10 days (AKRESTSINA)
51. BAROK ANDREY — 10 tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
52. BARSTOK SYARGEY — 10 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
53. BARYSEVICH ALEG — 12 days, judged on 23 March, by the tribunal of PER-

SHAMAYSKY district (judge ANANICH ALENA)
54. BAS YAUGEN — 15 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district
55. BATALAU MIKITA — 10 days, judge MAKUKHA tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY 

district 
56. BATUYEU PAVEL — 10 days
57. BATURA NADZEYA — 5 days (tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district, judge LAPT-

SEVA)
58. BAYARYN MIKHAIL YUREVICH Accused in disorderly conduct (art.156 KAAP). 

12 days of administrative arrest. Tribunal of LENINSKY district, judge VALEVICH L.А.
59. BAYARYN NATALLYA — surcharged with 50 minimum monthly wage tribunal of 

PERSHAMAYSKY district 
60. BEZMATSERNYKH KATSYARYNA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY dis-

trict, judge AUDZEYCHYK
61. BELUSH DZMITRY (arrested 25) — 10 days AKRESTSINA 
62. BENEDZIKTAU IVAN — 5 days (tribunal of ZAVADSKOY district, judge MAR-

DOVICH I. I.)
63. BERNAT MIKALAY — 10 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
64. BERNIKOVICH YARASLAU — 7 days
65. BILDZYUK ALYAKSEY — 12 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 

(ZHODZINA) 
66. BIRUK YAUGEN — 10 days
67. BIRUKOU YURY — 15 days (AKRESTSINA, set free on 8 April at 3.05) 
68. BORYN ALEG — 10 days judged on 23 March, by the tribunal of SAVETSKY 

district
69. BRADNEUSKI VALERY (art. 156) judged on 22 March by the tribunal of SA-

VETSKY district — 10 days
70. BROKARAU EDUARD — 10 days tribunal of MASKOUSKY district 
71. BRYCH MARYYA — 10 days
72. BRETKO — 10 days MASKOUSKY district
73. BUDAY — 5 days
74. BUZHALENKA L.В., 1966 -15 days
75. BUYNITSKI DZYANIS 
76. BUYNITSKI MAKSIM — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
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77. BUKLEY ALYAKSEY — 12 days, tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district
78. BURAK IRYNA — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge GERMANOV-

ICH tribunal 
79. BURAKOU ALYAKSANDR — 7 days
80. BURSEVICH NASTA — 5 days, judge ANANICH tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY 

district 
81. BURY GLEB — 10 days
82. BURYKIN IVAN — 15 days
83. BURYLYUK VIKTAR — 15 days
84. BUKHALENKA LARYSA — 15 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribunal of 

KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
85. BYALEVICH SYARGEY — 10 days (ZHODZINA)
86. BYALKO ANDREY — 10 days
87. VAYDA RAMAN — 10 days, ART 167.1, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district
88. VAYNILOVICH MIKALAY — 10 days
89. VALKAVETS YAUGEN 7 days
90. VALYAYEU ALYAKSEY — 10 days
91. VANINA TATSYANA — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
92. VANCHUK ALYAKSANDR — 10 days 
93. VARAKHOB ALYAKSANDR — 10 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of 

SAVETSKY district
94. VARONIN ALYAKSANDR — 10 days 
95. VASILENKA ANASTASIYA — 3 days 
96. VASILEUSKI ALES — 10 days, judge ANISKEVICH tribunal of PERSHAMAY-

SKY district 
97. VASILEUSKI SYARGEY — 10 days
98. VASILKAVAK
99. VAUCHOK IVAN — 15 days, tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district, judge BABKI-

NA 
100. VAKHRAMEYEU RAMAN — 10 days (judged on 23 March by the tribunal of 

TSENTRALNY district)
101. VASHKEVICH DZYANIS -15 days
102. VASHKEVICH MARYNA — 7 days, judgeGERMANOVICH tribunal of KAS-

TRYCHNITSKY district 
103. VEYEUNIK — 10 days 
104. VENSKO DZMITRY — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
105. VERABYOU DZMITRY SYARGEY — 7 days, judge ANISKEVICH tribunal of 

PERSHAMAYSKY district 
106. VIKTAROVICH KANSTANTSIN — 15 days
107. VINAKURAU ANDREY (art. 167, 1) judged on 22 March by the tribunal of SA-

VETSKY district — 10 days
108. VITKOUSKAYA Е. — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge GER-

MANOVICH tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
109. VITKOUSKAYA TATSYANA — surcharged with 30 minimum monthly wage tri-

bunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
110. VISHNEUSKI VALERY — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
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111. VOYTSIK ALYAKSEY ANATOLEVICH (Student of Byelorussian State Univer-
sity) 23.03.2006 (Served sentence from 23 March to 4 April). 12 days of administrative arrest 
Accused in disorderly conduct (art.156 KAAP) in Minsk

112. VOLASH ANDREY — 12 days (set free on 2 April at 2.45)
113. VOLCHAK MIKHAL art. 167.1 and 156 KAAP 13 + 15 days arrested by KDB. By 

the arrest the thumb was broken.
114. VYYTSIK ALYAKSEY — 12 days
115. VYAROUSKI VIKTAR — 10 days, PERSHAMAYSKY tribunal
116. GABANIDZE NINO — citizen of Georgia, journalist, 15 days, tribunal of SA-

VETSKY district 
117. GABRYELCHYK INA — 7 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district
118. GAVAKA VIKTAR — 10 days
119. GAZIMAU TSIMUR — 10 days, judge MAKUKHA tribunal of PERSHAMAY-

SKY district 
120. GAYDUK Т. — tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge BARYSYONAK
121. GAYDUK YULIYAN — 7 days (art. 156, KAAP)
122. GALAVAN YURY 23.03.2006 (Served sentence from 23 March to 4 April). 12 

days of administrative arrest. Accused in disorderly conduct (art.156 KAAP) in Minsk
123. GALEMBIYEUSKI PAVEL — 10 days judged on 23 of March by the tribunal of 

SAVETSKY district
124. GALINOUSKI ZMITSER — 5 days
125. GALTSOU EDUARD — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
126. GAMOLKA ZMITSER — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
127. GARADZINSKI ALYAKSEY
128. GARANYUK
129. GARACHKA ZMITSER — 10 days, judge MAKUKH tribunal of PERSHAMAY-

SKY district 
130. GARDZEYEU MIKALAY — 7 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
131. GARELIK SYARGEY — 10 days (In ZHODZINA, embarked on hunger strike) 

tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
132. GAURYLAU ALEG — 10 days judged by the tribunal of LENINSKY district
133. GERASIMCHYK ALYAKSEY — 15 days 
134. GERMAK MARYNA — 5 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
135. GETS VITAL — 10 days, art. 167.1 judged by the tribunal of PARTYZANSKY 

district, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA N. S.
136. GIZUN ALES — 5 days Tribunal of SAVETSKY district
137. GIZUN ZHANA — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
138. GLEZIN EDUARD — tribunal of LENINSKY district 
139. GNEDCHYK ALEG — 12 days
140. GOLUB MIKHAIL — 10 days
141. GORBACH ALYAKSEY — 10 days (AKRESTSINA) 
142. GRABAVY ULADZISLAU — 15 days, art. 167.1
143. GRABLEUSKI ALEG — 10 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district 
144. GRAN — 10 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge TRUBNIKAU
145. GRUBICH ALEG — 10 days 
146. GRUDZKO TATSYANA — 3 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
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147. GRYBOVICH DZMITRY — 10 days judged by the tribunal of KASTRYCH-
NITSKY district, (judge GERMANOVICH)

148. GRYNCHYK VIKTAR — 12 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
149. GRYTSKEVICH GALINA — 10 days MASKOUSKY district
150. GRYSHAN TATSYANA — 10 days tribunal of LENINSKY district 
151. GRYSHKEVICH VIKTAR — 5 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district, judge KA-

ZADAYEU 
152. GUDZILIN SYARZHUK — 15 days
153. GULKO ANTANINA — 10 days
154. GURNEVICH DZMITRY (RADYYO PALONIYA) — 10 days
155. GUSAKOVA STANISLAVA — 12 days, tribunal of LENINSKY district 
156. DABRAVOLSKI ALYAKSANDR — 10 days judged by the tribunal of FRUN-

ZENSKY district
157. DAVIDOVICH VASIL — 15 days 
158. DARAGAUTSAU ALYAKSANDR — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
159. DARAFEYEVA ANASTASIYA — tribunal of LENINSKY district, 10 days 
160. DARAFEYCHUK IRYNA — 7 days (art. 156) judged on 22 March by the tribunal 

of SAVETSKY district 
161. DASHKEVICH ZMITSER — 15 days
162. DZEGTSYAROU А. tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge AUDZEYCHYK
163. DZEMIDOVICH YAUGEN — tribunal of LENINSKY district
164. DZEMCHANKA VOLGA (journalist paper “ODNAKO”) — surcharged with 20 

minimum monthly wage,by the tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district, city of Minsk 
(judge PRATASAVITSKAYA), 

