
The primary human rights concern in
the Russian Federation in 2000 was the
continuing mass violation of fundamental
rights in the Chechen Republic, where hos-
tilities continued throughout 2000 and re-
sulted in numerous victims among the civ-
il population.

Another central problem that led to hu-
man rights violations was the disregard of
the federal law. President Putin initiated a
so-called federal reform to change the situ-
ation, a reform that was also designed to
strengthen the power of the Federal Go-
vernment. 

Freedom of expression continued to
deteriorate in Russia both on a regional lev-
el and, during 2000, significantly also on a
national level. The independence of the ju-
diciary was well illustrated by the dismissal
of Sergei Pashin, judge of the Moscow City
Court, because of his law-abiding, inde-

pendent rulings. The Security Services seri-
ously threatened human rights in Russia in
2000 by bringing fabricated charges of di-
vulging state secrets against journalist and
scientists. Despite the right to alternative
civilian service guaranteed by the
Constitution, no such law was adopted in
2000 although one has been pending
since 1994. 

Rule of Law

The fundamental reasons for human
rights violations at local, regional and na-
tional levels included the practical absence
of legal control and the persistent disregard
of the federal law.

Local authorities made statements that
were discriminatory towards citizens of oth-
er regions and, for example, restricted
their residence rights. Many forms of dis-
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crimination were even based solely on their
ethnicity.

The regional authorities attempted to
take over powers that were prescribed to
the central federal authorities. In practice,
the regional legal regulations frequently did
not comply with the federal laws (in partic-
ular laws concerning social benefits). The
heads of local administrations adopted res-
olutions that significantly restricted the
rights guaranteed to citizens under the
Constitution and the federal legislation: for
example, mayors often limited public as-
semblies to a specific district in the city out-
skirts.

Furthermore, governors who were
members of the Federal Council of the
Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation
enjoyed immunity. There were virtually no
mechanisms to suspend regional heads of
the executive from office or such mecha-
nisms were undeveloped. 

President Putin repeatedly announced
his intention to change the current situation.
In 2000, the so-called federal reform was
adopted. According to the President and his
office, its main goal was to reinforce the sta-
tus of the Government and to form a blan-
ket human rights system within the entire
territory of the Russian Federation.  

The Moscow Helsinki Group noted that,
on the one hand, the human rights move-
ment should support such plans, particular-
ly as regional human rights organizations
have bitterly experienced the restrictions set
by regional governments in their daily activ-
ities. For example, it takes years to push
through legal proceedings to repeal region-
al laws and regulations that contradict fed-
eral legislation. On the other hand, it was
necessary to emphasize that the aim of the
adopted reform had a premeditated side ef-
fect: The Federal Government intended to
liquidate the superfluous force that affects it
from the outside. Governors, whose influ-
ence was generally negative, were one of
the strongest forces in the State that the
President had to take into consideration.
The authoritarian attitude of the current

presidential central Government raised con-
cern. The reform will inevitably disregard
human rights in the interest of the State, i.e.
the Federal Government.

Within the “federal reform”, the follow-
ing legislation was adopted: On 15 May,
President Putin signed a decree introducing
the new positions of the President’s repre-
sentatives in seven federal regions. One of
their responsibilities is to oversee the appli-
cation and observance of federal laws in
those regions. The positive outcome of this
decree should be the identification of local
laws that contradict federal legislation and
their harmonisation with the federal law.
Hundreds of such laws have already been
identified as of this writing, and many of
them have been already brought up to par
with the federal legislation. 

In fulfilling its objective, the Federal
Government has used authoritarian - even
militarist - methods. This can perhaps be at-
tributed to the fact that the borders of the
federal regions are the same as the region-
al military borders, and that five of the Pre-
sident’s seven representatives have a mili-
tary background: they are former Federal
Security Service (FSB) and the Ministry of
Interior agents. Two of them took part in
the Chechen wars.  

In August 2000, three laws were adop-
ted: the Law “On Forming the Federation
Council of the Federal Assembly of the
Russian Federation“; the Law “On Bringing
About Modifications and Amendments to
the Federal Law ‘On the General Principals
of Organizing Legislative (Representative)
and Executive Organs of the State Power of
the Russian Federation Subjects’“; and the
Law “On Bringing About Modifications and
Amendments to the Federal Law ‘On the
General Principals of Organizing Local Pub-
lic Administration in the Russian Federa-
tion’“. Undoubtedly, the third law was a
positive development, as it protects heads
of regional centres and large cities against
arbitrary acts by governors whom the for-
mer often oppose, for example, in eco-
nomic issues. 
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Following the law “On Forming the
Federal Council of the Federal Assembly of
the Russian Federation,“ the Federal As-
sembly is no longer automatically com-
prised of governors and chiefs of regional
legislative organs. As a result, they lost their
status of immunity. 

