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Abstract. The paradigm of multiculturalism, which had been widely rec-ognized in both academic and political circles in the last third of the 20th cen-tury, is in crisis and requires either rethinking or replacement by another model; this could combine the virtues of multiculturalism in supporting cul-tural diversity with the need to consolidate society. This article analyzes the advantages of a new paradigm of diversity management known as “intercul-turalism,” and provides an overview of intercultural policies and practices using Québec (a province in Canada) and the Council of Europe’s Intercul-tural Cities Program as examples. The article focuses primarily on the prospects of implementing the latter model in Russia in order to regulate eth-nic relations. It is argued that the “nationalities policy” conception applied in Russia would benefit from including of certain intercultural policies and prac-tices. The article outlines the limits of application of the concept of intercul-turalism in the Russian context, and identifies points of convergence of eth-nopolitical trends in Russia and other Global North countries. The authors rely on the results of the research project “New approaches and methods of regulation of ethnopolitical relations on the territory of the largest urban agglomerations of Russia,” and, particularly, on sociological data acquired in three Russian million-cities (Perm, Rostov-on-Don, and Ufa). These three cases are scrutinized with regard to practices of mutual accommodation deployed by different ethnic communities of urban populations.
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From Criticism of Multiculturalism

to Proclamation of Interculturalism

Scholars studying globalization cannot miss an interesting fact, or even a paradox. On the one hand, cultures of different peoples and countries get pro-gressively universalized to a certain extent; on the other hand, cultural differen-tiation or even disintegration commonly defined in terms of “increasing cultural diversity” is becoming obvious.

This is a multidimensional process that reveals itself in different forms: greater interest in particular (for example, ethnic) identities [1; 4]; diversification of transnational migration flows described in terms of “super-diversity” [15]; the rise of identity movements demanding recognition of the identities of “autochthonous” or migrant groups [29; 34].

Intensified at the turn of the 21st century, these processes require new con-cepts, social models and administrative mechanisms of cultural diversity man-agement (further on CDM). The conception of multiculturalism was the most obvious response to the challenges. It was widely recognized by the world intel-lectual (including academic) milieu and was realized, in different forms, in polit-ical practices in many states (at least, in Western liberal democracies) [12]. Today, this conception is in crisis: its basic principles are revised.

Multiculturalism is one of the widely used concepts that avoid univocal def-initions. Rather, we are dealing with a multisemantic “umbrella” concept that offers a variety of interpretations of the fact of cultural diversity in the postcolo-nial era and of the methods of its public treatment. In its earlier variants (in Aus-tralia and Canada of the 1970s) multiculturalism was already perceived as a pol-icy of accommodation or integration toward cultural (immigrant or national) minorities.1 Declared as an official conception only in a few states,2 many of its provisions related to the protection of minorities were included in international charters and widely used in the majority of Western countries. By the late 1990s, however, in some of them the policy of multiculturalism became an object of increasingly vehement criticism.

By that time, multiculturalism had been associated not only with the revision of the place of cultural differences in the conditions of pluralism and emancipa-tion of minority groups in modern societies but also with the thorny question of migrant integration. At an earlier stage, multiculturalism was attacked by con-servative forces that insisted on assimilation (that had prevailed in the past) and condemned any public support or special treatment for cultural minorities. In the course of time, criticism, no longer the instrument solely of the right forces, was widening and deepening. The 9/11 in the United States and a chain of terrorist acts in the biggest cities of Europe caused a U-turn in public and political dis-cussions toward “national consolidation.” In the 2000s, European governments, one after another, devised and applied additional programs of migrant integra-tion: language tests, verification of knowledge of culture and history of the host country, tighter criteria of migration policy and so on [11]. In this context, mul-ticulturalism was perceived as a factor of social disintegration or, in other words,
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as “a situation where ethno-cultural-religious minorities are, or are thought of, as rather distinct communities, and where public policy encourages this distinctive-ness” [11, p. 2].

Irrespective of political and ideological criticism of multiculturalism, it should be said that it concentrates on minorities and does not pay adequate atten-tion to the place of ethnic and cultural majority in identity politics and public use of cultural differences.3 This partly explains why multiculturalism (mainly in relation to immigrants and, in some cases, to national minorities) became one of the main targets of national-populist movements speaking in the name of this majority [28]. Populists disclose the hypocrisy of the elite morals; they convinc-ingly demonstrate that members of the top crust, while holding forth on the advantages of migrant inflows and multiculturalism, prefer to keep away from these “advantages.” Members of the privileged classes do not compete with migrants on the labor market; they do not encounter them in their privileged zone (except in the role of servants). Elites appreciate the advantages of “open soci-ety” in words and rarely in practice: they are inaccessible for a considerable part of migrants who for generations remain at the lowest steps of the social and prop-erty ladder [10].

