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PREFACEE AND AKNOWLEDGEMENT S 

'Georgiaa on my mind', the voice of Ray Charles singing this song has been constantly in 
mymy head for the past seven years. It all started with a small note pinned up on a notice 
boardd in the University of Amsterdam's Department of Geography way back in 1995. 

Whilee Georgia was still only known to most people back in the early 1990s as one 
off  the former Soviet Republics, by coincidence I was more familiar with the place. 
Havingg been born and raised on the island of Texel (in the Netherlands), I have heard 
storiess about Georgians for as long as I can remember. This is as a result of a particular 
coursee history took on the island during the last months of the Second World War, known 
ass 'The Georgian Rebellion on Texel'. The story of this last battlefield in the Netherlands 
involvedd a group of about 800 Georgians soldiers who were stationed on Texel during the 
Secondd World War after they had been captured by the German Army on the Eastern 
Frontt and had subsequently started to fight on the German side. When the capitulation of 
Germanyy became imminent, the Georgians began to fear being returned to the Soviet 
Union,, as Stalin was not known for leniency when it came to treating soldiers who had 
surrenderedd to the enemy. To avoid this fate, the Georgian soldiers organized a rebellion 
againstt the German army on Texel in April 1945. It turned into a bloody battle in which 
thee Georgians, supported by many local Texel residents, fought a kind of guerilla war 
againstt the German army. Most of the Georgians died but those who survived were able 
too return to their motherland of Georgia. Their rebellion was presented in the Soviet 
Unionn as a heroic deed - including a remake of the event in a film - and is still known 
todayy by almost all Georgians, including the younger generations. Since then, there has 
alwayss remained a special bond between Texel and Georgia: quite a lot of people from 
Texell  have contact with Georgians or have been to Georgia, and official Georgian 
delegationss regularly visited the island, even during communist times. 

Soo it was easy to make a decision when I saw this note asking for students to do 
researchh in Georgia at a time when I was looking for an interesting subject for my 
Masterss thesis. Here was my chance to see this country I had grown up hearing so much 
about!!  And what could be more captivating for a political geographer than studying a 
newlyy independent state, especially one that had just experienced the change from 
communismm to democracy, and had a population made up of various ethnic groups. 
Fieldworkk became an adventure resulting in a thesis on the position of the Armenian 
minorityy in Georgia. I realized, though, that in these few months I had only just started to 
understandd the completely different 'world' of Georgia. Therefore, when I was 
subsequentlyy offered the opportunity to return and study the Armenian minority in 
Georgiaa in depth for a PhD, I gladly accepted the challenge. 

Georgiaa is hard to classify, which explains the frequently used phrase 'crossroads 
betweenn different worlds' when referring to the country. While strictly speaking it is 
locatedd in Asia - with the Caucasus range in the north being the border - in many cases it 
iss actually counted as part of Europe. The response of kids when asked about whether 
Georgiaa is in Asia or Europe exemplifies this: "Europe or Asia? No, Georgia is located in 
thee Caucasus!". With regard to language, the Caucasus is indeed the most useful frame of 
reference,, as the ancient Georgian language with its own (non-Latin and non-Cyrillic) 
alphabett is not related to any other language in the world except for a few other 
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Caucasiann languages. Also the general culture in Georgia cannot be said to belong 
predominantlyy to either Europe or Asia, but is a mixture of several civilizations. The 
country'ss Christian background and its modem developed society give the outsider the 
feelingg of being in a part of Europe, but the traditional family structures display the 
closenesss of the country to the Middle East, while over all of this lies a layer of Soviet 
uniformityy and passivity. 

Althoughh intriguing, Georgia's specific background complicates the exercise of 
conductingg research in the country. In addition to language problems (especially when 
studyingg an ethnic minority with yet another completely different mother tongue), the 
mixturee of these various worlds in Georgian society displays apparent contrasts for a 
researcherr from Western Europe that are difficult to fathom. For instance, it is difficult to 
graspp the exact relationship between the country's modern developed society with a large 
proportionn of educated and working women on the one hand, and the traditional family 
structuress in which women are strictly subordinated to men on the other. Or the balance 
betweenn the strong Georgian nationalism and the generally shared Georgian conviction 
thatt they are the 'most hospitable of nations'. Or the apparent contrast between the 
preciselyy organized and documented bureaucracy and the extreme importance of 
networkss and contacts in arranging matters. Or the fact that farmers living in very 
primitivee conditions in remote villages know everything about the Netherlands and the 
restt of the world. In addition, the general conditions for doing research in Georgia were 
farr from optimal as a result of recent civil wars that have raged through the country, the 
severee economic crisis in Georgia ever since it became independent in 1991, hard living 
conditions,, many institutions on the brink of collapse, and only limited means of 
transportt and communication. 

II  was fortunate as there were many people who helped me with this challenging 
project,, first of all in Georgia. Zaal Kikodze was the first Georgian I met in Tbilisi in 
1995,, and from that time onwards he and his family always warmly welcomed me into 
theirr home, helped whenever possible and were not afraid to discuss my project critically. 
Guramm Svanidze of the Parliamentary Committee on Human Rights and Ethnic Relations 
wass a great support in organizing the survey in the various research regions in Georgia. 
Ghiaa Nodia and other researchers at the Caucasian Institute of Peace, Democracy and 
Development,, Alexander Rondelli from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Revaz 
Gachechiladzee at the Department of Geography of Tbilisi State University, Alexander 
Kukhianidzee from the Department of Political Science also at Tbilisi State University, 
Zurabb Gokadze of the Institute for Demographic and Social Studies, and Albertine Smit 
att the United Nations office in Georgia were all so kind in providing me time and again 
withh information and contacts. Of the many assistants and interpreters who helped me 
duringg my periods of fieldwork in Georgia, I would especially like mention Marina 
Dilbarian,, Elena Eloian, Gulo Surmanidze, Soso Melitauri and Galina Tsereteli. And 
withoutt the hundreds of local respondents who were willin g to let me know their 
opinions,, my research would not have been possible. Finally, I would like to direct a 
speciall  word of thanks to the Georgian and Armenian families in whose homes I was 
alwayss welcome to stay and who introduced me to the real Georgia by sharing their 
familyy lives and their culture, habits and thoughts with me. The Khoperia, Anayian and 
Mukhigulii  families in Tbilisi, Galina Tsereteli in Akhaltsikhe, the Kazaryan family in 
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Akhalkalaki,, the Karslyan family in Ninotsminda, and last but not least the Ginosian 
familyy in Ninotsminda. Otari Ginosian was always ready to help me, to show me remote 
villages,, to have long discussions and to make me feel at home in his house. He always 
tookk a great interest in my research but unfortunately did not live to see the end of the 
project.. I hope he would have been happy with the results. 

Outsidee Georgia, many people have been of great help. In the United States, both 
Stephenn Jones of Mount Holyoke College and Dominique Arel of Brown University were 
alwayss a source of inspiration with their unrelenting enthusiasm for my research in 
Georgia.. The latter made it possible for me to participate in an interesting research 
projectt at Brown University on 'Prevention of Ethnic Violence', for which I conducted 
somee research in the Ajaria region of Georgia. On my way to Georgia and to prepare the 
surveyy with people from the Center of Sociological Studies, I stopped over several times 
inn Moscow where I was always welcome to stay with Jan van Esch. At the University of 
Amsterdamm in the Netherlands, I would like to thank my supervisors Herman van der 
Wustenn and Hans Knippenberg for their guidance and constructive criticism. The 
Amsterdamm Research Institute for Global Issues and Development Studies (AGIDS) at 
thee university made the research possible by providing the main funds, in addition to 
fundss from the Dutch Scientific Organization (NWO). The serious work was put in 
perspectivee by my fellow PhD students in the Department of Geography and Planning, 
whoo were always genuinely interested in the progress of the project as well. The relaxed 
andd supportive atmosphere in the office with Germ, Frank, Anja and Renske was 
indispensablee when it came to the lonely job of writing up my PhD, and the week's work 
wass often relieved with dinners, endless games of'Siedler' and geographical trips at 
weekends.. With Mathijs Pelkmans, one of the very few other scientists in the Netherlands 
writingg on Georgia, I could exchange sources of information and contacts, and it was a 
pleasuree to share our often bizarre fieldwork experiences. Jos van der Klei of the 
Departmentt of Anthropology at the Free University of Amsterdam always remained 
interestedd in my research after initiating my first period of fieldwork in Georgia in 1995. 
Andd so did Chris Sigaloff, with whom I conducted the initial research on Armenians in 
Georgiaa and wrote my Masters thesis back in 1995/1996. 

Finally,, I would like to thank my family. My parents were always there when 
neededd and took a great interest in the project, including an adventurous trip through 
Georgia.. Tilmann became 'the second expert on Armenians in Georgia' and I deeply 
appreciatee his continuous support in motivating me, reading chapters and visiting me in 
Georgia.. And last but not least, I thank Malin for her beautiful littl e smile that brings so 
muchh joy. 
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11 INTRODUCTION 

1.11.1 Multi-ethnicity  and the legitimacy  of  post-Soviet  states 

Withh the collapse of the Soviet Union about a decade ago, post-Soviet states came into 
being.. This statement may seem logical and lacking substantive content but a collective 
conceptt for the newly independent states that emerged from the former Soviet Union is 
valuable.. These states, no matter how different they are, not only have a common past but 
sharee a particular legacy of a regime that profoundly changed the structure of its society 
andd the attitudes of its people. Nowadays, while trying to develop democratic regimes, all 
thee post-Soviet states are having to deal with this specific heritage from Soviet times. 

Thee struggle around a crucial issue facing these newly independent states, the 
questionn concerning the legitimacy of their democratic regimes, clearly reveals distinct 
tracess left from Soviet times. A regime can be regarded as legitimate if the citizens of the 
statee consider it to be legitimate, even though it may be considered 'wrong' according to 
universall  standards (Bakker & Schulte Northolt 1996: 21). The former Soviet regime so 
oftenn used arbitrary policies and high-ranking officials abused their power so frequently 
thatt nowadays most people in the post-Soviet states distrust the institutions coordinating 
thee civil administration, the police and the military. This distrust is reinforced by the fact 
thatt the former leaders - the so-called Nomenklatura - still hold most of the high-level 
positionss within the regimes of these recently established states. Since there has been no 
traditionn of participation in state structures and only punishment for those who chose to 
challengee the previous regime, there is not much significant or effective protest to be 
heard,, in spite of the high level of education in these states, the relatively modern 
infrastructuree and the large number of civic organizations - for example, political parties, 
culturall  organizations, youth organizations. Nevertheless, one cannot conclude that the 
citizenss of a state regard a regime as legitimate on the basis of a lack of organized protest 
againstt it: people might be disinterested in politics or accept the regime but disobey the 
basicc political laws thereby undermining its authority. 

Itt is generally assumed that the legitimacy of a regime is complicated when the 
compositionn of the population is multi-ethnic - as it is in almost all the newly 
independentt states in the former Soviet Union. The proposition that ethnic and civic 
identityy comprise incompatible loyalties stems from the fact that an integration of various 
ethnicc groups is uncertain and potentially destabilizing since people tend to identify with 
theirr own (ethnic) group and view other (ethnic) groups as a threat to their position and 
status.. In order to establish a legitimate regime, however, the various ethnic groups need 
too be integrated to such an extent that they all support the regime and comply with basic 
politicall  laws. In post-Soviet states, the integration of various ethnic groups is 
complicatedd by their specific history. The regime of the Soviet Union not only stressed 
butt even institutionalized the ethnic identity of people, and linked ethnicity to status by 
assigningg dominant political and cultural positions within the fifteen Union Republics 
onlyy to the members of the titular groups of these republics, for example, Georgians in 
Georgiaa and Armenians in Armenia. Some non-titular ethnic groups were granted more 
authorityy than others through the establishment of autonomous regions and areas within 
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thesee Union Republics. These features have left their mark on post-Soviet citizenries and 
theirr states. 

Legitimizationn of the state is essential but problematic in multi-ethnic states, and 
post-Soviett states have encountered specific problems in this area. Important questions 
arise:: Is the authority in post-Soviet states firmly in the hands of the newly established 
regimes?? Are the various ethnic groups in post-Soviet states integrated to such an extent 
thatt they support their regimes? Do they generally comply with basic political laws? To 
whatt extent is this legitimization in post-Soviet states the result of the multi-ethnic 
compositionn of its populations? What is the influence of the specific Soviet heritage? 

Transcaucasiaa is an interesting region in which to study these questions because of its 
strategicc location and its links to Russia and the Middle East. The recent rivalry between 
thee United States, Russia, Iran and Turkey to gain influence in the region and control 
overr the enormous oil reserves in the Caspian Sea has emphasized once more the 
importantt geopolitical position of Transcaucasia. Stability in the three Transcaucasian 
statess including the legitimization of their regimes by their citizens is an important issue 
nott only to the region itself but also to other countries eager to exploit the oil fields and 
layy pipelines for the transportation of this oil. 

Anotherr factor that makes a study of the legitimacy of Transcaucasian regimes 
interestingg is that they have to deal with an unprecedented entanglement of smaller and 
largerr nations, clans, tribes, cultures, religions, alphabets, traditions and customs in the 
region.. (The Arabs used to call the Caucasus range 'The Mountains of Languages'.) That 
legitimizationn by such a diverse population is difficult has become clear ever since the 
disintegrationn of the Soviet Union. The political situation in the newly independent states 
off  Transcaucasia - Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan - has remained turbulent and 
troublesome.. While Azerbaijan and Armenia have been in conflict over the Nagorno-
Karabakhh region since 1988, Georgia has experienced three civil wars since the late 
1980s. . 

Off  the three Transcaucasian states, Georgia has the largest number of ethnic 
minoritiess living within its borders. According to the last Soviet census of 1989, 30 
percentt of the population in Georgia did not belong to the Georgian ethnic group. Among 
thee population of Azerbaijan, the same census found only 17 percent without the titular 
ethnicityy - of which most of the Armenians outside Nagorno-Karabakh (4%) have since 
leftt as a result of the conflict in this region. In the population of Armenia only 6 percent 
weree recorded as not belonging to the Armenian ethnic group, of which most were Azeri 
(3%)) and do not live there anymore for the same reason (Anderson & Silver 1996). 

Thatt multi-ethnicity has been problematic for the Georgian state is illustrated by 
thee record of civil wars in Georgia since independence: two out of the three wars which 
ragedd through the state were based on ethnic conflicts, and the third was the result of 
tensionss over nationalistic policies and the nationalistic attitude of the country's first 
democraticallyy elected president. Peace returned in the end of 1993 though the problems 
inn the areas of conflict have not been solved and a cease-fire is in effect. Since then the 
state,, under the leadership of President Shevardnadze, has made a fresh start: a new 
democraticc constitution was passed, parliament became more decisive, and in 1995 the 
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economyy started to grow for the first time in years.' But a regime has to be legitimized by 
variouss ethnic groups if stability is to be retained and consolidated in Georgia. 

Sincee Georgia faced complications of legitimacy from having a multi-ethnic 
populationn but has found political stability (at least temporarily), it is interesting to focus 
onn Georgia in a study on the legitimacy of a post-Soviet regime. Georgia finds itself at 
thee center of geopolitical games around the oil reserves in Azerbaijan and while Armenia 
hass been excluded from transporting oil from Azerbaijan as a result of conflicts between 
thee two states, Georgia has already become involved in various options related to oil-
pipelinee (re)construction. 

1.21.2 The Republic  of  Georgia 

Thee Republic of Georgia regained its independence in 1991. Like the other two 
Transcaucasiann republics, it was independent for a short period after the collapse of the 
Russiann Empire until being invaded by the Bolsheviks (1918-1921). The first time the 
Georgiann state appeared on the map as a unified kingdom was in the twelfth century. 
Georgiaa is thus an ancient entity but the centuries and decades in which it was not an 
autonomouss unity account for most of its history. The Transcaucasian region was 
conqueredd time and again by various invaders because of its important geopolitical 
locationn at the crossroads between East and West, between the Christian and the Muslim 
worlds. . 

Thesee various conquerors left their mark on the Georgian land, among other 
thingss in the diversity of the population whether by converting groups to another religion, 
byy changing their mother tongue, by welcoming new ethnic groups or by deporting other 
ethnicc groups. Throughout the centuries, however, a Georgian identity remained, rooted 
mainlyy in the adoption of Christianity (in the fourth century) and the formation of its own 
phoneticc alphabet (in the fifth century). Relations with the sizable numbers of other 
ethnicc groups living on 'Georgian' lands - like Armenians, Russians, Azerbaijanis, 
Ossetians,, Greeks, Abkhaz, Ukrainians and others - were based predominantly on 
peacefull  coexistence. Each ethnic group had its own economic and social niche, and 
althoughh mutual prejudice and stereotypes existed, in general inter-ethnic relations were 
nott problematic (Gachechiladze 1995: 73). 

Onlyy after the development of a national consciousness among Georgians at the 
endd of the nineteenth century did ethnic problems start to emerge, coming to a head at the 
timee of the First Republic of Georgia (1918-1921). The constitution of the new republic 
grantedd equal rights to all citizens, but in reality Georgian nationalism was dominant and 
variouss ethnic groups, like the Ossetians, Abkhaz and Armenians, revolted. While these 
problemss were further complicated but held under control during Soviet times, they have 
noww moved to the forefront again and in many cases overshadow purely economic or 
sociall  problems, of which it cannot be said that Georgia is deprived (Gachechiladze 
1995:: 73). Revolts broke out in South Ossetia and Abkhazia (See Map 2.1) after the 
titularr ethnic populations of both former autonomous regions declared the regions 

11 This study was conducted predominantly before the ruble crisis in Russia in 1998 that marked a turning 
pointt in the Georgian economy and political situation in a negative sense. 
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independent.. This resulted in civil war in Georgia and eventually in two separate regions 
withh an uncertain status, and closed borders protected by UN peacekeepers. 

Ossetianss and Abkhaz obviously did not legitimize the new democratic state of 
Georgia.. Analyzing the causes of both conflicts, it becomes clear that besides ethnic 
cleavagess and political and military miscalculations in approaching the tense situation in 
thesee regions, other factors also played a role. 

Inn the first place, geographical and historical circumstances contributed to the 
outbreakk of the conflicts. Both regions are located along Georgia's national border and 
thereforee were able to receive support from people on the other side - in the case of 
Southh Ossetia from North Ossetia and Russia, and in the case of Abkhazia from the 
Caucasiann Muslims and Russia. In addition, South Ossetia and Abkhazia both have a 
largee proportion of the titular ethnic groups of these regions. They are the 'core areas' 
withinn Georgia for Ossetians and Abkhaz, which guaranteed a solid basis of support for 
thee declaration of independence. Moreover, when the Soviet Union collapsed both 
regionss used their powers as autonomous regions to implement a special status for their 
titularr ethnic groups. Later these groups attempted to preserve this autonomous status 
withinn Georgia and used it to lend weight to their claims for independence. 

Thiss brings us to another factor contributing to the outbreak of ethnic conflict in 
Southh Ossetia and Abkhazia: the opportunity structure provided by the state through 
laws.. The use of the autonomous status of the regions by the ethnic groups reveals that 
legall  provisions can intensify feelings of identity of ethnic groups and thereby strengthen 
theirr demands towards the state. In South Ossetia, tensions that finally erupted into 
conflictt were seriously exacerbated in November 1988 by the publication of a law 
strengtheningg the position of the Georgian language in the republic as a whole (Birch 
1996:: 162). Ethnic institutions existed in bothh regions: schools, theaters and scientific 
institutionss based on the language of the titular group, and literature published in these 
languages.. This right to establish and maintain ethnic institutions and to publish in the 
titularr language strengthened the feelings of identity of both Ossetians and Abkhaz. 

Besidess emphasizing ethnic identity, social institutions were also catalysts 
themselvess in mobilizing the demands of Ossetians and Abkhaz against the Georgian 
state.. In South Ossetia the popular front Ademon Nychas, an umbrella organization 
embracingg a wide range of informal groups, and in Abkhazia the national movement 
Aichilaraa both created a platform from which action against the Georgian state was 
organizedd in the name of the ethnic group. 

Thee cases of South Ossetia and Abkhazia exemplify how the particular ethnic and 
regionall  policies from Soviet times, the location and concentration of an ethnic group and 
thee existence of its own institutions have all affected the legitimization of the Georgian 
state.. This raises the following questions: To what extent do citizens of various ethnic 
originss legitimize the Georgian regime? How important is the difference in ethnicity with 
regardd to the legitimacy of a regime, i.e. to what extent do civic and ethnic identity 
comprisee incompatible loyalties? What influence does the location and concentration of 
ann ethnic group have on their legitimization of the regime? In what ways do the 
opportunityy structure within the state and the demands of ethnic groups towards the state 
affectt each other? To what extent do ethnic institutions have a cultural function, and to 
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whatt extent a mobilization function? What is the influence of the specific Soviet 
heritage? ? 

1.31.3 Armenians  in  Georgia 

Inn investigating the legitimization of the Georgian state by citizens of different ethnic 
origin,, it is interesting to focus on the Armenians. In the first place, Armenians are the 
largestt ethnic group within Georgia besides Georgians. With 437,000 people they make 
upp more than eight percent of the total population (Human Development Report 1995: 
39).. The Armenians are, therefore, an important group within the Georgian state and 
withoutt their loyalty to this state a stable future is uncertain. 

Nott only their number makes Armenians significant for the stability of the new 
democracy,, but also their history. During the incorporation of Georgia into the Russian 
Empiree (in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries), the Armenians were the most 
powerfull  group economically and politically in Tbilisi - the capital of Georgia. They 
weree the majority group in the city and Tbilisi was a center of Armenian culture and 
literature.. Moreover, the abolition of serfdom by the Russian Tsar at the time (1864) 
challengedd the economic position of the Georgian nobility and increased the power of the 
Armeniann urban middle class. Towards the end of the nineteenth century, Georgians 
begann to resent the increasing Armenian dominance of economic life and of the 
municipall  government in Tbilisi but it was not until the Marxist revolution in 1917 that 
Georgianss gained power in the city government and effectively excluded the Armenians. 
Thiss Georgian sovereignty, however, first in Tbilisi and from 1918 onwards in the 
independentt Republic of Georgia, only lasted for a few years. In 1921 the republic was 
incorporatedd into the Soviet Union. Besides the history of Armenians in Tbilisi, the 
historyy of Armenians in the southern region of Javakheti could upset the legitimization of 
thee state for a different reason. Like the Ossetians and the Abkhaz, the Armenians in 
Javakhetii  revolted against the regime of the first democratic Republic of Georgia. While 
thee other two groups repeated their revolts in the new state, the Armenians have not (yet) 
followedd suit. 

Besidess their historical background, Armenians are also an interesting focus of 
studyy because they live in a variety of concentrations in various regions of Georgia, and 
thee effect of geographical features on the legitimacy of the regime can thus be readily 
analyzed.. There are Armenian communities in urban and rural areas, ranging among the 
regionall  population from a very small minority to an overwhelming majority. 

1.41.4 Legitimization  of  the Georgian  state 

Sincee the introduction of democracy in Georgia the principle of the political system has 
beenn to represent the whole population. To have an effective and stable democracy it is 
crucial,, among other things, that the whole population legitimizes the central authority, 
i.e.. i?as a strong civic identity. Legitimization of the state means in the first place that the 
peoplee from various ethnic groups support the regime - the institutions coordinating the 
civill  administration, the police and the military. To establish a legitimate state the various 
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ethnicc groups have to comply with the basic political laws, the laws that are promulgated 
inn the name of a regime (Rose 1971: 28). It is often assumed, however, that a strong 
ethnicc identity competes with a strong civic identity. Since this study focuses on the 
Armeniann population in the Republic of Georgia, the central questions in this research 
are: : 

1.1. To what extent do Armenians in various regions of Georgia legitimize the state: to 
whatwhat extent do they support the regime and comply with its basic political laws? 

2,2, To what extent is the civic identity of Armenians in Georgia affected by variations 
inin their Armenian ethnic identity: do civic and ethnic identities comprise 
incompatibleincompatible loyalties? 

Throughoutt the study the reasons behind the attitude and behavior of Armenians 
regardingg the legitimacy of the state are considered. As previously mentioned, these 
reasonss are inspired by the history, geography, identity, institutions and the opportunity 
structuree within the state. In addition, the economic situation in Georgia has influenced 
thee legitimization of the regime by its multi-ethnic population. A regime has more 
opportunitiess of providing better conditions for its citizens when the state has a well-lined 
treasury.. Although the scope of this project prevents extensive research on this issue, 
economicc activity is naturally interwoven with other aspects of social life and is therefore 
includedd indirectly. Relations between Georgia and the world at large are not included for 
thee most part but the roles played by Russia, Armenia and Turkey are considered. 

Too put the strength of ethnicity, the legitimization of the state and the correlation 
betweenn civic and ethnic identity among Armenians in Georgia in perspective, and to 
reveall  to what extent their identities are particular to the regional context, a comparison is 
madee with Georgians living in the same regions of Georgia. 

1.51.5 Structure  of  the thesis 

Afterr this introduction, the theory upon which the analysis of legitimacy in Georgia is 
basedd is dealt with in Chapter Two. The concept of'legitimacy' is further explained and 
thee various theories that consider the influences on the legitimacy of a regime are 
presented.. The chapter closes with a section on the research methods used in this study. 

InIn Chapter Three, an account is given of the historical perspective of the Republic 
off  Georgia. Attention is paid to the specific Soviet background and to the manner in 
whichh the Georgian state became independent. Beside historical aspects, this chapter also 
focusess on the geographical and socio-cultural aspects within the state. 

Chapterr Four considers two other important background factors in the study of the 
legitimacyy of the regime by Armenians in Georgia: first, the manner in which both the 
regimee of Georgia and the ethnic group of Georgians identify the Armenians in the 
country,, and second, the mobilization of Armenians in ethnic institutions. 

Chapterr Five analyzes the strength of Armenian ethnic identity. Is this ethnic 
identityy mainly based on more ascribed features such as language and religion, or on 
factorss such as the use of ethnic institutions and the Armenian attitude towards other, 
ethnicc groups? 
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Chapterr Six subsequently examines the civic identity of Armenians and the extent 
too which it is affected by their ethnic identity, as is often assumed in the literature. To 
whatt extent do Armenians legitimize the regime of Georgia? Are they supportive of the 
regimee or do they just comply with the state's authority and state laws? Is the civic 
identityy of Armenians indeed predominantly the result of their ethnic identity? Or are 
otherr background factors just as, or even more, influential? 

Answerss to the central questions and the implications of the findings for current 
theoriess are provided in the last chapter. 
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22 MULTI-ETNICITY AND THE LEGITIMACY OF A STATE 

Thee central question posed in the previous chapter - whether or not Armenians in various 
regionss of Georgia legitimize the state - brings us to the concept of identity in multi-
ethnicc states. To what extent do people feel and behave as citizens of the state and/or as 
memberss of an ethnic group? To what extent are these attitudes and behavior a result of 
socialization,, and to what extent are they a response to dynamic circumstantial factors 
withinn the state such as ethnic state policies or ethnic entrepreneurs? And to what extent 
doo both civic and ethnic identities actually affect one another? 

Thiss study focuses on the level of citizenry and ethnic groups because these 
identitiess are generally perceived as the most indicative of the legitimization of a state 
amongg the majority of its people. The chapter first elaborates upon the concept of civic 
identityy (2.1) and ethnic identity (2.2), and then the interaction between both identities 
(2.3).. Subsequently, factors that influence the development of identities are discussed 
(2.4)) and the different levels of identity are reflected upon (2.5). This leads to a 
conceptuall  framework that forms the basis of the analysis on the legitimization of multi-
ethnicc states in various regional contexts (2.6). On the basis of this framework, 
Armenianss in five research areas in Georgia were selected. An introduction to the 
researchh methods is given in the last part of this chapter. 

2.11 Civic  identity 

Thee civic identity of people - based on the extent to which they perceive themselves as 
citizenss of the state and behave accordingly - is a major determining factor of a state's 
stabilityy because if the civic identity of the population in a state is strong, there is usually 
consensuss among the population about the political authority. 'Agreement about political 
authorityy - "the control of the regime over the civil and coercive institutions, such as the 
civill  administration, the police, and the military" - is of central importance in every 
politicalpolitical system' (Rose 1971: 25). If there is consensus on the political authority it means 
thatt the population legitimizes the state because a regime, the system of government 
representingg the political authority, always claims to control a territory - a state. 

Naturally,, even if the majority of the population agrees on the political authority 
off  the regime, there is never any guarantee that a government is immune from challenges 
too its authority. A state's political situation is always dynamic and the attitudes and 
behaviorr of the people and the control of a regime over institutions change over time. 
Moreover,, a challenge to a regime does not necessarily have to come from the majority of 
thee population: small groups can be just as threatening to the political authority of a 
regime.. In general though, it can be said that if the majority of the population in a state 
sharess a civic identity and agrees about the political authority of the regime, the regime is 
stablee because there are recognized means to end disagreements between various parts of 
thee population peacefully and legally. 

Thee authority of a regime and, thus, the civic identity of the population, can be 
measuredd and differentiated, in the first place, by the extent of diffuse support for the 
regimee among intended subjects. 'The concept support refers to a diffuse feeling that the 
institutionss of a regime merit positive endorsement' - 'diffuse because an individual may 
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dislikee a specific feature or personality in his regime, yet still maintain that overall it is 
good'' (Rose 1971: 28). Support for a regime among the population can be measured, for 
instance,, in an election turnout or in the number of votes for anti-regime parties. At an 
individuall  level, the attitude towards a regime might be examined by a survey with 
questionss about the desire and reasons for emigration, and an evaluation of the new 
regimee compared to a former one. 