The amendments to the law “On the
General Principles of Organizing Legislative
(Representative) and Executive Organs“ al-
low the President to dissolve regional leg-
islative assemblies in case they violate, in
their decisions, the Russian Federation
Constitution twice. In addition, modificati-
ons were made to solve a series of prob-
lems related to the execution of court deci-
sions that declared the federal laws invalid
and which the courts refused to apply. 

However, according to the Moscow
Helsinki Group, the crucial question re-
mained as to how the Federal Government
and the President personally intend to use
their new rights and powers. It seemed ob-
vious that the new principle of forming the
Federation Council facilitates possibilities to
manipulate its’ members. The right to recall
governors can be used as a mechanism for
suppressing the regional leaders’ outrage or
it can become an instrument for pressing
politically uncomfortable regional leaders. 

Freedom of the Media2

Freedom of expression continued to de-
teriorate in Russia in 2000. On a regional lev-
el, the authorities have put pressure on inde-
pendent mass media outlets for over three
years. On the federal level, such tendencies
were less evident until the year 2000.

The events surrounding the company
“Media-Most“ and its owner Vladimir
Gusinsky in the summer and fall of 2000 il-
lustrated the authorities’ attempts to restrict
freedom of opinion in the Russian mass
media. On the surface, the “Media Most“
issue had a purely commercial or even
criminal character: “Media Most“ owed
money to the state-controlled “Gazprom“
company, and criminal charges were
brought against Gusinsky. 

However, the decision of the General
Prosecutor’s Office to bring criminal char-
ges against Gusinsky and then to clear him
from the charges, and the Minister of Press
and Information Mikhail Lesin’s participa-
tion in the commercial negotiations be-
tween “Gazprom“ and “Media-Most“ made
the authorities’ aim obvious: the main goal
of these politics appeared to be to move
“Media-Most“ under “Gazprom’s“ control, a
fact which would lead to the transformation
of NTV - the only independent nationwide
TV company -  into another mass media
body controlled by the State. Another rea-
son for the move was clear, i.e. the dissat-
isfaction in government circles with the
anti-government information campaign run
by the “Media-Most“ for the past few years. 

The Government achieved its goal in
April 2001 when NTV was taken over by
“Gazprom.” “Gazprom” called a meeting of
NTV shareholders where the new adminis-
tration of the channel was elected. Vladimir
Gusinsky and the former administrators of
NTV declared the meeting illegal because,
in their view, the legal regulations for such
meetings had been violated. They refused
to accept the decision of the meeting. On
14 April, the new administration took con-
trol of the building where the company was
located.  Around 300 NTV employees re-
fused to continue their work.  

The Moscow Helsinki Group emphasi-
zed that the struggle between the authori-
ties and “Media-Most“ cannot be interpret-
ed only as a struggle for freedom of speech.
It is only one consequence of the situation
that Russia is facing, with journalists’ free-
dom of speech narrowed down to the point
where they have to choose between the in-
terests of the authorities and the financial-
political groups. At the same time, President
Putin is attempting to limit the influence of
these groups on state politics.

In an open letter to President Putin, the
IHF expressed its hope that the President
would use all his powers to help the pro-
fessional staff of NTV find a solution to its
economic problems, and to ensure its con-
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tinuing existence as an independent new
media. The IHF also said it was deeply dis-
turbed by the possibility that NTV might
cease to function independently, and be-
come subject to political control.3

Independence of the Judiciary 

In 2000, Judge of the Moscow City
Court Sergei Pashin, a prominent lawyer
and one of the initiators of the introduction
of jury courts in Russia, was stripped of his
authority as a federal judge. The decision
was made on 11 October at the meeting of
the Moscow Qualification Board of Federal
Judges, two years after the first unsuccess-
ful attempt to dismiss him. The formal pre-
text of this decision was a complaint filed
by D. Krasnov, Chair of the Kaluga Regional
Court with the Moscow City Court. 

Upon a request by human rights ac-
tivists, Pashin had drafted an expert opinion
with regard to the conviction of conscien-
tious objector D. Neverovsky, sentenced by
the Obninsk City Court. The Kaluga Regio-
nal Court overturned the first instance court
sentence. However, Krasnov was of the
view that Pashin’s actions “undermine judi-
cial authority and are incompatible with the
status of a judge.“ Furthermore, Pashin was
presumed guilty because of the interview
he had given to the Echo of Moscow radio-
station, during which he gave his office
phone number to one of the listeners who
called the radio-station to talk with him. 