In the early 21st century, the gradually rising rejection of multiculturalism encouraged a search for alternatives. In recent years, there appeared an intellec-tual trend that has offered a new CDM conception called “interculturalism” [35]. Many of its supporters deliberately oppose it to multiculturalism [30], even if the two models share some fundamental features.

First, very much like multiculturalism, interculturalism is another “umbrella” concept that defies straightforward definitions. Second, both positively assess cul-tural diversity and accept its presence in the public sphere. Both postulate that these distinctions should be consistently taken into account when political, economic and symbolic resources are distributed in a polyethnic and multicultural society. Third, both models were devised as models of integration of immigrants and national minorities. This explains why many consistent supporters of multiculturalism insist that the model of interculturalism is nothing more than a complementary element of multiculturalism [14]. Despite the initial similarity between the models, their perception of cultural diversity keeps them rather separately.

Counter Processes of Integration

Multiculturalism attaches great importance to state support of cultural diver-sity in public spaces, while interculturalism pays much more attention to the idea and practice of an intercultural dialogue and interaction. In other words, inter-culturalism is about contacts and elements that bring cultural communities together rather than protection or encouragement of their distinctiveness or iso-lation. Different identities (ethnic, religious and cultural as well as linguistic, political and civic) are treated as dynamic, multilayered and multidimensional that can evolve under pressure of permanent contacts [8].
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The conception of interculturalism is based on a rejection of one-sided pol-icy of support of subjugated minorities. It is about integration (mastering of the tongue, involvement in professional activities, in social life of local communi-ties and associations and so on) as a sum-total of mutual processes in which minorities, members of the majority, the host population, and immigrants are involved. As a rule, these processes are unfolding at the level of local communi-ties (urban communities in the first place) and are directly related to questions of national (civic) identity.4 Interculturalism not only pursues the “policy of recog-nition” of cultures of minorities and opposes their discrimination; it can also treat the culture of the majority as the main vector of integration [2]. At the same time, involvement of members of minorities in cultural, economic and political life of urban (and other local) communities and the nation as a whole, is the key to their integration in social life.

“The Third Way” between Assimilation and Segregation

No matter how different are positive definitions of interculturalism by dif-ferent scholars, the majority of them consider it as a “third way” between the Scylla of assimilation of cultural minorities (i.e., their “dissolution” in the major-ity culture) and Charybdis of segregational “multiculturalism,” or, more precise-ly, communitarianism (meaning particular attention to cultural differences and, therefore, approval of isolation of minorities). Canadian scholars Charles Taylor and Gérard Bouchard have defined interculturalism as “[a] policy or model that advocates harmonious relations between cultures based on intensive exchanges centered on an integration process that does not seek to eliminate differences while fostering the development of a common identity” or common culture [3, p. 287]. A collective of European authors headed by Michael Emerson is of a more or less similar opinion: interculturalism “supports ethnic, religious and cul-tural minorities”; it helps them “survive in unfavorable situations” with public and state support. At the same time, this model “also aims at ensuring commit-ment [of the minorities] to the values, history and traditions of the host nation” and prevent their “excessive alienation and segregation.” In practical terms, interculturalism may find a place between the poles of “multiculturalism” and “assimilation” on the conventional scales of citizenship, education, accommoda-tion, employment and so on [11, pp. 2-3; 4-7].

This means that the conception of interculturalism is an ideological frame-work or a set of principles intended to institutionalize intercultural relations in modern society. It can be used as a methodological foundation of managing cul-tural diversity in a democratic society (see [40]). It goes without saying that the specific forms of this model depend, to a great extent, on national specific of any country (see, for example, [32, pp. 102-112]).
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Interculturalism: Practical Experience of Its Application

The model of interculturalism has been most consistently realized in Québec (Canada) as well as within a joint program of the European Commission/Coun-cil of Europe called Intercultural Cities Program [36].

Officially proclaimed as a common Canadian CDM model, the conception of state multiculturalism was criticized by the majority of political forces in Québec mainly because the policy of multiculturalism did not recognize those who lived in Québec as a nation on its own right within Canada and treated the Franco-Canadians as one of the ethnocultural minorities, even if the French lan-guage acquired an official status on a par with English [2, p. 462]. A conception of Québec interculturalism was offered as an alternative to multiculturalism. Until the 2000s, this conception had been promoted by a relatively narrow circle of specialists (researchers, intellectuals and public figures). Early in the 21st cen-tury, it became a subject of wide discussions in Québec politics and the media. To a great extent, the conception of interculturalism owes its greater popularity in Québec to the Consultation Commission on Accommodation Practices Relat-ed to Cultural Differences set up in February 2007 on the decision of Prime Min-ister of Québec Jean Charest (unofficially, the Bouchard-Taylor Commission by the names of its heads—sociologist Gérard Bouchard and political philosopher Charles Taylor).