Thiss attitude of support - or opposition - to the regime consists of two parts. The 
firstfirst concerns the political legitimacy of the regime or, in the words of Lipset (1960: 77), 
'thee capacity of the system to engender and maintain the belief that the existing political 
institutionss are the most appropriate ones for society'. In addition to political legitimacy, 
thee attitude of the population also relates to the dimension of economic legitimacy of the 
regime:: the extent to which the economy is perceived as being capable of providing for 
thee needs of the population (Knippenberg 1998: 12). 

'Inn case society is undergoing a period of (radical) change' - such as in post-
Soviett countries - 'and basic values have not yet crystallized, citizens will find it difficult 
too judge the legitimacy of the regime, because they are caught between the values of the 
oldd institutions and the values incorporated in the new institutions' (Bakker 1996: 23). 
Nevertheless,, if the majority of the population supports or opposes the regime, whether or 
nott this is based on well-balanced reasons, it defines the political authority of the regime 
forr the time being because 'if men define situations as real, they are real in their 
consequences'' (Thomas Theorem. In: Collins & Makowsky 1989: 189). While the 
developmentt of support for a regime might, in the long run, be more difficult to analyze 
inn a transitional state, the study of civic identity in such states can, nevertheless, shed 
lightt upon the interaction between various identities of 'new' citizens and the factors that 
influencee this identification. 

Figuree 2.1: The two parts of civic identity 

Supportt regime 
(political(political and economic 
legitimizationlegitimization of the regime) 

Compliancee with basic political laws 
(legal(legal legitimization of the regime) 

Besidess support for the regime, a second characteristic to measure and 
differentiatee the authority of a regime is the extent to which the population complies with 
thee basic political laws of a state. 'Compliance refers to the ability of a regime to secure 
thee obedience of its nominal subjects to basic political laws,' 'laws which, if broken, will 
leadd their violators to be treated as subversives committing a crime against the state' 
(Rosee 1971: 29). In this definition, the violation of ordinary criminal laws is considered 
anti-social,, but not intentionally threatening the regime. However, in transitional societies 
likee the post-Soviet states where regimes are attempting to consolidate new state 
structuress that are totally different from the former political system and where the 

Civicc identity 
(loyalty(loyalty to 
thethe regime) 
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implementationn of ordinary criminal laws is a crucial part of establishing their authority, 
compliancee with ordinary criminal laws is also an indicator of people's identification 
withh the regime. 

Compliancee with basic political laws is the third type of legitimacy: the legal 
legitimacylegitimacy of a regime, in other words, the extent to which the population accepts or 
rejectss the sovereignty of the regime because they perceive it their civic duty 
(Knippenbergg 1998: 12). An aggregate indicator of the legal legitimacy is information on 
corruptionn and violence. Concerning the individual's personal outlook, compliance with 
basicc laws can be measured by survey questions about a person's judgment of state 
authorityy and compliance with actual state laws. 

2.2.2.2. Ethnic  identity 

Whilee civic identity refers to a person's generally positive identification - in support and 
compliancee - with the regime of a state, ethnic identity is conceptually limited to an 
individual'ss ethnic markers and his/her generally positive identification as a member of a 
particularr ethnic group (Foon 1986: 1-2). This ethnic identification comprises three 
componentt parts, namely, a person's officially ascribed ethnic identity, the self-
identificationidentification of people with a particular ethnic group, and their attitude towards other 
ethnicc groups. Both self-identification and identification of other ethnic groups have a 
componentt of perception and behavior: while a person might choose to perceive himself 
orr herself as a member of a certain ethnic group, in daily life he or she might act as if this 
ethnicc identity is of minor importance, or might even act counter to membership of this 
ethnicc group. 

Thee emphasis on the choice people have in becoming part of an ethnic group is 
calledd a 'situational' approach to ethnic identity. 'In some contexts it may be in an 
individual'ss economic, social, or political interest to emphasize his "ethnic" 
identification'' (Foon 1986: 1). Ethnic identity in this respect is not embedded in fixed 
featuress that can be determined at any time as a static factor, but instead is approached as 
aa dynamic concept. Whether or not people participate in certain ethnic institutions or 
focuss and partake in other institutions is one of the factors revealing a person's choice 
withh regard to their ethnic identity. 

Figuree 2.2: The three parts of ethnic identity 

<
Ascriptivee features 

(blood(blood ties, language, religion, culture, etc.) 

Self-identification n 

(perception(perception and behavior) 

Attitudess towards other ethnic groups 
(perception(perception and behavior) 
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'Emphasizingg the situational approach does not deny the significance of an 
"elementt of fixity " in ethnic identification' (Foon 1986: 2) as ethnic identity has 'its 
anchoragee in ascription' (Lyman & Douglas 1973: 349). This means that the existence of 
bloodd ties and/or a shared descent, the usage of a particular language, adherence to a 
certainn religion, the maintenance of a specific culture, etc. can still be considered the 
rootss of one's ethnic identity. The concept of ethnic identity can, therefore, be defined as 
aa function of both 'ascription and identification by actors themselves' (Barth 1969: 10). 

Overr time and depending on the situation, these roots will be stressed by people if 
theyy feel it is to their own advantage. It might even be that a common history or shared 
culturall  features are long since forgotten by the group when an ethnic entrepreneur 
revitalizess them in order to mobilize a group. Nevertheless, when these so-called 
'mobilizationalists'' are successful, regardless of whether they are based on authentic 
stories,, these roots are legitimate and real in the perception of the persons involved. In 
addition,, the ethnic identity is also the result of identification by others. The role of 
mobilizationalistss and of identification by others is further explored in section 2.4 on 
factorss affecting the development of identities. 

2.32.3 Interaction  of  civic  and ethnic  identities 

Mainstreamm academic researchers and political practitioners have often too lightly 
assumedd that ethnic and national [civic] identification comprised incompatible loyalties 
inn sovereign multi-ethnic states' (Foon 1986: 1). '"Overcoming" ethnic identification was 
consideredd part and parcel of nation-building (Grant & Spencer Wellhofer 1979: 1) and 
"ethnicc assimilation" was "good" for political and social integration (Nagata 1976: 242), 
iff  not the "sine qua non of political stability"' (Neumann 1974: x. In: Foon 1986: 3). 

Thiss line of thought was endorsed by conventional modernization theories, that 
allegee that ethnic diversity wil l decline in modernizing societies i.e. societies with high 
levelss of urbanization, technological development and industrialization; rising literacy 
rates;; and increased mass media consumption. Deutsch summarizes his study on 
nationalismm as follows: 'a decisive factor in national [ethnic] assimilation or 
differentiationn was found to be the fundamental process of social mobilization which 
accompaniess the growth of markets, industries, and towns, and eventually of literacy and 
masss communication' (1966: 188). Besides emphasizing the increase of assimilation with 
thee growing mobilization of modern societies, these theories also assumed that ethnic 
identityy would become less important with 'the seemingly inevitable passage from 
"traditional""  to "modern" society' as a consequence of changed values: "achieved criteria 
wouldd purportedly replace ascribed ones in the allocation of roles, particularly in public 
life'' (Foon 1998: 3). Thus, a person's place of birth, parental background and the 
surroundingg culture would not determine the identity of persons in a modern society. 
Insteadd people's roles in public life and their allegiances to groups would be formed by 
thee qualities of the individual person and by their own accomplishments. According to 
thesee theories, ethnic conflicts would decrease in modern states and the development of a 
civicc identity would become easier. 

Yet,, while many scholars considered ethnic and civic identities as alternatives, 
theree were also researchers who found this perspective incongruent with reality as 
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encounteredd in their fieldwork (Foon 1986: 5). Foon quotes Liddle, who discovered that 
thee Simalungun/Siantar Bataks identity in Sumatra is not seen as an alternative to 
membershipp of the Indonesian nation (1970: 207-208. In: Foon 1986: 5). He also refers to 
Keyes,, who found that Lao people in Thailand simultaneously identified themselves as 
belongingg to the Lao people and to the Thai citizenry (1966: 367. In: Foon 1986: 5). 
Kaplann introduced the concept of 'nested identities', positing that our identities are 
arrangedd in zones of increasing geographic extent from our unique individuality to human 
kindd (1999: 31). But he only refers in this regard to identities seeking control of a 
territoryy (e.g. nations) and perceives ethnic identities as an asymmetry within the 
increasingg scale of nested identities. Yet, this is not to suggest that ethnic identities are 
incompatiblee with national identities, in fact, Kaplan poses that 'it is possible to conceive 
off  situations where micro-scale identities emerge that are not necessarily "nations" per se 
[i.e.. with a specific territory it seeks to control], but that coexist with a larger national 
identity'' (1999: 41). He refers to Eriksen (1993), who describes the government of 
Mauritiuss that 'encourages smaller-scale ethnic loyalties, while constructing a vision for 
Mauritiuss as a mosaic' and to Bendix (1992), who poses that Switzerland 'has created a 
successfull  blend between small-scale cantonal loyalty and a larger sense of Swiss 
nationalism'. . 

Successfull  negotiations between differential identities [i.e. national or civic 
identityy and ethnic identity] 'are indeed possible where each loyalty is strictly 
demarcated'' and 'may work until the point where the demands made by each identity 
comee into conflict' (Kaplan 1999: 41-42). For instance, when 'the expression of ethnic 
identityy is triggered strictly by cultural impulses, with a group deriving intrinsic pleasure 
fromm maintaining and expressing its own life style, the simultaneous appearance of ethnic 
andd national [civic] identification is conceivable' (Foon 1986: 7). In that case, the support 
off  a regime for ethnic institutions of a state would strengthen not only the ethnic identity 
butt also the civic identification of an ethnic minority within that state. But as soon as the 
ethnicc group controlling the state adopts a national identity that is exclusive to ethnic 
minorities,, for example, by perceiving themselves as superior to other ethnic groups, 
ethnicc and civic identity become incompatible. Also, when a large part of an ethnic 
minorityy within a state shares such particularistic attitudes or has national ambitions 
[seekss territorial independence] it is inconceivable for ethnic and civic identity not to 
compete. . 

Besidess the possibilities of being incompatible or unrelated, ethnic and civic 
identityy can also reinforce one another, with a stronger ethnic identity leading to a 
strongerr civic identity. This is especially so for the ethnic majority in a state, which 
generallyy has more influence on the composition and policies of the regime in the state. 

Forr the discussion on legitimacy of the state, it is not only interesting as to 
whetherr ethnic and civic identity are competitive, unrelated or even reinforcing at one 
pointt in time or over a period of political stability, but what is expected when conflicts 
arisee between groups of people within a state. If national [civic] identification assumes 
priorityy in thought and practice over ethnic identity when clashes occur about issues of 
primaryy allegiance, the basic configuration of a state will not collapse under the strain of 
individualss carrying several identifications (Foon 1986: 8). 
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Thee question of ethnic and civic identity being incompatible or not has a specific 
dimensionn in the newly established post-Soviet states, due to the particular history of 
ethnicc politics which the populations of theses states experienced under communist rule. 
Ass a result, the issue is not only relevant for the minority ethnic groups but also for the 
majorityy ethnic group. 

Inn the first place, the Soviet regime stressed the ethnic identity of people and 
attachedd status to this ethnicity by favoring the majority ethnic groups within the Union 
Republicss - the so-called titular groups - over the minority ethnic groups. Consequently, 
thee titular groups were encouraged to perceive the republic as 'theirs' - even more so 
becausee the republics were named after their ethnic group - and learned that is was 
acceptablee to give ethnic minorities fewer opportunities. Consequently, many titular 
groupss in the former Soviet republics are not used to differentiating between ethnic and 
civicc identity nowadays: they are unable to conceive of an overarching 'state identity' 
withh which all ethnic groups within the state are able to identify. In the perception of 
mostt titular groups, the rule of the majority ethnic group over the other groups is 
acceptable,, and the civic identity in the republic should be equal to their ethnic identity. 

Anotherr Soviet heritage complicating the coexistence of civic and ethnic identity 
amongg the majority ethnic group as well as among minority ethnic groups is the 
perceptionn of what a central regime represents. During Soviet times, the policies of the 
centrall  regime were often ambiguous, high-level politicians regularly abused their 
positionss of power, and top jobs were hardly ever distributed according to merit but 
ratherr to ethnic identity and contacts. Today, many citizens in post-Soviet states still do 
nott trust state institutions and tend to continue their Soviet attitude of'grab and share', 
i.e.. take as much from the state as you can without being caught and distribute it among 
familyy members. Since there is a tendency among the majority of the population in post-
Soviett states to behave in this way although they do not always perceive such behavior as 
disloyaltyy towards their state, it hinders the establishment of the authority of the new 
regimee and, therefore, obstructs the development of a 'real' civic identity. It can be 
assumedd that this is just as much the case within the majority ethnic group as within the 
minorityy ethnic groups, with the difference being that the titular ethnic group probably 
thinkss that they have a strong civic identity while not acting accordingly. 

2.42.4 Influences  on identity 

Identityy is a dynamic process of construction, which may go on as long as there is a 
memoryy of the person or group in question (Graumann 1983: 312). As has already been 
noted,, identity is to some extent a person's own choice but, as with all choices in life, the 
decisionn for certain identities is never completely objective, independent or individual: it 
iss always influenced by circumstances and by other actors in the field. 

Backgroundd factors, like history and geography, naturally create the scene in 
whichh identities evolve and, as the other indicated contextual factors, influence 
identification.. Past events - including socio-economic and socio-cultural developments -
determinee the experiences that form the basis of a group's perceptions of others and 
themselves.. Thus, historical relations between ethnic groups, and between ethnic groups 
andd the state, form the essential ground on which relations are nowadays established. The 
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historicall  facts, moreover, provide the justification for the exercise of power and for 
makingg territorial claims. 

Geographicc aspects influence the identity of people in several ways. They consist, 
inn the first place, of the geopolitical location of the state. In a shrinking world in which 
relativee distances have decreased dramatically due to technological development, 
internationall  relations have become more and more influential in state politics. The 
evolutionn of civic and ethnic identities is affected by the alliances of a state with 'world 
powers',, like Russia, because influential states wil l try to enforce their ideas upon 
dependentt states for tactical or ideological reasons. Neighboring states might also affect 
civicc and ethnic identities for strategic reasons or because the majority population of 
thesee states identi fies with one of the ethnic groups in the state under consideration. 

Withinn a state, the distribution of ethnic groups has an impact on the people's 
identification.. The concentration or dispersion of ethnic groups throughout the country 
determiness the extent to which persons have contact with people of their own ethnicity 
andd of other e'ihnic groups, and it sets the scene for opportunities to establish and 
maintainn ethnic institutions. Generally, it is assumed that concentration is more likely to 
leadd to ethno-national sentiments, which can result in autonomy or even independence 
(Mikeselll  &, Murphy .1991: 586). However, according to Lijphart (1997), concentration 
doess not necessarily lead to ethnic conflict assuming that ethnic elites of various groups 
cooperatee or, in other words, that the various ethnic groups at least share a civic identity. 

Inn addition to the degree of concentration, the absolute and relative location of an 
ethnicc gvoup within a state is also an important aspect in the process of identification. 
'Absolutee location' means the characteristics of a particular region. For example, the high 
economicc potential of a region can result in increased attention from the regime - either 
positivelyy or negatively — and the degree of urbanization determines access to 
coo mmunication and information networks which might result in confrontation with other 
ethnicc groups, access to the regime and possibilities for developing and sustaining 
supportt for certain causes. The relative location signifies the position of an ethnic group 
withinn a state in regard to certain important geographical features, such as the capital or a 
border.. It can be stated that the further a group resides from the political center of a state, 
thee more difficult it is to identify with the state's regime and to gain access to state 
institutions.. The distance to the state's borders is of particular influence if an ethnic group 
hass its 'homeland' or an ally on the other side of the border. 

Besidess one's own identification with a group, 'not a small or unimportant part of 
everybody'ss life-history is the history of being identified, rightly or wrongly, as anything 
betweenn hero and coward, success and failure, acceptable or not, and again and again, as 
onee of "us" or one of "them"' (Graumann 1983: 312). 'The identity of a person or a 
groupp can be conceived of as both the way this person or group identifies with the 
environmentt and the way they are identified by their social environments' (Graumann 
1983:: 315). The way in which the outside world identifies persons with a certain group 
influencess the identity of these persons - even if they would not agree with the judgment 
off  these other people - because it emphasizes the differences between this person and the 
restt of society. And since it is human to perceive the feeling of'not belonging' as 
threatening,, it is natural for such persons to try and find security within a group they have 
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accesss to, namely, the group to which the outside world has already claimed they belong. 
Beingg identified by other groups as different implies the confirmation of this other 
group'ss own distinct identity: 'an important "multiplier" is that eveiy identification is 
alsoo discriminating in the original sense of differentiating from other persons or groups' 
(Graumannn 1983: 319). 

Inn being identified as belonging to a certain ethnic or civic identity, two actors are 
important:: the regime of a state and other ethnic groups. As regards the regime of a state 
identifyingg the people, the same system of 'relationships reinforcing identities' is at work, 
withh the only difference being that the relationship between a regime and a person or an 
ethnicc group is partly officially defined in state laws and policies. The clearest and most 
literall  example of a state law which reinforces identity is the registration of the ethnic 
identityy of persons in their passports a Soviet heritage which was still being performed 
inn the first years following independence in some post-Soviet republics. The possibilities 
forr various ethnic groups establishing and maintaining their own cultural institutions, 
mediaa and schools are other indicators of the attitude of the regime towards ethnic 
groups.. Besides a regime's rules aimed at specific ethnic groups, other policies that are 
nott directly intended to support or improve ethnic and civic relations can have the effect 
off  strengthening people's identity as well: for instance, economic support - or the lack of 
itt - for a particular region may be interpreted by some as discriminatory because a certain 
regionn is inhabited by and, therefore, perceived to be connected to., a particular ethnicity. 
Inn addition to official state policies, a regime's informal actions influence the 
identificationn of the people with the state or with their ethnic group, for example, corrupt 
procedures. . 

Regardingg the other ethnic groups identifying persons, it can be stated that the 
moree one ethnic group stresses the distinctiveness of its ethnicity, the more the unity and 
closenesss of this ethnic group is stated, and the more persons of another ethnicity will fe"l 
threatenedd of being left out and try to find protection in their own ethnic group. 
Therefore,, relations between various ethnic groups - both attitudes towards each other 
andd behavior affect the manner in which people identify themselves. If, for instance, 
tensionss arise between two people of different ethnicity, due to existing stereotypes these 
anxietiess might easily be interpreted as a consequence of differences in values and culture 
andd thus strengthen the identification with one's own ethnic group. Even if tension is not 
causedd by differences in ethnicity or the differences in ethnicity are minor and not clear, 
'thee two planes of consciousness the political and the personal - can coexist without 
confrontingg each other' and 'the less substantial the differences between two groups, the 
moree they both struggle to portray those differences as absolute' (Ignatieff 1998: 37, 51). 

Thee identification of oneself with a certain community is not only affected by historical 
andd geographical background factors and by the manner in which one is identified by 
others,, but also by the extent to which leaders of an ethnic group and the political 
opportunityy structures encourage and are able to maintain, reinforce or even re-invent 
identity.. Because identity is based upon allegiance to a group, this dynamic 'construction' 
off  group feeling is an important factor in the development of identities. 

Forr ethnic elites to develop an (imagined) community, there should be leaders 
withh the ability and wil l 'to mold an ethnic group' into a unity on the basis of an image of 
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aa nation - sometimes invented but 'generally with some roots in historical reality and 
withh some links to the present' - and there should be a sense of urgency, or need, as a 
resultt of worsening circumstances or because of examples in other regions (Van der 
Wustenn 1988: 194-195; Orridge 1981. In: Roessingh 1991: 177). Without an elite, the 
collectivee memory of a group might disappear, or never come into being. And without the 
appropriatee circumstances for these elites to convince people that as a group they would 
bee able to resist threats from the outside, or that as a group they would be able to make 
substantiall  gains, even the most charismatic leaders cannot establish a community. 

Ethnicc elites attempting to mobilize an ethnic group may 'seek and obtain support 
fromm their ethnic kin abroad' (Stavenhagen 1996: 214). According to Premdas (1991), the 
so-calledd ethnic affinity link of an ethnic group living in two or more states is kept alive 
byy networks of communication, thereby renewing and reinforcing ethnic struggles 
thousandss of miles away. 'Ethnic Diasporas are not only nuclei of cultural preservation 
andd identity, but they have increasingly become political lobbies in their host countries 
forr ethnic causes in their nations of origin, and in the process they constitute new kinds of 
transnationall  communities that transcend the traditional inter-state system' (Stavenhagen 
1996:: 215). On the other hand, the 'homeland' of an ethnic group supports the cultural 
maintenancee of their diaspora abroad, or even intervenes with (ethnic) politics in another 
statee where an extended part of their ethnicity lives. 

Thee circumstances that elites can use to unify people in an ethnic group include 
thee social, economic, political or cultural situation in a state. In other words, the 
mobilizationn capacity of these elites is dependent on the so-called 'political opportunity 
structure'.. This refers to all the 'signals to social and political actors which either 
encouragee or discourage them to use their internal resources to form social movements' 
(Tarroww 1995), and is made up of four components (Kriesi 1995: xiii) . 

Thee first is the national cleavages structure, meaning the 'country-specific 
politicalpolitical cleavages structure that, in turn, are rooted in the social and cultural cleavages of 
aa given society' (Kriesi 1995: xiv). As Brand has suggested, the existing configuration of 
politicall  cleavages or of established political conflicts imposes important constraints on 
thee mobilization of newcomers to the scene of movement politics (1985: 321. In: Kriesi 
1995:: xiv). In other words, the present cleavages in a society repress the development of 
neww ones. Concerning the social and cultural cleavages of a society on which the political 
cleavagess are initially based, Rokkan (1970) claimed that four different types are 
particularlyy salient: the cleavage between center and periphery, cultural cleavages (e.g. 
religiouss and language differences), urban-rural cleavages, and cleavages between the 
workingg class and the bourgeoisie. 

Whilee the cleavage of class is less significant in post-Soviet states, there are clear 
culturall  cleavages. The Soviet regime officially and objectively codified ethnic 
heterogeneityy as national heterogeneity by means of sponsoring, institutionalizing, 'even 
inventingg nationhood and nationality on the sub-state level, while at the same time doing 
nothingg to institutionalize them on the level of the state as a whole' (Brubaker 1994: 51-
52).. Ethnic nationality was 'an obligatory and mainly ascriptive legal category' and 'as 
such,, it was registered in internal passports and other personal documents, transmitted by 
descent,, and recorded in almost all bureaucratic encounters and official transactions. In 
somee contexts, notably admission to higher education and application for certain types of 
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employment,, legal nationality significantly shaped life chances, both negatively and 
positively.'' (Brubaker 1994: 53). Because the Soviet regime lasted about three 
generations,, this artificial emphasis on ethnicity was internalized by the population and, 
forr this and other reasons, the cleavage of ethnicity is still a major distinguishing factor in 
post-Soviett societies. 

Thee cleavage between center and periphery is also prominent since the Soviet 
regimee pursued a centralized political system within the various Union Republics, and, in 
turn,, the regimes within these republics were subordinated directly and strictly to 
Moscow.. The cleavages between urban and rural tend to be salient in post-Soviet states 
ass well, not only as a consequence of urban centers having more facilities and, therefore, 
betterr possibilities to mobilize groups. The so-called intelligentsia is predominantly urban 
basedd - 'scholars with higher education, artists and writers' (Gachechiladze 1995: 65) 
whoo because of their training, their relatively independent position and their influence on 
thee political discourse have more chance to mobilize groups. 

AA second aspect of the political opportunity structure is the formal institutional 
structurestructure of a political system, which determines the strength or weakness of a state 
(ICriesii  1995: 26-27). According to Kriesi, the greater the (territorial) decentralization in a 
statee and the larger the (functional) separation of state power, the wider the degree of 
formall  access by groups is and the more limited the capacity of the state is to act (1995: 
28-30).. Roessingh's (2001) extensive study comparing four European states with distinct 
statee structures and regimes (Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Belgium and Finland) supports 
thiss notion that the political system has a crucial influence on ethno-nationalist sentiment. 
Hee concludes that through its shape and actions, the state structures the interaction 
betweenn groups and thus affects the dynamics of ethno-nationalist conflict. 

Thee third part of the political opportunity structure consists of the prevailing 
strategiesstrategies and informal procedures, meaning the 'formal rules governing politics in a 
givenn country, but also the informal procedures and operating practices' (Hall 1986: 19). 
'I tt focuses on the procedures that members of the political system employ when they are 
dealingg with challengers: this might either be exclusive (repressive, confrontational, 
polarizing)) or integrative (facilitative, cooperative, assimilative) and often have a long 
traditionn in a given country' (Kriesi 1995: 34). It is generally assumed that these informal 
structuress together with the formal structures and the cleavage structures within states are 
stablee elements in the political context. In the newly established states of the post-Soviet 
regionn experiencing the transition from a communist political system with a planned 
economyy to a democratic system and a free market economy one would not expect this to 
bee probable. However, since 'the persistence of Soviet era senior level management in 
thee administration of the states recently emerged from the former USSR' is 'widespread' 
andd it can be concluded that they 'inhibit reform in that they are bearers of an 
organizationall  culture which is antithetical to public administration in liberal 
democracies'' (Vanagunas 1995: 1815), the changes concerning the prevailing strategies 
andd informal procedures might be less profound than expected. 

Thee final part of the political opportunity structure - the alliance structures - is, 
inn general, a less stable element. It underscores the importance of the political conditions 
off  the moment - short-term changes in political opportunities that may unleash political 
protestt and contribute to its decline - and includes participation, shifts in ruling 
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alignments,, the availability of influential allies, and cleavages within and among elites 
(Kriesii  1995: 53). 

2.52.5 Different  levels  of  identity 

Itt appears that persons can hold various identities at the same time: civic and ethnic 
identity,, but also clan and family identity. The loyalty connected with these identities can 
bee considered as ever widening circles: the narrowest circle of identification is the family 
too whom one's prime loyalty is connected, followed by the wider circle of the clan to 
whichh one belongs, then loyalty to the even broader circle of the ethnic group, and, 
finally,finally, to the widest circle within a state, the citizenry. Whereas for the legitimacy of the 
state,, relations between the ethnic and civic identity are most important, in traditional and 
transitionall  societies like Georgia the role of the clan and of the family cannot be 
completelyy ignored. 

Especiallyy in countries where the political situation is unstable and the state of the 
economyy is uncertain, as in many post-Soviet states, the loyalty of people to their ethnic 
groupp or even to the whole citizenry might be strong in the perception of people, while in 
practicee there is hardly any loyalty outside the (extended) family. This is often the case 
whenn circumstances are so bad that all attention is focused on survival and people have 
littl ee time to look beyond their own family, and even more so in societies where there has 
neverr been a tradition of organizing public affairs collectively to improve the situation for 
thee whole community, as in the post-Soviet states. 

Inn the most extreme situation, the family might be the only 'community' to which 
peoplee feel they belong. Banfield (1958: 10) referred to the kind of societies where 
peoplee are unable 'to act together or transcend the immediate, material interests of the 
family'' as societies with a culture of 'amoral familism'. In his definition, an amoral 
familistfamilist is a member of a family who 'maximizes the material, short-run advantage of the 
family,, assuming that all others will do likewise' (1958: 85). In a society of amoral 
familistss 'no one wil l further the interest of the group or community except as it is to his 
privatee advantage to do so' and 'only officials wil l concern themselves with public affairs 
whilee not working harder than is necessary to keep their places.' Also 'the law will be 
disregardedd when there is no reason to fear punishment' - 'an office holder wil l take 
bribess when he can get away with it,' 'party workers wil l sell their services to the highest 
bidderss without connecting their ideology to the concrete behavior,' and 'nobody 
assumess something different from the group in power.' (Banfield 1958: 85-107). 

Inn post-Soviet states, people have learned that various interest and cultural groups 
shouldd be represented in society and people in these states would therefore never appear 
too be 'amoral familistic'. Even more so because the Soviet emphasis on ethnic identity is 
stilll  reflected in the attitude of people claiming ethnicity to be the foremost categorization 
nowadayss instead of family or clan. Nevertheless, while claiming to be loyal to the ethnic 
groupp or citizenry, in reality the people in post-Soviet states - acting upon the principle of 
'grabb and share' not only towards the state but also towards each other - often appear to 
bee more 'familistic' than they perceive themselves. In traditional societies, like Georgia, 
sub-ethnicc identification still tends to prevail. 
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2.62.6 Conceptual  framework  and research  methods 

Thee conceptual framework resulting from these theoretical considerations is shown in 
Figuree 2.3, and is the basis to analyze the central questions: 'To what extent do 
Armenianss in various regions legitimize the state: to what extent do they support the 
regimee and comply with the basic political laws?' and 'To what extent is this civic 
identityy of Armenians in Georgia particularly affected by variations in their Armenian 
ethnicc identity: do civic and ethnic identity comprise incompatible loyalties?'. 