According to the Moscow Helsinki
Group, in reality Pashin was stripped of his
authority as a federal judge as a result of
his civil position and independent thinking
and decision-making. Particularly, he was
punished for his notorious obiter dictum,
where he emphasized that Moscow judges
worked at the City Mayor’s command and
that the Moscow Qualification Board of
Federal Judges often turned a blind eye to
gross violations committed by judges but,
at the same time, could practically annihi-
late a judge under a most trivial formal pre-
text. Pashin was also punished for not be-
ing afraid to pass not-guilty verdicts – while,

on average, only 0.5 percent of all verdicts
by Russian courts were acquittals. In
Pashin’s practice, acquittals amounted to 8
percent.

The Moscow Helsinki Group stated
that the decision of the Moscow Qualifi-
cation Board of Federal Judges demon-
strated that the judiciary cannot tolerate in-
dependent, honest, high-principled judges
striving to modernize the judicial system,
enrich it with liberal values and, conse-
quently, reinforce its authority. By stripping
one of the best representatives of the judi-
ciary of his authority, the judicial power -
which no longer enjoyed public trust - dis-
credited itself even further in the eyes of
the public.

Security Services

The Security Services posed a serious
threat to human rights in Russia in 2000, as
they continued to bring fabricated charges
against journalists and scientists in order to
silence critical voices.  

◆ Igor Sutyagin, a 35-year-old scientist
and unit chair in the Department of
Military-Political Research of the USA and
Canada Institute of the Academy of
Science, was held in custody in the Kaluga
investigation isolation facility throughout
2000. The FSB of the Kaluga Region arres-
ted him on 27 October 1999 on charges of
high treason for allegedly passing “secrets”
about the Russian military. The trial against
Sutyagin opened in the Kaluga Regional
Court on 26 February 2001. After months
of detention in conditions that caused an
outcry among human rights defenders, Igor
Sutyagin is currently being tried for alleged
treason under Article 275 of the Russian
Criminal Code, which carries a punishment
of 12 to 20 years of imprisonment.  

Igor Sutyagin is a civilian researcher ex-
pert on military issues. According to his de-
fence lawyer, he never had access to clas-
sified material. Sutyagin’s defence team ex-
plained that the charges against him simply
imply that secret information “could have
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been obtained” in discussions with high
rank military officials. Other charges are to
the effect that Sutyagin’s use of open ma-
terials could  have been used against
Russia. 

The Russian human rights and aca-
demic communities perceived this case as
illustrative of a very dangerous tendency.
Sutyagin had no access to secret material
and used open sources of information in
his research in the field of disarmament.
However, the Russian counter-intelligence
agencies apparently sincerely believed that
the very participation in international re-
search project amounts to espionage activ-
ities and the publication and analysis of
non-secret information may include a state
secret and/or a military secret. According to
the Moscow Helsinki Group, such views
proved the fact that members of FSB re-
gional departments were poorly qualified. 

In a letter of 5 July 2000 to the
Director of the FSB Moscow and the Kaluga
Regional FSB Department, the IHF ex-
pressed its concerns about the illegality of
the detention of Igor Sutyagin, noting that
FSB officers had at the time of detention
denied him the right to inform his relatives
and counsel of his arrest. The letter also re-
ferred to a FSB statement on television, in
which Sutyagin was accused of being a trai-
tor at a time when the investigation had not
yet begun, let alone the trial. Most impor-
tantly, the IHF asked that Igor Sutyagin be
immediately released from detention and
said that there exists no provision in the
Russian Code of Criminal Procedure that
can justify the detention of  Sutyagin pend-
ing trial. 4

Furthermore, any research pro-
grammes in the fields of the armed forces
and military-industrial bloc, such as disar-
mament, radiation security, etc., were be-
coming dangerous for scientists in 2000. It
seemed that counter-intelligence agencies
put pressure on scientists and ecologists
working on problems that in no way affect-
ed national security, but which were of
public and international significance.