Practice of Public Hearings and Discussions

Québec’s experience offers an interesting example of using the practice of public hearings to which experts, local residents and all those who want to take part are invited. The Bouchard-Taylor Commission has already organized tens of public hearings that discussed intercultural relationships in 17 cities of the province, including Montreal, the region’s biggest city, the place of attraction of over 80% of immigrants living in Québec. In May 2008, the Commission pre-sented its final report to the government and the public that specified the content of the model of Québec’s interculturalism (as understood by its authors) and sev-eral practical recommendations [3].

Accommodation and Mutual Concessions Practices

The use of “reasonable accommodations,” constituting one of the key inter-cultural practices, became highly popular in Québec applied to the questions of appropriated/inappropriate use of religious symbols at work, days-off on reli-gious holydays that should be later worked off, organization of prayer spaces, alternative menus in dining rooms, among others. These practices could be used at private and state enterprises on the basis of a dialogue between the sides and without direct interference of public authorities.
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These practices presuppose certain conditions. The first basic condition con-cerns the respect of the constitutional principles of liberal democracy, i.e. invio-lability of individual rights and popular self-government. Bouchard and Taylor identify three other principles immune to any revision within the public discus-sion of cultural accommodation: the status of the French language as official in Québec and the language of public communication; the secular nature of state institutions; and gender equality. Moreover, the accommodation practices should not contradict the main purpose of a given institution, for example, education at schools and universities, medical service in hospitals and clinics. They should not infringe on the rights of other people. In all other fields, the participants in the dialogue should guide themselves by the principles of justness and equality. The quest for rules and practices associated with the use of cultural differences in the public sphere is viewed as possible and even desirable within the frame-works of a consensus described above.

The reasonable accommodation practices on the basis of an open dialogue and equal involvement of all interested sides have many advantages. First, these practices allow to prevent discrimination practices related to minorities5 and improve their perception by the members of ethnocultural majorities. Second, the grassroots accommodation practices make it possible to take all specific cir-cumstances and situations into account in a way that increases the sides’ mutual trust. Third, accommodation practices not only help arrive at acceptable com-promises; they adjust society to the changes of its sociocultural composition through the mechanisms of civil participation.

The Set of Local Practices of “Intercultural Cities”

Large cities and urban agglomerations more often than others rely in their public practices on the conception of interculturalism. This is particularly testi-fied by the widening number of cities involved in the Intercultural Cities project that marked its first decade in 2018.6 Having joined the program, each of the cities assumes responsibility to promote intercultural exchange by setting up and supporting public spaces and encouraging daily contacts between people of dif-ferent cultures. The cities are invited to look at different aspects of urban life through an “intercultural prism.”

Different structural factors explain why intercultural practices are espe-cially needed in urban environments; the following being the main ones: first, an urban community is, by definition, multilayered and pluralistic and, there-fore, can be defined as a “community of communities” [33] where the key processes of social interaction proceed between carriers of highly varied local, national, cultural, gender, sexual and other identifications. Second, the cities are magnets for migrants from other regions and countries, which means that adaption of newcomers to the new social conditions takes place mostly in urban communities. This makes host urban communities one of the sides in two-sided integration and, at the same time, a collective actor responsible for
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social control. Third, the key component of urban (and national) identity is an involvement in a wide community built, to a great extent, on impersonal ties. To add weight and importance to this identity, members of these communities should be drawn into highly specific collective ties, relations or projects based on interpersonal interaction.

Interculturalism links up the “spirit” of interaction between different dynam-ic cultures and identities and direct involvement in the grassroots initiatives. What can be defined as intercultural urban practices? In the vast variety of prac-tices tested in the cities involved in the Intercultural Cities Program, the follow-ing can be easily applied in different contexts and can, therefore, be described as potentially universal:

—interaction between local authorities, the media and civil society organi-zations that contributes to create a positive image of cultural diversity, oppose racism and negative ethnic stereotypes, promote intercultural dialogue and ensure legal and social support of migrants;

—taking into account cultural diversity issues in educational and housing policy in order to prevent ethnic and religious segregation and promote cultural exchange at the level of housing estates;

—involvement of migrants and minorities in local economy and the system of administration through equal rights and equal access to education, health pro-tection, housing and transport;

—creating virtual (websites and blogs) and physical (parks, clubs, sport facilities) “zones of contact” in which “members of different or even polarized and hostile groups inevitably meet in daily life” [25, pp. 43-44];

—consistent exchange of opinions between local authorities and civil soci-ety representatives from different cities participating in the Program.7

Interculturalism and “Nationalities Policy” in Contemporary Russia

By the early 21st century, the ethnopolitical situation in Russia changed drastically compared to the situation of the 1990s, yet the basic principles of “nationalities policy” have been left untouched. In the 1990s, the main problems of interethnic relations in Russia were connected with masse mobilization of eth-nic minorities (so-called “titular nationalities” in Russian autonomous republics), widely described as “parades of sovereignties.” By the first decade of the new century, “vertical” conflicts lost a lot of their vehemence while “horizontal,” intergroup conflicts, especially in urban areas, came to the fore due, to a great extent, an unprecedented flow of immigrants [21]. At the same time, the prob-lems caused by migrant-phobia, typical of Global North countries, cropped up