Figuree 2.3: Conceptual framework 
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Too analyze the Armenian population in Georgia, research was conducted in five 
regionss of the country that together contain the majority of the Armenian population in 
thee country (79%). This is if Georgia is considered without the breakaway areas of South 
Ossetiaa and Abkhazia (The National Composition of Georgia 1991). Besides containing 
thee majority of the Armenians in Georgia, these five regions were chosen because they 
varyy significantly in their degree of urbanization, their relative location, and the 
compositionn of the regional population. In addition to the capital Tbilisi and the Black 
Seaa city of Batumi, the rural regions of Sighnaghi, Akhaltsikhe and Javakheti were 
included,, the latter two of which are close to or border the motherland, Armenia (See 
Mapp 2.1). The proportions of Armenians in these five regions range from a very small 
minorityy in Sighnaghi to an overwhelming majority in the Javakheti region. And while 
urbann Armenians live among a wide variety of ethnic groups, rural Armenians make up 
thee regional population almost exclusively with Georgians - for a detailed description of 
thee research regions, see Chapter Three. 
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Mapp 2.1: The five research regions and the (former) autonomous regions in Georgia 

Variouss research methods were used to analyze the identification among 
Armenianss in the five regions. In the first place, a study of the available written sources 
andd statistics on relevant issues was conducted. With regard to the analysis of Armenian 
mobilization,, the information from the written resources has been complemented by in-
depthh interviews with leaders of Armenian ethnic organizations. But the major part of the 
researchh is directed at the individual level through a questionnaire among a sample of 482 
Armenianss in the five research regions. 

Too put the identification of Armenians in perspective and gain insight into inter-
ethnicc relations, the individual identification of Georgians in the same five regions has 
alsoo been studied. These Georgians function as a control group, as they cannot be 
consideredd to be representative of the Georgian population as a whole. Georgians in these 
fivefive research regions only comprise a small part of the total Georgian population (28% if 
thee breakaway regions of Abkhazia and Ossetia are not counted) and, moreover, are only 
Georgianss who live close to Armenians, which is not the case for most other Georgians in 
Georgia.. The same questionnaire was distributed among 420 Georgian respondents in the 
fivefive research regions. 
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Conductingg quantitative research by means of a questionnaire was used as the 
mainn method to gather data at the individual level because it made statistical analysis 
possible,, but also because research merely based on in-depth interviews would be too 
time-consumingg and complicated due to a combination of language and logistical 
problems.. The language difficulties were caused by the variety in languages spoken 
amongg both ethnic groups: most Armenians speak Armenian or Russian as their first 
language,, while most Georgians have the Georgian language as their mother tongue. 
Moreover,, during Soviet times 'Russification' was not as strongly enforced in Georgia as 
inn other Soviet Republics, and consequently Russian cannot be used everywhere in 
Georgiaa as the lingua franca. Logistical obstacles were faced in the rural areas, where 
hardlyy any local interpreters could be found - let alone for all the various languages. 
Urbann interpreters preferred not stay too long or travel frequently to these regions 
becausee they are relatively far away - hardly any decent roads exist apart from the main 
roadd - and the living conditions are tough with the provision of even less electricity and 
waterr than in the cities. Other infrastructural facilities, like telephones, are virtually 
absent.. With quantitative research by means of a questionnaire, comparable information 
fromm broad samples of people in the various regions was gathered relatively quickly and 
inn the various languages. To be able to interpret the results of this questionnaire correctly, 
extensivee fieldwork (of up to a year in total) was done in the various research regions, 
aimedd at gaining insight into the daily life and perceptions of the people in these regions. 

Thee questionnaire was distributed in the summer of 1998 among a sample of the 550 
Armenianss and 475 Georgians in the five research regions (see Appendix 1 for the 
questionnaire).. The respondents were interviewed at home in the language of their choice 
-- Armenian, Russian or Georgian - by interviewers of their own 'official ethnicity'.1 In 
orderr to avoid placing the immediate focus on the issue of ethnicity, the interviewers 
initiall yy assumed the official ethnicity of the respondents, and only later asked the 
respondentt about it. As a result, some respondents turned out not to have the required 
officiall  ethnicity for the analysis - Armenian or Georgian - and were later removed from 
thee database. 

Sincee no list of inhabitants was accessible from which an a-select sample of 
respondentss could be drawn, the sample was taken by interviewing one respondent in 
eachh street in neighborhoods dispersed all over the cities, and in the countryside spread 
betweenn the main town and several villages. The only exception to this method was made 
regardingg Armenians in Sighnaghi because both Georgian and Armenian spokespersons 
declaredd that almost all the Armenians in this region speak Georgian, have long since 
takenn a Georgian surname, and have abandoned their Armenian ethnic institutions. 
Thereforee in Sighnaghi, the only way to trace Armenian respondents was with the so-
calledd 'snowball method', starting with a few Armenian respondents and asking them 
aboutt other Armenians in the region who could be interviewed. In this case, the 
interviewerss were Georgians because it was expected - and rightly so - that most 
Armenianss would want to be interviewed in Georgian. 

Sincee an important focus of this research is the impact of location and 
concentrationn of ethnic groups on the identity of its members, the sample was stratified 

'' As registered in passports and identity cards until the mid-1990s. 
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accordingg to official ethnicity and region. After discounting the questionnaires of 
respondentss with another official ethnicity - as stated above - and the questionnaires that 
weree not properly completed, the following number of interviewed Armenians and 
Georgianss remained to be analyzed in the various regions: 

Tablee 2.1: Number of Armenian and Georgian respondents in the five research regions 

TOTALL RESEARCH REGIONS 

URBANN AREAS RURAL AREAS 

Tbilisii Batumi Sighnaghi Akhaltsikhe Javakheti TOTAL 

Armenian ss  114 66 85 79 138 482 

Georgian ss  133 67 93 52 75 420 

Sincee the proportion of the sample and of Armenians and Georgians in the regions 
iss not equal, for analysis on aggregated levels - for example, the total groups, the urban 
groups,, and the rural groups - various weighting factors are used. These weighting 
factorss leave the total number of respondents unchanged but correct for the weight of the 
variouss sub-groups in the aggregate results. (See Appendix 2 for the calculation of the 
weightingg factors.) 

Inn spite of a lack of statistics on these factors, both sex and age were controlled in the 
samplee survey to avoid a skewed distribution of sexes and age groups as a result of the 
selectionn method. The stratification was roughly based on the distribution in Georgia as a 
whole:: about equal between men and women, and about equal between the three age 
categoriess 18-34 years, 35-54 years, and 55 years or older. (The actual distribution of sex 
andd age in the various research regions can be found in Appendix 3.) 

Sincee the proportion of the sample survey and the total population with regard to 
thee sex and age distribution among Armenians and Georgians cannot be calculated - due 
too the lack of statistics - some care should be taken with results that appear to correlate 
significantlyy with either sex or age. In the case of such a significant correlation, 
additionall  analyses are provided to offer insight into the manner in and extent to which 
thee distribution of sex or age in the survey may have affected the results, and, thus, to 
notee the extent to which the results may differ in reality.2 The main focus of this research 
iss on the differences between urban and rural areas and between the individual regions, 
becausee they appear significant with regard to almost all factors of civic and ethnic 
identityy (see Appendix 4). 

22 Correlation at the level of the group as a whole (Chi-square, or in the case of a 2x2 table Fisher exact 1-
sided),, weighed by the factor 'total' (the number of respondents is too small to calculate the correlation on 
thee urban-rural and regional level). 
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33 GEORGIA IN HISTORICAL AND GEOGRAPHICAL 
PERSPECTIVE E 

Inn this chapter, an account is given of the relevant background factors for the analysis of 
identificationidentification among Armenians within the Republic of Georgia and includes historical as 
welll  as geographical aspects of the state. The first part deals with Georgia in general and 
iss subdivided into three time periods: Georgia before 1918 and as the first independent 
Republicc of Georgia between 1918 and 1921 (3.1); Georgia as one of the Union 
Republicss within the Soviet Union (3.2); and Georgia from the transition in 1985 and 
sincee its renewed independence in 1991 (3.3). After this outline of the general history of 
Georgia,, the geographical position of Georgia is discussed (3.4) and the specific 
backgroundd of the urban research areas (3.5) and rural research areas (3.6) is dealt with in 
orderr to gain insight into the regional influence on the identification of Armenians. 

3.13.1 History until 1921: Growing national consciousness among 
GeorgiansGeorgians and loss of position among Armenians 

Georgiaa has an ancient history. Although many think of Georgia within the framework of 
thee Soviet Union, the first Georgian kingdoms were founded a few centuries before 
Christ.. The most important factor in the formation of a single Georgian nation is said to 
bee the official conversion of these kingdoms to Christianity between the fourth and the 
sixthh centuries. The development of a phonetic alphabet for the Georgian language 
(differingg from Latin or Cyrillic) seems to have contributed greatly to the formation of a 
unifiedd Georgian nation because it enabled a distinctive Georgian literature to develop 
fromm the fifth century onwards (Gachechiladze 1995: 19). 

However,, the cultural and political developments in Georgia over the centuries 
havee not always been directed towards the establishment of one Georgian nation and 
state:: Georgia's past is rather turbulent. Situated in the Caucasus, which for a long time 
wass an important geopolitical location at the crossroads between Asia and Europe, the 
Georgiann kingdoms experienced an excessive number of conquerors. Only between the 
eleventhh and the twelfth centuries were they not occupied by foreign powers, and were 
unitedd into one Georgia under the leadership of King David IV - 'The Restorer'. This 
unificationn and independence of Georgian lands brought about a powerful political, 
economicc and cultural upsurge and, to this day, this glorious time in the history of 
Georgiaa forms the basis of national pride and identity. Apart from this period, the 
Georgiann kingdoms were occupied over and over again - by Arabs, Mongols, Persians 
andd Ottomans - and from the fifteenth century they sank into a long, deep period of 
stagnation.. Whereas in the Golden Age of Georgia the population was estimated at about 
twoo million (Kakabadze 1920: 40; Jaoshvili 1984: 49; Gachechiladze 1995: 22), by the 
eighteenthh century there were only 623,000 Georgians left (Shevardnadze 1993: 8). 
Whenn the Georgians were incorporated into the Russian Empire in the first decades of the 
nineteenthh century, they were still 'a divided, defeated, inchoate people, who, despite 
periodss of unity and glory in the past, faced virtual extinction, the loss of their language, 
andd possessed littl e sense of their own nationhood' (Suny 1996: 109). 
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Manyy of the Armenians who throughout the centuries also lived on these 
Georgiann lands largely controlled trade and the craft industry in the urban economy. 
Georgianss mainly occupied positions in the feudal agrarian economy, either as lord or as 
peasant.. Hence the division of labor within Georgian society coincided to a large extent 
withh ethnic divisions, giving rise to a smoldering hostility among Georgian nobles 
towardss the Armenian bourgeoisie in Georgia (Suny 1979: 65). As Jean Chardin noted 
whenn he visited Tbilisi in 1673(1691: 191. In: Suny 1979:65): 

Theyy [Georgians and Armenians] hate one another, and never marry into one 
another'ss families. Particularly the Georgians condemn the Armenians with a more 
thann ordinary scorn; and look upon 'em much about the same as we do the Jews in 
Europe. . 

Nevertheless,, these ethnic tensions never turned into large-scale violent conflicts, 
probablyy because the social and geographical cleavages limited contacts between 
Georgianss and Armenians. 

Withh the abolition of serfdom in Georgia in 1864,1 however, ethnic tensions 
increasedd significantly and tipped the balance of power in favor of the Armenians. From 
thee beginning of Russian rule in Georgia in 1801 up to that time, the Tsarist 
administrationn in Georgia had supported both the Georgian nobles and Armenian 
merchantss and craftsmen; Georgians by enticing them into participation in the new order 
whichh transformed them from being a divided political elite into a self-confident united 
corporation,, and Armenians by providing political stability which enhanced trade (Suny 
1979:: 53, 62). Yet, after the emancipation of the serfs, Georgians landlords lost their 
statuss and prestige, and in many cases also their income due to their inability to adapt to 
thee radical changes in their way of life. The Armenian middle class, on the other hand, 
maintainedd its wealth and even increased its influence by acquiring land from or 
providingg loans to Georgian landlords. Simultaneously, contacts between Georgians and 
Armenianss intensified with the abolition of serfdom. The Georgian landlords were forced 
too commercialize their agricultural businesses and, thus, to deal directly with Armenian 
traders,, and many Georgian nobles and peasants started to migrate to towns which had 
beenn dominated until then by the Armenian bourgeoisie. In his article on the emergence 
off  political society in Georgia, Suny (1996: 120) argues that the increased inter-ethnic 
contactt was a prime stimulant to Georgian self-definition. 'From dispersed, insecure 
piecess of seigneurial Georgia with its various princely houses and distinct economies, one 
nationall  political and economic unit was being formed, which fostered conditions for 
nationall  reformation and ethnic confrontation.' 

Georgianss started to mobilize into political movements from about that time. The 
basiss for a Georgian national intelligentsia had already been founded by then, as the 
politicall  stability and unification of the Georgian lands under Tsarist rule led a group of 
Georgiann aristocrats to provide images of a Georgian nation, thereby enhancing the 
interestt in Georgian history and language (Suny 1996: 121-122). 

Byy the 1890s, the Georgian working class had became a new force to be reckoned 
with,, and being brutally isolated in the poorest sections of the cities while the Armenian 

11 Three years after its abolition in Russia (1861). 

40 0 



bourgeoisiee flourished, they rendered the nationalist ideal of a unified and harmonious 
sociall  order without class a wistful dream (Suny 1996: 139). Some Russian-educated 
Georgianss provided a Marxist ideology to this new Georgian working class, which 
appealedd to them as it was a non-nationalist ideology that at one and the same time was a 
weaponn against their ethnic enemies, against Russian autocracy and the Armenian 
bourgeoisie.. 'To the Georgian working class, separated by language, culture, wealth, and 
powerr from the Armenian bourgeoisie, the Marxists exposed a stark world of capitalist 
exploitationn and ethnic domination which they claimed could be overcome only by 
creatingg a national liberation movement based on class war.' (Suny 1996: 140). By the 
beginningg of the twentieth century these Georgian Marxists had become the de facto 
leaderss of a massive national liberation movement. 

Withh the outbreak of the First World War in 1914 the overlap between social and 
ethnicc tensions was reinforced: the war was genuinely unpopular among the largely pro-
Germann Georgians who had felt hostility to Russian rule for decades. The deteriorating 
economicc situation was exacerbated by a steady flow of Armenian refugees from Turkey 
intoo Transcaucasia (Suny 1994: 180). Although the February Revolution of 1917 initially 
provokedd mainly class conflicts and relegated ethnic matters to the background in 
Georgia,, after the Bolsheviks seized power in Russia and dispersed the Constituent 
Assemblyy on which Georgians had pinned their constitutional hopes for democratization 
andd national self-determination, overt expression and manifestation of nationalist feelings 
begann to dominate the political scene in Transcaucasia (Suny 1994: 190-191). This 
resultedd in the establishment of a provisional political authority for Transcaucasia, which, 
stimulatedd by Central Powers such as Turkey and Germany, declared the Democratic 
Federall  Republic of Transcaucasia independent in April 1918. A month later, however, 
thiss federation fragmented into three separate republics: 'from its inception in the mid 
1890s,, the Georgian social democratic movement had accommodated within its ranks 
bothh dedicated internationalists and a variety of socialist nationalists, but the movement 
becamee so closely identified with one ethnic group, the Georgians, that its more 
"internationalist""  leaders were never really included among the core leadership' (Suny 
1994:: 194). The Georgian Menshevik leaders announced the independence of the 
Republicc of Georgia on 26 May 1918. 

Althoughh the conditions for democratic developments in Georgia were anything 
butt favorable - a deplorable economic situation, the threat of invasion and a corrupt civil 
administrationn - the Menshevik government managed to implement a democratic 
legislation,, a quasi-independent judiciary and a special status for the ethnic minorities 
withinn the boundaries of Georgia. But after some revolts in non-Georgian areas -
especiallyy in Abkhazia and South Ossetia but also in Armenian-dominated Javakheti -
'thee Georgian socialists, fighting for their state's physical survival, turned to Georgian 
nationalismm as a source of legitimacy and political mobilization, which made the ethnic 
minoritiess beginning to fear that they would be locked into a position of permanent 
inferiority'(Joness 1993: 290). The armed response of these minorities led the Georgians 
too view minorities as a potential fifth column, while the reaction of the government to 
thesee conflicts - occupation, military governors and military tribunals - reinforced the 
minorities'' alienation from the Georgian state (Jones 1993: 291). The fragile Georgian 
statee was not able to stabilize the internal conflicts and to resist external pressures for a 
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longg time. In 1921 Georgia was invaded by Bolshevik Russia, becoming one of the states 
inn the Transcaucasian Federal Republic of the Soviet Unions 

3.23.2 The Soviet  period:  Institutionalization  of  Georgians  as a 
dominantdominant  group  and Armenians  as a non-indigenous  group  in 
Georgia Georgia 

'Althoughh independence of the Georgian state was forfeited, the political experience of 
thee national republics [of Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan and others] remained important, 
forr the existence and popularity of the republics convinced the Communists to adjust 
theirr attitude toward national republics'(Suny 1994: 208). To meet the serious challenges 
fromm the ethnic peripheries and also the doctrinal aspirations of self-determination, the 
Soviett nationalities policy took on an ethno-nationalist form from 1923 onwards. This, in 
turn,, necessitated social engineering to put the idea into practice in other words, to 
constructt realities that could correspond to political myths and intellectual exercises. 
(Tishkovv 1997: 30) Ethnic nationality became a compulsory and mainly ascriptive legal 
category,, a key element of an individual's legal status, and as such registered in internal 
passportss and other personal documents, transmitted by descent and recorded in almost 
alll  bureaucratic encounters and official transactions (Brubaker 1994: 53). Ethnic 
federalismm was introduced, endowing national territories with varying degrees of 
autonomy.. At the top of this hierarchy were the Union Republics - Georgia being one of 
themm - bearing the name of a particular national group, the so-called titular group - the 
Georgians.. These titular groups had a privileged position within 'their' republic, based on 
thee idea that 'a necessary condition for the existence and development of a nation was the 
existencee of an ethnic group declared to be an "indigenous nation" within their "own" 
statehood'' (Tishkov 1997: 29). All other ethnic groups in these republics, like the 
Armenianss in Georgia, were considered non-indigenous groups. With this policy, the 
Soviett regime commenced institutionalizing ethnicity as 'nationality' and removed itself 
fromm connecting the concept of nationality to citizenship. Moreover, it created a hierarchy 
off  ethnic groups, since not all ethnic groups were considered nations. This 
institutionalizationn of nationality at the sub-state level was a consequence of state action, 
yetyet not intended by state actors: the Soviet nationalities policy remained subordinate for a 
longg period to the basic ideology of creating socially homogeneous nations which would, 
accordingg to this theory, embody no mutual strife but would, on the contrary, begin a 
processs of rapprochement (Tishkov 1997: 36). 

Thee Soviet regime also introduced a so-called korenizatsiia policy to promote 
Georgiann art, language and education, and increased the number of Georgians in civil 
administrationn and government positions in Georgia. Simultaneously, however, the 

22 Together with Armenia and Azerbaijan. 
KorenizatsiiaKorenizatsiia means the 'rooting' or 'nativization' of the Soviet superstructure in non-Russian areas, in 

thee socio-cultural, economic and political sectors, and the creation of national cadres and institutions (see, 
forr example, Suny 1994, R.J. Kaiser 1994). As a result, Georgians started to dominate state as well as party 
institutionss in Georgia. In 1929 Georgians made up 66 percent of the party membership, Armenians 12.8 
percentt and Russians 9 percent {Kommunisticheskaia partiia Gruzii v tsifrakh. 1921-1970 gg,, 1971: 45. In: 
Sunyy 1994:235). 
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politicall  autonomy of Georgia was curtailed by the spilling of a lot of political as well as 
humann blood to break the initial revolts in Georgia against Bolshevik rule - which 
constitutedd the greatest single crisis that Stalin had to face in his rise to the top (Blank 
1993:: 43). Subsequently, Georgia was firmly integrated into the Soviet system by the 
Stalinistt policies of equalization such as agrarian collectivization, forced industrialization 
andd compulsory primary education (although most instruction was in Georgian or other 
minorityy languages). In 1936, the Soviet powers perceived their control over Georgia to 
bee strong enough to dissolve the Transcaucasian Federal Republic and to grant Georgia 
ann individual status as a full-fledged Socialist Soviet Republic (SSR) but not without 
furtherr limiting the sovereignty of the Georgian Union Republic by establishing three 
autonomouss areas within its borders - Abkhazia, Ajaria and South Ossetia (see Map 2.1). 

Evenn though Georgia suffered just as much as other national republics during the 
Greatt Purges of the 1930s when in total about one million 'enemies of the state' were 
killedd in the whole of the Soviet Union (Suny 1994: 275), it continued to have a special 
positionn within the Soviet Union. Not only were Georgians allowed to preserve their 
uniquee alphabet, (Azeri, for instance, was forced to introduce a Cyrilli c script), but the 
oldd Georgian culture was never concealed from official history and the political elite in 
Georgiaa remained predominantly Georgian, while in most of the non-Russian Soviet 
Republicss the indigenous cadre had been partly replaced by Russians (Stam 1992: 29). In 
thee Second World War, besides Soviet patriotism, Georgian nationalism was used in the 
causee for war, resulting in literature, plays and a film on Georgian history, and in the 
restorationn of the autocephaly of the Georgian Orthodox Church in 1943 (Lang 1969: 
178-179;; in Suny 1994: 284). One of the reasons for the special treatment of the Georgian 
Republicc may have been that Stalin himself was Georgian, as was his chief assistant 
Beria,, 'who managed Georgia as his own "fiefdom", and, as one analyst has concluded, 
hiss authority over Transcaucasia allowed the Georgians 'to escape the degree of Russian 
supervisionn that was normal in the other Union Republics and procured for Georgia, at 
least,, special consideration in the allotment of scarce goods'(Fairbanks 1978: 156. In: 
Sunyy 1994: 287). 

Althoughh limited by the totalitarian Soviet regime with its highly centralized 
powerr structure, the special cultural and political position of Georgia, in combination 
withh the legacy of the korenizatsiia policies,4 and especially with the Soviet nationality 
policyy that favored the titular Georgians, enhanced the salience of Georgian ethnicity. 
'Byy the early 1950s more people spoke, read, and were educated in the Georgian 
languagee than ever before; Georgian national culture was institutionalized in state-
sponsoredd folk dance companies, operas, Georgian-language films, and officially 
sanctionedd literature; and the nativization of schooling, courts, governmental institutions 
gavee Georgians the dominant role in [and sense of ownership of] the Georgian Republic 
thatt still possessed significant non-Georgian minorities'(Suny 1994: 281). 

Ass a result of this enhanced Georgian ethnicity and the Georgian dominance in 
Georgia,, Armenians and other minorities found themselves more and more restricted. 
Whilee Armenian ethnicity continued to be emphasized by the Soviet regime through 
registrationn in passports and through cultural autonomy - for example, Armenian 
instructionn in primary schools was still allowed, Armenian theaters remained in operation 

44 The official korenizatsiia policy had ended by the late 1930s. 
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andd Armenian newspapers published - Armenians intellectuals were pressured to move 
too Armenia, Armenian monuments in Georgia were closed and relatively few Armenians 
occupiedd high-level political positions in Georgia. This dual and non-congruent 
institutionalizationn of nationhood caused fundamental tensions between Georgians and 
Armenians,, which were only attenuated by the strict limits the Soviet regime placed on 
nationalismm (Brubaker 1994: 57). 

Accordingg to Suny, however, the development of Georgian society after Stalin's 
deathh in 1953 'has not been shaped to any great extent by the twists and turns of official 
nationalityy policy, but, while evolving under the influence of general Soviet policy, was 
ratherr the product of indigenous social and political developments, and local resistance to 
imperativess from the center'.5 In his view, the nationalism that developed during the last 
thirtyy years of Soviet Georgia was not determined but only influenced by the Soviet 
nationalityy policy, and can be mainly explained by the long-term gradual re-establishment 
off  political control and ethnic dominance of Georgians over their historical homeland that 
resultedd from various developments which were either initialized primarily for other 
purposess or not intended at all. This so-called renationalization occurred in spite of the 
modernizationn of the republic - increasing industrialization, urbanization, collectivization 
andd education - which would generally be expected to make traditional ethnic allegiances 
lesss relevant. The Georgian Republic 'Georgianized' both as a result of the increased 
relativee weight of Georgians in Georgia's population - primarily as a result of the 
migrationn of Russians, Armenians and Jews from Georgia6 - and of the fact that 
Georgianss had become a cohesive nation with an extremely high percentage of all 
Georgianss in the USSR living in Georgia,7 a low rate of intermarriage between Georgians 
andd people from other ethnic groups (although a third of the population in Georgia 
belongedd to another ethnicity),8 and a high percentage of Georgians with Georgian as 
theirr first language and no fluency in Russian.9 This position strengthened after the death 
off  Stalin in 1953 when Khrushchev's decentralization policy of political and economic 
decision-making,, aimed at improving regional support for the party, gave Georgians the 
opportunityy to further increase their power within Georgia. 'The post-Stalinist clique in 
Georgiaa was given an almost completely free hand within the Georgian Republic, and 

NN 'Only an unquestioning acceptance of the outdated totalitarian model of the USSR would permit a 
researcherr to make the facile conclusion that the writ of the Kremlin always ran without resistance in 
outlyingg areas. Recent work on Soviet nationalities has already indicated clearly that their recent history 
hass been sufficiently diverse to preclude many all-inclusive generalizations about the non-Russian half of 
thee Soviet population' (Suny 1994: 293). 
66 Georgians in the population of Georgia: 1959-64%; 1970-67%; 1979-69%; 1989-70% 
(Sunyy 1994: 299; Anderson & Slider 1996. In: Suny (ed.) 1996: 491). Out-migration from Georgia between 
19799 and 1988: 79, 363, of which 51,432 were Russians - 65% (Goskomstat SSR 1989: 206, 
Statisticheskiyy Komitet SNG 1993, Russian proportions estimated by Dr N. Petrov, Institute of Geography, 
Russiann Academy of Science, July 1992. In: Kaiser 1994: 167). 
77 Georgians of the USSR living in Georgia: 1959 - 97%; 1970 - 97%; 1979 - 96%; 1989 - 95% 
(Sunyy 1994: 299; Anderson & Slider 1996. In: Suny (ed.) 1996: 491). 
ss Endogamous Georgian marriages: 1970 - 93%; 1996 - 96% (Statistics Z. Gokadze, Researcher at the 
Departmentt of Sociology, Georgian Academy of Sciences, Tbilisi). 
99 Georgians having Georgian as their first language: 1970 - 99%; 1979 - 100%; 1989 100%. Georgians 
speakingg fluent Russian: 1970 - 20%; 1979 - 26%; 1989 - 32%. Georgians in the capital Tbilisi speaking 
fluentt Russian: 1970 - 42%; 1979 - 40%; 1989 - 33% (National Composition of Georgia 1991: 156-157). 
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combinedd with the Caucasian reliance on close familial and personal ties in all aspects of 
lif ee and the reluctance to betray one's relatives and comrades, this led to an impenetrable 
systemm of mutual aid, protection, and disregard for those who were not part of the spoils 
system'' (Suny 1994: 297-307). The latter consisted in any case of the central Russian 
authoritiess as well as ethnic minorities - including Armenians - within Georgia. 

Inn the 1970s, besides the pervasive and growing national consciousness among 
Georgianss that operated within the Soviet system, an illegal dissident nationalism started 
too develop on a small scale among Georgians who wanted a significant democratization 
off  the political structure and who manifested a revival of religious enthusiasm, anxiety 
aboutt the demoralization of the Georgian people, and a clear dislike for Russians and 
Armenianss (Suny 1994: 308). The strength of Georgian nationalism among these 
dissidentss became apparent in 1978 when their demonstration against the plan to restrict 
thee use of the Georgian language within Georgia resulted in a concession from the 
governmentt even though concessions to public opposition were highly unusual for the 
governmentt at that time. It can be concluded from this that the ultimate goal of the Soviet 
policyy to merge ethnic groups in Georgia in the 1980s was more removed from 
realizationn than at any other time in Soviet history. 'Georgian society remained a network 
inn which family and kinship ties, ideas of honor and trust, nepotism, and patron-client 
alliancess provided informal links within the population and prevented penetration of 
outsiders,, whether members of other nationalities [ethnic groups] or representatives of 
statee power' (Suny 1994: 316). 

3.33.3 Transition  and independence:  National  minorities  perceived  by 
GeorgiansGeorgians  as 'guests' 

Thee turning point in Soviet history, and also in Georgian society, was the restructuring 
programm - Perestroikct - initiated in 1985 by the newly elected leader of the Communist 
Party,, Mikhail Gorbachev. Based on the assumption that a united Soviet people existed, 
Gorbachevv was convinced that unleashing the creative potential of this loyal citizenry 
throughh glasnost ('openness') and democratization would allow the Soviet Union to 
movee forward out of the period of stagnation and towards a brighter communist future 
(Gorbachevv 1987: 233, 241. In: Kaiser 1994: 345). It turned out to be a miscalculation: 
increasedd freedom within the Soviet Union encouraged the nationally aware communities 
too raise their nationalist ethnic demands. When the Soviet central power was still strong 
enoughh to control local administrations and, at the same time, suppress any attempt at 
organizedd nationalist movements, it was also in a position to secure the tolerance and 
consentt of key social actors through the notion of a single multi-ethnic state. But as soon 
ass the power and unified ideology weakened, ethnicity as a basis of group solidarity and 
ethnicc nationalism as political doctrine challenged the status quo (Tishkov 1997: 42). 