165. DZENISEVICH ANDREY — 10 days judged by the tribunal of TSENTRALNY 
district (AKRESTSINA)

166. DZESHKOVICH ANTON — 10 days, tribunal of LENINSKY district (ZHODZINA)
167. DZIVINA MARYYA — tribunal of LENINSKY district, 10 days 
168. DZIDZENKA VIKTAR — 15 days
169. DZISHCHYTS ALYAKSANDR — 10 days tribunal of LENINSKY district, 

ZHODZINA 
170. DZYACHKOU ALEG — 15 days tribunal of LENINSKY district (ZHODZINA) 
171. DZYACHEK TATSTSYANA — 15 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribunal of 

KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
172. DZYUBA DZYANIS 10 days (art. 156, disorderly conduct), judged by the tribunal 

of TSENTRALNY district, judge ALYAKSEY BYCHKO 
173. DZYUK YURY — 10 days judged by the tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
174. DZYADOK TATSYANA — 10 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribunal of 

KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
175. DZYANISAVA PALINA — 10 days 
176. DZYANISAU DZYANIS — 10 days tribunal of LENINSKY district 
177. DUBOVIK — 10 days
178. DUBOUSKI М. — tribunal of LENINSKY district 
179. DUDANOVICH PYOTR (citizen of Poland) — 15 days, art. 167.1
180. DULUP NADZEYA — 4 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge TRUB-

NIKAU 
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181. DURAU GENADZ (from ORSHA, born 1945) — 10 days
182. DYZUN ALYAKSANDR — judged by the SAVETSKIY tribunal
183. DYNKO ANDREY — 10 days (art. 156), judged on 22 March by the tribunal of 

SAVETSKY district 
184. DEPRYZ ALYAKSANDR (Tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district)
185. YELAVAYA TATSYANA — arrested at night 2–4 March, in District Directorate of 

Home Affairs, then was taken to the hospital
186. YOLKINA KSENIYA (guiltless, set free)
187. YEUDAKIMAVA LOLA — 10 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribunal of 

KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
188. YEUTSIKHIYEU — tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge BARYSYON-

AK — 5 days
189. YEFIMOVICH YULIYA — 7 days, judged on 23 March, by the tribunal of PER-

SHAMAYSKY district
190. ZHALEZKA KATSYA
191. ZHANIKHOU IVAN — 12 days (judged on 23 March by the tribunal of PER-

SHAMAYSKY district)
192. ZHAROU ULADZIMIR — 15 days (judged by the tribunal of MASKOUSKY dis-

trict)
193. ZHARYN MAKSIM — 15 days
194. ZHAUTOK KIRYL — 10 days (judged by the tribunal of PARTYZANSKY dis-

trict)
195. ZHLOBA SYARGEY — 10 days
196. ZHLUTKA ALEG — 15 days (judged by the tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district)
197. ZHUK SYARGEY — 15 days tribunal of LENINSKY district 
198. ZHUKAU А. А. — tribunal of LENINSKY district 
199. ZHYGALKA YURY — 15 days judged by the tribunal of MASKOUSKY district
200. ZHYZNEUSKAYA ALENA — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge 

GERMANOVICH tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
201. ZHYLINSKAYA KATSYARYNA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, 

judge BARYSYONAK
202. ZHYLINSKAYA SVYATLANA — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge 

GERMANOVICH tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKKASTRYCHNITSY district 
203. ZHYKH DZMITRY — 10 days, tribunal of LENINSKY district 
204. ZAVADSKAYA IRYNA — 7 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribunal of KAS-

TRYCHNITSKY district 
205. ZAVATSKI DZMITRY — 10 days, tribunal of LENINSKY district 
206. ZAVESNITSKI YAUGEN — 5 days Tribunal of ZAVADZKOY district
207. ZAYTSAU ULADZISLAU — 7 days (Tribunal of ZAVADZKOY district)
208. ZALATAR ALYAKSANDR — 10 days (AKRESTSINA) 
209. ZALESKI MIKITA — 15 days tribunal of LENINSKY district
210. ZAKHAREVICH ULADZIMIR — 10 days (арт. 156), judged on 22 March by the 

tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
211. ZEMCHANKA NATALLYA — 10 days tribunal of LENINSKY district 
212. ZNAK MAKSIM — 13 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
213. ZOLATAU ARTSYOM — 10 days
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214. ZOLATAU TSIKHAN — 15 days, left ZHODZINA 8 March at 3.15 a.m.
215. ZORYN ULADZIMIR — tribunal LENINSKY district 
216. ZUBOK ALYAKSEY В. — 15 days tribunal of LENINSKY district 
217. ZUYEU ANDREY -15 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of PERSHAMAY-

SKY district 
218. ZVERAVA — 10 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
219. ZVERAU DZMITRY — (?)tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
220. ZYUKAU DZYANIS — tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
221. ZYALINSKAYA DARYA — 8 days tribunal LENINSKY district
222. ZYAMCHONAK NATALLYA — 10 days (ZHODZINA)
223. IVANASHKA VALERY — 15 days
224. IVANKOU — 10 days, tribunal SAVETSKY district 
225. IVANOVA YELIZAVETA , 1987 — 4 days (ZHODZINA) 
226. IVANYUK YAUGEN — 10 days
227. IVASHKOU ALEG (arrested on 25 March, part. 1. art. 167.1) — 10 days, judge 

SILITSKI SYARGEY, tribunal of SAVETSKY district
228. IGNATSYEVA ALENA (guiltless, set free)
229. ILKEVICH ALYAKSANDR — 10 days tribunal of LENINSKY district, judge 

BORTNIK 
230. ILKEVICH SYARGEY — 10 days
231. ILLIN MIKOLA Beaten by the arrest 
232. INAZEMTSAU DANILA
233. KAVALYOVA ANASTASIYA — 3 days (art.156), judged on 22 March by the tri-

bunal of SAVETSKY district 
234. KAVALYONAK VITAL — 10 days
235. KAVALYONAK MIKOLA
236. KAVALEUSKAYA NADZEYA — 7 days, judge GERMANOVICH tribunal of 

KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
237. KAVALCHUK ARTUR (citizen of Ukraine) — 15 days
238. KAVALCHUK GANNA — 10 days 
239. KAZHARSKI MAKSIM — 15 days
240. KAZAK VITAL — 10 days tribunal of LENINSKY district 
241. KAZAK Е. — tribunal PARTYZANSKY district, judge BARYSYONAK 
242. KAZAK ULADZIMIR — 10 days
243. KAZAKOU MAKSIM — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
244. KAZLOVA NATALLYA
245. KAZLOU YAUGEN — 15 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district, judge BARAZNA 

SYARGEY
246. KAZLOUSKI ALEG (“PRAVOYE DELO”, Russia) — 15 days of arrest 27 March
247. KAZLOUSKI ALYAKSEY — 10 days. tribunal of SAVETSKY district
248. KAZLOUSKI ZMITSER — 10 days
249. KAZNACHEYEU VADZIM — tribunal of LENINSKY district — 10 days
250. KAZULIN ALYAKSANDR — presidential candidate, arrested 25 March. Taken 

to ZHODZINA. 
251. KAZULIN ALYAKSANDR ULADZIMIRAVICH (presidential candidate neph-

ew) — Tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge AUDZEYCHYK — 7 days
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252. KAZULIN ALYAKSEY (presidential candidate nephew) — 10 days
253. KALEYCHYK ZMITSER — 7 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district
254. KALININ V. — tribunal of LENINSKY district 
255. KANAPLYOU ARSENI — 3 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
256. KANDRASHOU MIKHAIL — 15 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of 

TSENTRALNY district
257. KANDRUSEVICH ULADZIMIR — 15 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district
258. KARALYONAK MIKOLA — 15 days
259. KARALCHUK ALYAKSEY
260. KARAPYSH ALYAKSANDR — 10 days
261. KARBANOVICH ALYAKSANDR — 15 days
262. KARBANOVICH SERGEY — 10 days (PERSHAMAYSKY tribunal)
263. KARBINSKI VITAL
264. KARDASH SYARGEY — 10 days tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district, 

judge GERMANOVICH
265. KARNOU DZYANIS — 7 days
266. KAROL VIKTAR — 10 days
267. KAROL DZYANIS — 10 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district, judge TARCHY-