[20]. In the early 2000s, the zones of interethnic tensions moved from ethnic republics to Russian cities. This has been amply confirmed by a chain of distur-bances in Kondopoga (Karelia, 2006); Sagra (Sverdlovsk region, 2011), Moscow (2010 and 2013); Pugachev (Saratov region, 2013); St. Petersburg (2013) and so on. A new outburst of urban riots was rekindled in the capitals of republics (for
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example, in Yakutsk, capital of the Republic of Sakha, in March 2019). All anti-migrant uprisings were stirred up by members of local majorities.

In Russia, theoretical paradigms in the sphere of public governance in rela-tion to cultural diversity issues should be updated. The “nationalities policy” par-adigm inherited from the Soviet Union was and remains its only theoretical foundation. In our view, time has come to complete it in line with latest theoret-ical developments and new realities. Let us consider only several points.

(1) The “nationalities policy” focuses exclusively on ethnic relations. The Russian Nationalities Policy Strategy for the period until 2025, adopted in December 2012, uses the concept of “(Russian) nation” as a political category for the first time [30]. In this document, the words with the root “nation” (for example, “multinational” and “international relations”) are used as synonyms of the traditional Russian interpretation of “nation” as ethnicity. The document mainly deals with interethnic relations even if in practice they are inseparable from political, socio-economic and migration issues. This is especially obvious in cities. Sociological studies have convincingly demonstrated that the attitude of urban dwellers to migrants of different ethnicities depends on many extra-eth-nic factors such as educational level, property status of migrants and the time spent in any particular city or region [17].

(2) The gap between the problems of migration and “nationalities” policies. Drafted by separate groups of experts, these policies are poorly coordinated.

(3) The “nationalities policy” strategy pays little attention to urban contexts. The Federal Center and Russian regions, not cities (with the exception of Moscow, St. Petersburg and Sevastopol as cities with federal status), are consid-ered as its only subjects.

In view of these shortcomings of the current state “nationalities policy” in Russia, we argue that it could benefit from incorporation of certain ideas rooted in new CDM conceptions. In another paper, we have already pointed out that these conceptions could contribute to increasing the potentials of the “nationali-ties policy” paradigm in two ways: first, by focusing on deeper orientations between civil society organizations and public authorities; second, by consider-ing cultural diversity management as a cross-cutting issue with multiple dimen-sions (social, religious, ethnic, demographic and so on) [19]. This comprehen-sive approach is especially important today when new forms of identity appear and disappear in the rapidly changing world. As one of the latest CDM models, interculturalism can fill some of lacunae in the “nationalities policy” paradigm due to exclusion of an urban dimension.

It should be said that borrowing or copying foreign models in Russian con-ditions is doubtful and, more importantly, hardly productive. Borrowings, which do not rely on local preconditions, rarely survive. This fully applies to CDM models. Certain elements of foreign experience, however, can be used in order to “boost” local practices aimed at mediating intercultural relations in Russian cities, for example, with the help of participatory policy-making mechanisms.

So far, in Russia (and other post-Soviet countries), the practices of grass-roots accommodation are new and rarely used. However, some of the largest
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cities in Russia have already mastered certain grassroots practices; one could even argue that several elements of interculturalism have been applied in local contexts in Russia, albeit not always and not everywhere successfully.

Periodical Contacts between City Administrations and Leaders

of “Ethnic Diasporas”

The practice of contacts between city administrations and leaders of local ethnic communities, commonly (but not always correctly) described as “ethnic diasporas,” is used in many Russia’s largest cities. Our analysis suggests, how-ever, that this practice has at least three major shortcomings.

First, interaction with such leaders does not necessarily mean interaction with the diasporas. Our focus-groups revealed that in Russia only the Chechen diaspora depends, to a larger extent, on the opinions and decisions of the leader of the Chechen Republic, Ramzan Kadyrov.8 This is confirmed by an analysis of the media materials (see, for example, [38]). But the Chechen case is unique. In Rostov-on-Don the “Dagestanian community flatly refuses to obey the republi-can authorities [of Dagestan] and to consider it as having the right to teach [its members] how to behave. Its members prefer not to maintain relations with the administration of Dagestan and act autonomously” [33, p. 113]. The mechanism of fitting diasporas into the power structures and transferring to them the “responsibility” to survey their members is nothing but an illusion of a stronger “vertical of power.” This has nothing to do with grassroots democracy and civil self-organization. On the other hand, it can hardly be realized as a universal mechanism because in Russia the level of migrants’ independence from their eth-nic organizations is steadily rising. The ethnic diasporas in Russian cities are, as a rule, represented by several rivaling organizations.