Powerfull  opposition to the Soviet structures rapidly developed in Georgia and, in 
linee with the already existing tolerance for 'official' nationalism favoring Georgians over 
otherr peoples, these opposition groups chose a Georgian nationalistic position through 
whichh they exacerbated ethnic cleavages in Georgia. Besides issues of independence, 
markett economy, multi-partyism and guarantees of civil rights, central to the programs of 
thesee opposition groups were the Georgianization of the republic's administrative and 
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culturall  institutions, the promotion of Georgian history, the institutionalization of 
previouslyy unofficial Georgian national holidays, the abolition of Russian as the state 
language,, the creation of republican military units comprising only Georgians, and the 
resettlementt of Georgians in areas dominated by minorities (Jones 1993: 294-295). In 
1990,, a draft citizenship law was proposed by Georgian nationalists stating that 
membershipp should be restricted to citizens of the first independent Republic of Georgia 
andd their descendants, thereby curbing the political rights of the non-indigenous who had 
migratedd to Georgia since 1921'° - as stated before, hardly any Georgians had left 
Georgiaa since that time. In the end, a less discriminatory law was adopted granting 
Georgiann citizenship to all permanent residents of Georgia but a nationalistic atmosphere 
wass created around the concept of citizenship. 

Afterr Gamsakhurdia's political party 'Round Table-Free Georgia' won the first 
multi-partyy elections in Soviet Georgia in 1990, it soon became clear that the new 
Georgiann government was heading towards separation from the Soviet Union and 
towardss a nationalistic way of settling tensions with ethnic minorities within the republic. 
Withh arguments of prior settlement, history or by dint of numbers, the new Georgian 
regimee virtually eliminated minority access to economic and political power. The first 
multi-partyy parliament contained almost no minority representation except through the 
oppositionn Communist Party - and attempts by ethnic minorities to establish some degree 
off  cultural or economic sovereignty were perceived by the Georgian government as a 
challengee to its people's spatial and social homogeneity (Jones 1993: 295). 'Though 
Georgianss conceived of themselves as the most hospitable of nations,1" welcoming other 
peoplee into their country, they viewed the national minorities in Georgia as stumrebi 
(guests),, there at the tolerance of the majority population, and were convinced that the 
fearss and aspirations of the non-Georgians were artificial, illegitimate, and influenced by 
sinisterr forces from Moscow' (Suny 1994: 325). With this ethnic homogenization and the 
promotionn of Georgian hegemony in Georgia, the government alienated the non-
Georgiann and also the non-Christian population within the republic, and both the 
Ossetianss and Abkhaz started to mobilize. At the end of 1990, when the Georgian 
governmentt abolished the autonomous status of South Ossetia -justified by the argument 
thatt Ossetians were not 'indigenous' but 'settlers' (Jones 1993: 295) - the first bloody 
ethnicc conflict and civil war broke out in Georgia. 

Inn April 1991, the Georgian Republic was declared independent and a month later 
Gamsakhurdiaa was elected president by an overwhelming majority of the population. 
However,, he still had many opponents who rejected his extreme nationalism, accused 

1,11 The Georgian nationalists also raised the possibility of establishing 1801 as the cut-off" date for 
citizenship,, since this was the year that Georgia was incorporated into the Russian Empire (Kaiser 1994: 
182). . 
1'' In these elections, the Round Table-Free Georgia bloc received 54.3 percent of the votes for party list and 
thee Communist Party 29.4 percent. Since only half of the 250 seats in the Supreme Soviet were assigned by 
aa proportional lists system and the other half by a majority district system, the Round Table-Free Georgia 
noww held 155 seats, the Communist Party 64 seats, and the remaining 31 seats were divided among other 
partiess (Aves 1992. In: Hosking, Aves & Duncan 1992: 171). 
122 Hospitality is regarded as one of the main pillars of Georgian culture. 
133 In the elections, which were held in a relatively free atmosphere, Gamsakhurdia won with a massive 86 
percentt of the vote (Aves 1992: 173). 
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himm of being a dictator and sabotaging democracy through his complete hold on 
parliamentt and the media and of letting the country slide into ethnic and civil war. His 
ambivalentt response to the August military putsch in Moscow - without unequivocal 
supportt for the reformers - and his subsequent order to disband the National Guard in 
Georgiaa marked a turning point in his presidency. The parliamentary opposition 
mobilizedd a coalition, including members of the former National Guard, and, after two 
weekss of fighting on the streets of the capital Tbilisi, was able to oust Gamsakhurdia at 
thee beginning of 1992. 

Thee Gamsakhurdia government was replaced by a Military Council, which, in 
orderr to strengthen its dubious legitimacy, invited the former leader Shevardnadze to 
returnn to Georgia from Moscow and appointed him as chairman of the newly established 
Statee Council.14 Shevardnadze's role in Georgia became one of complicated mediation 
andd reconciliation, since 'he inherited a state, that, in the strict Weberian sense of the 
wordd ('an organization which monopolizes the means to use legitimate violence over a 
givenn territory'), no longer existed. With one war going on with South Ossetian 
secessionistss and another with Gamsakhurdia supporters in western Georgia, both 
autonomouss republics Abkhazia and Ajaria beyond Tbilisi's control, the Armenian- and 
Azeri-populatedd regions on the republic's southern borders effectively running 
themselves,, and with a number of competing paramilitary groups, and the absence of an 
armyy responsible to a legitimate executive power' (Jones 1996a: 305), the Georgian state 
wass hardly more than an official piece of land on a map without substantial content. 
Moreover,, Shevardnadze also had to seek popular and international legitimacy since his 
leadershipp had not been established democratically, but his enormous international 
prestigee contributed to the growing sense that he alone could bring peace to Georgia. 

Whilee Shevardnadze's realism and willingness to compromise did indeed, soon 
afterr his coming to office, lead to a cease-fire agreement and an end to the conflict in 
Southh Ossetia,15 a few months later in the summer of 1992, another ethnic conflict broke 
outt as a result of an apparent unauthorized military action by Georgian troops in response 
too Abkhazia's declaration of independence. In spite of this civil war, Shevardnadze was 
ablee to establish a newly elected parliament and a temporary power structure within 
Georgiaa in the autumn of that year, with himself popularly elected as head of state. In 
Marchh 1993, a law was introduced guaranteeing citizenship to all those currently living 
onn Georgian territory and willin g to sign an oath of loyalty. At the same time, Abkhaz 
wass recognized as a state language equal to Georgian in Abkhazia (Suny 1994: 331). 
Peacee did not return to Georgia until the end of 1993 and then it was at the expense of the 
virtuall  loss of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, and of renewed Russian influence in Georgia. 
Shevardnadzee had realized that in order to shift the balance of forces in Georgia - to 
appeasee Gamsakhurdia's followers and to play the paramilitary leaders off against one 
anotherr - a close, effectively subordinate and strategic relationship with Russia had to be 

144 The State Council was a provisional civil body to which the Military Council conceded its authority. 
However,, the military leaders of the two victorious militias - Kitovani and Ioseliani - retained veto powers 
inn the State Council, which consisted, in addition to these two figures, of Shevardnadze and Prime Minister 
Sigua(CIPDDD 1995: vi). 
155 An official settlement of the political status of South Ossetia has still not yet been reached. 
166 No less than 89 percent of the electorate voted in favor of Shevardnadze, but then again he was the only 
candidatee (Fuller 1992: 1-4. In: Suny 1994: 330, Aves 1996: 9). 
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establishedd by allowing Russian troops into Georgia and by having Georgia enter the 
Commonwealthh of Independent States (CIS). 

Butt while internal strife was largely under control by the end of 1993, the 
Georgiann state was on the verge of total collapse. The economy had been devastated after 
thee declaration of independence because of the interruption of supplies from the former 
Soviett Union, but after three civil wars it was completely ruined. Parliament was barely 
functioningg because the laws determining its powers had resulted in a representation of 
powerr by many weak, smaller parties lacking any disciplinary control. Moreover, the 
Georgiann political culture of parties was based on patron-client networks - a Georgian 
traditionn reinforced by the Soviet system, which led to ineffective and undisciplined 
partiess without grass-roots support among the population (Jones 1997: 253). And even 
thoughh Shevardnadze made full use of his prerogative to issue decrees and states of 
emergency,, his authority in the country, particularly in the regions, was only limited: 
Abkhaziaa and South Ossetia were de facto separated from Georgia, the former 
autonomouss region of Ajaria as well as the southern regions with a mainly Armenian and 
Azerii  population were still virtually beyond the control of Tbilisi, the western region of 
Mingreliaa was still deeply resentful of the overthrow of Gamsakhurdia's regime, and 
evenn the streets of Tbilisi had been largely abandoned to criminals as a result of a total 
breakdownn of law and order. 

Inn the autumn of 1993 in order to establish a firmer political base and to create 
orderr in the fragmented and inefficient parliament, Shevardnadze established a political 
bloc,, which later turned into the Citizens' Union of Georgia political party (CUG) that 
unitedd a majority of parliamentary members around one issue: support of Shevardnadze's 
power.. Although parliament is said not to have become very productive after these 
measuress and most regions remained outside the control of the regime, it managed, until 
thee next elections, to launch a relatively successful crusade against organized crime, to 
adoptt a new election law which would make future parliaments less fragmented, and to 
adoptt a new constitution which ensured a strong presidency. An attempt to kil l 
Shevardnadzee in August 1995 threatened to destabilize the whole country once again. But 
Shevardnadzee himself rapidly moved to make political capital out of the event, and 
turnedd the assassination attempt in a rather dubious fashion against his presidential rivals 
inn the upcoming elections (Aves 1996: 12). 

Thee parliamentary and presidential elections of 1995 were the first elections in the 
independentt Republic of Georgia to take place in an environment in which no extra-
governmentall  or criminal militias laid claim to state power, and in which the so-called 
'powerr agencies' - the police, army and security forces - displayed loyalty to the central 
authoritiess (CIPDD 1995: ix). Shevardnadze won the presidential election very 
comfortably.177 In the parliamentary election, the main winner turned out to be the CUG, 
Shevardnadze'ss political party that, besides state-building and economic reform, had put 
forwardd guarantees for ethnic minorities as a main issue in their electoral campaign. 

177 In the presidential election, 72.9 percent of the votes were in favor of Shevardnadze (Aves 1996: 13). 
ISS Only three parties surpassed the five-percent barrier which enabled them to have a share in the 150 seats 
too be elected according to the proportional representation system: the CUG received 23.25 percent of the 
votes,, the National Democratic Party (a moderate nationalist, conservative party) 7.95 percent, and the 
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However,, since under the proportional representation system the people could only vote 
forr a party and not for an individual candidate on the party lists, ethnic minorities were 
unablee to vote specifically for a candidate of their own ethnicity. Only in the majority 
system,, through which the remaining 85 seats of the 235 parliamentary seats were 
assigned,, were locally concentrated ethnic minorities able to elect a candidate of their 
ownn ethnicity - and in fact the Armenians in the southern border region voted by the 
majorityy system for candidates of Armenian ethnicity.19 

Fromm 1995 onwards, considerable progress in political and economic stability 
occurred:: executive power was strengthened, parliament became more efficient, and 
proposalss were made to improve the judiciary system and to introduce an effective 
systemm of regional administrative divisions and governance. It was said that, albeit still 
veryy superficially, 'the era of Shevardnadze, along with the frustration caused by the 
nationalistt romanticism of the previous period, brought more rationalism to the scene' 
(Humann Development Report 1997: 29).20 

Nevertheless,, a high level of uncertainty among the citizens of Georgia with 
regardd to state institutions and their civil rights remained, as corruption and crime 
remainedd widespread in the country. According to the ranking of 'Transparency 
International'' for levels of corruption among 99 countries in the world in 1999, Georgia 
wass at the bottom end of the list - number 84 - making the level of corruption there 
comparablee to that in countries such as Ecuador, Russia, Albania, Kazakhstan, Pakistan, 
Kyrgystann and Uganda. A World Bank study also states that 'bribes to public officials in 
Georgiaa exceed eight percent of the revenues of companies doing business in Georgia, 
whichh places Georgia dead last in the post communist world' (Boylan 2000). Corruption 
inn Georgia is to be found at all levels of the state structure, from large-scale 
embezzlementt by high-level officials to small-scale extortion of bribes by traffic 
policemen,, and with nepotism dominating all state institutions, including those that 
shouldd be guaranteeing the civil rights of citizens. Besides the role of network structures 
andd patron-client relations within state institutions - which both support inequality and 
corruptionn - citizens have to pay illegal taxes in the form of bribes for every public 
service.. There is no way to avoid them as these services cannot be obtained elsewhere 
(Stefess 2000). A survey of public attitudes in 1998 by US AID and the World Bank stated 
thatt the average amount of unofficial payments made by each household in Georgia has 
beenn about 109 lari in 1998 (about $85), which, given the level of incomes21 and the fact 
thatt in many rural areas government is largely non-existent, is an extraordinary amount 
(Humann Development Report 1998: 21). The same survey revealed that the people of 

Ajaria-basedd All-Georgia Revival Union 6.85 percent (The Georgian Chronicle 1995: 1. In: Aves 1996: 
17). . 
199 In total, four parliamentary seats were assigned to Armenians - two elected by the majority system in 
districtss in the southern border region, and two from the CUG list. This amounts to 1.7 percent of the seats, 
whilee Armenians make up more than 8 percent of the population. 
200 Optimism about Georgian state-building has chilled again since 1998 after another attempt was made to 
kil ll  Shevardnadze, the war in Abkhazia briefly resumed, relations with the Ajaria region deteriorated while 
negotiationss on the solution of the Abkhaz conflict stagnated, and the Georgian currency - the lari -
decreasedd sharply in value due to the Russian financial crisis. But, as stated before, this research on 
Armenianss was mainly conducted between 1996-1998, before this economic downturn. 
211 The average monthly income in Georgia in 1998 was 126 lari (Human Development Report 1998: 62). 
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Georgiaa perceive the police and customs as the most corrupt institutions in the country, 
whosee officials together with prosecutors and those working in local courts demand the 
mostt frequent and the largest bribes (see Figure 3.1). 

Figuree 3.1: Frequency and average size of payments demanded in 1998 
(USAID/Worldd Bank Survey 1998) 

Source:Source: Human Development Report 1998: 21 

Besidess corruption, crime in Georgia is still widespread. According to Glonti 
(2000),, an expert in studies on crime in Georgia, the most significant organized 
crimee includes the drugs business; arms trade; human trafficking; smuggling; black-
markett trade (on which 60-70% of the Georgian market is dependent); and other 
illegall  activities such as racketeering, gambling and forgery. Unorganized crime 
includes,, among other things, the theft of state property, tax evasion and avoiding 
conscription.. And while the political-crime societies, which were united behind 
Gamsakhurdiaa and behind the leaders of the paramilitary groups that ousted 
Gamsakhurdia,, have decreased since the strengthening of the Georgian state from 
aboutt 1995 onwards, various guerilla groups are still active on the territory of 
Georgia,, for instance around the border with the breakaway region of Abkhazia. 

Inn spite of renewed stability under the leadership of Shevardnadze, Georgia 
mustt be seen as a weak state in the sense that its regime does not have total control 
overr its state institutions - with corruption and crime being widespread - and, 
therefore,, cannot guarantee its citizens basic security. Moreover, with the citizens of 
Georgiaa already having a general distrust of state institutions due to historical 
factors,, and networks and ethnic cleavages still being crucial in the division of 
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power,, the current situation is not positive for the development of a civic identity 
amongg the population of Georgia as a whole. 

3.43.4 The geographical  position  of  Georgia 

Besidess the historical background of Georgia, the country's geographical position also 
hass had an enormous effect on ethnic relations within Georgia and on the process of state 
building.. First of all, Georgia has for a long time been of interest to Russia for economic 
reasonss such as its oil pipelines and the harbor of Batumi on the Black Sea coast, for 
geopoliticall  and strategic reasons as a buffer zone between its old Muslim rivals, for 
containingg centrifugal tendencies within Russia such as in Chechnya, and for the 
maintenancee of its former Soviet sphere of influence (Fuller 1994: 6). Although the actual 
degreee of Russian involvement in Georgia nowadays is difficult to assess, the facts 
stronglyy suggest that Russia supported the Abkhaz side during the civil war and 
facilitatedd Gamsakhurdia's return to Georgia and his subsequent occupation of villages in 
westernn Georgia (Fuller 1994: 22-31). There is also evidence of the Russian army 
backingg the Ajarian regime, and Russia is suspected of involvement in the assassination 
attemptt on Shevardnadze in 1995. 

Ass already mentioned, Shevardnadze realized that without the support of Russia it 
wouldd be impossible to establish a stable Georgian state since 'nowhere in the entire 
formerr Soviet Union have more Russian players sought to manipulate events than in 
Georgia,, and nowhere has this intervention had such ruinous consequences, both in terms 
off  economic collapse and suffering inflicted on the civilian population' (Fuller 1994: 25). 
Shevardnadzee therefore agreed to the maintenance of some Russian military bases on 
Georgiann territory for the time being, to Georgian membership of the CIS, and to Russian 
UNN peacekeeping troops being stationed on the border with Abkhazia. With this, 
probablyy unavoidable, step, he accepted Russian influence within Georgia, especially on 
thee periphery where ethnic minorities reside. For instance, Russian peacekeeping troops 
onn the border with Abkhazia are continuously accused of being biased. But also the 
Russiann military base in Javakheti has extensive influence on the largely Armenian 
populationn of this southern border region since it is the main employer in the region and, 
accordingg to hearsay evidence, the Russian army at the base provides weapons to local 

222 'While relations between the authorities in Tbilisi and the Russian military in Georgia were deteriorating 
inn 1991-1993, Abashidze [the leader of Ajaria] forged a close relationship with General Gladyshev, the 
locall  Russian commander [of the Russian military base in Ajaria]1 (Aves 1996: 42). The Russian military 
commanderss in Batumi were quoted as stating that they were ready to defend the lives of the population at 
largee in Ajaria (Fuller 1993: 25). The 'distribution of registered arms to support militi a brigades taking part 
inn raids' (Adzharii 1992) - as Abashidze stated about the establishment of his people's army - could very 
welll  have been supported by the Russian army. There is hearsay evidence that in total 2500 guns were 
distributedd among the population of Ajaria to defend the region against Georgian militant groups 
(Masalkin,, interview). The Russian Defense Minister Grachev stated in an television interview that 
'Georgia'ss Black Sea coast is an area of strategic importance for the Russian army; we ... must take every 
measuree to ensure that our troops remain there, otherwise we wil l lose the Black Sea' (Reuters 1993; in 
Fullerr 1993:25)). 
233 Moscow refuses to extradite the key suspect in this case, former security chief Igor Giorgadze (see, for 
example,, OMRI Daily Digest 1996, RFE/RL Newsline 1997). 
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Armeniann movements. And, as stated before, in the autonomous region of Ajaria, the 
Russiann military base supposedly backed the local leader, thereby ensuring the 
independentt status of the region from Tbilisi. 

InIn order not to become totally dependent on Russia again and to contain its 
influencee on ethnic relations and state building in Georgia, Georgia is fiercely lobbying to 
becomee the gateway to world markets for the enormous Caspian Sea oil reserves. Besides 
thee economic gains from such an oil pipeline in terms of employment and transit fees, it 
wouldd make the Georgian state of strategic interest to Western powers, thereby reducing 
Georgia'ss dependency on Russia. Since Russia aims at continuing influence in the 
Caucasuss and is Georgia's main rival in the competition for the pipeline contract, Russia 
iss trying to prevent the Georgian pipeline project by all means possible. In the most 
extremee case, Russia might even use its military presence in Georgia to destabilize the 
statee by encouraging already existing ethnic tensions, although this would be a final 
optionn as Russia would be very careful to avoid triggering further escalations in the 
northernn Caucasian Republics, like in Chechnya. The Georgian regime, for its part, is 
tryingg to prevent such a scenario by strengthening its ties with other states of the Eurasian 
transportt corridor. It established an alignment with Azerbaijan and Ukraine in 1996, later 
enlargedd to include Moldova (GUAM),24 'on the basis of a shared pro-Western 
orientation,, mistrust of Russia, and the desire to profit jointly from the export of part of 
Azerbaijan'ss Caspian Sea oil via Georgia and Ukraine'.25 Eventually, although it is a long 
shot,, Georgia would even like to become part of the European Union and NATO one day 
too decrease its dependence on Russia. 

Ass well as Russia, Armenia also has influence in Georgia because of the 
significantt Armenian ethnic minority in the country. With regard to the oil pipeline, for 
instance,, the Armenian president has already proclaimed that until the independent status 
off  Nagorno-Karabakh is acknowledged, 'not a single barrel of Azeri oil wil l reach the 
worldd markets' (Cohen 1998: C03). With a substantial Armenian minority in Georgia, 
thiss might be a real threat to the Georgian oil pipeline, although the Armenian president 
hass stressed time and time again that Armenia would not support any destabilizing 
actionss by Armenians in Georgia. Another sensitive matter between Georgia and 
Armeniaa that is influencing internal ethnic relations in Georgia is the concept of a 
'Greaterr Armenia', which is said to have adherents in mono-ethnic Armenia as well as 
amongg the Armenian diaspora the world over. Besides a considerable part of eastern 
Turkey,, a 'Greater Armenia' would include the southern part of Georgia - Javakheti -
wheree the overwhelming majority of the population is Armenian but which is perceived 
byy Georgians to be a part of their territory historically. On the other hand, however, 
Armeniaa cannot afford another war, especially not with their only friendly and Christian 
neighborr that provides them with access to the sea. 

Besidess these former Soviet Republics, Turkey's interests in the Georgian state 
alsoo influence ethnic relations and identification in Georgia. Since the collapse of the 
USSR,, Turkey has surpassed Russia as Georgia's primary trading partner, and Ankara 
andd Tbilisi have established a strategic relationship. This relationship wil l be additionally 

Uzbekistann has been a member for some time as well but withdrew again in June 2002. 
Inn the case of Azerbaijan and Georgia, dissatisfaction with Russia's track record as a mediator in the 

Karabakhh and Abkhaz conflicts has provided additional motivation (Fuller 1997; Boble 1999). 
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Mapp 3 .1 : Administrative territorial units of Georgia 

Source:Source: The Parliament of Georgia, 1999 (Note that the former autonomous area of South Ossetia -
seee Map 3.2 - is no longer an official administrative territorial unit.) 

strengthenedd by implementation of the TRACECA project to build a network of road, 
ferryy and rail links from China across Central Asia, the Caucasus, and Turkey to Europe, 
andd for plans to route the main export pipeline for Azerbaijan's Caspian Sea oil through 
Georgiaa to Turkey (Fuller 1998). Since Turkey is Georgia's major economic trading 
partner,, it can use its influence in the country to enforce supportive policies for ethnic 
groupss which have its sympathy such as the Ajarians (Muslim Georgians in Ajaria) and 
thee Meskhetians (the Muslims deported by Stalin from Georgia to Uzbekistan who are 
oftenn called 'Turks' and who would like to return to Georgia). 

Figuree 3.2: The population of Georgia (N=5,400,841) 
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Source:Source: The National Composition of Georgia, 1991 
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Nott only the geographical position of the state but also the geographical position 
off  ethnic groups within Georgia have affected ethnic relations in Georgia and the process 
off  state building. According to the last Soviet census in 1989, the population of Georgia 
wass 5.4 million people among whom Georgians made up the majority (70%), while 
substantiall  minorities were Armenians (8%), Russians (6%), Azerbaijanis (6%), 
Ossetianss (3%) and Abkhaz (2%) (see Figure 3.2). Georgians live in all regions of the 
countryy and they form the majority of the population in most of them. Apart from the 
formerr autonomous regions/oblasts of Abkhazia and South Ossetia - from which almost 
alll  Georgians fled during the civil wars — Georgians are nowadays only a minority in the 
regionss of Kvemo Kartli, where the majority of the people are Azerbaijani, and in 
Meskhetii  (Samtskhe)-Javakheti, where the majority of the population is Armenian. 

Figuree 3.3: Population in the administrative regions of Georgia according to the territorial 
divisionn since 1995 

100% % 

80% % 

60% % 

40% % 

20% % 

0% % 

# # <£>> *&  J> .# tf .£> J> f ** <f • j* j> / y • ^ • * j Nvv J?  CJ* 

^ ^ 

^ ^ 
^ ^ j? j? 

<5>N ' ' 

<*" " 
<P <P 

jr jr 

DD Others 

DArmenians s 

00 Georgians 

Note:: South Ossetia is officially no longer a region 
Source:: Human Development Report 1996: 154, based on statistics of the Soviet Census of 1989 (The 
Nationall  Composition of Georgia 1991)26 

266 It is interesting to note that with the change of the administrative division of Georgia by a decree of the 
headd of state in 1995, the region of Meskheti-Javakheti was enlarged by the addition of the district of 
Borjomii  (which used to belong to Kartli). This reduced the clear majority of Armenians in the regional 
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Ass becomes clear from Figure 3.3, besides being the majority in the region of 
Meskhetii  (Samtskhe)-Javakheti, Armenians also form a large sector of the regional 
populationn (>10%) in Tbilisi and the breakaway region of Abkhazia. In all other regions, 
Armenianss comprise only a very small proportion of the regional population. 

Besidess the proportionality of Georgians and Armenians in the population of a 
regionn and their history there, the characteristics and historical background of a region 
andd its relative location vis-a-vis the borders and the capital are geographical factors 
affectingg identification and, thus, the legitimization of the state. With regard to the five 
researchh areas, these factors are elaborated on further in the following sections. 

3.53.5 Urban  research  areas:  Tbilisi  and Batumi 

Thee capital, Tbilisi, is nowadays a multi-ethnic city where a minority of 
Armenianss live among a majority of Georgians (see Figure 3.4). However, this has not 
beenn the case throughout history. As stated before, Armenians have lived in the city for 
centuriess and until the second half of the nineteenth century the urban culture and urban 
economyy were largely in their hands. The majority of the population of Tbilisi was 
Armenian,277 Armenians held the prominent positions in the economic and political 
structuress of Tbilisi,28 and the town was an island of Armenian culture and literature. 
Evenn after the demographic shift in the mid-nineteenth century29 as a result of the 
continuouss influx of Russians and Georgians (the latter especially after the abolition of 
serfdom),, Armenians continued to dominate the economy and the city's political 
structure.. In the 1890s they still held the majority of the seats in the Tbilisi city Duma, 
and,, as Luigi Villari declared after his visit to Tbilisi in 1905, 'Armenians control all the 
commerciall  activity of the town: one has only to walk down the main streets to see that 
thee names over all the major shops and of the most important firms are Armenian ' 
(1906:: 109-110. In: Jones 1996b: 446). From 1897 to 1915 many more Armenians came 
too Tbilisi as refugees from the Ottoman Empire.30 

Onlyy with the Marxist revolution in 1917 were the Armenians effectively 
excludedd and the Georgians gained control of the city government of Tbilisi. When 
Georgiaa was declared independent in 1918, many ambitious Armenians left for the new 
Republicc of Armenia that had just become independent as well. This stimulated 'the 
Georgiann social democratic government, ideologically hostile to big business, to share the 
Georgiann nationalist suspicion that the Armenians were primarily loyal to the new 
Republicc of Armenia' (Jones 1996b: 449). In addition to the 'governmental 

populationn (from 63% to 54%) and increased the proportion of Georgians (from 30% to 37%). 
277 In 1834, 84 percent of Tbilisi's population was Armenian and 14 percent was Georgian (Kameral'novo 
Opicaniiaa Makalakam gorod Tiflisa, 1834). 
288 In the 1860s approximately two-thirds of the commercial-industrial class was Armenian (Suny 1996: 
114).. And due to the electoral system based on property qualifications, Armenians played a dominant role 
inn local government (Jones 1996b: 441-460). 
299 In 1864, the percentage of Armenians in the population of Tbilisi had dropped to 47% (Ckhetia 1942: 
161.. In: Mamulov 1995), and in 1876 had decreased to 36% of the city's population (Suny 1996: 113). 
300 In the period 1897-1910, the Armenian population in Tbilisi increased from 46,700 to almost 125,000 
(Joness 1996b: 444). 
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nationalizationn and requisition policies, confiscation of Armenian property by Georgian 
officialss and mistreatment by the police deprived Armenians of their former economic 
andd political privileges in Tbilisi' (Jones 1996b: 450). With the incorporation of Georgia 
intoo the Soviet Union in 1921 the position of Armenians only worsened: the continuous 
nationalizationn of private property deprived the Tbilisi Armenians of their wealth and the 
Soviett nationality policy impeded Armenians, as non-indigenous nationals, from 
becomingg politically active. The public sphere in Tbilisi - political, economic and 
culturall  - became predominantly Georgian, while Armenians were granted only some 
degreee of cultural autonomy. Although many Armenians were descendants of families 
thatt had lived in Tbilisi since the Middle Ages - only some were recent settlers from the 
Ottomann Empire - numerous Armenians left their 'home-town' of Tbilisi for Armenia as 
aa result of these policies. It was not, however, until 1970 that Georgians formed the 
majorityy of Tbilisi's population (The National Composition of Georgia 1991). 