LINA LARYSA (ZHODZINA)
268. KARONA YAUGENIYA (guiltless, set free)
269. KARPIYENKA ALYAKSEY — 15 days ZHODZINA
270. KARSHUN ANASTASIYA — 7 days KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge GER-

MANOVICH tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
271. KASTENKA DARYA — 10 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribunal of KAS-

TRYCHNITSKY district 
272. KASKO ALYAKSANDR — beaten by the arrest in a police bus, nose broken, than 

he was thrown out. 
273. KASKO SYARGEY — 15 days
274. KASPER YULIYA — 5 days
275. KASTSYUK GANNA — 15 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
276. KASTSYUCHENKA ANATOL — 15 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district
277. KATAUSAU ANDREY — 15 days
278. KAUBASKA VALERY — 10 days
279. KACHANAU ANDREY — tribunal of LENINSKY district 
280. KACHERSKI ULADZISLAU — 10 days (Tribunal of TSENTRALNY district) 
281. KASHEL ALYAKSEY — 15 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district, judge SAVOST-

SYAN LYUDMILA)
282. KVITKEVICH ALES — 7 days
283. KVYATKOUSKAYA MRYNA — 10 days tribunal of LENINSKY district 
284. KEBIKAVA TATSYANA — 10 days judged by the tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY 

district
285. KEZ ALYAKSEY — 10 days (AKRESTSINA)
286. KIPILEUSKI ALYAKSEY — 15 days
287. KIREYEU VIKTAR — tribunal of LENINSKY district 
288. KISEL YAUGEN — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
289. KISINSKI EDUARD — 15 days
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290. KISYALEVICH ANATOL — 10 days 
291. KISHKURNA ULADZIMIR — 1 day
292. KLEPCHA VITAL — 10 days
293. KLETSAUKA KATSYARYNA — tribunal of LENINSKY district 
294. KLIMUTKO INA
295. KOGAY GANNA — 10 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
296. KOMKAR TATSYANA, guiltless. Arrested on 24 March, taken from the police 

by her parents.
297. KOMLIK ANDREY — 15 days 
298. KONASH ALYAKSEY — Tribunal of SAVETSKY district 10 days
299. KOPATS ALES — 7 days
300. KOPEL ANDREY
301. KORASH VOLGA — 5 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
302. KORZH MAKSIM — 10 days
303. KORZUN ANDREY — 10 days (AKRESTSINA)
304. KORSAK VOLGA — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge GERMANOV-

ICH tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
305. KOSTRYCHAU PAVEL — 10 days judged by the tribunal of TSENTRALNY dis-

trict
306. KRASNOU MIKITA — 12 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
307. KRASUTSKI SYARGEY
308. KRASYACHKOU VITAL 
309. KRAUCHONAK ALYAKSANDR — 5 days Tribunal of ZAVADZKOY district
310. KRUCHOK KSENIYA — 7 days
311. KRUSHEUSKI MIKHAIL — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
312. KRYVANOSAVA VOLGA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge 

AUDZEYCHYK
313. KRYVANOSAVA NATALYA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, 

judge AUDZEYCHYK
314. KSYANDZOU KIRYL — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
315. KUVAYEU ALYAKSEY — 15 days, tribunal of MASKOUSKY district 
316. KUDZELIK9 ALENA (arrested on 25 March) — 10 days tribunal of MASKOUSKY 

district, AKRESTSINA 
317. KUDZYANAVA YAUGENIYA
318. KUZHALEU MAKSIM — 7 days
319. KUZMICH VOLGA — 10 days, judged by the tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district 

, (judge BARYSYONAK)
320. KUZNYATSOU ZMITSER 
321. KUKLEVICH VITAL — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
322. KULEY IGAR — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
323. KULESH ZMITSER — 10 days
324. KULBITSKI ILLYA — 7 days judged by the tribunal of ZAVADSKOY district
325. KUNITSKAYA LARYSA 23.03.2006 accused in disorderly conduct (art.156 

КаАП) in Minsk, surcharged with 2 minimum monthly wage (62.000 rub.).
326. KUNTSOVA NATALLYA — 7 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of SA-

VETSKY district
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327. KUPCHANKA VERA
328. KURTSOU GLEB — 10 days
329. KURYLOVICH PALINA (guiltless, set free)
330. KURYLYUK VIKTAR (resident of Brest) — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY 

district
331. KURYANOVA Е.S., 1985
332. KUUSHYNAU ALYAKSANDR — 15 days 
333. KUUSHYNNAYA TATSYANA — 15 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribunal 

of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
334. KUKHARAVA GANNA — 3 days
335. KUCHYNSKI -10 days 
336. LABANOU YAUGEN — 10 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
337. LAVINSKAYA TATSYANA — 7 days (ZHODZINA) 
338. LAVUA FREDERYK (citizen of Canada, journalist) — 15 days
339. LAGIDZE GEORGI, журналист — 15 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district
340. LANTUKH ALYAKSANDR (Tribunal of SAVETSKY district)
341. LAPTSYONAK ZMITSER — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
342. LARYNA ANASTASIYA — first 7 days, tribunal of MASKOUSKY district, and 

then surcharged with 20 minimum monthly wage 
343. LAUROUSKAYA IRYNA surcharged with 2 minimum monthly wage
344. LAURYNOVICH YANA — 10 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA, tribunal of 

KASTRYCHNITSKY district (STARA-BARYSAU TRAKTS)
345. LATSINSKI SYARGEY — 10 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
346. LASHUK ALYAKSEY — 13 days PERSHAMAYSKY tribunal
347. LEANENKA ALEG — 15 days
348. LEVADOVICH VASIL — 15 days
349. LEGIZA KATSYARYNA — 3 days
350. LEONAVA SVYATLANA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district
351. LINITSKAYA NATALLYA — 10 days
352. LIPEN VITAL — 10 days
353. LISITSYN SYARGEY — 10 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district
354. LISTAKHAU DZMITRY — 10 days Tribunal of SAVETSKY district
355. LITVINAU MIKHAIL — student of BNTU, 15 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY 

district
356. LITOUCHANKA ULADZIMIR — 10 days
357. LITSKEVICH YAUGEN — 10 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
358. LOSEU VIKTAR — 15 days
359. LUGIN SYARGEY — 7 days
360. LUGINA — 10 days
361. LUKASHEVICH ALENA — surcharged with 20 minimum monthly wage
362. LUKASHEVICH TAMARA — surcharged with 20 minimum monthly wage 

judged by the tribunal of MASKOUSKY district (judge REVUTSKAYA), 
363. LUKIN PAVEL — 10 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
364. LUKYANCHYK ARTSYOM — 10 days , judged by the tribunal of MASKOUSKY 

district
365. LUKYANCHYKAU ARTSYOM — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
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366. LUCHYNA VIKTAR — 10 days judged by the tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY 
district (judge PRATASAVITSKAYA)

367. LYSYUK DZMITRY — 10 days PARTYZANSKY district, judge TRUBNIKAU
368. LYCHAUKA ALYAKSANDR — 10 days
369. LYUBKA ANDREY (citizen of Ukraine) — 15 days, art. 167. 1, hardly beaten, he 

asked to call the council, but he wasn’t called 
370. LYABEDZKA ANATOL — 15 days judged by the tribunal of LENINSKY district
371. LYAVA ARTSYOM — 15 days (Tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district)
372. LYANEVICH ANDREY — 7 days
373. LYAUKOUSKI SYARGEY — surcharged with 1 minimum monthly wage
374. LYAKHAVA — 10 days
375. LYASHCHOU ANTON — 10 days 
376. MAZUR ALES — 7 days
377. MAZYNSKI VALERY — 10 days judged by the tribunal of LENINSKY district
378. MAKAREVICH ANDREY — 7 days (AKRESTSINA)
379. MAKEYEU ANDREY — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
380. MAKLAKAVA VOLGA — 15 days
381. MALASH ANDREY — 12 days judged by the tribunal of PARTYZANSKY dis-

trict
382. MALASHTAN ALYAKSANDR — 10 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of 

TSENTRALNY district
383. MALASHYTSKAYA VALYANTSINA — 15 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA, 

tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
384. MALINOUSKI LYAVON — 10 days judged by the tribunal of LENINSKY dis-

trict
385. MALODKINA ANASTASIYA — 10 days, judge SHYLKO, MASKOUSKY dis-

trict
386. MALYSHAU GENADZ — beaten by the arrest at DZYARZHYNSKY prospect on 

25 March 2006. surcharged with 2 minimum monthly wage, art. 156 Tribunal of LENINSKY 
district judge BARTNIK

387. MANTSEVICH — 10 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
388. MAROZAU ALEG — 10 days (AKRESTSINA)
389. MAROZAU ALYAKSEY — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
390. MARCHUK DZMITRYY — 10 days, tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district, 

judge PESENKA N.
391. MARCHYK SYARZHUK — 10 days 
392. MASALYOU YAUGEN — 10 days
393. MASKEVICH VERANIKA — 10 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district, 