Second, interaction between administrations and community “elders” ensures at best a weak administrative control over these communities but does nothing to help migrants, ethnic and religious minorities integrate in local soci-eties. An opposite result is obvious: greater integration makes migrants less dependent on their community which means that communities are not inspired by the prospects of integration [9, pp. 132, 135].

Third, this interaction attracts attention to ethnic and religious identities and infringes on civil identities. But it is not infrequent that a greater role of com-munities leads to the division of local/urban spaces into relatively isolated com-munities. This explains why in the last 10-15 years communitarianism remains a target of highly substantiated criticism by experts and politicians in different countries. The problems of interaction between urban administrations and ethnic communities can be resolved in different ways. For example, formal leaders of ethnic organizations (for example, so-called “national-cultural autonomies”) can be replaced in the nationalities councils at city administrations with common people of different ethnicities that have revealed their abilities at the city level. “Integration contracts” that presuppose mutual obligations of the host side and
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migrants is another efficient form of weakening communitarianism. This approach differs from the latter in two respects. The contract principle, first, transfers orientation of those in power from the community to its members with whom contracts are signed (this makes them less dependent on their communi-ty). Second, this principle stimulates migrant’s integration into the host society, engaging him/her in the integration process as an autonomous subject [41].

Public Hearings and Public Discussions

This element of interculturalism seems to have good prospects in Russia: at least, there are legal foundations of public hearings and discussions in the form of Article 28 “Public Hearings and Public Discussions” of the Federal Law “On the General Principles of the Organization of Local Self-Government in the Russian Federation.” Public hearing provisions are registered in the Town Plan-ning Code of Russia; Moscow and other largest cities of Russia organize public hearings. In an absence of public hearings conflicts cannot be excluded (for example, protests emerged in Yekaterinburg in May 2019 when the authorities chose to build an Orthodox church on the territory of a public park, without hav-ing consulted dwellers on the matter). At the other hand, the legal foundations of public hearings and discussions do not ensure their organization, particularly outside Moscow.

An analysis of hearings and discussions reveals their excessive bureaucrati-zation across Russia [27]. Each municipal structure has the right to adopt its own rules of hearings and discussions; as could be expected, they are written not so much in the interests of the public but in the interests of city administrations. Some of the provisions are too vague (there are no clear-cut rules according to which members of organizing committees of public hearings are chosen). “If the organizing committee consists of municipal bureaucrats (this happens in the majority of cases), we can expect with a great degree of probability that the posi-tion of the municipality will predominate” [27, p. 71]. The range of questions that can be discussed at public hearings is strictly limited. This is especially obvious in the North Caucasian Federal District. The public is practically never invited to discuss interethnic and interreligious relations, including the highly important issues of places selected for cult constructions and cultural centers. So far, there have been no public discussions of cases of ethnic or religious dis-crimination under the pretext that they “might fan ethnic or religious animosi-ties.” However, there is every reason to think that an absence or weakness of mediating institutions (for example, public hearings and public discussions) tends to exacerbate existing conflicts.

Other significant problems, such as limited powers of local government, complicate the realization of the interculturalism conception in Russia. Accord-ing to economic geographer Natalya Zubarevich, “Russian municipalities of practically all types are extremely constrained administrative structures with no significant powers, especially in the social sphere, which have been raised to the
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regional level” (quoted from [19, p. 92]). At the same time, one could not say that these administrative barriers are insurmountable. From a theoretical perspective, it is statism, i.e., a very special role of the state in Russia’s political system, which creates barriers for the implementation of policies relying on the self-orga-nization of local/urban communities.

Scholars point to a much higher role of the state in organizing social life in Russia, compared to the Western countries [26]. Prominent sociologist Leokadia Drobizheva affirms that Russians think of “the state as the most important factor of [social] consolidation; it gathers twice as many votes (60-75%) of Russians as any other important consolidation factor” [5, p. 81]. The analysis of sociological data prompts her conclusion that Russian identity is essentially a “state-centered identity,” rather than civic or ethnic [6; 7].

According to the materials of the Levada Center (2006-2018), civic identity, i.e., identity with a community of citizens, and “civic culture” (in Almond and Verba’s terms) did not take roots in Russia. An absolute majority of Russians consistently point to their inability to influence decision-making process at the state level, in their regions, cities and city districts. Most of Russians declare that they are uninterested in politics and political participation. Starting with the 1990s, the share of people with the participatory orientation is gradually declin-ing [23, pp. 34-45]. Then how can one expect that intercultural principles and practices, having active urban communities as a prerequisite, will gain populari-ty in Russia?

Understudied Practices of Self-Organization

within Russian Urban Communities

One of our basic hypotheses is that even an objectively weak participation of local populations in civil activities does not exclude the (re)production of bottom-up forms of intercultural integration in Russia’s urban areas. These forms can sta-bilize interethnic relations and, more broadly, favor a more inclusive atmosphere in Russian cities. We argue that some traditional forms of self-organization based on neighborhood, friendship and ethnic ties, can promote, at least to a certain extent, the development of intercultural practices and policies in Russia.