Figuree 3.4: The population of Tbilisi (N=1,243,150) 
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Source:Source: The National Composition of Georgia, 1991 

Afterr Georgia became independent again in 1991, another wave of Armenians left 
Tbilisii  to emigrate to the West and to the newly independent state of Armenia, especially 
duringg and shortly after the period of the nationalistic president Gamsakhurdia. Being the 
capitall  and political center of Georgia, it was in Tbilisi that Georgian nationalists 
mobilizedd in the early 1990s, chanting slogans like 'Georgia for the Georgians', and 
actingg accordingly. While all the ethnic minorities in the capital were confronted with the 
consequencess of this Georgian nationalism, Armenian-Georgian relations in particular 
souredd at this time, as a result of the historical role of anti-Armenian feeling in Georgian 
nationalism.. This was all the more painful for Armenians, as most of their families 
perceivedd Tbilisi as their native town. When subsequently the Abkhaz war broke out in 
19922 and the Armenians in Abkhazia supported the Abkhaz side against the Georgians, 
relationss between Armenians and Georgians reached their nadir. Especially in Tbilisi, 
wheree of all regions in this research, the consequences of the Abkhaz civil war were most 
directlyy perceptible with thousands of Georgians from Abkhazia streaming into the city 
ass refugees and being crammed into small rooms of former prestigious hotels in the 
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centerr of the capital.31 Armenian-Georgian relations in Tbilisi deteriorated as a result of 
thiss direct confrontation with the consequences of this war in which local Armenians had 
foughtt on the side of the enemy. Inter-ethnic relations worsened because these 
traumatizedd Georgians from Abkhazia, living in distressing conditions in the heart of the 
city,, had been turned against Armenians. The Abkhaz conflict has been in a state of 
deadlockk ever since the beginning of the early 1990s, and the negative situation has yet to 
bee resolved. According to many Armenians, another factor that adds to the deterioration 
off  inter-ethnic relations in Tbilisi has been the substantial influx of Georgians from the 
countryside.. In their opinion, they show less inter-ethnic tolerance and reduce the 
cosmopolitann character of the city. Moreover, as with most emigrants from Georgia, the 
Armenianss who have left the country since the early 1990s are predominantly the 
wealthierr and better-educated Armenians and this has caused a real brain drain within the 
city'ss Armenian community. Since no population census has been conducted since 
Georgiaa became an independent state, there is no reliable figure of the number of 
Armeniann emigrants leaving Tbilisi. 

Inn spite of this brain drain, the possibilities for the ethnic mobilization of 
Armenianss in Tbilisi are relatively advantageous compared to Armenians in other parts of 
Georgia.. Although Armenians are not predominantly concentrated in their own 
neighborhoodss anymore, opportunities to establish and maintain ethnic institutions are 
favorablee as a result of their large absolute number in the city - 150,127 Armenians 
accordingg to the Soviet Census of 1989 (The National Composition of Georgia 1991). 
Moreover,, Tbilisi is an urban environment, centrally located in Georgia, and the capital 
off  the Georgian state. Its central location with better possibilities for communication, 
transportationn and education, and the capital function of the city providing access to 
governmentall  bodies, international organizations and foreign investors, facilitate the 
mobilizationn of interest groups and the utilization of cultural autonomy. 

Yet,, from an economic point of view, the urban environment is not necessarily 
advantageous.. Although relatively numerous income opportunities are still available 
thankss to the capital function of the city, the economic depression has resulted in high 
unemploymentt figures and considerable poverty among Armenians in Tbilisi. Unlike 
Armenianss in the countryside, unemployed Armenians in Tbilisi cannot be self-sufficient 
inn terms of growing food and keeping livestock. 

Batumi,, the capital of the autonomous republic of Ajaria on the Black Sea coast, is a 
multi-ethnicc city where Armenians live as an ethnic minority among a majority of 
Georgianss (see Map 3.2 and Figure 3.5). Unlike Tbilisi, however, Georgians in Batumi 
havee always been the main population group, even during the incorporation of the city 
intoo the Ottoman Empire from the middle of the seventeenth century onwards33 and into 
thee Russian Empire from 1878 onwards. After the later takeover, many Georgians left the 

311 This is not true for Georgia as a whole: there are many refugees in other parts of Georgia as well, 
especiallyy in West Georgia close to Abkhazia. 
322 However, the proportion of Armenians in the 'Armenian' neighborhoods of Avlabari and Solalaki is still 
significantlyy higher than in other neighborhoods in Tbilisi. 
333 Actually the whole region Ajaria, of which Batumi is the capital, was incorporated into the Ottoman 
Empire. . 
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cityy for the Ottoman Empire in the so-called Mukhadjirstva, which was not only the 
resultt of agitation by the Ottomans but also of pressure from the Russians. The Russians 
perceivedd Ajarian Georgians, who had gradually converted to Islam during the Ottoman 
period,, as a potential fifth column loyal to the Ottoman enemy. In their place, Armenians 
fromm the Ottoman Empire, fleeing the repression, were invited to settle in the region of 
Ajariaa and its capital Batumi because they were Christians. That the Georgians 
neverthelesss maintained their dominance among the population of Batumi was the result 
off  a huge influx of Georgians from the densely populated, land-hungry villages of the 
adjacentt Georgian region of Guria. They were drawn by Batumi's booming economy and 
thee city developed at the end of the nineteenth century into an important industrial and 
tradingg center, not least because of the transshipment of oil from Baku (Azerbaijan) but 
alsoo because of the introduction of new cash crops, such as citrus, tobacco and tea into 
thee region. Since these Georgians from Guria were not Muslim, the city of Batumi 
becamee predominantly Christian, while the rest of Ajaria remained primarily Muslim. 
Ass the Georgians have always been the majority population in Batumi, the political, 
economicc and cultural life of the city is mostly Georgian although Armenians have 
alwayss had their own, mainly cultural, institutions. 

Figuree 3.5: The population of Batumi (N=136,930) 
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Source:Source: The National Composition of Georgia, 1991 

Duringg Soviet times, Batumi lost its prominence as an international port because 
thee Soviet economy grew autarchic, and since the Soviet-Turkish border was turned into 
aa closed and strictly guarded zone, city suddenly found itself in a rather isolated position. 
Insteadd Batumi developed as one of the main resorts on the Black Sea coast. However, 
afterr the declaration of Georgian independence, Batumi immediately started to develop 

344 It is difficult to estimate the exact number of people emigrating from Ajaria since official documents give 
variouss figures. But it is said that about 10,000 people went to Turkey, of whom 6,000 were Muslim 
Georgianss and most of the others were Abkhaz (Dat'unashvili 1989: 14. In: Sanikidze 1999: 14). 
355 Like Christianity, Islam managed to survive the seventy years of Soviet atheism in spite of the fierce 
repressionn in Ajaria of Muslim institutions such as mosques, theological medreses (colleges) and the 
religiouss administration (mupto); of the forced change of Islamic names into Georgian ones; and of the 
compulsoryy removal of women's veils. 
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itss function as transshipment point and trade center once again. This, together with the 
profitablee border crossing into Turkey in Ajaria, has resulted in the population of Batumi 
beingg slightly better off economically than people in other parts of Georgia - as 
mentionedd earlier, Turkey is nowadays Georgia's main trading partner. 

Yet,, most of the economic profits end up in the pockets of the authoritarian leader 
Abashidze,, who was put into power by Gamsakhurdia after Georgian nationalism caused 
severee tensions in Batumi in the early 1990s. These tensions were not so much between 
thee various ethnic groups within the city but between Georgians in the autonomous 
regionn of Ajaria (of which Batumi is the capital) and nationalistic Georgians from the rest 
off  Georgia. While Georgian nationalists claimed Christianity to be an essential 
characteristicc of Georgian ethnicity and autonomy of regions to be an 'alien imposed 
redundancy',, Georgians in Ajaria not only had a Muslim instead of a Christian 
backgroundd but also had a vested interest in the autonomous status of their region. The 
tensionss were largely settled when the Georgian Asian Abashidze was appointed 
chairmann of the local Soviet,36 as he was a member of a local aristocratic Muslim family 
withh an influential history in Batumi, which had already demanded autonomy for the 
regionn of Ajaria in the first Georgian Republic.37 On the other hand, Abashidze was loyal 
too the central Georgian government and, apparently, made a secret deal with 
Gamsakhurdiaa to help him abolish Ajarian autonomy in the long term. When 
Gamsakhurdiaa was ousted as president soon after, Abashidze used the opportunity of 
completee chaos in Georgia to firmly establish his power base in Ajaria and was able to 
keepp the raging militias that controlled the country out of the region. This was largely 
financedd by income from the important and only border crossing with Turkey and, as 
explainedd before, probably supported by the Russian military that has a base in the 
region.. When peace returned to Georgia, the central leadership of Georgia had its hands 
fulll  with conflicts in the other regions of Georgia, and, happy that the political situation at 
leastt was stable in Ajaria, left Abashidze to rule the region as his personal fiefdom, which 
iss still the case today. Internal opposition in the region has been (forcefully) silenced and 
thee new governing clan is predominantly made up of his own (Georgian) kinsmen. 

Ass a result of this authoritarian regime in Ajaria, the advantages of an urban 
environmentt for Armenians to mobilize themselves and gain access to state institutions is 
nott fully applicable in Batumi, in spite of Batumi having many state institutions as the 
capitall  of the Autonomous Republic of Ajaria and the absolute number of Armenians 
beingg extensive - 13,394 Armenians according the Soviet Census of 1989 (The National 
Compositionn of Georgia 1991). Although Abashidze later started to promote himself as a 
tolerantt leader to all ethnic and religious minorities in the region, his repressive manner 
off  ruling Batumi has resulted in serious inequalities not only but certainly also for 
Armenianss in the city. 

Officiallyy elected but in fact appointed or, in the words of a former leader of the local opposition at that 
time,, Mr. Berdzenishvili, by 'illegally' forcing the Ajarian Supreme Soviet to chose Asian Abashidze as 
theirr chairman (interview 1999). Indeed, the Soviet constitution, still functioning at that time, stated that 
onlyy deputies could be chosen as chairmen of Supreme Soviets, and Asian Abashidze had never been a 
deputyy (Darchiashvili 1996). 
,77 A fact which Abashidze himself stresses all the time. A statue of his grandfather has been placed in 
Batumii  and a book on the history of Ajaria until 1921 seems to have been written based on the Abashidze 
familyy tree and even includes pictures of Asian Abashidze with his grandchildren (Abashidze 1998). 
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3.63.6 Rural  research  areas:  Sigh  nag hi,  Akhaltsikhe  and Javakheti 

Sighnaghii  is a district in the region of Kakheti in east Georgia (see Maps 3.1 and 3.2) 
wheree a small minority of Armenians lives among an overwhelming majority of 
Georgians,, as shown in Figure 3.6. Sighnaghi has traditionally been inhabited by 
Georgianss but at the end of the eighteenth century Armenians were encouraged to settle 
inn the region by Georgian King Irakli II to compensate for its underpopulation and to 
developp Sighnaghi's economy as Armenians were well known as merchants and artisans. 
Accordingg to an 1821 census of the clergy, the overwhelming majority of households in 
thee city of Sighnaghi - the region's main urban area - were Armenian: 2951 households 
weree Armenian and 417 Georgian, and Armenian institutions were functioning in the 
regionn (Mamulov 1995). However, over time, the number of Armenians in Sighnaghi 
decreased,, especially, as in Tbilisi, after the abolishment of serfdom. The public life of 
thee region became completely Georgian and there are no Armenian institutions in 
Sighnaghii  nowadays since their absolute number is small - just 746 according to the 
Soviett Census of 1989 (The National Composition of Georgia 1991). 

Whilee the region, and especially the fortified city of Sighnaghi, used to be a 
transitt center for east Georgia in former times, ever since its incorporation into the Soviet 
Unionn the regional economy has been mainly based upon agriculture - viticulture, cereal 
productionn and animal breeding - winemaking, and some processing industries. 
However,, as a result of the general economic depression in Georgia, only small parts of 
thesee sectors remain and have often become less productive; with most people in the 
regionn nowadays surviving on homegrown vegetables and livestock, as in the rest of rural 
Georgia. . 

Figuree 3.6: The population of Sighnaghi (N=49,151) 

5% % 
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DD Russians 

93% % 

Source:Source: The National Composition of Georgia, 1991 

Thee district of Akhaltsikhe is located in the south of Georgia in the region of 
Meskhetii  (Samtskhe)-Javakheti on the border with Turkey (see Maps 3.1 and 3.2). It is 
inhabitedd almost entirely by Georgians and Armenians, both making up about half of the 

11 The city of Akhaltsikhe is also the capital of the Meskheti (Samtskhe)-Javakheti region. 
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populationn (see Figure 3.7). This has not always been the case. Most Armenians settled in 
thiss region after 1828, when Russia captured Akhaltsikhe from the Ottomans. As the 
Russianss did later in Batumi as well, after annexing Akhaltsikhe to their empire they 
persuadedd the mostly Georgian-speaking Muslim population to leave the region and 
invitedd Armenian refugees from the Ottoman Empire to settle there instead. 

Thee Armenians have been a major population group in Akhaltsikhe since then, 
andd in 1944 became almost the only major ethnic group in the regional population 
besidess Georgians as a result of the deportation of thousands of Meskhetians (Muslims 
whoo are perceived by some as Georgians and by others as Turks) to Uzbekistan.39 The 
overwhelmingg majority of the Armenians in Akhaltsikhe are adherents of the Orthodox 
religionn as in the rest of Georgia but there are small communities of Catholic Armenians 
inn the region too. These communities came into existence during Ottoman times after the 
Frenchh government convinced the Ottoman regime to spare Catholic subjects from forced 
Islamizationn - which was the normal fate of Christian subjects in the Ottoman Empire.40 

Figuree 3.7: The population of Akhaltsikhe (N=54,822) 

Source:Source: The National Composition of Georgia, 1991 

Sincee Akhaltsikhe was a rural area predominantly inhabited by peasants and, was also an 
importantt military-strategic region for the Russian Empire in their various wars against 
thee Ottoman Empire during the nineteenth century, political life in Akhaltsikhe was 
largelyy in the hands of the Russian army, while the economic and cultural spheres were 
Georgiann and Armenian. When Georgia became independent and was subsequently 
incorporatedd into the Soviet Union, all aspects of public life in Akhaltsikhe were 
'Georgianized'.. Armenians played no particular role in the economic or political life of 
thee region but as a result of their large numbers in the population had great cultural 
influence.. This also describes the situation today. Since Akhaltsikhe is a rural area and 
livingg conditions are comparable to the situation in Sighnaghi - although recently a small 
andd difficult accessible border crossing to Turkey has opened which will bring some 
economicc advantages - Armenians as well as Georgians have few opportunities to 

Inn total 92,307 Meskhetians were deported from Georgia (CIPDD 2002: 42), many of whom lived in 
Akhaltsikhe. . 
400 To this day, both Georgian and Armenian Catholics in Georgia are called 'Francs'. 
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mobilizee themselves. Only the proximity of Armenia might bring some advantages for 
thee Armenians of Akhaltsikhe to organize as an ethnic group, although the road through 
Javakhetii  to the border with Armenia is in a deplorable state. (This is discussed further in 
thee next section.) But their absolute number of 23,469 according to the 1989 Soviet 
censuss (The National Composition of Georgia 1991) is enough to set up ethnic 
institutionss and they have extended control in the villages as these are separated by 
ethnicityy and even religion. 

Javakhetii  is also located in the region of Meskheti-Javakheti in the south of Georgia (see 
Mapss 3.1 and 3.2)42 but unlike the district of Akhaltsikhe, it actually borders Armenia 
andd Georgians form only a small minority among the overwhelming majority of 
Armenianss in the population (see Figure 3.8). Like Akhaltsikhe, the region of Javakheti 
wass also incorporated into the Russian Empire in 1828 after a few centuries of Ottoman 
rule,, and most Armenians came to the region as refugees from the Ottoman Empire, 
includingg a small Catholic community. 

Figuree 3.8: The population of Javakheti (N=107,003) 
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Source:Source: The National Composition of Georgia, 1991 

Whenn the Meskhetians were deported from this region in 1944, the Armenians 
becamee almost the only inhabitants of Javakheti, apart from a small Georgian minority 
andd a small Russian sectarian group.44 Since Georgian independence, however, the 

4'' This is a common feature in Georgia. For example, there are Armenian Orthodox, Armenian Catholic, 
Georgiann Orthodox and Georgian Catholic villages in Georgia. 
422 It is actually made up of two districts: Akhalkalaki and Ninotsminda. The town Akhalkalaki is 
consideredd its capital but as Javakheti is no separate administrative region, Akhalkalaki is not an official 
seatt of regional government in Georgia. 
4jj There are still Turkish-speaking Armenian villages in Javakheti. 
444 This Russian religious sect of 'Dukhobors' (which means 'fighters for spirit and the truth') originated in 
Russiaa at the end of the eighteenth century as a result of their opposition to the official authoritarian 
Russiann Orthodox Church and its doctrine, as well as the dominant church institutions. They were 
persecutedd by the church and the state, exiled to the steppes in southern Ukraine, and in 1839 relocated to 
Transcaucasia.. In total 4097 Dukhobors settled in Javakheti at that time. (CIPDD 1999: 25-28, 63). In the 
Soviett Census of 1991, in total 3161 Russians were counted in the district of Ninotsminda, where all 
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majorityy of this latter group has emigrated to Russia. Public life in Javakheti, therefore, 
hass always been almost entirely Armenian with many Armenian organizations and 
culturall  institutions. Armenians control the economy and have considerable authority in 
locall  politics. In fact, the region is not under the full control of the central government in 
Tbilisi. . 

Duringg the regime of the nationalistic Gamsakhurdia in the early 1990s, tensions 
mountedd because Georgians perceived Javakheti as one of the ancient regions of Georgia, 
whilee Armenians in Javakheti not only oriented themselves towards their motherland 
Armenia,, but also started to mobilize themselves in favor of autonomy for their region, 
whilee some were even in favor of uniting Javakheti with Armenia. Simultaneously, fierce 
competitionn emerged between Armenians and Georgians over the possession of houses 
andd land in Javakheti. The Georgian societies of'Foundation of Merab Kostava' and 
'Revivall  of Javakheti' actively campaigned to relocate Georgians from the rest of 
Georgiaa to Javakheti, while the local Armenian societies of 'Parvana' and ' Javakhk' 
boughtt houses in the region for Armenian families arriving from Armenia and Russia, or 
comingg from the region itself (Melikishvili 1996: 12). Both sides claimed to act out of 
humanitariann motives - helping people from regions afflicted by severe landslides, 
earthquakess or land shortages but in fact it was clear that these actions were mainly 
motivatedd by ethnic arguments, since both Georgian and Armenian organizations only 
supportedd people of their own ethnicity. Ethnic tensions in Javakheti ran high in the first 
yearss of Georgian independence and even resulted in several serious incidents in the 
region.. For instance, Armenians in Javakheti physically prevented three consecutive 
prefectuall  candidates sent from Tbilisi from entering the region because they were 
Georgian;; armed Armenians prevented the Georgian National Guard from coming on to 
theirr territory; and Georgian units loyal to the (then) former president Gamsakhurdia 
weree disarmed in Javakheti (Guretski 1998: 5). Moreover, the situation in Javakheti was 
exacerbatedd by the war in Abkhazia in the early 1990s: firstly because anti-Armenian 
sentimentss were provoked by Armenians in Abkhazia supporting the Abkhaz, and, 
secondly,, because Georgians feared that Russia, which supported not only Abkhaz but 
alsoo Ossetian separatism, could instigate an analogous conflict in Javakheti (Guretski 
1998:: 5). 

Thee severe tensions started to ease when the general situation in the country 
begann to stabilize from 1995 onwards, with the civil wars in Georgia coming to a halt, the 
centrall  authorities starting to regain control - especially after the presidential and 
parliamentaryy elections of that year - and a liberal government beginning to develop. The 
strugglee for power in Javakheti subsided: forced attempts on the part of the Georgians to 
incorporatee Javakheti into the country diminished and Armenian demands for Javakheti 
autonomyy became less manifest. 

Lif ee in Javakheti is difficult. Besides the general problems presented by the 
economicc depression and the bad conditions for production that all peripheral rural areas 
inn Georgia have to deal with such as long distances to a market and the lack of transport, 
goodd roads and other means of communication, the situation in Javakheti is complicated 
byy its harsh climate and the postponement of privatization. The central government has 
longg put off the privatization of the border lands, fearing that they would fall into the 

Dukhoborr villages are located (National Composition of Georgia 1991). 
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handss of'foreigners' (members of ethnic minorities who make up a large part of the 
populationn in many of the border regions in Georgia). As a result, the kolkhoz farms have 
fallenn apart while hardly any private farms have been established, a fact which is 
especiallyy disastrous in a region with a climate that is only marginal for agricultural 
production.. Javakheti is on a plateau at an altitude of 2000 meters with long and severe 
winterss during which many villages are cut off from the outside world for several 
months.. As in other rural areas, most people in Javakheti survive on the products from 
theirr own garden and livestock, although income is generated as well by temporary work 
inn Russia and by the Russian military base in the region. 

However,, Armenians have relatively good opportunities for mobilizing 
themselvess in Javakheti since they live compactly as an ethnic group; are concentrated in 
theirr own villages; are the overwhelming majority of the population in the region; are a 
largee group in absolute terms - 97,056 according to the Soviet census of 1989 (The 
Nationall  Composition of Georgia 1991) - and, maybe even more importantly, they are 
closee to their motherland Armenia which is willin g to support them. In fact, the focus of 
Armenianss in Javakheti is mainly on Armenia: most buses from the region go to 
Armenia,, most children go to Armenia for their studies, the closest and most frequently 
usedd hospital and airport are in Armenia, and many Armenians even call Yerevan their 
capital,, while speaking of'going to Georgia' when they travel to Tbilisi. 

3.73.7 Conclusion 

Armenianss have a long history on the lands that currently belong to the Georgian state, 
havingg lived for many centuries in the capital Tbilisi as a (former) economic and 
politicallyy dominant bourgeoisie, and in the other regions of this study as more recent 
settlerss from the Ottoman Empire in the nineteenth century. Yet the Armenians in 
Georgiaa have become a powerless and non-indigenous ethnic minority, often even looked 
uponn as 'guests' in Georgia, as a result of the growing national consciousness among 
Georgianss during the Tsarist rule; the mainly Georgian nationalistic rule in the first 
independentt Republic of Georgia; the institutionalization of Georgians as the dominant 
groupp in Georgia during the Soviet era; and the triumph of Georgian nationalism after the 
declarationn of independence in 1991. This has been aggravated by the weakness of the 
currentt Georgian state, with high levels of crime and corruption, and the political system 
beingg largely based on networks and nepotism. 

Theree are significant differences with regard to the various regions of Armenian 
residencee in Georgia, five of which are included in this research project. Armenians in the 
citiess of Tbilisi and Batumi are just one of the various ethnic minorities living there 
amongg a majority of Georgians. Armenians in the three selected rural regions, on the 
otherr hand, make up the regional population with mostly Georgians but in varying 
proportions.. From accounting for an extremely small part of the population in Sighnaghi 
(smallerr than the Armenian groups in the cities), they form about half of the population in 
Akhaltsikhee and the overwhelming majority of the population in Javakheti. These last 
twoo rural regions are close to and bordering their motherland, Armenia (see overview in 
Figuree 3.9). 
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Figuree 3.9: Overview of the research regions 
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44 IDENTIFICATION OF ARMENIANS BY OTHERS AND 
MOBILIZATIO NN OF ARMENIANS AS AN ETHNIC GROUP 

Beforee turning to the ethnic identity among Armenians in Georgia, two further crucial 
factorss influencing these identifications among Armenians in Georgia are analyzed in this 
chapter.. Firstly, an analysis is made of the extent to which other actors in the field label 
Armenianss as belonging to the citizenry of Georgia and/or the Armenian ethnic group, 
therebyy emphasizing either the civic unity or the ethnic cleavage. In this research, the 
majorr actors are considered to be the Georgian regime (4.1) and the majority ethnic group 
off  Georgians (4.2). Secondly, a background factor of importance to identifications among 
Armenianss is the extent and manner of ethnic mobilization among Armenians, which 
indicatee to what extent Armenians stress the ethnic cleavage in Georgian society (4.3). 

4.14.1 Identification of Armenians by the regime in Georgia 

Onee of the major factors affecting the identification of Armenians by the regime in 
Georgiaa is the content of state laws that define the possibilities for Armenians to 
developp a civic identity. State laws in Georgia are generally liberal democratic with 
equall  rights for all citizens regardless of their ethnic identity, although they 
sometimess indirectly differentiate between ethnic groups or at least are perceived as 
discriminatory.. For instance, the law forbidding the establishment of regional 
politicall  parties impedes the founding of an Armenian political party in Javakheti, 
andd the law determining higher prices for agricultural land in mountainous regions 
thann in the lower valley makes it more difficult for Armenian citizens in Javakheti to 
acquiree land. On the other hand, there are also state laws in Georgia that support 
Armeniann citizens, for example in the maintenance of their cultural institutions and 
thee fact that Armenians may use the Russian language in parliament. 

Too draw an accurate conclusion on the impact of state laws on the civic 
identificationn of Armenians, however, research into the Georgian legal system is 
necessary,, which, unfortunately, is beyond the scope of this project. Yet, it is clear that 
largee parts of state laws are formally unquestionable and that, in fact, the informal 
implementationn of these laws and their perception by Armenians determine their real 
effectt on the development of a civic identity. State laws tend to be arbitrarily 
implemented,, based on networks and bribes which correlate to a large extent with ethnic 
identity,, as ethnicity remains an important cleavage in post-Soviet Georgia, as is proven 
inn the chapter on ethnic identity. It therefore seems reasonable to suppose that these 
formallyy unquestionable laws are often implemented in a discriminatory manner, putting 
citizenss with fewer contacts with the higher political levels of Georgia, such as the 
majorityy of the Armenians, at a disadvantage, thereby impeding their civic identification 
withh the Georgian state. The perception among Armenians of state laws is further 
analyzedd in the section on compliance with state laws, but the overall question of whether 
theyy think that ethnic groups have enough cultural rights in Georgia indicates that at least 
inn this regard a large number of Armenians are not satisfied with the current situation in 
Georgia.. As can be seen from Table 4.1, almost half of the Armenians in Georgia think 
thatt ethnic groups are not being granted sufficient cultural rights in Georgia (43%). Urban 
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Armenianss are more negative than rural Armenians in this respect (48% : 36%). The 
answerss of Armenians in Sighnaghi are especially curious. They never claim that ethnic 
groupss have insufficient cultural rights in Georgia but almost half of them refrained from 
answeringg this question, which seems to indicate that they either are not interested in the 
subjectt or that the issue is more sensitive in this region. 

Tablee 4 . 1 : Perceptions of cultural rights among Armenians in Georgia 

WOULDD YOU SAY THAT ETHNIC GROUPS n = 
HAVEE ENOUGH POSSIBILITIE S TO DEVELOP Y N Don't know 

THEIRR LANGUAG E AND CULTURE IN /No answer 
GEORGIA? ? 

TOTAL11 46% 43% 11% 313 

Tbilisii 39% 47% 14% 76 

«« Batumi 34% 52% 14% 29 

|| URBAN2 38% 48% 14% 105 

|| Sighnaghi 59% - 41% 62 

<< Akhaltsikhe 56% 36% 8% 62 

Javakhetii 57% 37% 7% 84 

RURALL 57% 36% 7% 208 

Besidess state laws, the prevailing formal and informal political structures also 
effectt civic identification among Armenians, as they determine the political opportunity 
structuree in Georgia, in other words, the extent to which it is possible for Armenians to 
mobilizee themselves politically. The formal access of citizens in Georgia to the political 
structuree of the state has not been very extensive as a result of the high degree of 
centralizationn of power. Although the Georgian presidential-parliamentary democracy 
providess for the direct election of the central government,3 the president nevertheless 
maintainss a high level of control over various parts of the state as a result of his right to 
appointt the heads of districts and regions. Moreover, the electoral rules do not make 
parliamentt easily accessible for Armenians - assuming that Armenians would like to be 
representedd by members of the Armenian ethnic group, which is to be expected as the 
ethnicc cleavage is considerable (see analysis in Chapter Five) - and nepotism dominates 
alll  kinds of state institutions (as stated in Chapter Three). Only Armenians making up a 
largee part of the population in a district are able to elect a local candidate of their own 
ethnicityy through the majority system - through which 85 of the 235 seats are selected. 
Withinn the proportional representation system - through which the remaining 150 seats 
aree divided - Armenians can only vote for political parties and not for individual 
Armeniann candidates on party lists. They thus depend on party committees for the 

'' In all tables, the total of the five regions is calculated using the weighting factor 'total' (see Section 2.6 on 
researchh methods). 
22 In all tables, the total of urban areas is calculated using the weighting factor 'urban' and the total of rural 
areass is calculated using the weighting factor 'rural' {see Section 2.6 on research methods). 
33 Since 1998 local governments have been directly elected as well, but that was introduced after the survey 
wass conducted. 
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numberr and sequence of Armenian candidates on the election list, and, logically, these 
partyy committees consist predominantly of Georgian members, since Georgians are the 
majorityy ethnic group in Georgia. Also, the establishment of an Armenian political party 
-- which would be allowed by the Constitution - would hardly improve the chances of 
Armenianss being elected to parliament because the electoral threshold requires that a 
partyy gain at least five percent of the votes in order to be able to enter the Georgian 
parliament,, while Armenians nowadays barely make up such a proportion in the 
populationn of Georgia. In the last Soviet census in 1989 Armenians still comprised only 
eightt percent of the population in Georgia, but since that time many have left the country 
(Thee National Composition of Georgia 1991). It thus seems reasonable to conclude that, 
comparedd to Georgians, the formal political structure in Georgia is not equally accessible 
forr Armenians. This conclusion is supported by the Freedom House analysis of political 
rightsrights and civil liberties in Georgia, which also concluded that during 1999-2000 Georgia 
couldd only be regarded as a partly free state. Naturally, this impedes the civic 
identificationidentification of Armenians with the Georgian state. 