ZHODZINA 
394. MATSKOYTS SYARGEY — 10 days
395. MATSVEYEU RUSLAN (guiltless, set free)
396. MATSYUKHIN ALYAKSANDR — student of BNTU, surcharded with 20 

minimum monthly wage, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district. Before the tribunal was in 
ZHODZINA for 3 days

397. MASHKEVICH MARYYUSH — 15 days, tribunal of LENINSKY district. The 
council of Poland in Byelorussia visited him, set free ahead of schedule because of an infarct 
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398. MELYASHKEVICH YURAS — 15 days judged by the tribunal of MASKOUSKY 
district

399. MIKULOVICH PAVEL (BARYSAU) — 15 days
400. MIKULCHYK ALYAKSEY — 13 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
401. MILAVANAVA ANASTASIYA — 5 days
402. MILBIT DZYANIS — 15 days
403. MISYUK — 10 days (tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district)
404. MITRAFANAU ALYAKSEY — tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
405. MIKHIYONAK SYARGEY — 10 days, judge LYUDMILA LAPPO tribunal of 

FRUNZENSKY district 
406. MIKHNOU SYARGEY — 15 days 
407. MUZYCHENKA ANDREY — 10 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
408. MURADAVA GANNA — 4 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge 

PYKINA 
409. MURASHKA SYARGEY — 7 days
410. MURENKA LEANID — 10 days
411. NAVAKOUSKI VYACHASLAU — justified (tribunal of TSENTRALNY district, 

judge ALYAKSEY BYCHKO)
412. NAVUMENKA YARASLAU — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
413. NAREL NATALLYA — 15 days 
414. NASANOVICH LARYSA — 10 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of SA-

VETSKY district
415. NASKOU MIKHAIL — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
416. NETKACHOU YAUGEN — 15 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
417. NIKALAYENKA YURY — 10 days
418. NIKALAYCHUK ULADZIMIR — 10 days MASKOUSKY district, judge RUD-

NITSKAYA
419. NIKHIMAU — tribunal was put off, asked for an advocate, MASKOUSKY dis-

trict
420. NOVIK ZH. А — tribunal PARTYZANSKY district, judgeTRUBNIKAU 
421. NOVIKAU ALYAKSEY — 15 days 
422. NYADBAYEVA TATSTSYANA — 5 days
423. NYAKHAYCHYK ULADZIMIR — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
424. PAVUTSINA SYARGEY — 10 days (ZHODZINA) 
425. PADALINSKI IGAR — 15 days (FRUNZENS, AKRESTSINA)
426. PADRABINEK ALYAKSANDR (journalist, Russia) — 15 days, tribunal of SA-

VETSKY district, judge KAZADAYEU 
427. PAZHARAU DANILA, 10 days (167.1 ) judged by the tribunal of KASTRYCH-

NITSKY district, (judge PRATASAVITSKAYA)
428. PAZHYGAN ALYAKSANDAR — 10 days
429. PALAUKOU SYARGEY — 15 days
430. PALEVIKOVA VALYANTSINA — 15 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribu-

nal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
431. PALOYKA ZMITSER (BARANAVICHY) — before the tribunal was in ZHODZI-

NA
432. PANKAVETS VIKTAR tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 



323Presidential election in the Republic of Belarus

433. PANFILAU IGAR — 10 days
434. PARKHIMOVICH VADZIM — art. 167, judged on 22 March by the tribunal of 

SAVETSKY district
435. PARKHIMOVICH PALINA — 10 days judged by the tribunal of TSENTRALNY 

district 
436. PARSHYN IVAN — 10 days
437. PAULAVITSKI DZMITRY — 12 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district
438. PAULENKA ALYAKSANDR — 10 days
439. PAULENKA DZMITRY — 15 days (tribunal SAVETSKY district)
440. PAULENKA TATSYANA, arrested 25 March — 15 days
441. PAUROZ MIKITA — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
442. PAKHUCHY YURY — 5 days
443. PACHOBUT STAS — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
444. PASHYNOK (Tribunal of TSENTRALNY district) 
445. PASHYTOK — 10 days (Tribunal of ZAVADZKOY district)
446. PELYAPAT ALENA — 7 days (ZAVODSKOY district)
447. PERALYGIN ALYAKSANDR — 10 days
448. PILATS MIKHAIL — 15 days, tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district, judge KOLAS
449. PILYAYEVA MASHA — 10 days 
450. PINCHUK VIKTAR — 10 days
451. PINCHUK PAVEL — 10 days, art. 167. 1, tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district, 

PRATASAVITSKAYA N. S.
452. PIREYKA ALYAKSANDR — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
453. PISARCHYK SYARGEY — 10 days tribunal of LENINSKY district (AKREST-

SINA)
454. PISHCHADA ALYAKSEY — 10 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of SA-

VETSKY district
455. PLAKSITSKI ALYAKSANDR — 3 days 
456. PLATONAU ARTSYOM (guiltless, set free)
457. PORAKH ALYAKSANDR — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
458. PRKATSEN ANTON — 10 days (AKRESTSINA) 
459. PRADKO ALYAKSANDR — 10 days
460. PRADKO KIRYL (arrested on 25 March) — 10 days (AKRESTSINA)
461. PRATASAU BARYS — 10 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district
462. PROKHARAU PAVEL — 5 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district
463. PRYSHNEUSKI tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
464. PUGACH DZYANIS — 15 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
465. PULYNKA 
466. PYATKEVICH YELIZAVETA — 5 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of 

TSENTRALNY district)
467. PYACHERSKIKH YURY — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
468. RABYKIN KIRYL — 5 days
469. RAVUTSKI ULADYSLAU — 10 days (ZHODZINA)
470. RAGACHOU ZMITSER — 15 days, taken to ZHODZINA, tribunal of TSEN-

TRALNY district
471. RAGOUSKI — tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
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472. RADYNO ALENA — 4 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge TRUB-
NIKAU 

473. RAZHKOU IGAR — 10 days, art. 156 was bringing cabinets, arrested by the State 
Traffic Police, acused that he was waving his hands and damning. 

474. RAMANOVICH ALYAKSANDR — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district, 
ZHODZINA

475. RAMANOUSKI YARGEYE — 15 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
476. RAMANTSOU ULADZIMIR
477. RAPEKA ALYAKSANDR — 10 days PARTYZANSKY district, judge TRUBNI-

KAU
478. RASOLKA KIRYL (Tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district)
479. RASTOVICH DARYA — 10 days
480. RAKHMANAU PAVEL — 10 days
481. RASHETNIKAU ILLYA — 15 days
482. RUGAYNY VITAL 
483. RUDZYANKOU GARRY ALYAKSANDRAVICH born 1935 ZHODZINA 
484. RUDOVICH AKSANA — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge GER-

MANOVICH tribunal 
485. RUDENKOU RYGOR — 5 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
486. RUSANAU IGAR 
487. RUTKOUSKI KANSTANTSIN — 10 days
488. REVUTSKI ULADZISLAU tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
489. REZNIKAU ALYAKSANDR — 10 days
490. SAVENKOVA GELENA — 7 days
491. SAVITSKI PAVEL — 10 days
492. SAGATELYAN SAMVEL (citizen of Russia) — 13 days
493. SADAUNICHY ILLYA — 15 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
494. SADOUSKI DZYANIS — 10 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of SA-

VETSKY district
495. SADOUSKI IVAN — 10 days
496. SAKALOUSKI ULADZIMIR — 15 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
497. SALAVEY IGAR — 10 days (tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge AUD-

ZEYCHYK) 
498. SALAMAN DZMITRY — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
499. SALAUYOU ZMITSER (Mogilev) — 10 days (AKRESTSINA) 
500. SALASH SYARGEY — 13 days (art.156) judged by the tribunal of PERSHAMAY-

SKY district
501. SALODKI — 5 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
502. SALYGA П. — tribunal of LENINSKY district 
503. SAMALINSKA VERANIKA (Gazeta Wyborcza, Poland) — 10 days of arrest 27 

March. tribunal of LENINSKY district
504. SAMAL YAUGEN — 10 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of TSENTRAL-

NY district
505. SAMASYUK ALYAKSANDR — 10 days
506. SANTAROVICH ANDREY — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
507. SASNOUSKI ANTON — 7 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district
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508. SAUKO LIDA — 5 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of TSENTRALNY 
district

509. SAUCHANKAVA VALERYYA — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge 
GERMANOVICH tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 

510. SAKHARUK VIKTORYYA — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge 
GERMANOVICH tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 