We have selected three Russian cities with the populations of over a million as objects of our study: Ufa, Rostov-on-Don and Perm. Ufa is the capital of Bashkortostan, the most populous republic in Russia. The city’s populations include three big ethnic groups—Russians (48.9%), Tatars (28.3%) and Bashkirs (17.1%), none of which occupying a dominant position. Rostov-on-Don, the “gates to the Caucasus” and the “capital of the Southern Russia,” founded in the 18th century as an agglomeration of a Russian fortress and an Armenian town (Nakhichevan) has preserved its very special traditions of interethnic coopera-tion. Rostov borders on the Northern Caucasus and Donbass region, i.e., two zones of high instability. Perm, one of the biggest centers of the Urals, is gener-ally perceived as the “capital of Russian civil society.”
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Interestingly enough, these three centers of large urban agglomerations demonstrate a high level of social stability and benefit from greater potentials of defusing interethnic tension as compared to other largest cities of the same fed-eral district (i.e., Volga Federal District in case of Ufa and Perm, and Southern Federal District in case of Rostov). The selected cities stand apart by a great share of people born in the city: in Rostov-on-Don, they comprise 76% of the total population, in Ufa—60% and in Perm—53%. The share of respondents that do not want to move to any other place comprises 88% in Rostov-on-Don; 82% in Perm and 74% in Ufa [33, pp. 61-62].

Normally, those who are born in a city and permanently live in it are carri-ers of local traditions, so they create a socio-cultural pattern that helps migrants identify the behavior models and cultural values of the local population. This facilitates their integration in host society.

Studies by the methods of focus-groups and individual interviews in these cities in 2016-2018 revealed the so far understudied mechanisms of self-regula-tion that prevent a considerable part of interethnic conflicts. In Rostov-on-Don, these are mainly neighborhood and friendship ties. This city is known for the highest share of respondents who, according to a FOM (Public Opinion Foun-dation) survey, value “friendship and communication with relatives, friends and acquaintances” (73% against the country’s average of 48% in million-cities) (quoted from [33, p. 44]). The results of our focus-groups and expert interviews revealed a very special type of social ties in the urban Russian milieu that can be defined by the term “kunak,” which is borrowed from the North Caucasian peo-ples. Kunaks are friends connected by mutual obligations to defend each other, to ensure security and extend economic assistance. In Rostov, the city adminis-tration communicates with practically uncontrolled social groups, including criminal structures. This seems to be a tradition with a long history. According to the first elected mayor of Rostov, in the early 1990s, “Rostov maintained a healthy balance between power and criminal structures, inherited from the pre-revolutionary times. The authorities never ignored criminal elements; they were aware of their existence and considered protection of common people [from it] as its priority” [39]. While this practice cannot be accepted as positive from a moral point of view, it may have some positive effects. In Rostov, for example, this informal cooperation helped reduce the level of conflicts in the city.

In Ufa, daily interactions between three ethnic communities have created a system of checks and balances. This system relies on two main mechanisms that help turning interethnic rivalry into an element of agreement and conflict pre-vention. The first mechanism bases on an admission that the current correlation between ethnic communities cannot be removed because of unacceptably high costs of open conflicts ignited by delimitation. This means that each side should assess its potentials and accept compromises [33, p. 140]. The second mecha-nism is connected with a mediating force of inter-group interactions. In Ufa, this role belongs to Russians, a relative majority with a very special identity. The Russians of Bashkortostan think of themselves as citizens of Russia rather than in ethnic terms. Moreover, among Ufa’s Russians, the share of those who look
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at themselves as belonging to “their” ethnicity is lower than Russia’s average. Among the Bashkirs and Tatars, the share of those who connect themselves with their ethnic group is considerably higher. Bashkirs as the republic’s “titular nationality” demonstrate a much more obvious ethnic self-identity. It should be said, however, that members of all three large ethnic communities in Ufa identi-fy themselves with “citizens of Russia” and “people from the same locality” rather than with members of their ethnic groups [33, p. 140]. In some cases, peaceful coexistence is achieved through direct agreements between leaders of informal coalitions that include businessmen and public figures with different ethnic and religious identities. This mechanism prevents competition for eco-nomic or administrative resources from sliding into interethnic animosities.