Unlikee the formal political structures, which were renewed with the declaration of 
ann independent democratic Georgian state, the informal political structures in Georgia 
havee largely been left unchanged since Soviet times and still include the more persistent 
politicall  networks, political abilities and political perceptions. As outlined in Chapter 
Three,, during Soviet times the Nomenklatura system privileged the Georgian titular 
groupp in the political structures of Georgia. As a result, in Georgia nowadays Georgians 
havee the political skills and experience. Indeed, a large part of the former political elite 
managedd to stay in power after Georgia became independent, or regained power after the 
brieff  interlude of the Gamsakhurdia regime. Since arrangements in the Georgian political 
arenaa are settled predominantly on the basis of networks - as already mentioned, 
nepotismm is widespread in the country - the political opportunity structure for non-
Georgians,, like Armenians, is quite closed as they have hardly any representatives in the 
Georgiann regime. 

Likee the political networks, the general political abilities in Georgia also impede 
Armenianss from mobilizing themselves politically. After seventy years of rule by the 
authoritariann Communist Party during Soviet times, a civil society has hardly been able to 
developp in Georgia. Although many interest groups came into being in the early 1990s, a 
lackk of mutual trust and the absence of the ability to negotiate - which could encourage 
compromisee - make it difficult for these interest groups to affect the political agenda in 
Georgia. . 

Butt political perceptions possibly complicate the political opportunities of 
Armenianss in Georgia the most. The majority of the population in Georgia in the early 
1990ss supported an ethnic concept of nation - 'Georgia for the Georgians'. While most 
currentt political leaders in Georgia nowadays perceive it as politically incorrect, it was 
neverr replaced by a civic concept of nation but instead by a sort of tolerant ethnic 
concept.. The exclusive nationalistic concept of nation has thus been replaced by a 
tolerantt ethnocentric concept of nation, concentrating naturally around the Georgian 
ethnicc group. A typical remark frequently heard within the Georgian regime that 
illustratess this point is that 'Georgians have always been tolerant towards Armenians in 

44 Since 1999 the threshold for political parties to enter parliament is seven percent. 
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Georgia'.. This attitude can also be largely deduced from the Soviet legacy because the 
Georgians,, as the titular group in Georgia, were stimulated by the Soviet nationality 
policyy in the perception that the Georgian Republic was 'theirs' and that it was acceptable 
forr ethnic minorities - like Armenians - to have inferior political opportunities in 
Georgia.. Naturally, such a tolerant ethnic concept of nation, centered on the Georgian 
ethnicc group, does not help to develop a civic identification among Armenians in Georgia 

Al ll  in all, this short overview of the identification of Armenians by the Georgian 
regimee reveals that the conditions for the development of a civic identification among 
Armenianss in Georgia are far from optimal. While the Georgian regime is formally well 
anchoredd in a democratic political structure with a non-discriminatory legal system, the 
discriminatoryy informal political structures combined with the weakness of state 
institutionss linked to the high level of corruption and crime as described in the previous 
chapterr - can only negatively affect the identification of Armenians with the Georgian 
regime.5 5 

4.24.2 Identification  of  Armenians  by Georgians 

Besidess the Georgian regime, the majority ethnic group of Georgians affects the 
identificationn of Armenians as a result of their perception of ethnic cleavage and their 
behaviorr towards Armenians. In this research, only Georgians living in the same regions 
ass Armenians are included. Thus, the results are not representative for the Georgian 
populationn as a whole but only for those Georgians who encounter Armenians most 
directly. . 

Ass can be seen in Table 4.2, Georgians are generally negative about inter-ethnic 
relationss with Armenians, and the closer they are, the less positive they perceive these 
relations.. This indicates that Georgians actively identify Armenians as 'another1 ethnic 
group,, reinforcing the ethnic identification of Armenians. Of all Georgian respondents, 
onlyy about half would appreciate Armenian neighbors or Armenian friends (46% : 42%), 
whilee a considerable number explicitly stated that they would dislike this (24% : 31%). 
Regardingg having an Armenian boss at work, hardly any Georgian was positive (10%) 
andd most were even outspokenly negative (69%), and, similarly, a vast majority of 
Georgianss stated that they would dislike an Armenian husband or wife (78%), while only 
aa few Georgians would like an Armenian partner (9%). Besides the small social distance 
off  these latter two relations, the extent of dislike for an Armenian boss or partner seems 
too be the result of not wanting to be subordinate to an Armenian. This is clear in the boss-
workerr relationship, but with regard to intermarriage requires a correlation with sex, as 
womenn in the traditional society of Georgia tend to be subordinate to their husbands. 

55 In many interviews and conversations with the author, Armenians in the various regions of Georgia 
revealedd that they feel discriminated against by the regime of Georgia because of their Armenian ethnic 
identity,, for example in the privatization of land, the acquisition of passports, representation in parliament, 
thee division of the state budget and the acknowledgement of their cultural heritage in Georgia. 
66 A vast majority of Georgians stated that it was important for workers to do whatever their employers tell 
themm (88%), and for women to do whatever their husband tells them (88%) - weighted with the weighting 
factorr 'total*  (see Section 2.6 on research methods). Connected with this subordination in the case of 
intermarriagee is the issue of surnames: one can often see that intermarriage for a man is less problematic 
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Andd Georgian women in particular dislike intermarriage with Armenians (see footnote to 
Tablee 4.2). 

Tablee 4.2: Attitudes of Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) towards 
Armenians s 
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thann for a woman because when a man marries a woman of another ethnicity the specific ethnic surname is 
preserved,, which is not the case when a woman marries a man of another ethnicity. (Armenian and 
Georgiann surnames are clearly distinguishable.) 
77 Significant correlation with age {see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Georgianss between 18-34 years have mixed feelings or dislike the idea of inter-ethnic relations with 
Armenians. . 
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Thee connection between social distance (and subordination) in inter-ethnic 
relationss and attitude towards such relations is visible among Georgians in almost all the 
researchh regions, both urban and rural, with the exception of Georgians in Javakheti, who 
wouldd like Armenian friends better than Armenian neighbors. But the extent to which 
theyy are negative about such relations differs significantly: urban Georgians are more 
negativee towards relations with Armenians than rural Georgians, and emphasize more 
stronglyy the ethnic cleavage between them and Armenians. 

Furtherr analysis shows, however, that in fact this urban-rural cleavage in the 
perceptionn of inter-ethnic relations is a regional cleavage, correlated to the different 
perceptionss of change in Armenian-Georgian relations over the last 10 years. When 
Georgianss were asked whether and how relationships with Armenians had changed over 
thee last 10 years, they were rather negative in general, with a substantial number 
perceivingg a deterioration in their relations with Armenians (24%) and only a very few 
(5%)) stating that these relations had actually improved (see Table 4.3). Again, especially 
urbann Georgians contribute to this overall negative perception of change in inter-ethnic 
relationn over the last decade, as a much larger proportion of Georgians in cities than in 
thee countryside think that these relations have deteriorated (26% : 6%), while a much 
smallerr proportion perceive an improvement (5% : 18%) in their contacts with 
Armenians.. But the reasons for these perceptions are predominantly regional factors and 
nott differences in urban or rural surroundings as such. 

Inn Javakheti, the rural region bordering Armenia with an almost completely 
Armeniann population and only a very small Georgian ethnic minority, Georgians are 
relativelyy positive about inter-ethnic relations with Armenians and the change in inter-
ethnicc relations. An overwhelming majority of these Georgians thought that inter-ethnic 
relationshipss had remained the same (55%) or even improved (36%). This is in 
accordancee with recent historical developments of severe inter-ethnic tensions in 
Javakhetii  in the early 1990s, which nowadays have subsided to a large extent (see 
Chapterr Three). It also suits the fact that in spite of these relatively positive perceptions, 
Georgianss would still like further changes in inter-ethnic relations. While about a third of 
Georgianss used general terms to express these wishes, such as closer and more friendly 
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relations,, most of the Georgians were more specific, stating that Armenians should 
realizee that they live in Georgia and that they should not say that Javakheti is Armenia; 
thatt they want Georgians to have the same rights as Armenians in the region; that 
Armenianss must respect Georgians, the Georgian language and Georgian culture; that 
Armenianss should learn the Georgian language, use Georgian money, declare themselves 
Georgiann citizens, put Georgian number plates on their cars; that the public language 
shouldd be Georgian instead of Armenian and Russian; that the Armenians should fight for 
thee interests of Georgia, not for their own benefit; that the Georgian government should 
investt more in teaching the Armenians Georgian and to do more to make them feel they 
aree part of the Georgian state. 

Tablee 4.3: Perception of change in inter-ethnic relationships over the last decade among 
Georgianss (living in the same regions as Armenians) 
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Georgianss in Sighnaghi and Batumi turned out to be the most positive about inter-
ethnicc relations with Armenians and also in regard to their perception of the change in 
thesee relations over the last ten years. In Sighnaghi, the rural region with an almost 
completelyy Georgian population and only a very small Armenian minority, most 
Georgianss perceive their relationship with Armenians as having remained the same 
(73%),, while a substantial part even experienced an improvement in these relations 
(14%).. This corresponds with the experience of the historical developments of Armenians 
assimilatingg into the Georgian ethnic group to a large extent - as is concluded in the next 
chapter.. The desired changes of Georgians in Sighnaghi further support these conclusions 
ass the overwhelming majority stated that no changes were necessary since inter-ethnic 
relationss were already good and those who would like some changes mainly remarked 
thatt ethnic differences should not be stressed, although a very few also stated that 

99 Significant correlation with sex (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Georgiann men think that relations have deteriorated over the last decade. 
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Armenianss should behave as guests; that they should not adopt Georgian surnames; and 
thatt they should not present themselves as Georgians. 

Inn Batumi, the multi-ethnic city with a predominantly Georgian population in the 
autonomouss region of Ajaria, a vast majority of the Georgians perceived a stabilization 
(66%)) or even an improvement (9%) in Armenian-Georgian relations - although no less 
thann a quarter refrained from answering. Both the positive attitude and the relatively large 
proportionn refraining from answering seem to be the result of the political developments 
inn the city since Georgia became independent because the authoritarian rule of Abashidze 
favorss Georgians (especially of his own clan), but simultaneously represses any deviant 
voices.. This attitude is reflected in the changes that Georgians in Batumi would like in 
inter-ethnicc relations: an overwhelming majority of them stated that inter-ethnic relations 
neededd no improvement because they were good, although a very few stated that 
Armenianss should learn Georgian and respect Georgian customs and traditions; and that 
Armenianss should never betray Georgians again as they did in Abkhazia where the local 
Armeniann population chose to side with the Abkhaz in their civil war against Georgians. 

Thee most negative about the development of Armenian-Georgian relations over 
thee last decade were the Georgians in Akhaltsikhe - although quite a few think that these 
relationss have improved - and the Georgians in Tbilisi. Once more, this confirms the 
connectionn of these perceptions with the attitude towards inter-ethnic relations, since the 
attitudess of Georgians in Akhaltsikhe and Tbilisi were also relatively negative. In 
Akhaltsikhe,, the rural region where both Georgians and Armenians make up about half of 
thee population, most Georgians refrained from stating what they would like to change in 
theirr relations with Armenians (40%). Others only make general remarks about desired 
changes,, such as increased mutual understanding and returning relations to how they 
weree in the past. This reveals the sensitivity of this question that seems to be not the 
resultt of growing tensions but a lack of serious ethnic struggle so far. The fact that these 
tensionss exist becomes clear in discussions on the history and ownership of churches and 
otherr buildings, which are supported by publications backing their claims and by 
explicitlyy downgrading Armenian publications on the matter (for example, Bergzehishvili 
1998,, RAA 1992). 

Inn the capital Tbilisi, with a majority of Georgians making up the population with 
aa variety of other ethnic groups, Georgians are not only negative about the change in 
inter-ethnicc relations with Armenians but they are quite specific about what they would 
likee to change in these relations. About half of the Georgians in Tbilisi just stated that 
theyy would like inter-ethnic relations to become closer and more friendly, but most others 
weree very explicit in their desire for change stating, for instance, that Armenians should 
showw more respect for Georgia and the Georgians; that Armenians should have no 
pretensionss towards Georgians; that Armenians in Georgia should worry about Georgia 
likee real patriots; that Armenians should respect the integrity of the Georgian state; that 
Armenianss should not betray Georgians as they did in Abkhazia; that Armenians should 
nott be separatists like in Javakheti or Abkhazia; that Armenians should apologize for the 
rolee they played in Abkhazia; that Armenians must understand that they live in Georgia 
andd be more respectful; and that Armenians should realize they are not living in 'their 
own'' country and therefore should be more thankful to the Georgians. A substantial 
numberr of the Georgians in Tbilisi (15%) even revealed not to want any kind of relations 
withh Armenians, stating that Armenians should return to their home-land; that Georgians 
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belongg in Georgia and Armenians in Armenia; that Armenians must leave Georgia 
becausee they betrayed the country; and that they do not wish to have any contact with 
Armenians. . 

Itt can be concluded that there is an urban-rural cleavage among Georgians with 
regardd to their perceptions of change in Armenian-Georgian relations over the last decade 
thatt has affected the Georgian attitude on inter-ethnic relations. However, further analysis 
revealss that the regional cleavages are more substantial: in fact, within the urban group 
thee relatively positive Georgians in Batumi are outnumbered by the relatively negative 
Georgianss in Tbilisi (who make up 90% of the urban Georgians in the research project) 
andd within the rural group the relatively negative Georgians in Akhaltsikhe are 
outnumberedd by the relatively positive Georgians in Sighnaghi and Javakheti (who 
togetherr comprise 66% of the rural Georgians in the research project). This conclusion is 
supportedd by the fact that the regional variation in the change of inter-ethnic relations is 
similarr to the regional variation in Georgian attitudes towards Armenians. 

Thee behavior in regard to inter-ethnic friendships among Georgians in the research 
regionss appears to be in line with their attitude towards friendships: almost half of the 
Georgianss would like Armenian friends (42%) and, in fact, about the same proportion of 
Georgianss have friends of various or of another ethnicity (35%) (see Table 4.4). 

Tablee 4.4: People with whom Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) 
spendd most of their free time 
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Yet,, the regional variation in the behavior of Georgians towards inter-ethnic 
friendshipss is not in line with their perceptions. Instead of perceiving change in inter-
ethnicc relations over the last decade, the proportion of Georgians in the regional 
populationss seems a more important factor regarding their behavior towards friendships, 
andd especially when Georgians are only a small minority in the regional population, as is 
thee case in Javakheti. Thus, actual behavior towards friends of non-Georgian ethnicity 

'°° Unfortunately the data do not reveal whether and to what extent these various ethnicities include 
Armenians. . 
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appearss dependent not so much on changes in inter-ethnic relations as on the opportunity 
too actually meet people of another ethnicity. 

Alsoo regarding intermarriage, the changes in inter-ethnic relations over the last decade 
thatt determined perception appear not to affect behavior. But instead of the proportion of 
Georgianss in the regional population, the actual strength of ethnic identity seems to be 
mostt influential. It is almost homogeneously strong in all research regions (see Chapter 
Sixx for an analysis of the strength of ethnic identity among Georgians). 

Tablee 4.5: Intermarriage of Georgians in Georgia (1996/1997*) 
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** The intermarriage rates in Tbilisi are from 1996 and in the other regions from 1997. 
Sources:Sources: Z. Gokadze, researcher at the Department of Sociology, Georgian Academy of 
Sciences,Sciences, Tbilisi, and the Georgian State Department of Statistics, Tbilisi. 

Al ll  in all, the identification by Georgians of Armenians as another ethnic group is 
mostt pronounced in regions where there was a negative change in inter-ethnic relations 
duringg the last decade, as it resulted in a more negative perception towards inter-ethnic 
relationss with Armenians. Actual inter-ethnic friendships of Georgians are often 
dependentt on opportunity, while intermarriages correlate more with the strength of ethnic 
identity,, which is almost homogeneously strong in all research regions, as is shown in 
Chapterr Six. Thus, ethnic cleavage is mostly emphasized by Georgians in the regions of 
Akhaltsikhee and Tbilisi where inter-ethnic relations have deteriorated most significantly, 
whilee being less pronounced in Javakheti and Batumi (perhaps as result of political 
pressure),, and barely noticeable in Sighnaghi. 

4.34.3 Ethnic  mobilization  of  Armenians 

Thee identification of Armenians with the Armenian ethnic group is not only affected by 
historyy and geography, and the manner in which people are being identified by the others 
butt also by the extent to which leaders of the Armenian ethnic group are able to maintain, 
reinforcee or even re-invent identity by mobilizing Armenians as an ethnic group. The 
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mobilizationn of Armenians depends not only on the availability and will of suitable 
leaderss but also on a sense of urgency or need, and on the manner of support from abroad 
-- in the case of Armenians in Georgia not so much from the Armenian diaspora that is 
focusedd predominantly on their co-ethnics in Armenia but more from the motherland 
Armeniaa itself. 

Armenianss in Georgia are well organized, with national Armenian institutions in 
Tbilisii  and local Armenian institutions in the various regions. Yet, the mere existence of 
thesee Armenian institutions does not fully indicate the extent of ethnic mobilization 
amongg Armenians. Many of these institutions were established during Soviet times in 
linee with the official Soviet nationality policy (see Chapter Three) and have always been 
maintainedd and financed by the state, also within newly independent Georgia. 
Nevertheless,, in spite of the fact that these Armenian institutions are not the result of 
popularr mobilization among Armenians, their use reflects the strength of the Armenian 
ethnicc identity, while the institutions' continued existence certainly enhances ethnic 
identificationn among Armenians. Besides these 'official' Armenian institutions, several 
'popular'' Armenian institutions exist which were (re-)established by Armenians in the 
variouss regions of Georgia after the introduction of Perestroika. They reflect the real 
mobilizationn of Armenians in Georgia and further enhance Armenian ethnic identity. 

Thee ethnic institutions in the various regions are now considered in order of their 
mobilizationn potential - their number and extent of influence within the Armenian 
communityy in Georgia. 

Thee center of Armenian activities in Georgia is based in the Surb Gevork church and the 
Adamyann Drama Theater in Tbilisi, not just because these Armenian institutions are the 
mainn gathering places for Armenians in Tbilisi but also because they facilitate other 
Armeniann activities and organizations, some of which are attempting to focus on the 
Armeniann community in Georgia as a whole, although in reality their activities have 
predominantlyy regional influence on Armenians in the capital only. The church and 
theaterr were established by Armenians before communist times (in 1326 and 1858 
respectively)) and remained in use during the Soviet period, although under strict control. 

Thee Surb Gevork church, located in the ancient Armenian district of Solalaki in 
Tbilisi,, not only functions as an Armenian religious institution but also as a 'national' 
Armeniann institution. The Armenian Orthodox church's significance generally exceeds 
itss religious functions as it was the most important Armenian institution in history and a 
nationall  symbol for Armenians. Besides the fact that the vast majority of Armenians 
belongg to the Armenian church and it is almost exclusively made up of Armenians, the 
churchh is credited with keeping alive the Armenian language, culture and identity 
throughoutt history. As a result, Armenian ethnic consciousness is closely connected to 
religionn in spite of the fact that many Armenians are only minimally involved in the 
churchh (Kolarz 1961: 148-152. In: Teuwissen 1997: 11) and that many Armenians freely 
usee other churches for pragmatic reasons, for example because of their proximity 
(Teuwissenn 1997: 75). Since ethnic consciousness is closely connected to religion, the 
Armeniann church, as a national institute, affects almost all Armenians, even non-religious 
orr dissentient Armenians. The Surb Gevork church, being the oldest Armenian church in 
Tbilisii  and the seat of the Armenian archbishop in Georgia, is the main Armenian church 
inn Georgia. Unlike the other Armenian church in Tbilisi in the old Armenian district of 
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Avlabari,, the Surb Gevork church is always open for private prayer and celebrates mass 
everyy day but no more than about 300 Armenians visit the church each week (Grigorian 
1997,, interview). In addition, the Surb Gevork church participates in the organization of 
Armeniann national and historical events, and the memorial day for the Armenian 
genocidee and the jubilee celebrations of the famous Armenian poet and singer from 
Tbilisi,, Saijt Nova, are both celebrated in the churchyard of the Surb Gevork church. The 
organizationn of these events is coordinated by leading members of the Armenian theater, 
thee Union of Armenians of Georgia, and the Armenian newspaper in Georgia (Teuwissen 
1997:: 41; Muradian 1997, interview). The Surb Gevork church has contacts with the 
Armeniann schools in Tbilisi, but not particularly concerning religious education classes, 
ass the church organizes its own Sunday school for Armenian religion and language 
(Grigoriann 1997, interview). 

Thee Adamyan Drama Theater, in the Avlabari district, developed after Georgian 
independencee into a lively cultural center for Armenians with a busy program of 
performancess - almost all in the Armenian language - and with several hobby clubs and 
artt classes. It has become an important meeting place and office for non-cultural 
Armeniann activities. As the chairman of the Armenian Youth Organization stated: 'the 
Adamyann Theater is a consolidating factor for Armenians in Tbilisi' (Ethnoregional 
policyy of Armenia and Georgia 1999: 105). The most important Armenian interest group, 
thee Union of Armenians of Georgia (the former Armenian Charity Society of Georgia) 
hass an office in the Armenian theater, 

Armenianss in Tbilisi first established this Union of Armenians of Georgia in 1990 
(andd officially registered it in 1991) when Georgian nationalist ideas took root and 
Armenianss started to fear they would be locked in a position of inferiority. The main aims 
off  this Armenian organization were to maintain Armenian traditions and culture in 
Georgia,, and to support Armenians with social or juridical problems. According to the 
presidentt of the union, Genadi Muradian, this is still the case today, although the 
problemss do not stem from the government anymore - which officially treats all ethnic 
groupss in Georgia equally - but from bureaucracy and the people's mentality, as 
Georgianss prefer Georgians to Armenians (1997, interview). The union supports 
Armeniann schools and organizes activities for the Armenian community such as 
celebrationss of jubilees of various Armenian artists; memorial days for the Armenian 
genocide;; and the celebration of Armenian national holidays. As already mentioned, 
thesee events are often coordinated in cooperation with the Surb Gevork church but also 
withh the Adamyan theater that provides space for such activities. Financial support 
mainlyy comes from the few thousand members, although the Armenian government has 
alsoo made donations in the past. In the early 1990s, wealthy Armenian businessmen in 
Georgiaa were the organization's major financial supporters but as most left the country 
duringg the 1990s, this source of income has largely dried up (Muradian 1997, interview). 

Besidess supporting Armenian schools and arranging Armenian gatherings, the 
Unionn of Armenians in Georgia acts as an Armenian interest group. They have attempted 
too make the Georgian parliament recognize the Armenian genocide in the Ottoman 
Empire;; they are propagating the election of Armenian candidates to parliament; they 
havee put the change of Armenian churches into Georgian ones on the political agenda 
whilee arranging support for this issue from the Head of the Armenian Orthodox Church, 
thee Catholicos in Echmiadzin (Armenia); and they organized a press conference for the 
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nationall  media in Georgia in order to discuss the, in their opinion, unfair negative image 
off  Armenians in the Georgian press. All this has been done in close contact with the few 
Armeniann members of parliament - the president of the union being one of them from 
1995-1999;; with the editor of the Armenian newspaper who is actually the number-two 
mann in the Union of Armenians of Georgia; and with the Armenian archbishop in 
Georgia.. However the latter two Armenian leaders are sometimes, in the opinion of the 
presidentt of the union, too loyal to the Georgian regime or too reluctant to act when the 
situationn in Georgia calls for a strong reaction from the Armenian side (Muradian 1997, 
interview). . 

Sincee 1998, part of the Union of Armenians of Georgia has established a new 
organizationn called the 'Armenian Charity Society Saijt-Nova', according to the 
chairmann of the Armenian Youth organization as a result of a 'vigorous politicization of 
ethnicityy as such, which turned ethnicity into a modern political super weapon and 
disintegratess the Armenian Diaspora in Tbilisi' (Ethnoregional policy of Armenia and 
Georgiaa 1999: 103). However, the size and influence of this new Armenian organization 
remainss unclear. 

Otherr popular Armenian organizations in Tbilisi are the Union of Armenian 
Youthh of Georgia - officially registered in 1996, with aims similar to those of the Union 
off  Armenians of Georgia but organizing specific activities for the Armenian youth - and 
thee Union of Armenian Writers of Georgia, which was re-established in 1998 
(Ethnoregionall  policy of Armenia and Georgia 1999: 103). 

Officiall  Armenian institutions in Tbilisi include firstly the combined primary and 
secondaryy schools where education is given in the Armenian language. Since Armenian 
schoolss are state institutions that were established in the early Soviet period they are no 
indicatorr of Armenian mobilization, but are important in maintaining the Armenian 
languagee and culture and, thereby, Armenian ethnic identity. There are three Armenian 
schoolss in Tbilisi catering for 0.5 percent of all the city's pupils, and another five partly 
Armenian/partlyy Russian schools that accounted for 2.2 percent of all pupils in Tbilisi in 
19966 (Georgian State Department of Statistics).11 Assuming that about half of the pupils 
inn mixed schools are in the Armenian section, a total of 1.6 percent of all pupils in Tbilisi 
weree receiving Armenian education in 1996. If the age distribution among various ethnic 
groupss in Tbilisi were comparable, this is about 13 percent of all Armenian children 
becausee 12 percent of the population in the capital is Armenian.12 Besides being taught in 
Armenian,, the children are educated in the Armenian way: the materials and the specific 
contentt of lessons at Armenian schools come from the Armenian government, and the 
Georgiann Ministry of Education just provides the curriculum (Bagdasarian 1997, 
interview).. Only since the end of the 1990s for the lessons on Georgian language, 
Georgiann history and Georgian geography has the Georgian government published 
schoolbookss in the Armenian language. Most teachers in Tbilisi's Armenian schools 
receivedd their education at the Pedagogical Institute in Tbilisi which has a department for 
Armeniann language and literature but some also come from the Pedagogical Institute in 
Yerevan. . 

111 Out of a total of 195 schools in Tbilisi in 1996 (3%). 
122 The number of non-Armenian children receiving Armenian education is negligible. 
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Besidess schools, there is the official Armenian media in Tbilisi that was 
establishedd during Soviet times and is still active in the newly independent Georgia. In 
thee first place, there is a state newspaper for Armenians in Georgia called Vrastan 
(meaningg 'Georgia' in the Armenian language), which was set up way back in 1920. 
Nowadayss 3,000 copies of this paper are printed weekly and distributed free of charge in 
alll  districts of Georgia where Armenians live because most people would not have the 
moneyy to buy the newspaper. It depends entirely on financial assistance from the 
Georgiann government. According to the editor-in-chief, Baiburt, its main aim is to 
providee information so that Georgia can become a strong and united country by 
informingg the Armenians in the country about Georgian politics and culture and 
Armeniann developments in Georgia, and equally about the position of ethnic minorities in 
otherr post-Soviet states in order to make Armenians in Georgia realize that their situation 
iss not so bad after all. The leading editors of Vrastan are not elected but appointed by the 
president,, and thus support his policies. This is a good state of affairs in the eyes of the 
editor-in-chief,, as it helps to avoid criticism in the newspaper that could cause inter-
ethnicc relations to deteriorate: 'Georgians, with their ancient culture, dislike to be told 
whatt to do and to read statements they disagree with'. When some criticism of the 
presidentt is published, this is only as the opinion of a specific individual (Baiburt 1997, 
interview).. Yet, the fact that Vrastan is a loyal governmental body does not imply that 
theree is no cooperation with the popular Armenian institutions in Tbilisi. As stated 
earlier,, the editor-in-chief is actually the second in command at the Union of Armenians 
off  Georgia- although according to the union's leader he is not always sufficiently 
critical. . 

Likee the editors of the state newspaper, the position and attitude of the editors of 
statee radio for Armenians in Georgia, the second official Armenian media institution, is 
largelyy loyal to the government of Georgia, while simultaneously cooperating with the 
popularr Armenian institutions in the capital and willingl y letting Armenian individuals 
presentt personal criticisms. The state radio was established in 1956 to inform Armenians 
inn Georgia in their own language about events in and outside Georgia. Nowadays, only 
aboutt 350 people listen to the wide variety of programs in their daily broadcasting hour 
thatt reaches the whole of Georgia and even parts of Armenia, Russia and Iran. It offers 
social-politicall  programs, programs for children and teenagers, programs on famous 
Armenianss in the history of Georgia, and programs on the general history of Georgia and 
Armenia.. These programs are made in close cooperation with the popular Armenian 
institutionss in Tbilisi, for example, to discuss the negative image of Armenians in the 
nationall  press in Georgia (Hachatrian 1997, interview). 

Itt can be concluded that the Armenian community in Tbilisi is quite well 
organized,, although by no means all of the Armenians in the capital seem to be 
mobilized:: of the 150,000 Armenians in Tbilisi only a few thousand are members of the 
Unionn of Armenians of Georgia and send their children to Armenian schools, while only 
aa few hundred make use of the other Armenian institutions in the city. This is probably 
thee result of the common language in most Armenian institutions being Armenian while 
manyy Armenians have Russian as their native language (see Chapter Six) and because 
manyy Armenian institutions are official state institutions not requiring any active 
participationn on the part of Armenians for their existence. Besides, Armenian leaders 
statedd that in the last decade many of the wealthiest and most active Armenians have 
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emigratedd to establish a better life elsewhere. But another factor that many Armenians put 
forwardd as a reason for not actively participating in Armenian institutions is the severe 
economicc crisis, as a result of which they need all their time and energy just to survive. 
Thiss argument reveals that Armenians perceive Armenian institutions not in the first 
placee as interest organizations, but as cultural institutions maintaining the Armenian 
languagee and culture. After all, a severe economic crisis could be exactly the reason for 
mobilizationn as an ethnic group. This perception is reflected in reality, since only the 
Unionn of Armenians of Georgia and the breakaway section 'Armenian Charity Society 
Saijt-Nova'' are acting in part as a political interest organization for Armenians in the 
Georgiann state, while the other Armenian institutions are either cultural and/or social 
institutions,, or are dependent state institutions. To reiterate, all these Armenian 
institutionss in Tbilisi support the ethnic consciousness and ethnic identification among 
Armenians,, predominantly in the capital itself, but to some extent also in the rest of 
Georgia. . 