511. SEVYARYNA TATSYANA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge 
PYKINA 

512. SEMENCHYK MAKSIM — 10 days tribunal unknown
513. SEMCHONAK NATALLYA
514. SENCHANKA AKSANA — 15 days
515. SENCHANKA ALYAKSANDR — 15 days 
516. SENKO VALERA
517. SENKO VIKTAR — 7 days (AKRESTSINA)
518. SERGIYENKA AKSANA — 4 days 
519. SECHKO NATALLYA — 7 days of arrest, was is ZHODZINA
520. SIDARAVA IRYNA — 7 days
521. SIDAROVICH ANDREY — 10 days, priester of greek-catholic church in ORSHA, 

tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
522. SIDAREVICH ALA — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district 
523. SIDUN YURY — 10 days judged by the tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
524. SILKOVA VERA — 10 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA, tribunal of KAS-

TRYCHNITSKY district 
525. SILVANOVICH YAUGEN — 8 days, tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
526. SINICHYN DZYANIS — 15 days
527. SINKEVICH ALYAKSANDR — 10 days 
528. SINKEVICH NADZEYA — 7 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
529. SINKEVICH PAVEL — 10 days (AKRESTSINA)
530. SIUCHYK VYACHASLAU — arrested fraudulently (taken into a car with false 

numbers of an American Embassy. Beaten hard. Run away from the hospital.
531. SIUCHYK GALINA, mother of VYACHASLAV SIUCHYK. Arrested on 23 

March, set free after a strong access of arrhythmia.
532. SICHKO — tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
533. SKAKUN NATALYA — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
534. SKARABAGATY ARTSYOM — 5 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
535. SKARABAGATY LEANID — 15 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
536. SKURAT TATSYANA — 5 days (BARYSAU mother of two children 8 and 11 

years old).
537. SKURATOVICH ALYAKSEY — 10 days
538. SKURATOVICH ANDREY — 10 days
539. SMOK VADZIM
540. SNYTKINA VOLGA — 7 days, KASTRYCHNITSKY tribunal, judge GER-

MANOVICH tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
541. SOKAL SVYATASLAU — 10 days judged by the tribunal of TSENTRALNY dis-

trict, judge ALYAKSEY BYCHKO art. 156 KAAP (disorderly conduct)
542. SOLTAN GANNA — 7 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
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543. STANKEVICH DZYANIS — 5 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
544. STANKEVICH SVYATLANA — 8 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
545. STARASTSINA NATALLYA — 10 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
546. STAKHOUSKAYA N., 1983
547. STOGNIY STANISLAU — 15 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of TSEN-

TRALNY district
548. STOLYAR ANTON — 15 days (Tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district)
549. STRALTSOU ALES — 10 days + 7 days for meeting with KAZULIN on 2 March
550. SUBACH Tribunal of PARTYZASKY district, judge BARYSYONAK — 7 days
551. SUGAKA SVYATLANA — 7 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of SA-

VETSKY district
552. SYCHUGOVA NADZEYA — 7 days (ZHODZINA) 
553. SVIDZERSKI STSYAPAN — 10 days (AKRESTSINA)
554. SVIRSKI RAMAN — 10 days, аrt. 156. Brought warm clothes, acused that he was 

waving his hands and damning.
555. SVIRYDOVICH ANTON — Tribunal of SAVETSKY district
556. SNITKO TATSYANA — surcharged with 30 minimum monthly wages, tribunal 

of ZAVODSKOY district, judge MARDOVICH. Before the tribunal was in ZHODZINA for 
3 days.

557. STSEPANTSOU ANDREY — 10 days
558. STSEPANTSOU IVAN — 10 days
559. STSYAPANAU ALYAKSANDR — 10 days
560. STSYAPANAU ALYAKSEY, citizen of Russia 10 days (art. 156, disorderly con-

duct) tribunal of TSENTRALNY district, judge ALYAKSEY BYCHKO 
561. STSYAPANAU SYARGEY — 10 days
562. SYUDAK ALYAKSEY — 10 days
563. SYARGEYENKA AKSANA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, 

judge AUDZEYCHYK
564. SYARGEYEU PAVAL — 10 days tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
565. TABOLICH ANDREY — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
566. TALAPILA ALENA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge TRUB-

NIKAU
567. TALAPILA YURY — 10 days tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
568. TALSTOY YURY — 15 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
569. TAMILIN YAN — 10 days (ZHODZINA)
570. TAMKOUSKAYA S., 1985
571. TARAS ANTON — 11 days
572. TARASAVA N. — 15 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA tribunal of KASTRYCH-

NITSKY district 
573. TOUSTSIK MIKALAY — 15 days judged by the tribunal of LENINSKY district
574. TREZUBAU ANDREY — 15 days, was in AKRESITSNA, judged by the tribunal 

of FRUNZENSKY district
575. TYSHCHUK ULADZIMIR — 15 days
576. ULASAU MIKHAIL — 7 days
577. ULASENKA TATSYANA — 7 days, judge GERMANOVICH tribunal of KAS-

TRYCHNITSKY district 
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578. USTSINAU RAMAN — 10 days
579. USTSINAU ULADZIMIR — 10 days 
580. USYANOK KANSTANTSIN — 10 days 23 March judged by the tribunal of TSEN-

TRALNY district,
581. FAMIN ANDREY — ZHODZINA 
582. FAMINYKH ALYAKSANDR — 7 days
583. FEDAROVICH ZMITSER — 10 days
584. FILIMONCHYK DYYANA — 15 days
585. FINKEVICH PAVAL
586. FRALOU MAKSIM — 10 days 23 March judged by the tribunal of SAVETSKY 

district
587. FURS KATSYARYNA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge 

BARYSYONAK 
588. FURSEVICH — 10 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district 
589. KHADNEVICH VASIL — 10 days, emparked on hunger strike in ZHODZINA. 

Tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district 
590. KHAMYANOK VIKTAR — 12 days, tribunal of PERSHAMAYSKY district, 

judge MASALSKAYA
591. KHANDZYUN ROMA — 10 days
592. KHANDOGA IGAR — 10 days, tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district ZHODZINA
593. KHARLANCHUK PAVEL — Tribunal of TSENTRALNY district — 10 days 
594. KHILO ZINAIDA — 4 days (ZHODZINA) tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
595. KHILO MIKALAY — 5 days (ZHODZINA) tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
596. KHMYALEUSKI ALYAKSEY — 10 days
597. KHOMA TATSYANA — 10 days, (art. 167.1) judged by the tribunal of PARTY-

ZANSKY district (judge LEBEDZ) 
598. KHOTSIN ANDREY — 15 days, tribunal of SAVETSKY district, judje FYODA-

RAVA
599. KHUKHRAKOU IGAR 10 days (art.. 167.1) tribunal of MASKOUSKY district 

(AKRESTSINA) judge SHASTAKOU
600. TSARYK VASIL — 15 days
601. TSERAKH SYARGEY — 7 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
602. TSERASHKOU ANDREY — 10 days judged by the tribunal of TSENTRALNY 

district (AKRESTSINA) 
603. TSERASHENKA PYOTR — 15 days
604. TSIMAFEYEU MIKALAY — tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
605. TSIMKOUSKAYA SVYATLANA — 7 days, judge GERMANOVICH tribunal of 

KASTRYCHNITSKY district 
606. TSITOVA ANASTASIYA — 5 days
607. TSITOVA LYUBOU — 10 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA, tribunal of KAS-

TRYCHNITSKY district 
608. TSIKHANOVICH MAKSIM — 10 days tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, 

judge PYKINA
609. TSUKRENKA — 5 days
610. TSURUPANAU VALADAR — 10 days
611. TSYALEGIN ALYAKSANDR — 5 days (Tribunal of ZAVADZKOY district)
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612. CHAVUSAU YURY — 10 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, art. 167.1
613. CHAMERKA ALEG — 10 days 
614. CHAPKO DZMITRY — 10 days (AKRESTSINA)
615. CHARNOU — 10 days (PERSHMAYSKY) 
616. CHARNOTSKI ZMITSER — 5 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
617. CHARNYKH VOLGA — 10 days, tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
618. CHARNYKH YAUGEN — 15 days
619. CHARNYSHOVA GANNA — 10 days (AKRESTSINA). Passed eight days in hos-

pital after having been beaten by the arrest. 
620. CHAROPKA ZOYA — 10 days
621. CHAKHOUSKAYA ANASTASIYA — 10 days, judge PRATASAVITSKAYA , 

tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district
622. CHUVAK EDUARD — 10 days, on 23 March judged by the tribunal of PER-

SHAMAYSKY district 
623. CHUYESHOVA YULIYA — 4 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge 

TRUBNIKAU 
624. CHYZH MIKALAY — 10 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge 

BARYSYONAK
625. CHYZHYK INA — tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
626. CHYZHYK MIKHAS — 5 days, tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
627. CHYKALAU KANSTANTSIN — 10 days
628. CHYREYKA ALYAKSANDR — 15 days
629. CHEBAN MAKSIM — tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
630. CHEKMARAU — tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
631. SHABLAYEU ULADZIMIR — 15 days 167, 1 Tribunal of SAVETSKY district
632. SHABLINSKI IVAN — 12 days (AKRESTSINA)
633. SHALAYKA RUSLAN — 5 days, set free on 29 March at 3.40, MASKOUSKY 

tribunal
634. SHALYGIN MIKALAY — 10 days
635. SHANDOVICH TATSYANA
636. SHAUCHENKA DZMITRY — 15 days
637. SHATSERAVA А. — tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge BARYSYONAK
638. SHATSIKAVA KRYSTSINA — surcharged with 20 minimum monthly wages 

(mother of 2 children) tribunal of KASTRYCHNITSKY district. dtfore the tribunal was in 
ZHODZINA for 3 days . 