Sutyagin’s case is similar to the notori-
ous cases of Alexandr Nikitin and Grigory
Pasko. In a significant victory for human
rights in Russia, Aleksandr Nikitin - a former
naval captain and ecologist - had his ac-
quittal confirmed by the presidium of the
Supreme Court of the Russian Federation
in September 2000. The verdict brought to
an end five years of human rights violations
and FSB harassment suffered by Aleksandr
Nikitin and was the first time that anyone
charged with treason and espionage won
against the FSB in a Russian court.5

Grigory Pasko a naval captain and cor-
respondent of the Russian Pacific Fleet’s
newspaper, Boyevaya Vakhta, was convict-
ed after he revealed the illegal dumping of
toxic waste by Russia’s Pacific Fleet on
Japanese TV. He was detained from
November 1997 to 20 July 1999, when a
military court acquitted him of treason, but
he was convicted of abusing his official po-
sition (Article 285 of the Penal Code). He
was sentenced to three years imprison-
ment, but was immediately granted
amnesty and released as he had already
served 20 months in pre-trial detention.

◆ In March 2000, the police officially in-
formed prominent scientist and environ-
mental researcher Vladimir Soifer that he is
forbidden to leave the country and that he
would be arrested if he attempted to do so.
The FSB had accused Soifer of being in
possession of documents that could be of
use to NATO in its program for high-preci-
sion weapons. However, the FSB of the
Primorye Region closed Soifer’s case,
which involved violations of the law in the
investigative stage. 

Despite the acquittals, the FSB contin-
ued along the same lines.

◆ On 3 October, the FSB of the Primorye
Region pressed charges of divulging state
secrets and submitting contraband against
V. Schurov, head of a laboratory on acoustic
oceanic noises of the Pacific Ocean
Oceanological Institute of the Russian
South Academic Far East Branch. It should
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be noted that V. Soifer heads a laboratory
on nuclear oceanology at the same
Institute. Schurov had no access to secret
materials.

Conscientious Objection 

The second Chechen war again
brought up the urgent problem of introduc-
ing legislation on alternative civil service, as
provided by Article 59 of the Constitution
of the Russian Federation. The first hearing
of the bill on alternative service took place
in 1994, but it still had not been adopted
by the end of 2000. 

The military opposes the adoption of
the bill. Firstly, they fear the mass refusal to
serve in an army that conducts military ac-
tions such as the ones in Chechnya.
Secondly, introducing alternative service
could cause a reduction of the army ranks
that have been disproportionately high in
number since the Soviet time. The military
insists that, due to the absence of a law on
alternative service, there is no right to con-
scientious objection and therefore young
men have to carry out military service re-
gardless of their religious or pacifist con-
victions. Nevertheless, a nationwide move-
ment of hundreds of people has recently
emerged, supported by human rights or-
ganizations and basing their activities on
the Constitution, insisting on its direct en-
forcement in order to stop the forceful
drafting to the army. However, although
the position of the military violates the
Constitution, the courts often take its side.
As a main principle, human rights groups
have demanded that men who refuse to
carry out military service should not be im-
prisoned.  

◆ The case of Dmitry Neverovsky from
the Kaluga region became one of the most
significant public cases regarding conscien-
tious objection. Neverovsky declared his re-
fusal to carry out military service, as he did
not want to serve in an army that was used
for 1993 “parliament fusillade“ and for con-
ducting military actions in Chechnya.

Despite active support on his behalf, he
was sentenced to imprisonment. Public
pressure led his case to be revised and
Neverovsky was released after spending
146 days in prison. Several similar trials
took place in 2000. For example, Andrei
Zudov from the Republic of Karelia was
also sentenced to prison and later
amnestied.  

The Ministry of Defence developed its
own proposal for “alternative service” that
obviously does not fulfil international stan-
dards. It proposed that a person who has
been drafted but refuses to serve in the
army has to prove his pacifist conviction,
and be engaged in unarmed service in mil-
itary divisions deployed elsewhere than his
home region. 

Several other, more liberal, bills have
also been submitted to the State Duma,
but at this writing it was difficult to say any-
thing about the contents of the law that will
probably be adopted. According to the
Moscow Helsinki Group, it is difficult to
hope that the law will be liberal considering
the military tendencies of current Russian
political life. 

International Humanitarian Law 

Chechnya 
The primary human rights concern in

the Russian Federation in 2000 was the
continuing mass violations of fundamental
human rights in Chechnya. Although the
major military manoeuvres stopped in
March 2000, the hostilities continued and
resulted in numerous victims among the
civil population.6

Most victims of the war suffered from
the storming of Grozny in the winter of
1999-2000. Civil objects were bombed
and shelled as well as populated civilian lo-
calities where no armed separatists were
present. Federal military units shelled sev-
eral villages before the civilians were al-
lowed to leave their homes, apparently in
order to be able to report as high losses as
possible in the ranks of the “separatists.“
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Hostilities also included so-called
“cleansings“ – i.e. taking control of a quar-
ter or locality, including searching all hous-
es and premises with the purpose of de-
tecting “separatists.” In the course of the
“cleansings,“ numerous arbitrary murders,
humiliating treatment of civilians and pil-
lage took place. 