Afterr Tbilisi, the research region where Armenians are best organized is Javakheti. Since 
thee overwhelming proportion of the population is Armenian, the public language in the 
regionn is Armenian and in fact the whole way of life and society is Armenian, unlike 
Tbilisii  the activities of these Armenian institutions do not take place at a few but at many 
differentt places all over the region. The most central building for the active Armenian 
elitee is the Town Hall of Akhalkalaki because in such an overwhelmingly Armenian 
region,, there are close contacts and even a large overlap between the active Armenian 
elitee and the local political elite. The chief mobilizing Armenian organization in 
Javakhetii  is the social-political movement called Javakhk, with its affiliated paramilitary 
organizationn of Parvana. Although this organization is nott as active as it used to be in the 
earlyy 1990s and, apparently, its size has been reduced significantly over the last few 
years,, its activities in the early 1990s revealed that it can quickly mobilize the Armenian 
populationn in Javakheti on the basis of their ethnic identity. 

Thee Javakhk social-political movement was established in Javakheti as a reaction 
too developments in Nagorno-Karabakh in 1988 and 'its influence rapidly grew among the 
locall  Armenians' (Guretski, 1998: 4). The official aim of Javakhk is to maintain 
Armeniann traditions and to promote Armenian culture, language and education. Although 
Javakhkk is not officially presented as a political movement, it nevertheless has political 
goals,, the main one being the repeated claim for more autonomy in their region. When 
nationalisticc parties gained control in Georgia at the end of the 1980s, Javakhk organized 
protestss to physically prevent proposed candidates from becoming regional prefects 
becausee they were Georgians. As one of its leaders stated: 'The nationality [ethnicity] of 
thee prefect is of critical importance since in a non-democratic state with no civil society 
andd where no fair rights and freedoms are guaranteed by the constitution, the fate of a 
nationn [ethnic group] is contingent upon individuals serving in this position' (Rstakyan 
1998,, interview. In: Guretski 1998: 4). Javakhk organized local elections and set up a 
Provisionall  Council of Representatives to govern the region instead. In response to 
Presidentt Gamsakhurdia's statement that Armenians are 'guests' in Georgia, the council 
votedd on independence for Javakheti but the majority voted against the idea (Rstakyan 
1998,, interview. In: Guretski 1998: 5), probably fearing the consequences, especially 
becausee neighboring Armenia did not support the separation of Javakheti from Georgia. 
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Yet,, 'all Armenians were prepared to fight for independence at that time' (Norik 1995, 
interview),, and armed residents of the Akhalkalaki region actually prevented the 
Georgiann National Guard from entering the region (Guretski 1998: 5). The provisional 
governmentt was dismissed at the end of 1991 when its [Armenian] candidate was 
appointedd prefect (Darchiashvili 2000: 51) but the Javakhk continued to strive for more 
autonomyy in the region. In 1995, they sent a letter to the Georgian government 
demandingg Javakheti become a separate province in Georgia with its own (Armenian) 
governor,, instead of being part of the larger Meskheti-Javakheti province in which 
Georgianss make up a considerable part of the population, and the governor, thus, is a 
Georgiann (Norik 1995, interview). According to one of the leaders of Javakhk, in 1997 
theyy even gathered 42,000 signatures in the region in favor of this idea (Rstakyan 1998, 
interview.. In: Guretski 1998: 7). In the meantime, they were engaged in settling 
Armenianss in the houses left by the emigrating Russian Dukhobors,1 in fierce 
competitionn with Georgian organizations that actually wanted to resettle Georgians from 
thee other regions (Caucasian Institute for Peace, Democracy, and Development 1999: 68). 
Oncee in a while they distributed a newspaper called Javakhk reflecting their ideas. Their 
affiliatedd paramilitary group, Parvana, was probably involved in blowing up the border 
postt between Javakheti and Armenia several times, and may also have been active in 
resistingg military exercises of the Georgian army in Javakheti in the summer of 1998. 

Thee Javakhk has been supported by Moscow, not only because a weaker Georgia 
wouldd be easier to control but because Armenians were always more loyal to Russians 
thann Georgians and because they wanted to maintain their Russian military basis in 
Javakhetii  - just like the Javakhk organization. The Armenian nationalist party 
Dashnaktsutyun,, that is in favor of uniting Javakheti with Armenia and has considerable 
influencee among the Armenian diaspora the world over (Guretski 1999: 11) is said to 
havee close contacts with members of the Javakhk as well. After the party was banned in 
Armeniaa in 1994, some of its leaders continued their activities in Akhalkalaki 
(Darchiashvilii  2000: 51). Yet, the Armenian government is not supportive of separatism 
inn Javakheti because it does not want to risk a deterioration in relations with Georgia, as 
thiss would isolate them from the outside world, since they have no successful contacts 
withh other neighbors and they do not have any access to the sea. In a meeting with the 
Georgiann President Shevardnadze in Javakheti in 1997, the Armenian President Ter-
Petrosiann clearly stated that, while hoping that the cultural autonomy of Armenians in 
Javakhetii  would be observed, 'attempts to destabilize the situation in Javakheti would not 
bee supported by Yerevan' (Guretski 1998: 11). 

Javakhkk leaders themselves are not always unanimous nowadays about the future 
coursee of the organization. Besides the members who are under the influence of the 
radicall  Dashnaktsutyun party, there is also a pro-Georgian wing that is close to the loyal 
memberr of parliament who represents the Akhalkalaki constituency. For a couple of 
yearss the Javakhk has been losing prominence and in the local elections of November 
1998,, their members ran in various parties (Darchiashvili 2000: 51). Yet while levels of 
affiliationn with the organization may have deteriorated, one should not underestimate the 
sympathyy the Armenian population in Javakheti has for the autonomy of the region, 
whichh could quickly be re-mobilized. As (former) adherents of Javakhk and current 

""  Their specific background is described in the section on Javakheti in Chapter Three. 
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memberss of the Georgian parties stated: 'Javakhk is a Phoenix' and 'Al l of us are 
Javakhk'' (Darchiashvili 1999: 23). 

Otherr 'popular' Armenian organizations in Javakheti are Odar, a small interest 
organizationn in Ninotsminda; the Armenian Youth Organization; and Virk, a political 
partyy that has recently been established by some Javakhk leaders. This anti-Turkish, pro-
Russiann party stated its main aims to be federalism in Georgia in which Javakheti would 
bee a separate entity; maintenance of the Russian forces in the region; and rejection of a 
pipelinee from Azerbaijan to Turkey crossing Javakheti. However, the party has failed to 
bee officially registered due to restrictions on regionally-based parties - to prevent 
secessionistt tendencies and to encourage ethnic political factors to integrate into 
mainstreamm parties - and seems not to have been a major factor in mobilizing Armenians 
inn Javakheti until now. Nevertheless, the mere existence of forces like these popular 
Armeniann movements certainly encourages ethnic identification among the Armenian 
populationn in the region. 

Besidess these popular Armenian institutions, there are many semi-popular 
Armeniann institutions, re-established Armenian institutions and official Armenian 
institutionss in Javakheti that promote the ethnic identity of local Armenians. The semi-
popularr Armenian institutions, which are organized by Armenian leaders in cooperation 
withh official Armenian institutions outside Georgia, are the three branches of Armenian 
andd Russian universities in the region. Branches of Yerevan University in Ninotsminda 
andd Akhalkalaki were founded in 1992 and 1994 respectively at the request of the 
Javakhetii  Armenians and approved by the Georgian parliament because the economic 
crisiss has prevented people from Javakheti from studying elsewhere. Yet, the Georgian 
statee does not support these branches financially, neither does the Armenian state, 
althoughh the latter does deliver students' books and those for a small library. The 
approximatelyy 400 students in each location pay school fees of no less than $100 
annuallyy a great deal for local people - to cover the costs of the branches. After 
finishingg their education at these institutions, they receive an official diploma from 
Yerevann University (Changoyan 1997, interview; and Kheyan 1998, interview). 

Thee Magitar Gosh Armenian-Russian International University was established in 
Ninotsmindaa in 1997. Unlike the Yerevan branches, education in this institute is based on 
self-educationn with lessons only twice a month. The costs are three times those of other 
branchess but, according to the information posted outside, after graduation the student 
receivess a state diploma from the Russian Federation that is officially recognized by 
UNESCOO countries. It is unclear how many students actually study at this institution. 

Inn addition to the two functioning Armenian churches in Akhalkalaki and 
Ninotsminda,, there are several small churches in the villages some are in operation, 
somee are without a priest, and some are in ruins. Besides its religious function and that of 
beingg a national symbol for most Armenians (see above), the Armenian church was also 
activee in resettling Armenians in the homes of emigrating Russian Dukhobors from 
Ninotsmindaa (Darchiashvili 2000: 50). There are also seven Armenian Catholic villages 
inn Javakheti, three of which have a church but no priest. 

Officiall  Armenian institutions in Javakheti are include the Armenian schools 
wheree education is given in the Armenian language. There are 83 Armenian schools in 
Javakhetii  with 86.9 percent of all pupils in the region, four partly Armenian/partly 
Georgiann schools with 3 percent of all pupils, and another five partly Armenian/partly 
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Russiann schools accounting for 1.2 percent of all pupils in the region in 1996 (Georgian 
Statee Department of Statistics).14 Assuming that about half of the pupils in mixed schools 
aree in the Armenian section, 90 percent of all pupils in Javakheti received Armenian 
educationn in 1996. If the age distribution among various ethnic groups in Javakheti were 
comparable,, this accounts for 98 percent of all Armenian children (91 percent of the 
populationn in Javakheti are Armenian).15 Unlike Tbilisi, this proportion of children at 
Armeniann schools has significantly increased since the end of the 1980s, as in 1988 only 
833 percent of the pupils in Javakheti went to Armenian schools (Georgian State 
Departmentt of Statistics). This rise in the proportion of Armenians in Javakheti sending 
theirr children to Armenian schools has not only been the result of decreasing possibilities 
forr higher education in Russia but also of Armenians responding to the nationalistic 
regimee of Gamsakhurdia after Perestroika. Like in Tbilisi, the children at Armenian 
schoolss in Javakheti are being taught in Armenian with Armenian books from Armenia. 
Butt unlike the situation in Tbilisi, hardly any schools offer adequate education in the 
Georgiann language due to a lack of Georgian language teachers in the region and 
inappropriatee course materials.17 Also all schools have optional lessons in Armenian 
historyy (Sokochian 1997, interview), which is approved of by the Ministry of Education 
off  Georgia (Guretski 1998: 9). Most teachers at these Armenian schools in Javakheti 
weree educated in Yerevan, which is where most of the pupils from these schools go for 
higherr education. 

Otherr state institutions for Armenians in Javakheti are the two local Armenian 
newspapers:: in Akhalkalaki called Pharos (Lighthouse) and in Ninotsminda called 
ArshalursArshalurs (Sunrise) that were established in 1931 and 1935 respectively by the Soviet 
state.. They report on developments in Javakheti and in Georgia as a whole in the 
Armeniann language, to which in Pharos one page in Georgian is added due to the few old 
Georgiann villages in the region - and to Arshalurs one page in Russian for the long-
establishedd Russian villages in the area, although most Russians have left and many 
Georgianss have arrived in the district. Both newspapers are financed partly by the local 
governmentt and partly by subscriptions. 

Altogether,, it can be concluded that the Armenian community in Javakheti is very 
welll  organized and quite mobilized. Although the membership and significance of the 
mainn interest organization, Javakhk, have declined over the last couple of years, they 
mobilizedd the majority of the 97,000 Armenians in Javakheti in the early 1990s and 
wouldd probably be able to do this again in more difficult times. Moreover, there are 
severall  other popular Armenian organizations active in the region, and the church also 
seemss more than just a religious institution, being actively involved in the resettlement of 
Armenianss in former Russian villages. Almost all Armenians in Javakheti send their 
childrenn to Armenian schools, while many make use of the branches of Yerevan 

144 Out of the total of 112 schools in Javakheti in 1996 (82%). 
155 The number of non-Armenian children receiving Armenian education is negligible. 
166 According to hearsay evidence, armed Armenians blocked the entrances to some Russian schools in 
Javakhetii  in the early 1990s to force Armenian parents to send their children to Armenian schools. 
177 The available course material for Georgian language education is similar to the course material for 
native-speakingg Georgian children who only have to learn reading and writing, while for Armenian 
childrenn Georgian should be taught as a foreign language, not only reading and writing, but also 
vocabulary,, speaking and comprehension. 
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Universityy for higher education in the Armenian language. It is also in this region that 
mostt booklets are published on Armenians in Georgia, and especially on Armenians and 
thee Armenian history in Javakheti (for example, Davtian 1994; Davtian 1997; Tavtyan 
1997;; RAA 1992). The only other general book on Armenians in Georgia that has been 
publishedd since the early 1990s was written by an Armenian in Moscow (Mamulov 
1995).. This extensive organization and mobilization of Armenians in Javakheti is 
probablyy the result of their high concentration in one region, which is comparatively 
isolatedd from the rest of Georgia and borders the motherland Armenia, and as a result of 
whichh the mother tongue of almost all these Armenians is Armenian. Unlike Armenians 
inn the capital, many Armenians in Javakheti consider the bad economic conditions of the 
regionn to be the result of ethnic discrimination on the part of the Georgian government, 
whichh is a perfect breeding ground for ethnic mobilization not only culturally but also 
politically.. All the Armenian institutions in Javakheti not only reflect but also further 
strengthenn Armenian ethnic identification. 

Inn Akhaltsikhe, in spite of the fact that Armenians make up about half of the regional 
populationn and live quite close to their motherland and to Javakheti, Armenians are not as 
welll  organized as those in Javakheti. There is an Armenian society called Sharashnaurlov 
inn the region that was established in 1988 after the strong earthquake in northern Armenia 
too help Armenian refugees from this area. With about 150 members, this organization 
aimss to help Armenians and support Armenian culture, for instance, by 'organizing the 
deliveryy of free books for Armenian schools' (Matevosian 1998, interview). 'In spite of 
thee fact that they have contacts with the Javakhk organization in Javakheti, they don't 
wantt to get involved in politics, since politics are only a game' (Shushanian 1998, 
interview).. According to its president, 'there are normal relations between Armenians and 
Georgianss - on the level of human beings everybody just wants to survive - and inter-
ethnicc conflicts that have appeared were always created from above, from the 
governmentt who is playing a political game' (Shushanian 1998, interview). The district 
governorr (gamgebelï) claims to cooperate with this organization through the Armenian 
Bohosovv but the president of Sharashnaurlov has stated that Bohosov is not a member of 
thee Armenian organization but of Shevardnadze's political party (Gikoshvili, Shushanian 
1998,, interviews). 

Re-establishedd Armenian institutions in the region include Armenian churches, 
onee functioning Armenian Orthodox church in Akhaltsikhe and several small churches in 
thee villages, some of which are still in use. The Armenian church in Akhaltsikhe was 
builtbuilt in 1863 and has been operational ever since except for a couple of years during the 
Secondd World War (1940-1943), although it was strictly controlled and kept a low profile 
duringg Soviet times. In the well-maintained church, liturgical services are celebrated 
twicee a day, mass is held every Sunday, and many Armenians get married or are baptized 
there.. Unlike the churches in Tbilisi and Javakheti, the Armenian church in Akhaltsikhe 
seemss only to play a role as a religious center and there is no indication of the church 
leaderss supporting or organizing other Armenian activities. But, again, the church is 
perceivedd as the symbol of Armenian ethnic identity and therefore certainly has the 
potentiall  to mobilize Armenians. In addition to the Armenian Orthodox church, there are 
sevenn Armenian Catholic villages that share two priests who celebrate Sunday mass in 
eachh and are socially active within the Armenian Catholic community. But, of course, 
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thesee Armenian Catholic churches have no religious symbolism for the Orthodox 
Armenianss in the region. 

Thee local state newspaper in Armenian called Karmir Drosh (the Red Flag) was 
discontinuedd in the 1970s and the only official Armenian institutions in Akhaltsikhe now 
aree the 16 Armenian schools in the region catering for 31.4 percent of all pupils in the 
region,, and one partly Armenian/partly Georgian/partly Russian school offering 
educationn to 1.2 percent of pupils in 1996 (Georgian State Department of Statistics).18 

Assumingg that about half of the pupils in mixed schools were in the Armenian section, in 
totall  32 percent of all pupils in Akhaltsikhe received Armenian education in 1996. If the 
agee distribution among various ethnic groups in Akhaltsikhe were comparable, this would 
bee about three-quarters of all Armenian children - 43 percent of the population in the 
regionn is Armenian.19 As in Javakheti, the proportion of children at Armenian schools has 
increasedd spectacularly following Georgian independence because in 1988 only 27 
percentt of all children in Akhaltsikhe received their education at Armenian schools 
(Georgiann State Department of Statistics). The reasons for this are probably similar to 
thosee in Javakheti, while also being affected by the re-opening of the largest Armenian 
schooll  in Akhaltsikhe in 1988 thanks to the help of a former pupil, Tumasian, who 
sponsoredd the repairs to the school. Anyway, the rise in the number of children at 
Armeniann schools indicates the high interest among Armenians for Armenian education, 
whichh not only means being taught in Armenian, but also with materials and according to 
directivess from Armenia with the approval of the Georgian Ministry of Education 
(Matevosiann 1998, interview). The only exceptions are the textbooks for Georgian 
languagee education, but, as in Javakheti, there are not enough Georgian language teachers 
inn the region (Gikoshvili 1998, interview). 

Itt can be concluded that the Armenian community in Akhaltsikhe is not as well 
organizedd and mobilized, as only a very small percentage of the 23,000 Armenians in the 
regionn are members of the only Armenian organization, and the churches are not the 
centerr of Armenian gatherings in spite of being a national symbol for Armenians. The 
feww Armenian Catholic churches are more active but only within the small Armenian 
Catholicc community. The great majority of Armenians in Akhaltsikhe send their children 
too Armenian schools but the existence of these schools is no direct indication of 
Armeniann mobilization, as they are state institutions. But the fact that an increasing 
proportionn of local Armenians are sending their children to these schools signifies the 
strengthh of Armenian ethnic identity and the schools provide a structure for possible 
Armeniann mobilization. This picture of Armenians in Akhaltsikhe supports the 
conclusionss of Georgians on inter-ethnic relations - described in the previous section -
thatt Armenians have a strong distinctive ethnic identity but are cautious about making 
anyy political statement or revealing a mobilization within their ethnic group. 

Thee Armenian organizations in Batumi are in some respects comparable to those in 
Akhaltsikhee - a small popular Armenian charity organization and a re-opened Armenian 
churchh mainly focusing on religious activities. But Armenian education is very limited. In 
thee early Soviet period, there was still an Armenian theater, an Armenian music school, 

188 Out of the total of 49 schools in Akhaltsikhe in 1996 (35%). 
!99 The number of non-Armenian children receiving Armenian education is negligible. 
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ann Armenian Orthodox church, an Armenian Catholic church, and four Armenian schools 
inn Batumi, but they have all closed. 

Inn 1992, the Armenian charity organization Ajaria was established with the aim of 
unitingg Armenians of Batumi again. Besides organizing Armenian national and cultural 
holidays,, Armenian gatherings and Armenian schoolbooks for the Armenian education 
sector,, they have helped Armenian refugees from Abkhazia and from Nagorno-Karabakh. 
Fromm 1992 to 1997, the charity organization also tried to re-open the Armenian Orthodox 
churchh with the support of the Armenian Catholicos in Echmiadzin (Armenia), but even 
moree so with the encouragement of the Armenian Patriarch in Istanbul (Turkey). From 
aboutt 1993 until 1996, they published a local newspaper in Russian for Armenians called 
AgpurAgpur (Waterfall) that included news on Armenia, the Armenian diaspora and the 
Armeniann charity organization Ajaria. The organization started with about 1300 members 
butt within a few years this had decreased to about 500, and nowadays the association no 
longerr even exists. According to its (former) president, this is mainly the result of the 
wealthiestt and most active Armenians leaving Georgia, an argument that came to the fore 
inn all research regions (Avakov 1998, interview). 

Thee re-opened Armenian Orthodox church, which was built in 1870, closed 
duringg Soviet times but started to operate again in 1996, and now seems to be the main 
centerr for Armenian cultural life even though it functions almost exclusively as a 
religiouss institution. Like all Armenian religious leaders, the Armenian priest in the 
Armeniann church in Batumi is not critical of the political leadership in Georgia. In fact, 
hee even approves of Abashidze because, in his opinion, 'Abashidze made it possible to 
re-openn our church and he protects us against the Georgians [from outside Ajaria]' 
(Fatherr Abgar 1998, interview). 

Thee only official Armenian institution financed by the Georgian state is the 
Armeniann sector within a Georgian school that contained 0.5 percent of all pupils in 
1996,, which was only 8 percent of all Armenian pupils in Batumi at that time (Ajarian 
Ministryy of Education). Like in Tbilisi, this small proportion of Armenians preferring 
Armeniann education is probably the result of many Armenians having Russian as their 
motherr tongue (see Chapter Five). Moreover, according to the principal of this Armenian 
sector,, 'more Armenians are leaving for Russia than for Armenia, and, therefore, they 
wantt their children to learn Russian' (Salakhian 1998, interview). The director of a 
Russiann school in the city added that it also became more difficult to go to Armenia for 
higherr education, while for studying at Batumi University a knowledge of Russian is 
moree useful than of Armenian (Alexandrovna 1998, interview). But some Armenian 
parentss stated as well that they preferred Russian schools because Armenian education is 
off  too poor a quality. Like all Armenian schools in Georgia, the Armenian sector in 
Batumii  receives its school books from Armenia. 

Altogetherr the Armenian community in Batumi is not as organized or mobilized 
anymore,, as only an extremely small number of the 13,000 Armenians are active in 
churchh and choose Armenian education for their children, and other Armenian 
institutionss that were established after Perestroika have disappeared. This is probably the 
resultt of many Armenians having Russian as their mother tongue, and many wealthy and 
educatedd Armenians leaving the country. Besides, unlike Tbilisi, a large number of the 

200 Of the 27 schools in Batumi in 1996. 
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Armenianss are relatively recent settlers in Batumi, having arrived after the Armenian 
repressionss in Turkey at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth 
centuriess - and most Armenian institutions were closed during Soviet times. Unlike 
Akhaltsikhee and Javakheti, Armenia's influence on the Armenian community is much 
lesss apparent in Batumi. 

Armeniann schools and churches used to exist in Sighnaghi but by the time Georgia was 
incorporatedd into the Soviet Union in 1921 they had disappeared because most 
Armenianss had adopted Georgian as their mother tongue (Tavtyan 1997: 402). Nowadays 
nonee of these institutions are operational anymore (Tsabutashvili 1998, interview). There 
is,, therefore, no question of Armenian organization and mobilization in this region. 

4.44.4 Conclusion 

Summarizing,, the identification of Armenians by the regime of Georgia is far from 
optimall  for their civic identity. The official democratic political structure is largely 
underminedd by the often discriminatory informal political structures largely based on 
networkss and nepotism; the lack of political experience among Armenians after having 
beenn non-indigenous during seventy years of Soviet rule; and the ethnocentric concept of 
nationn among the majority of Georgians. 

Thee identification of Armenians by Georgians living in the same regions is 
predominantlyy negative, as they reveal a negative perception of inter-ethnic relations, 
especiallyy with respect to close and/or subordinate relations with Armenians. This is 
particularlyy the case in regions where inter-ethnic relations are perceived to have 
deteriorated,, such as Tbilisi and Akhaltsikhe, and to a lesser extent in Batumi and 
Javakheti.. But even if attitudes towards Armenians are positive, as is the case in 
Sighnaghi,, some Georgians clearly see Armenians as a distinct ethnic group that should 
nott be assimilated into the Georgian ethnic group. This is reflected in the low level of 
intermarriagee with Georgians. On the other hand, it appears that the actual inter-ethnic 
friendshipss of these Georgians with Armenians and others of not-Georgian ethnicity tend 
too depend on opportunities for meeting. 

Thee number, size and composition of Armenian ethnic organizations in Georgia reveal 
thatt Armenians are not mobilized as a united ethnic group at the moment but have 
regionall  ethnic organizations with distinct regional interests and aims. Moreover, one 
mayy wonder to what extent the many state-supported Armenian organizations are really 
ann expression of ethnic identity, and not of civic identity, although their mere existence 
enhancess a distinct Armenian ethnic identification. 

Thee only region where the Armenian organizations seem to have real mobilizing 
capacityy among the majority of the local Armenian population are the ethnic 
organizationss in Javakheti. In spite of the fact that the current mobilization is quite low 
withinn these organizations and, moreover, divided between various competing local 
Armeniann groups, the far-reaching regional demands on the regime are passively 
supportedd by the majority of the local Armenian elite and population. Therefore, if and 
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whenn there is an urge to press regional issues, one could expect these organizations to 
quicklyy mobilize the regional Armenian population as one united ethnic group. 

Thee second most organized group is the Armenians in the capital Tbilisi but, 
unlikee Javakheti, it seems that their mobilization capacity is not equivalent to the 
relativelyy large number of their ethnic organizations. Firstly, besides popular Armenian 
culturall  institutions and Armenian interest groups, these Armenian organizations are to a 
largee extent official institutions that have been established and maintained by the state. 
Secondly,, only a small proportion of Tbilisi Armenians are involved in them. And, 
finally,, many of these Armenian organizations are attempting to represent the Armenian 
communityy in Georgia as a whole and are, therefore, less organized around regional 
issues,, which would more strongly unite the local Armenian elite and the majority of 
locall  Armenians in spite of their differences. 

Inn the other research regions, Armenian ethnic organization is minimal to even 
non-existentt in Sighnaghi. 
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55 THE ETHNIC IDENTITY OF ARMENIANS 

Inn this chapter, an analysis of ethnic identity among Armenians in the five research areas 
inn Georgia is presented. As stated before, the concept of'Armenians' refers in this 
contextt to the officially registered ethnicity in their (former) passports1 and not to ethnic 
identity,, which is the object of measurement. Firstly, the ascribed ethnic identity of 
Armenianss is outlined (5.1), which is one of the three component parts of ethnic identity 
ass argued in Chapter Two. This ascribed ethnic identity encompasses the more or less 
fixedd elements that can be considered as the roots of Armenian ethnic identity such as 
bloodd ties and/or a shared descent, mother tongue, and religion. Secondly, the chosen 
ethnicc identity of Armenians is analyzed. This is based on personal, often also situational 
choice,, and has an aspect of perception and of behavior (5.2). Chosen ethnic identity 
consistss of the two other component parts of ethnic identity, namely self-identification 
andd of attitudes towards other ethnic groups. The ethnic identity of Armenians is explored 
inn the context of history and geography, and in the context of their identification by both 
thee regime of the state and Georgians living in the same regions. To interpret ethnic 
identityy among Armenians more precisely, a comparison is made with the ethnic identity 
amongg Georgians living in the same regions. 

5.15.1 Ascribed  ethnic  identity 

Thee most important characteristics according to which a person can be ascribed as 
belongingg to a particular ethnic identity are blood ties or shared descent, language, 
religionn and culture. Since the survey data are organized according to the official 
ethnicityy of the respondents as specified in their (former) passports, and people have been 
assigned,, without their consent, to their parents' ethnic group ever since the introduction 
off  an official ethnicity in early Soviet times, by definition the Armenians in the survey 
sharee a descent from Armenian families. To measure other features that ascribe people to 
aa certain ethnicity, irrespective of their own perception of ethnic identity and their 
behaviorr towards other ethnic groups, the survey focused on mother tongue and religion. 

Ass can be seen in Table 5. la, a large majority of Armenians think in Armenian 
(71%),, but also a substantial number of them have Russian as their language of thought 
(22%),, while only a few have Georgian as their first language (2%). 

Theree is a significant difference between urban and rural regions in this respect, 
withh only half of urban Armenians having Armenian as their first language (55%) and no" 
lesss than a third of them thinking in Russian (34%), while rural Armenians almost 
exclusivelyy have Armenian as their mother tongue (92%). This is according to general 
expectations,, as the cities are multi-ethnic and the Armenian elite predominantly lives 
here.. During the Tsarist regime but certainly also during Soviet times, Russian used to be 
thee lingua franca and was a status symbol among the intelligentsia, and the key to any 
high-levell  career. The last Soviet census in 1989 confirms this picture, revealing that 41 

11 The official registered ethnicity was called 'nationality' in Soviet terminology. 
22 In cases of mixed marriage, children could choose either the nationality of their mother or father. 
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percentt of the urban and only 28 percent of the rural population in Georgia spoke Russian 
ass a first or second language (National Composition of Georgia 1991). 

Tablee 5.1a: Mother tongue of Armenians in Georgia 

INN WHAT LANGUAGE Geo Arm 
DOO YOU THINK? 