639. SHVESHCHYTS SYARGEY — 15 days
640. SHEREMET PAVEL citizen of Russia, journalist
641. SHLAPIK YURY — 10 days tribunal of SAVETSKY district
642. SHMELEU SYARGEY — 12 days tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
643. SHMYGAU VADZIM — 7 days (tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district, judge 

NEKRASAVA Е.Т)
644. SHOPCHYTS ANTON — 10 days
645. SHPAKOUSKI ALYAKSANDR — surcharged with 20 minimum monthly wages.
646. SHUKALA ANDREY — 10 days judged by the tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district
647. SHUMAROU ANDREY — 15 days (AKRESTSINA), student of Byelorussian 

State University, judged by the tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district
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648. SHUMOVICH YURY — 15 days, tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
649. SHUTSYANKOU MIKALAY — 10 days judged on 23 March by the tribunal of 

SAVETSKY district
650. SHCHARBINSKI ILLYA — 10 days (PERSHAMAYSKY)
651. SHCHAULIK VYACHASLAU — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
652. SHCHELO ZOYA
653. SHCHERBAU RAMAN — 11 days (AKRESTSINA)
654. SHYLA VALERY (BARANAVICHY) — 15 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY dis-

trict 
655. SHYLA IVAN — set free as guiltless
656. SHYLA ILLYA — set free as guiltless
657. SHYLA ULADZIMIR — 10 days
658. SHYLOVICH ALES — 10 days
659. SHYMANSKI ILLYA — 10 days tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
660. SHYSH ANTANINA — surcharged with 150 minimum monthly wages, tribunal 

of ZAVODSKOY district. Before the tribunal was in ZHODZINA for 3 days. 
661. SHYSHNEUSKAYA INA 
662. SHEDKO YAUGEN — 5 days ZHODZINA
663. SHEYKO DZYANIS — 7 (10?) days, tribunal of ZAVODSKOY district 
664. SHELEG DZYANIS — 10 days
665. YURKOU ANDREY — 15 days, tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district, judge KO-

LAS, ZHODZINA. 
666. YUKHNOVICH DZYANIS — 15 days, tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
667. YUSHKEVICH PAVEL — tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
668. YAGORAU YURY — 10 days, tribunal of LENINSKY district 
669. YAZYLETS ALYAKSEY — 13 days, tribunal of FRUNZENSKY district 
670. YAKAULEU SYARGEY — 10 days, tribunal of TSENTRALNY district
671. YAKAUTSAU ZMITSER — 7 days, tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district, judge 

PYKINA
672. YAKIMENKA YAUGEN — 15 days (AKRESTSINA)
673. YAKIMOVICH ALYAKSANDR — 15 days 
674. YAMAYKINA ZH. — surcharged with 20 minimum monthly wages, tribunal of 

PARTYZANSKY district, judge TRUBNIKAU 
675. YAMKAVY ULADZIMIR — 10 days (art. 167), judged on 22 March by the tribu-

nal of SAVETSKY district 
676. YANKEVICH KATSYARYNA — 10 days, STARA-BARYSAUSKI
677. YANUKEVICH ALYAKSEY — 12 days judged by the tribunal of TSENTRALNY 

district
678. YARAMCHUK ARTUR — 10 days
679. YARASHEVICH IRA 
680. YASENYAUSKI DANILA — 10 days (Tribunal of PARTYZANSKY district)
681. YASYUK ALESYA — surcharged with 30 minimum monthly wages, tribunal of 

FRUNZENSKY district
682. YAFIMAU DZMITRY — 10 days tribunal of MASKOUSKY district judge RUD-

NITSKAYA
683. YAKHIMOVICH YULYA — 7 days
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684. YATSKO VITAL — 10 days (Tribunal of ZAVADZKOY district).
685. RAKOVICH ALYAKSEY — 10 days

THE STATEMENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL OBSERVERS 
FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF INDEPENDENT STATES ON THE RESULTS 

OF MONITORING THE PREPARATION AND CONDUCTION 
OF THE ELECTIONS OF THE PRESIDENT 

OF THE REPUBLIC OF BELARUS

The international observers from the Commonwealth of Independent States participated 
in monitoring the preparation and conduction of the elections for the President of the Repub-
lic of Belarus, that took place on March 19, 2006.

The organization of monitoring was based on the invitation of the Byelorussian side 
and the corresponding decision taken by the Council of the Heads of the Nations of the CIS.

The observers from the Commonwealth of Independent States represented legislative, 
executive, elective bodies and diplomatic missions of the CIS member nations, the Parlia-
mentary Assembly of the Union of Byelorussia and Russia, the Permanent Committee of the 
Union State, the Eurasian Economic Community, and the following CIS bodies: the Interpar-
liamentary Assembly of the CIS member nations, the Economic Court of the Commonwealth, 
the Executive Committee of the CIS.

The CIS Observation Mission included representatives of the Republic of Azerbaijan, the 
Republic of Armenia, the Republic of Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic, the Russian Federa-
tion, the Republic of Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and the Republic of Uzbekistan. 

The total number of CIS observers accredited at the Presidential elections in Byelorussia 
amounted to 467 persons. Their activities on the observation of the preparation and conduc-
tion of the elections were based on the existing CIS documents on the standards of demo-
cratic elections, electoral rights and freedoms, on the CIS Observation Mission, as well 
as on the established norms of international law. Their work was coordinated by the Head-
quarters of the CIS observation mission in Minsk and its five branches in Brest, Vitebsk, 
Gomel, Grodno and Mogilev.

While performing their functions, the CIS observers were adhering to the electoral leg-
islation of the Republic of Belarus and were guided by the principles of political neutrality, 
impartiality, abstention of expression of any preferences with respect to the presidential can-
didates and other parties involved in the elections. 

The observation was carried out independently and was based on the principles of trans-
parency and openness. Throughout the elections monitoring period the Mission Headquarters 
prepared two preliminary reports on the observation process, ten press-releases, conducted 
weekly briefings for representatives of the media. The CIS observers held regular meetings 
with members of the election commissions at all levels, observers representing public asso-
ciations, presidential candidates proxies, voters, and representatives of the media in all the 
provinces of the country. 

The Head of CIS Observation Mission visited Minsk and all the six provinces of the 
country, where he met with voters, heads and members of province, city, district and precinct 
election commissions. 
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The long-term observation of the preparation for the elections of the President of the 
Republic of Belarus, carried out by 43 observers, allowed to exercise monitoring over the 
following:

— creation of regional and precinct election commissions;
— activities of election commissions at all levels on the organization and conduction of 

the presidential elections;
— nomination and registration of the candidates for the presidency;
— conduction of canvassing;
— compilation of lists of the citizens eligible to take part in the elections of the President 

of the Republic of Belarus;
— adjudication of complaints and claims on violations of the electoral legislation.
The CIS observers state that the activities held in the run-up to the presidential elections 

were accomplished within the deadlines defined by the Election Code of the Republic of 
Belarus.

The CIS Observation Mission note that all the legal, organizational and technical con-
ditions necessary for conducting the international observation of the presidential elec-
tions in the Republic of Belarus were created, thus indicating that the electoral process 
was open and transparent. Moreover, sufficient practical assistance was provided by the 
interagency working group created upon the decree of the President in order to assist the ob-
servers in fulfilling their activities during the preparation and conduction of the presidential 
elections. 

The observers were granted the right of unimpaired access to all ballot stations, free 
communication with all involved in the election process, with representatives of political 
parties and executive bodies. They had the possibility to acquire necessary information from 
the Central Commission of the Republic of Belarus on Elections and the Conduction of Na-
tional Referendums, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Supreme Court, the Prosecution 
Department and the Internal Affairs Department of the Republic of Belarus. 