Can one consider the informal self-regulations in Rostov-on-Don and Ufa as a Russian variant of accommodation practices? Our answer is: “yes” and “no.” Yes, because the informal relationships of this kind invariably rely in compro-mises and mutual concessions. They considerably suppress the conflict potential, which is the main target of accommodation. No, because those compromises and concessions are not public, they are concluded between clans and do not rely on a wide circle of citizens. It seems that here we are dealing with the phenomenon described by Blair Ruble [24]. He has demonstrated that the most successful heads of administrations in three cities (Chicago, Moscow and Osaka) back in the 19th century created coalitions of various groups to be used for the common good; they used traditional practices that went back to the feudal-samurai rela-tionships in Osaka and the relationships between heads of city administration and merchant guilds in Moscow. Here we will conditionally call these relationships “pre-civic” in expectation that they may develop into a full-scale civil society.

Perm is the only city out the three discussed here in which civic solidarity and civic culture are strong. This is confirmed, in particular, by the index of democracy of the regions of Russia in which the Perm territory invariably occu-pies one of the top ten places. It remains surprisingly stable throughout the entire period of measurements [31]. While in Rostov-on-Don and in particular in Ufa the local authorities build up coalitions and play the leading role in using the inter-group relations for certain administrative reasons, in Perm these relations rely on grassroots practices. The Perm phenomenon is closely connected with local subculture which we conventionally define as “insubordination to bosses.” This conventional “freedom” stems from the urge to self-expression and a sharp opposition to everything that is imposed “from above.” The city inherited its civic culture from the Soviet industrial era. Enterprises of the military-industrial complex were “cities within the city” with developed social infrastructures and enough resources to lobby their interests. Directors, who took orders directly from Moscow, were “on a par” with the regional and city heads. This created an atmosphere of independence of sorts: people, from chiefs to common workers, felt well-protected against the pressure and repressions of the local authorities [33, pp. 65-69]. Out of three groups of the people surveyed in Perm, workers of the big industrial enterprises, still the biggest (not less than a quarter) part of the able-bodied population, seem to support some basic values of interculturalism;
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they are strongly opposed to xenophobia and discrimination. They treat people who live in their city as Permyaks, not Russians, Tatars or anybody else. Even if the local people believe that the “true Permyak” should be born or at least edu-cated in the city, the main thing is to be included in urban life, be acquainted with neighbors and communicate with different people. “Permyaks are the leaders. There is not separation; we live in a multinational state…. We are Permyaks

because we know all sites of our city, we assist at public holidays; we study its history with our children, that is, we are active citizens …. We are convinced that

ethnicity does not matter. No matter who you are, people treat you as [an equal] human being.”9

This corresponds, to a great extent, to the Soviet principles, the product of not so much organic solidarity of people united by common aims and values, but as part of social hierarchy that made people equal and even identical in the face of the state. The main element of this heritage is “respect for labor shared by all workers; for people irrespective of their jobs and ethnicities” [33, p. 72].

“Managers,” i.e., medium-level administrations of private companies engaged in trade, logistics, insurance and finances, offered different opinions. All of them had higher education and incomes higher than average wages and no certainty about the future. Many of them were brimming with all kinds of fore-bodings: devaluation of the national currency, high inflation, sanctions, terror-ism, wars and so on. “Competition” was the main word in their vocabulary. The Perm “managers” were convinced that even “students and retired people com-pete among themselves” and “divide the budget to get a bigger part.” They feared ethnic competition: “I think that their [ethnic minorities’] growing num-bers and, therefore, their growing influence in the city of Perm is a problem. They live in diasporas and have much more influence. If any of them gets a more or less good post, the person promotes only other [members of her ethnic com-munity].” Hence an apocalyptical conclusion: “We are doomed, fighting is use-less.” Only public authorities could change this. “[The authorities] should do something, yet they do nothing.”10 While the subculture of independence and “insubordination to bosses” is prominent among workers, the “managers” pin their hope on a “strong hand.” While the former group spoke about Perm as “my” and “my native city,” the latter were convinced that “somewhere life is much better,” i.e., “where there is more money.” Moscow, Yekaterinburg and Kazan were mentioned more frequently than others as those places.

Without claiming the right to wide-scale generalizations, we can say that the shortest road to civic ideals and intercultural practices begins with the Soviet-inherited “collectivism” of Perm workers rather than with the individualism of “managers.” So far, local patriotism predominates in the city; this is confirmed by the region’s index of democracy and a high share of those who are not ready to move elsewhere and reject ethnic hostility (“no squabbles”). The social capi-tal in self-regulation of intercultural relations accumulated by the Permyaks has not yet been fully tapped (and is not popularized) by the Perm administration, let alone by the authorities of two other cities discussed above. In any case, this cap-ital does not appear in any documents related to “nationalities policy.” Only one
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out of three cities adopted a municipal program entitled “Consolidation of Inter-national and Interreligious Agreement in the City of Perm” (2014), which con-tains a bloc of measures indispensable for social and cultural adaptation of migrants. However, we detected no traces of their implementation; the program’s funding is also unavailable. The Charter of the city of Ufa relates to “elaboration and realization of measures designed to consolidate interethnic and interreligious relations,” but this intention remains unsupported with adequate programs, plans and funding. In Rostov-on-Don, the city administration did not bother to adopt any programs aimed at regulating intercultural relations, let alone realize them.