◆ The events in the settlement Novie
Aldy (in the suburbs of Grozny) were the
most notorious: sixty-eight peaceful inhabi-
tants of the settlement (according to the list
compiled by the residents) died as a result
of the “cleansing“ operation. 

Despite the end of large-scale military
activities and statements by the military
that they have practically total control over
the republic, “cleansing“ operations are still
taking place at the time of writing.

Another mass human rights violation
(including the victimisation of the civilian
population) was the so-called filtration sys-
tem – i.e. identity checks, and control over
the movement of people in the territory of
Chechnya. Federal authorities developed
this system in order to detect “separatists”
in plain clothes and to impede civilians’
freedom of movement. The filtration sys-
tem developed into indiscriminate mass
detentions: approximately 20,000 persons
were detained and subjected to beatings
and other forms of torture or ill-treatment.
Hundreds of persons were reported miss-
ing after being arrested – in reality, they
were probably killed or died from torture.
Corruption flourished within the filtration
system, and victims were sometimes re-
leased for ransom.

Protection of Refugees 

The armed conflict in Chechnya
caused a huge flow of refugees: as of the
end of 2000 there were some 200,000
refugees in the territory of the neighbouring
Ingush Republic. They lived under extreme-
ly severe conditions, which deteriorated
during the winter. Attempting to force the
refugees to return under the slogan “end of

hostilities“, federal authorities did not take
appropriate measures to protect the
refugees against the deteriorating situation
in the winter. Moreover, they even hin-
dered such activities by the Ingush authori-
ties. Medical assistance was inadequate
and a drastic increase in cases of tubercu-
losis was reported.

Under Russian law, refugees from all
former Soviet Republics are called “forced
migrants.” Under the new wording of the
Federal Law “On Forced Migrants“, it was
practically impossible for citizens who had
left Chechnya to obtain even this status. 

The adoption of the amendments in
December 1995 can be considered as the
Government’s decision to refuse to recog-
nize as refugees those citizens who left
their permanent residence in Chechnya
and thus to take responsibility for them.
The only status refugees from Chechnya
who had to leave their place of residence
due to the extreme circumstances could
achieve was registration and “reference no.
7.” Only after that could they demand to be
accommodated in a camp for “forced mi-
grants,” receive some products free of
charge, as well as a free roundtrip journey
to anywhere within the Russian Federation.
However, these rights were frequently not
observed, as there was no room in the
camps, and not enough food, medicine or
other necessities. 

On 17 December 1999, the chief of
the Federal Migration Service (FMS) issued
Order No. 110 obliging the Ingushetia,
Dagestan, Northern Ossetia and Stavropol
region migration services to cease register-
ing citizens who had left their places of res-
idence that had been declared “secure ar-
eas“ and not to grant them “reference no.
7.”  This order was issued despite the fact
that the federal forces did not have com-
plete control over the “secure areas” and
had no expedient guarantees for safety
provided by the confronting side. As a re-
sult, in the beginning of 2000 there were
severe battles in these “secure areas,“ in-
cluding Argun and Shali, and hundreds of
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civilians were killed. Despite this, the
Ingushetia Migration Service - referring to
the Federal Migration Service order - re-
fused to grant people fleeing from those
areas registration in accordance with “refer-
ence no. 7”.

The exact number of refugees remains
unknown, but there were more than
200,000 refugees in Ingushetia alone,
15,000 of whom lived in camps and even
in railway cars. The rest were accommodat-
ed at their relatives or with Ingush families.
The refugees in Chechnya lived under most
severe conditions. In the fall of 2000 it be-
came quite clear that new Chechen au-
thorities were unable to provide adequate
conditions for the return of the majority of
refugees. At the same time, the refugee
camps lacked at least 8,000 places
equipped for surviving the winter. Those
refugees who had to pay for their quarters

with their own assets were unable to with-
stand the economic burden. In addition to
the lack of food and medicines, passport
checks, nightly searches performed without
any control and often ending with the ar-
rest of the men who could not produce a
passport – although the majority of
refugees do not have identification docu-
ments - became regular occurrences. 

In May 2000, President Putin issued
Decree 867 to abolish the FMS and to
transfer its functions to the Ministry of
Federation Affairs, National and Migration
Policy. It took several months to reorganize
the new structures. In the meantime, there
was no funding from the FMS budget for vi-
tal necessities for refugees, including food.

The role of international charitable or-
ganizations providing aid to refugees was of
utmost significance, but still insufficient.
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