The Head of the CIS Observation Mission and the members of its Headquarters held 
meetings with the candidates for the presidency and their proxies.

The practice of regular meetings and information monitoring the elections in the Re-
public of Belarus was carried on. On the day of elections on 19 March the Head of the CIS 
Observation Mission met with the Head of the ODIHR/OSCE Mission Ambassador Geert 
Ahrens, Head of the Observation Group of the Chinese People’s Republic Ambassador Zhao 
Xidi, Personal Envoy of the OSCE Chairman-in-Office Mr. Francois-Xavier de Donnea.

Following the proposal of the Head of ODIHR/OSCE Observation Mission Ambassador 
Geert Ahrens the co-operation between the two missions acquired a new character and is 
carried out on expert level on three directions — on legal issues, on general issues of organi-
zation of the elections as well as on media monitoring. 

The system of commissions on the preparation and conduction of the presidential 
elections includes the Central Commission of the Republic of Belarus on Elections and the 
Conduction of National Referendums, region and precinct election commissions on the elec-
tions of the President of the Republic of Belarus. 

According to the information provided by the Central Commission, 165 region commis-
sions, including 6 regional commissions and Minsk city commission, 118 district commis-
sions, 16 city commissions and 24 district commissions in cities, as well as 6,586 precinct 
commissions on the elections of the President of the Republic of Belarus were active through-
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out the period of the election campaign. Outside Byelorussia a total of 41 ballot stations were 
established in 32 countries. The issues of election commissions creation are reflected among 
other aspects in the first preliminary report of the CIS Observation Mission. 

The observers point out a wide representation of labor force and public associations with-
in the election commissions. 

The Central Commission of the Republic of Belarus on Elections and the Conduction of 
National Referendums provided legal and normative acts on the presidential elections and 
necessary procedural materials for the election commissions. Seminars and meetings on 
organizational issues were held with participation of heads and secretaries of the precinct 
commissions.

The CIS observers are positively assessing the measures taken by the Central, the region 
commissions and executive bodies of the republic in order to create equal conditions for all 
the presidential candidates. According to their opinion, the implementation of these mea-
sures was an important element in ensuring the democratic and transparent character of the 
presidential elections.

The precinct commissions have promptly and qualitatively prepared the premises for voting, 
carried out various activities with the voters to ensure their active participation in the elections. 
For example, precinct commission No. 17 of the Leninsky district in Grodno created a website 
on the presidential elections, which provided information on the elections, legal assistance and 
answers to various questions for the voters. The site was visited by over 2,000 voters.

However, shortcomings mainly of technical character were found at some ballot sta-
tions. For example, during visiting stations No. 17 and 18 of the Gomel Central district low 
preparedness was detected due to the absence of the required documents. At stations No. 27, 
28 and 30 of the Gomel Zheleznodorozhny district the necessary documentation was not ad-
ministered in line with unified standards. The location of ballot stations No. 10 in Bobruisk 
district and No. 16 in the Osipovichi district of the Mogilev province was not properly indi-
cated. The voting booths installed at ballot station No. 26 of the Gomel Zheleznodorozhny 
district were too small and uncomfortable for voting.

The revealed shortcomings were corrected in the course of work according to the propos-
als of the observers. 

The nomination and registration of the candidates for the presidency were conduct-
ed in compliance with the regulations of the Election Code of the Republic of Belarus. The 
CIS observers believe that the procedures at this stage of the election campaign were 
carried out in an ambience of political pluralism with adherence to the principles of 
alternativity and competitiveness. The initiative groups of citizens on the nomination of 
eight candidates for the presidential elections were registered by the Central Commission of 
the Republic of Belarus on Elections and the Conduction of National Referendums.

The initiative groups collected voter signatures in support of the would-be nominees for 
the presidential elections. The observers noticed violations of the electoral legislation during 
this process. For example, in the Gorodoksky district of the Vitebsk province signatures were 
being collected by non-members of initiative groups. In the Baranovichi district of the Brest 
province, as well as in the Partizanski and Moskovski district of Minsk cases of improperly 
drafted signature sheets were unveiled

According to the Election Code in effect, the collected signatures were checked by the 
region election commissions. Initiative groups of three nominees did not hand in the sheets 
for examination.



333Presidential election in the Republic of Belarus

A large number of signatures of the voters in support of the persons proposed for the 
nomination as presidential candidates were found during the examination inauthentic. This 
was mainly caused by falsifications of the voters’ signatures, carried out by the members of 
the initiative groups, numerous technical flaws as well as the inclusion of invalid passport 
data into the signature sheets. For example, as a result of the examination of the signatures 
submitted to the Polotskaya, Dokshitskaya, Sharkovshchinskaya, Oshmyanskaya and Klets-
kaya district election commissions in support of the nomination of Mr. Milinkevich as a 
presidential candidate all the collected signatures were not counted in compliance with the 
provisions of the Election Code of the Republic of Belarus, since the amount of falsified sig-
natures exceeded 15 percent of the total.

By the same token, the signatures collected in support of Mr. Kozulin and submitted to 
19 region commissions in all provinces as well as in Minsk were also uncounted.

The four contenders officially registered as presidential candidates submitted to the Cen-
tral Commission of the Republic of Belarus on Elections and the Conduction of National 
Referendums the required amount of authentic signatures and registration documents.

The canvassing in support of the candidates for the office of the President of the 
Republic of Belarus, which started on February 17, 2006, was carried out on the basis of 
transparency and openness. While adhering to the principle of equal rights and conditions for 
all the candidates, the local executive bodies were providing premises for holding meetings 
with voters and specified the places for the allocation and distribution of printed canvassing 
materials.

Every candidate was given the right to publish his election program in seven republican 
newspapers and an opportunity to give two speeches on the national radio and television.

The CIS observers were monitoring the news blocks of the Byelorussian television as 
well as in printed media within the period from February 20 to March 17, 2006 on the cover-
age of the activities of the presidential candidates. The analysis of news blocks on ONT, BT, 
STV television channels, as well as of the materials published in the Sovetskaya Belorussia, 
Zvyazda and Respublika newspapers has shown that the media were paying more attention 
to Mr. Lukashenko in his capacity of the incumbent President rather than covering him as a 
presidential candidate.

An Observatory Council on the control over the adherence to the procedures and regula-
tions of canvassing in the media was created under the Central Commission of the Republic 
of Belarus on Elections and the Conduction of National Referendums. This Council was 
regularly examining complaints and appeals with respect to legislation adherence issues of 
canvassing activities with the participation of CIS observers.

The CIS Observation Mission points out that Mr. Milinkevich and Mr. Poznyak were 
making attempts to print and distribute canvassing materials at the stage of collecting sig-
natures in violation of the terms specified by the electoral legislation of the Republic of 
Belarus.

The Central Commission of the Republic of Belarus on Elections and the Conduction of 
National Referendums issued warnings to these candidates with respect to the above-men-
tioned activities.

According to the information provided by the Internal Affairs Department of the Re-
public of Belarus, 425 thousand copies of illegal printed materials related to the elections 
were seized by officers prior to the registration of the candidates. A total of 60 persons were 
subject to administrative liability for the distribution.
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In the period from December 16, 2005 when the House of Representatives of the National 
Assembly of the Republic of Belarus issued a decree setting the date for the presidential elec-
tions to March 15, 2006, the law enforcement officers unveiled and seized over one million 
copies of illegal printed canvassing materials, and a total of 137 persons were subject to 
administrative liability for the distribution.

The candidates for the presidency were building up their campaigning activities on the 
basis of meetings with voters. Nevertheless, according to the information provided by region 
election commissions, the headquarters of candidate Gaidukevich did not use this form of 
canvassing.

Throughout the election campaign some members of candidate Milinkevich’s initiative 
group made attempts to organize unauthorized meetings, arrange consultations with voters 
in the areas, where such activities were prohibited by the executive authorities. Such cases 
were witnessed in the cities of Minsk, Borisov, Glubokoe, Orsha, etc. Appeals for illegal 
actions were expressed during the meeting with candidates for the presidency Mr. Kozulin 
and Mr. Milinkevich, held on March 17 in Minsk.

The Prosecution Department of the Republic of Belarus had to urge all the participants of 
the elections in its statement to strictly follow the provisions of the national law in the area of 
conducting public gatherings and to restrain from the violation of public order.

A number of canvassing related issues is reflected by the CIS Observation Mission in the 
second interim report.

The Headquarters of the Mission were regularly receiving information provided by the 
relevant state institutions responsible for processing complaints and statements with respect 
to legal violations on their investigation. The claims were mainly related to the violations of 
the regulations of citizens’ signatures collection in support of the candidates, as well as the 
rules of canvassing.