Concluding Remarks

Since the second half of the 20th century, several conceptions of cultural diversity management have been tested in a cyclical way: from the 1970s to 1990s, the assimilation and the “melting pot” models were replaced with multi-culturalism which, in its turn, is retreating under pressure of interculturalism. Less adequate models are losing competition to those better suited to changing realities. Among them is a revival of public interest in national consolidation in the countries that, for different reasons, were plunged into erosion of their nation-al projects [22]. The elites in relatively new independent states have been using the nation-building as a crucial instrument of state legitimization and political mobilization of the masses. This has stimulated the current worldwide demand for integration-focused CDM models.

In Russia, traditional policies aimed at regulating of interethnic relations is moving from the methodology of the Soviet “nationalities policy” to the most recent theoretical approaches, drawing a greater public attention to cultural diver-sity issues with the task of civic consolidation. The changing ethnopolitical situa-tion in Russia is growing increasingly similar to the situation in the other Global North countries. In Russia, migration processes mix populations and destroy the remnants of the imperial system made of isolated ethnic territories kept together by their subordination to the imperial center. However, the process of “renova-tion” of the “nationalities policy” paradigm is highly contradictory. For instance, in the current Nationalities Policy Strategy for the period until 2025, the idea of consolidation of the Russian civic nation is balanced out by other approaches that bring society back to the Soviet interpretation of the nation as a form of ethnicity.

The Strategy considers separatism a potential threat yet offers no descrip-tions of the new ethnopolitical situation related to concentration of migrants in urban areas. The largest cities, which concentrate up to half of the population of a given Russian region, are not treated (with the exception of three federal cities) as objects, let alone subjects of the “nationalities policy.”

The Russian state does not follow the policy of multiculturalism. The latter term is burdened with negative connotations in the Russian public discourse. But we do think that interculturalism has better chances to take root in Russia, although not because it sounds like the Soviet “internationalism.” Even if the two
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conceptions are related to a certain degree (for example, both focus on the idea of “unity in diversity”), the differences between them are still enormous: con-trary to the Soviet internationalism with its ascribed ethnic identities, “hierar-chies of peoples” and imposed ideology, interculturalism stimulates horizontal interactions between individuals and multiple communities.

Interculturalism focuses on local-level interactions and thus it would be in great demand in Russian cities seeking to regulate relations across ethnic and religious lines as well as between migrants and host communities. As we argued, there are legal preconditions and an experience of applying intercultural prac-tices in Russian cities even if many obstacles remain, for example, weak involvement of minorities in local government at a low level. This is confirmed by the assessments of intercultural policies in Izhevsk, the only Russian city involved in the Intercultural Cities Program [37]. On the other hand, we can hardly expect wide involvement of minorities amid a weak local participation of the main part of the local population.

The Russian law system does not provide protection against ethnic discrim-ination [18]. With the exception of a few NGOs promoting the anti-discrimina-tion agenda, it is absent from official documents, public debates and law-enforcement practices. No public institutions in Russia intend to prevent latent or indirect discrimination.

Among the Russian million-cities discussed above, Perm in the first place allows us to hope that civic solidarities will boost local-level intercultural prac-tices and democratization. But this would be a fairly long process demanding engagement of numerous social agents.
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Notes

1 In Canada, multiculturalism was primarily aimed at resolving the “Québec question,” against the sharp growth of separatism in this province in the 1960s.
2 Canada, Australia, Sweden, and the Netherlands.
3 Certain prominent theoreticians of multiculturalism admit this circumstance [16, p. 307].
4 Certain conceptions of interculturalism are justly reproached with ignoring the problems of multicultural citizenship and inclusive national identity for the sake of integration poli-cies at the level of cities and other types of local communities. See [13].
5 In this context, discrimination is mainly indirect, i.e., produced by institutionalized norms reflecting the habits and traditions of the dominant culture.
6 The Intercultural Cities program created as a joint initiative of the European Commission and the Council of Europe in 2008 has become wide. Today, it involves more than 120 cities across the world, mainly in the countries of the European Union and European Eco-nomic Area but also outside them, for example, in Australia, Israel, Canada, Morocco, Mexico, the USA, Turkey, Ukraine, and Japan as well as the city of Izhevsk in Russia. For more detail, see [32, pp. 112-121].
7 Exchange of experience is a obligatory process within the Intercultural Cities Program, its participants are involved in the peer-to-peer process, that is, mutual assessments (on the basis of a ten-point scale) of what the city communities are doing and recommendations of their improvement.
8 Focus-group with Chechens (according to their self-identifications). Rostov-on-Don, August 12, 2017.
9 Focus-group with workers. Perm, August 23, 2016.
10 Focus group with people engaged in administration and logistics. Perm, August 23, 2016.
Translated by Valentina Levina