According to the information provided by the Central Commission of the Republic of Be-
larus on Elections and the Conduction of National Referendums, 464 complaints anв statements 
were investigated, with appropriate decisions made upon all cases. A total of 78 complaints 
received treatment in national courts, of those 71 treated in the Supreme Court. According to 
the information provided by the Prosecution Department of the Republic of Belarus, over 200 
complaints against the violations of the electoral process regulations were filed to the prosecu-
tion agencies. According to the information provided by the Internal Affairs Department, 98 
violations of electoral rules were revealed by the law enforcement officers in co-operation with 
the officials of executive authorities and electoral commissions. A total of 81 administrative 
protocols were composed and 12 criminal investigations were started upon those cases.

The Headquarters of the CIS Observation Mission has been receiving the statements 
from the presidential candidates’ proxies as well as from Byelorussian citizens. Following 
the requirements of Article 49 of the Election Code of the Republic of Belarus, the statements 
were directed to the Central Commission of the Republic of Belarus on Elections and the 
Conduction of National Referendums, the Prosecution and Internal Affairs Departments.

The CIS observers confirm that the administration of the complaints against the vio-
lations of the election campaign regulations was carried out under the Byelorussian 
legislation.

Apart from the common provisions on elections specified in the Constitution of the 
Republic of Belarus, the legal provisions include the Election Code adopted in 2000 as a fun-
damental legal act on the conduction of presidential elections in the Republic of Belarus.
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The CIS observers believe that the Code is a well-balanced document, contributing to the 
conduction of free and democratic elections. It meets such international requirements as a citi-
zen’s right to elect and be elected, electoral freedom on the basis of universal equal secret ballot, 
open and transparent character of the elections and their public and international observation.

The legislation on the election of the President of Byelorussia does not contain any pro-
visions which would impose discriminative restrictions on the citizen’s enjoyment of their 
electoral rights or their inequality before the law.

The observers’ rights, prescribed by the Election Code, provided in general opportuni-
ties to monitor the preparation and conduction of the presidential elections in the Republic 
of Belarus. At the same time, the work of observers would be facilitated if they were granted 
the right to examine the final reports of the election commissions.

Short-term observation of the preparation and conduction of the presidential elec-
tions was organized starting with legally authorized voting by absentee ballot on March 
14–18, 2006. During this period, 1,081 ballot stations were visited by the CIS observers. The 
observers witnessed a high level of readiness and technical preparedness of the voting premises, 
as well as the professionalism and good organization of the work of local election commissions 
and the simple and comprehensible procedure of the voters’ inclusion into the additional list.

According to the information provided by the Central Commission, 31.3 percent of voters 
voted by absentee ballot.

During the meeting with the Head of the CIS Observation Mission, the presidential can-
didate Mr. Milinkevich stated, that students of the higher educational institutions of the 
republic were being forced to vote by absentee ballot. This statement, in particular, was not 
confirmed during the observers’ talks with the students of the Byelorussian state university 
of transport in Gomel and Yanka Kupala Education University in Grodno.

The CIS Observation Mission points out an active participation of representatives of all 
social groups in voting by absentee ballot.

At the same time, some cases of organizing voting by absentee ballot in inappropriate 
premises were unveiled, which caused inconvenience for the voters and complicated the 
work of the commissions and observers (ballot stations No. 28 and 29 of the Zavodskoy dis-
trict, No. 61 of the Leninski district of Minsk, No. 7 in Beryoza, Brest province). 

Some voters filled the ballots outside the voting cabins at the ballot stations No. 76 of the 
Frunzenski district of Minsk during voting by absentee ballot.

At ballot stations No. 7 of the Oktyabrski district and No. 32 of the Centralny district of 
Minsk the members of the election commissions refused to give the CIS observers any pre-
liminary information on the quantity of those who voted by absentee ballot.

The CIS Observation Mission points out that under the Election Code (Article 46) within 
the last 10 days prior to the elections it is prohibited to publish the results of polls related to 
the presidential elections, as well as to make any estimates of its results. The Decision of the 
Council of Ministers of the Republic of Belarus, taken on November 8, 2005, to ensure an 
appropriate level of objectivity and credibility of polls and publications of their results in the 
media, stipulates the terms and the procedure of the accreditation for legal entities that desire 
to carry out such polling.

The same document stipulates that the accreditation shall be granted by the Commission 
on the Public Polling of the National Academy of Sciences of Byelorussia. The Commission 
informed the Mission Headquarters about the accreditation of 9 organizations authorized to 
run public polls.
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On the day of the presidential elections two organizations used this right: the Mediofact-
Echo and the Republican Union of Non-Governmental Organizations Byelorussian Commit-
tee of Youth Organizations.

Some violations of the polling regulations were registered during voting by absentee 
ballot. According to the information provided by the Internal Affairs Department, the law 
enforcement officers of Minsk district, the cities of Borisov, Skidel, Bykhov discovered that 
citizens of Denmark and Sweden, who came to the Republic of Belarus as tourists and had 
no required accreditation, were running exit polls during voting by absentee ballot. Blank 
papers for exit polls were found on their premises.

The CIS Observation Mission points out over and over again that exit polls do not pro-
vide credible information on the electoral process; hence, their results cannot be taken into 
account.

The CIS short-term observers were also analyzing the final canvassing stage, held meet-
ings with voters, members of election commissions, and representatives of civic campaign 
headquarters of the candidates for the presidency.

The CIS observers positively assess the participation of 1,235 representatives of other 
international organizations as well as of more than 30 thousand internal observers in moni-
toring the presidential elections in Byelorussia. The exchange of information and opinions 
on the preparation for the elections carried out with them contributed to the formation of an 
objective opinion on the elections.

Monitoring the process of voting and counting on the day of the elections, the CIS ob-
servers visited 4,283 ballot stations, which amounts to 65 percent of the total number. They 
were present at different stages of the elections — from opening of the ballot stations until 
publishing the final results by the electoral commissions. At 118 stations the observation was 
carried out together with the observers from other international organizations that empha-
sized in many cases the absence of any complaints against the voting process. For example, 
at the stations No. 6 in Zhlobinski district of the Gomel province, No. 29, 37, 39, 40, 52 of 
Grodno district and No. 14 in the Zelvenski district of the Grodno province the observers 
from the UK, France, Germany, Slovenia, representing the Mission of ODIHR/OSCE, made 
notes in the visit registers of their satisfaction with the way the elections were carried out, 
and that there were no violations of rules, all procedures were followed, and the voting pro-
cess was well-organized.

The high turn-out of voters as well as their interest in participation are noted in the re-
ports of the CIS observers. According to their estimates, the voting was carried out in full 
compliance with the electoral legislation of the Republic of Belarus.

Nevertheless, some violations with respect to the elections were unveiled:
— two voters were in the ballot booths at the same time (polling stations No. 35 of the 

Oktyabrski district in Vitebsk, No. 26 of the Gomel Zheleznodorozhny district, No. 28 and 
29 of the Minsk Zavodskoy district);

— ballot papers were being filled in outside the secret ballot booth (ballot station No. 6 of 
the Minsk Leninski district);

— ballot boxes were located out of sight of the observers (ballot station No. 35 of the 
Vitebsk Oktyabrski district).

After the ballot stations were closed the members of the CIS Observation Mission moni-
tored votes counting and the establishment of the final results of the vote. No violations were 
witnessed.
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The conclusions and assessments of the CIS observers are made only on the basis of their 
own observations, as well as on the analysis of factual materials and information collected 
during the long-term and short-term observation.

According to the opinion of the CIS observers, the election commissions have ensured 
the full realization and protection of the electoral rights of Byelorussian citizens during the 
presidential elections. Several violations and shortcomings of the elections were not system-
atic and massive; hence they did not have any considerable influence on the free expression 
of the will of the electorate and the final results.

The CIS observers find it necessary to point out that the presidential elections in the 
Republic of Belarus were carried out in the ambience of an unprecedented external pressure. 
Bias statements, radical assessments, as well as threats of possible political and economic 
sanctions against the Republic of Belarus expressed by a number of foreign states in the 
run-up to the elections are deemed by the CIS observers as an intention to influence the final 
elections stage.

The international observers from the Commonwealth of Independent States:
— consider the elections of the President of the Republic of Belarus held on March 

19, 2006, to have been carried out in compliance with the existing national legislation 
and to have shown a high level of voters’ participation;

— recognize the presidential elections as free, open and transparent;
— call all the international observers, who share their conclusions and assessments, 

to join this Statement.
This Statement has been prepared before the final confirmation of the election results. A 

full report on the activities of the CIS Observation Mission during the presidential elections 
in the Republic of Belarus will be submitted to the Heads of the CIS Member Nations by 
the Head of the Mission following the procedures established within the Commonwealth of 
Independent States.