TOTALL 2% 71% 

Rus s 

22% 22% 

Several l 

5% 5% 

Tbilisi i 
ww Batumi 

.55 URBAN 
c c 
|| Sighnaghi 

<< Akhaltsikhe 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

482 2 

4% 4% 
--

3% 3% 
97% 97% 

1% 1% 

--
1% 1% 

54% 54% 
58% 58% 
55% 55% 
2% 2% 

85% 85% 
94% 94% 

92% 92% 

33% 33% 
39% 39% 
34% 34% 

1% 1% 
10% 10% 
4% 4% 

5% 5% 

9% 9% 
3% 3% 
8% 8% 

--
4% 4% 
2% 2% 

2% 2% 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

85 5 

79 9 

138 8 

302 2 

Comparisonn of the five research regions reveals that in addition to this urban-rural 
division,, the extent to which Armenians in Georgia have Armenian as their mother 
tonguee seems to be affected by their proportion in the regional population: the larger their 
proportion,, the more likely they are to think in Armenian (Sighnaghi 2%, Batumi 58%, 
Tbilisii  54%, Akhaltsikhe 85%, Javakheti 94%). While the remainder of Armenians have 
predominantlyy adopted Russian, those in the Sighnaghi region have overwhelmingly 
changedd to having Georgian as their first language. This seems primarily the result of the 
compositionn of the regional population, which is reflected in the regional public 
language.. Contrary to other regions, Armenians in Sighnaghi are (almost) the only ethnic 
minorityy among an overwhelming majority of Georgians, and only Georgian is used as a 
publicc language. 

33 Significant correlation with age (see remarks in Section 2,6 on research methods): relatively many 
Armenianss between 18-34 years have Russian or another language as theirr mother tongue than Armenian. 

MOTHERR TONGUE 

ARM M 
18-34y. . 
35-544 y. 
>== 55 y. 

GEO O 
1% % 
2% % 
5% % 

ARM M 
61% % 
74% % 
76% % 

RUS S 
28% % 
18% % 
19% % 

SEVERAL L 
10% % 
7% % 
1% % 

n= n= 
141 141 
194 194 
146 146 

LANGUAGEE IN 
STORESS ETC. 

< < 

Tbilisi i 
Batumi i 
Sighnaghi i 
Akhaltsikhe e 
Javakheti i 

GEO O 

91% % 
80% % 
100% % 
90% % 
4% % 

ARM M 

9% % 
--
--

99% % 
99% % 

RUSS

40%% | 
33%% j 

57% % 
11% % 

LANGUAGEE AT 
WORKK ETC. 

2 2 
as s 
< < 

Tbilisi i 
Batumi i 
Sighnaghi i 
Akhaltsikhe e 
Javakheti i 

GEO O 

73% % 
67% % 
99% % 
55% % 
7% % 

ARM M 

33% % 
21% % 

--
93% % 
97% % 

RUS S 

56% % 
57% % 
1% % 

35% % 
13% % 

n= n= 

114 114 
66 66 
85 85 
79 79 

138 138 

Thee table shows that the ethnic minorities of Armenians in the multi-ethnic cities of Tbilisi and Batumi 
whoo live among a majority of Georgians are confronted with a less homogenously Georgian public 
languagee environment than the Armenian minority in Sighnaghi. 
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Al ll  in all, it can be concluded that the higher the proportion of Armenians in the 
regionall  population, the more frequently they have Armenian as their mother tongue. 
Generally,, those without Armenian as their first language changed to Russian instead, 
whichh can be understood in the light of the particular role of Russian during past 
centuriess in Georgia - as lingua franca and a status symbol. This particularly affected 
urbann Armenians, who live in a multi-ethnic environment, represent the largest part of the 
Armeniann elite, and were more directly confronted with Russian rule. Yet, when 
Armenianss form a small minority in an almost completely 'Georgianized' rural 
environment,, they have adopted Georgian as their mother tongue. 

Tablee 5.1b: Mother tongue of Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) 

INN WHAT LANGUAGE 
DOO YOU THINK? 

TOTAL L 

Geo o 

97% 97% 

Arm m 

--

Rus s 

1% 1% 

Several l 

2% 2% 

m m 
« « 

o o 

o o 

Tbilisi i 

Batumi i 

URBAN N 

Sighnaghi i 

Akhaltsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

96% 96% 

100% 100% 

97% 97% 

100% 100% 

96% 96% 

100% 100% 

99% 99% 

420 0 

1% 1% 

--

1% 1% 

--

2% 2% 

--

1% 1% 

3% 3% 

--

2% 2% 

--

2% 2% 

--

--

133 3 

67 7 

200 0 

93 3 

52 2 

75 5 

220 0 

Comparisonn with the Georgian population living in the same regions reveals that 
thee impact of the proportion in the regional population and the particular role of Russian 
inn the history of Georgia cannot be generalized. As is shown in Table 5.1b, almost all the 
Georgianss interviewed think in Georgian. This is the case in urban as well as in rural 
areas,, and varies very littl e among the five research regions. Even in Javakheti, where 
Georgianss live as a small minority among a large majority of Armenians, and a clear 
majorityy use Armenian and Russian as the public language,5 all Georgians maintain 
Georgiann as their first language. Besides the question of pride, this almost universal use 
off  Georgian as mother tongue among Georgians is probably also the result of Georgian 
havingg been an official language within Georgia during the Soviet period. Consequently, 
inn spite of Russian being the lingua franca, the Georgian language remained very much 
alivee in Georgia and has continued to be important for opportunities at work and in 

5 5 

LANGUAGEE IN 
STORESS ETC. 

O O 
u u 
Ü Ü 

Tbilisi i 
Batumi i 
Sighnaghi i 
Akhaltsikhe e 
Javakheti i 

GEO O 

100% % 
100% % 
100% % 
100% % 
100% % 

ARM M 

--
--
--
6% % 
65% % 

RUS S 

22% % 
--
--
6% % 
75% % 

LANGUAGEE AT 
WORKK ETC. 

O O 

o o 

GEO O 
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educationn as well. It is not surprising that hardly any Georgian changed to having Russian 
ass their first language but it is all the more interesting that Armenians who replaced 
havingg Armenian as their mother tongue hardly even changed to Georgian but instead 
almostt always turned to Russian. Although knowledge of Russian would have increased 
thee opportunities for Armenians throughout the Soviet Union while a knowledge of 
Georgiann would only increase their opportunities within the Georgian Republic - that 
weree already limited due to the Nomenklatura system - this is probably also the result of 
manyy Armenians having replaced their Armenian mother tongue before Soviet times. 
Whenn Georgia was part of the Russian Empire during the nineteenth century, Armenians 
dominatedd the urban areas from which the Russians ruled (see Chapter Three). 

AA second variable used in this research to analyze the ascribed ethnic identity of 
Armenianss is their religion. Religion in this respect refers to religious background, 
irrespectivee of the active involvement of Armenians within the church which is 
consideredd part of the behavior regarding self-identification. 

Tablee 5.2a: Religion of Armenians in Georgia 

WHATT IS YOUR 
RELIGION? ? 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

«« Batumi 

|| URBAN 

§§ Sighnaghi 

<< Akhaltsikhe 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

Georgian n 
Orthodox x 

5% 5% 

6% 6% 

3% 3% 

6% 6% 

48% 48% 

1% 1% 

3% 3% 

3% 3% 

Armenian n 
Orthodox x 

77% 77% 

76% 76% 

73% 73% 

76% 76% 

6% 6% 

96% 96% 

76% 76% 

79% 79% 

Other r 

9% 9% 

7% 7% 

3% 3% 

7% 7% 

4% 4% 

3% 3% 

15% 15% 

12% 12% 

None e 

7% 7% 

7% 7% 

18% 18% 

8% 8% 

21% 21% 

--
7% 7% 

5% 5% 

No o 
answer r 

2% % 

3% 3% 

3% 3% 

3% 3% 

21% 21% 

--
--
--

n= = 

482 2 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

85 5 

79 9 

138 8 

302 2 

Itt appears that there is some variation with regard to the religious background of 
Armenians.. While a large majority of Armenians adhere to the Armenian Orthodox 
religionn (77%),6 many also perceive themselves as Georgian Orthodox, as belonging to 
anotherr religion, or as non-religious (see Table 5.2a). 

Theree is hardly any distinction between urban and rural regions with regard to this 
distributionn of religion among Armenians, but between the five separate regions there are 
significantt differences. Only Armenians in Tbilisi reflect the general variation in religion, 
whilee the Armenians in all other regions reveal different religious patterns. 

Thee most striking is the divergent religious backgrounds of Armenians in 
Sighnaghi.. As opposed to all other regions where the majority of Armenians belong to 
thee Armenian Orthodox church, in Sighnaghi only a very small number adhere to the 
Armeniann religion (6%). Most Armenians in this region either see themselves as 

66 Officially called the 'Armenian Gregorian church' and separate from the Georgian and other Orthodox 
churchess since the fifth century as a result of their choice for 'monophysitism1 {believing that Jesus had 
onlyy a divine nature instead of a divine and a human nature). 
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Georgiann Orthodox (48%) or as being non-religious (21%). It should be noted, moreover, 
thatt a relatively large number of the Armenians in Sighnaghi refrained from answering 
thiss question on religion, which could have caused these figures to be higher in reality. 
Whateverr the exact religious configuration of Armenians in Sighnaghi, it is clear that a 
largee majority have lost their original ties with the Armenian Orthodox church. 

Inn Batumi, although the majority of Armenians belong to the Armenian Orthodox 
churchh as well (73%), a relatively high percentage of the Armenians still claim not to be 
religiouss (18%). Since a substantial part of the Georgians in Batumi (13%) also claimed 
too have no religion (see Table 5.2b), there seems to be an underlying regional cause for 
atheismm in this city that is independent of ethnicity. The regional factor that comes to 
mindd is the emergence of religious tensions in Batumi at the end of the 1980s and at the 
beginningg of the 1990s, when as a result of renewed openness under Glasnost, Georgian 
nationalistss expressed their wish to Christianize the Islamic population of Ajaria, of 
whichh Batumi is the capital. These tensions may have convinced some of the local 
populationn not to emphasize their religious background anymore. Another fact that could 
havee caused this attitude is the local government in Batumi that has ruled the region ever 
sincee these religious tensions began in an authoritarian and suppressive manner. Although 
thee head of the government, Asian Abashidze, promotes himself as a democratic and 
tolerantt leader, his one-party system in the region nevertheless leads many people to 
believe,, following a pattern well-known from communist times, that it is better not to 
reveall  personal opinions because then, at least, you can never be accused of saying 
anythingg wrong. Whatever the reasons, the fact is that about one in five Armenians in 
Batumii  do not openly identify themselves with what is often called the essence of 
Armeniann identity, namely the Armenian religion. 

Armenianss in Akhaltsikhe are conspicuous in the sense that an above average 
proportionn of them adhere to the Armenian Orthodox religion (96%). In the first place, 
thiss is a result of the fact that in Akhaltsikhe not even one Armenian respondent refused 
too answer or claimed to be non-religious, probably because the Armenians are a large 
groupp in Akhaltsikhe, which facilitates the maintenance of religious institutions that 
stimulatee religious identity. But secondly, this high percentage of Armenian adherence to 
thee Armenian Orthodox church is also the result of the specific settlement pattern in 
villagess in Georgia, and the manner in which villages were selected for the survey. (This 
referss only to villages, not to towns.) As mentioned in Chapter Three, the ethnic 
compositionn of the population of villages in Georgia is almost homogeneous, while 
betweenn the various villages it varies markedly, not only in regard to ethnicity but also 
concerningg religion. As a result, most villages in Georgia are (almost) completely 
Georgiann or Armenian, and in Akhaltsikhe and also in Javakheti (almost) completely 
Orthodoxx or Catholic. Since the rural samples were based on the criteria ethnicity, sex, 
agee and village/town, none of the seven Catholic Armenian villages in Akhaltsikhe 
(Krikorr and Clara Zohrab Information Center 1994: 101) turned out to be included in the 
survey.. Since the region has a total of 46 villages, probably a more realistic picture of 
religionn among Armenians in Akhaltsikhe would, therefore, be a distribution of about 
three-quarterss of these Armenians belonging to the Armenian Orthodox church, and the 
differencee with the actual survey results being added to the category 'other1. Thus, it 
wouldd be more like the situation in Javakheti, where out of the total of 96 villages, 10 are 
Armeniann Catholic villages, and in the survey results a relatively large group of 
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Armenianss indeed does have another religion, predominantly Catholic.7 The fact that 
thesee Armenian Catholics are often skeptically called 'Francs' by the Armenian Orthodox 
-- implying that they are not fully reliable, as traitors of the Armenian faith - reveals that 
inn reality this difference in religion is significant. 

Itt could be concluded that Armenians are not completely homogeneous regarding 
theirr religious identity. This is remarkable since the Armenian Orthodox church is 
generallyy credited for keeping the Armenian 'nation' alive when their lands were 
conqueredd time and again, and the Armenian Orthodox religion is often considered to be 
thee core of Armenian ethnic identity. On the other hand, one of the titles of the Catholicos 
off  the Armenian Orthodox church is 'Supreme Patriarch of all Armenians,' which implies 
thatt he represents all Armenians including those belonging to another church and non-
believerss (Teuwissen 1997: 38). The distribution of religion among Armenians appears to 
bee influenced predominantly by regional history. The Armenian minority in Tbilisi has 
largelyy remained faithful to the Armenian Orthodox church because Tbilisi is the seat of 
thee Armenian archbishop in Georgia and the Armenian Orthodox church remained in 
operationn during Soviet times, although at a lower level. In Sighnaghi, a large part of the 
extremelyy small minority of Armenians lost their Armenian religion and became partly 
assimilatedd into the Georgian Orthodox church. As with the loss of their mother tongue, 
thiss was probably as a result of the almost completely Georgianized surroundings in 
whichh they found themselves living. In the other three research regions, the specific 
influencee of Ottoman domination in former times seems most significant. This was 
certainlyy the case in both Akhaltsikhe and Javakheti where some Armenians converted to 
Catholicismm to avoid the forced Islamization imposed by the Ottoman regime. More 
indirectlyy in Batumi where severe tensions developed between the Georgian Muslim 
communityy - Islamized under Ottoman pressure - and Georgian nationalists, the question 
off  religion was more sensitive and was probably the reason why relatively many 
Armenianss stated not being religious. The authoritarian local government that has ruled 
overr Batumi in the last decade may, in addition, have contributed to this situation. 

AA comparison with Georgians living in the same regions shows that these 
religiouss variations are not limited to Armenians. While Georgians have overall a more 
homogeneouss religious background in Georgian Orthodoxy, they reveal similar 
disparitiess (see Table 5.2b). The former Ottoman occupation of Batumi, Akhaltsikhe and 
Javakhetii  left a significant mark on the religion of Georgians as well, with some of the 
Batumii  Georgians being Muslim, and a number of the Georgians in Akhaltsikhe and 
Javakhetii  being Catholic.8 And, as stated before, the recent religious tensions in Batumi 
aree also visible in the responses of Georgians, as a relatively large number state not to 
havee a religion or refrained from answering the question, just like the Armenians in this 
city.. Thus, regional developments seem decisive for the religious variation in general 
withh the only exception being that Georgians have not converted to the dominant religion 
inn the region in places where they form only a small proportion of the population, as is 
thee case in Javakheti. As with the mother tongue, this is probably the result of Georgians 
beingg the majority ethnic population in Georgia. 

77 Catholics are not classified separately because the size of the sample does not allow more categories. 
88 Muslims and Catholics are not classified separately because the size of the sample does not allow more 
categories. . 
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Tablee 5.2b: Religion of Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) 

WHATT IS YOUR Georgian Armenian Other None No n= 

RELIGION??  Orthodox Orthodox answer 

TOTALL 95% - 1% 1% 2% 420 

Tbilisii 99% 

„„ Batumi 60% 
.22 URBAN 95% 
at at 

oo Sighnaghi 86% 

 Akhaltsikhe 87% 

Javakhetii 91% 

RURALL 86% 

Basedd on mother tongue and religion, Armenians in Georgia do not have a completely 
homogeneouslyy ascribed ethnic identity, although the variation in both mother tongue and 
religionn concerns differences that are not necessarily crucial to the perception of 
belongingg to the Armenian ethnic group. After all, having Russian as one's mother 
tonguee in a post-Soviet state where Russian used to be the lingua franca does not 
necessarilyy imply identification with the Russian ethnic group or with the 'homo 
Sovieticus',, and Catholicism and Armenian Orthodoxy are both at least Christian beliefs. 
Whetherr or not these variations in mother tongue and religion actually result in 
Armenianss seeing themselves as one ethnic group or as a set of various subgroups is 
furtherr analyzed in the next section on chosen ethnic identity. The one Armenian 
subgroupp that in regard to the ascribed ethnic identity already clearly deviates from the 
restt is the Armenian community in Sighnaghi, who have largely assimilated with the 
Georgianss in the region concerning mother tongue and religion. Apparently when 
Armenianss are a very small minority within a totally Georgian environment, they are 
inclinedd to adapt to the majority ethnic identity. This is not the same among the titular 
Georgiann ethnic group, whose ascribed ethnic identity appears to be homogeneous, even 
whenn they are a very small minority within a totally Armenian environment, as in 
Javakheti.. The greatest variety among Georgians occurs with respect to religion, which, 
amongg Armenians, is mainly caused by the regional context. Apparently in Georgia the 
regionall  history and geography influence the religious differentiation of people, 
independentt of their ethnicity. A comparable cause for the variation in mother tongue of 
variouss ethnic groups in Georgia seems not to exist, since among Armenians the mother 
tonguee appears to be primarily dependent on the proportion of Armenians in the region, 
thee urban or rural character of the region, and the regional public language, while among 
Georgianss these factors appear to be of no influence at all. 

5.25.2 Chosen  ethnic  identity:  Self-identification  - perception 

Inn addition to the more or less fixed elements of an ascribed ethnic identity, what is even 
moree important in determining the strength of ethnic identity is the chosen ethnic 

11% 11% 

1% 1% 

5% 5% 

8% 8% 

9% 9% 

6% 6% 

13% 13% 

2% 2% 

3% 3% 

6% 6% 

--
4% 4% 

1%1% 133 

16%16% 67 

3%3% 200 

5%5% 93 

52 2 

75 5 

3%3% 220 

97 7 



identity:: people's attitudes towards their ethnic identity. In the first place, this is a 
questionn of self-identification: what do people think of their official ethnic identity and 
howw do they act with regard to this ethnic identity in practice? In this section we explore 
whatt Armenians think of their ethnic identity - their perceptions of being Armenian - by 
probingg their feeling of belonging to the Armenian ethnic group and the pride shown in 
thee Armenian ethnic group, and compare this with the Georgian response concerning the 
Georgiann ethnic group. 

Ass can be seen in Table 5.3a, the personal ethnic identification among Armenians 
almostt entirely corresponds to their official ethnicity (98%) in urban and in rural areas 
andd in the various regions. Thus, unlike their ascribed ethnic identity, Armenians are very 
homogeneouss in identifying themselves as Armenian. This seems remarkable given the 
factt that they are an ethnic minority within Georgia whose opportunities might well 
increasee if they stressed their ethnic identity to a lesser degree. Apparently, the deep roots 
off  Armenian culture, their long history in Georgia as a distinct ethnic group with an 
economicc niche until the beginning of the twentieth century but especially the 
institutionalizationn of ethnic identities during Soviet times seem to have left their mark 
onn Armenians' perceptions, in combination with the strong and rather exclusive ethnic 
behaviorr of Georgians nowadays (as concluded in Chapter Four). 

Tablee 5.3a: Feelings of belonging among Armenians in Georgia 

TOO WHAT ETHNIC GROUP DO YOU Georgian Armenian Don't know/ n= 
CONSIDERR YOURSELF TO BELONG?  N o a n s w e r 

TOTALL - 98% 2% 482 

Tbilisi i 

«« Batumi 

|| URBAN 

|| Sighnaghi 42% 

<< Akhaltsikhe 1% 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

Thee only exception to this rule is the Armenian community in Sighnaghi, of 
whomm only about half feel that they belong to the Armenian ethnic group (51%), while 
thee other half think of themselves as part of the Georgian ethnic group (42%). This is in 
accordancee with their deviating mother tongue and religion, and reveals that these 
Armenianss are not only partly assimilated with regard to their ascribed ethnic identity, 
butt also concerning their own perception of ethnic identity. However, the difference in 
thee proportion of Armenians in Sighnaghi identifying themselves as Armenians or 
Georgianss is much smaller (9%) than that between those adhering to the Armenian 
Orthodoxx church or to the Georgian Orthodox church (42%), and between the Armenians 

99 Among Russian minorities in Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia and Kazakhstan, 88% feel that they 
belongg to the ethnic group that is also registered as their official ethnicity in their passports (INTAS). 
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inn Sighnaghi having Armenian as their mother tongue and those having Georgian as their 
firstfirst language (95%). Thus, assimilation regarding self-identification clearly lags behind 
assimilationn concerning ascribed ethnic identity, which means that many Armenians in 
Sighnaghii  who appear to be assimilated still perceive of themselves as belonging to the 
Armeniann ethnic group. 

Comparisonn with Georgians living in the same regions shows that this picture of a 
strongg ethnic identification does generally exist in Georgia, with almost all Georgians 
identifyingg themselves as Georgians (see Table 5.3b).10 The only difference with 
Armenianss is that Georgians who are only a small minority of the regional population 
ass is the case in Javakheti - are not assimilated with their ethnic surroundings in regard to 
thiss self-identification, but see themselves just as much Georgian as Georgians in other 
regions.. This was to be expected as the Georgians in Javakheti have also not adopted the 
predominantt Armenian mother tongue and religion in the region, unlike the small 
minorityy of Armenians in the region of Sighnaghi. 

Tablee 5.3b: Feelings of belonging among Georgians (living in the same regions as 
Armenians) ) 

TOO WHAT ETHNIC GROUP DO YOU Georgian Armenian Don't know/ 
CONSIDERR YOURSELF TO BELONG ? No answer 

TOTALL 99% - 1% 420 

Tbilisii 99% - 1% 133 

»» Batumi 100% - - 67 

.22 URBAN 100% - - 200 
o> > 

oo Sighnaghi 100% - - ^ 

 Akhaltsikhe 100% - - 52 

Javakhetii 100% - - 7$ 

RURALL 100% - - 220 

Besidess feelings of belonging, the extent to which Armenians take pride in their 
ethnicityy indicates the perception of their Armenian identity - the stronger the pride, the 
strongerr the ethnic identification of Armenians. Moreover, if the pride of most Armenians 
extendss to the level of perceiving Armenian ethnic identity as the best, the ethnic self-
identificationn would become particularistic and an obstacle for their civic identity since 
thesee Armenians would consider themselves better than other ethnic groups. 

Tablee 5.4 shows that almost all Armenians are proud of their Armenian identity 
(96%),, just as much in urban as in rural surroundings, and variations between the five 
researchh regions are insignificant. Comparison with Georgians living in the same regions 
showss that this is not exceptional, as they reveal a similar strong pride in their Georgian 
ethnicethnic identity. The only exception, once more, are the Armenians in Sighnaghi, of whom 

luu This is the general picture among titular groups in post-Soviet states: 97% of the titular groups in 
Belarus,, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia and Kazakhstan feel they belong to the ethnic group to which they are 
alsoo officially ascribed (INTAS). 
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aa much lower percentage claimed to be proud of their ethnicity (63%). However, the 
proportionn of Armenians in this region that clearly rejects the idea of being proud of their 
ethnicc identity is comparable to the other research regions (4%), and the difference, thus, 
iss only caused by a much larger number who declined to answer this question (33%). 
Therefore,, Armenians in Sighnaghi are not by definition more negative about their ethnic 
identityy but less outspoken. This might be caused by the unclear ethnic identity of many 
Armenianss in Sighnaghi, as would appear from the previously presented data on mother 
tongue,, religion and perception of ethnic identity. There is no great difference in this 
regardd between Armenians in Sighnaghi identifying themselves as Armenians or as 
Georgianss - about a third of both groups, 37% : 29%, refrained from answering the 
questionn on pride (see Table 5.5). 

Tablee 5.4: Pride in ethnic group among Armenians in Georgia and among Georgians 
(livingg in the same regions as Armenians) 

AR EE YOU PROUD OF 
YOURR ETHNIC GROUP? 

(A A 

c c n n 
'E E 
E E 
< < 

*"tn n 
c c 

O) ) 
o o 
O O 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

Batumi i 

URBAN N 

Sighnaghi i 

Akhaltsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

Batumi i 

URBAN N 

Sighnaghi i 

Akhaltsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

Yes s 

96% 96% 

95% 95% 

91% 91% 

94% 94% 

63% 63% 

99% 99% 

99% 99% 

99% 99% 

90% 90% 

90% 90% 

87% 87% 

90% 90% 

93% 93% 

96% 96% 

100% 100% 

94% 94% 

No o 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 

2% 2% 

1% 1% 

4% 4% 

1% 1% 

2% 2% 

1% 1% 

4% 4% 

5% 5% 

--
4% 4% 

--
--
--
--

Don'tt know/No 
answer r 

3% 3% 

5% 5% 

8% 8% 

5% 5% 

33% 33% 

. . 
--
--

6% 6% 

5% 5% 

13% 13% 

6% 6% 

8% 8% 

4% 4% 

--
6% 6% 

n= = 

482 2 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

85 5 

79 9 

138 8 

302 2 

420 0 

133 3 

67 7 

200 0 

93 3 

52 2 

75 5 

220 0 

1'' Significant correlation with age (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Georgianss of 55 years and older are not proud of their ethnic group. 

PROUDD OF ETHNICITY 

GEO O 
18-344 y. 
35-544 y. 
>== 55 y. 

Yes s 
92% % 
91% % 
84% % 

No o 
2% % 
2% % 

11% % 

D/N N 
6% % 
7% % 
5% % 

n= n= 
140 140 
178 178 
101 101 

100 0 



However,, of the Armenians in Sighnaghi that did answer the question on pride in 
theirr ethnicity, those that perceived themselves as Armenian are less proud than those 
whoo consider themselves Georgians (56% / 71%). Thus, it seems that Armenians who 
thinkk of themselves as Armenians are keeping a low profile, indicating that their 
Armeniann ethnic identity is less strong. 

Tablee 5.5: Perception of ethnic identity versus pride in ethnic group among Armenians in 
Sighnaghi i 

PRIDEE IN ETHNIC IDENTITY 

Sighnaghii Armenians identifying as Armenian 

Sighnaghii Armenians identifying as Georgian 

Proud d 

56% 56% 

71% 71% 

Nott proud 

7% 7% 

Don'tt know/ 
Noo answer 

37% 37% 

29% 29% 

43 3 

35 5 

Ass can be seen in Table 5.6a, the answer to the question of whether Armenians perceive 
theirr ethnic group as the best is less straightforward than the answer about pride in their 
ethnicc group among Armenians. But still a clear majority of Armenians think that the 
Armeniann ethnic group is the best (66%), while only one in five explicitly rejects this 
ideaa (18%), the rest refraining from responding to this question (16%). This result 
signifiess that most Armenians are particularistic, meaning that the primary loyalty of 
Armenianss is to their Armenian ethnic group. 

Tablee 5.6a: Particularism among Armenians in Georgia 

DOO YOU THINK THAT YOUR Yes No Don't know/ 
ETHNICC GROUP IS THE BEST? No answer 

TOTALL 66% 18% 16% 482 

Tbilisi i 

turn n 

URBAN N 

»» Batumi 
.2 2 
'E E 
££ Sighnaghi 

Akhaltsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

54% 54% 

52% 52% 

54% 54% 

34% 34% 

91% 91% 

79% 79% 

81% 81% 

28% 28% 

21% 21% 

27% 27% 

5% 5% 

4% 4% 

7% 7% 

7% 7% 

18% 18% 

27% 27% 

19% 19% 

61% 61% 

5% 5% 

14% 14% 

12% 12% 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

85 5 

79 9 

138 8 

302 2 

Thiss particularistic feeling among Armenians is much stronger in rural than in 
urbann areas: in the cities about half of the Armenians perceive their ethnic group as the 
bestt and no less than a quarter of Armenians reject this idea (54% : 27%), while in the 
countrysidee a vast majority of the Armenians are particularistic and hardly anyone denies 
this(81%:7%). . 

Yet,, regional analysis reveals that this seems to be closely connected to the 
proportionall  factor, as Armenians in Sighnaghi are even less explicitly particularistic than 
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urbann Armenians although many of them also declined to answer. The highest level of 
particularismm is to be found among Armenians in Akhaltsikhe (91%), who make up only 
halff  of the regional population, rather than among Armenians in Javakheti (79%) who 
makee up the overwhelming proportion of the regional population. The proportional factor 
iss probably the most significant to particularistic attitudes among Armenians in Georgia, 
withh the exception of Armenians who are neither in a clear minority nor an overwhelming 
majorityy in the regional population. These Armenians are a too large group in the 
regionall  population to automatically integrate to any extent with other ethnic groups, but 
theyy are a small enough group in the regional population to have frequent confrontations 
withh other ethnic groups. 

Tablee 5.7: Mother tongue versus particularism among Armenians in Georgia 

PERCEIVINGG ETHNIC GROUP AS 
THEE BEST 

Armeniann mother tongue 

Russiann mother tongue 

Yes s 

73% 73% 

44% 44% 

No o 

16% 16% 

27% 27% 

Don'tt know/ 
Noo answer 

11% 11% 

29% 29% 

n= = 

339 9 

104 4 

Thatt the proportional factor is significant in regard to particularistic attitudes 
amongg Armenians in Georgia is supported by the fact that there does indeed exist a 
correlationn between mother tongue and perceiving one's ethnic group as the best. 
Armenianss with Armenian as their first language are more often convinced that the 
Armeniann ethnic group is the best than Armenians with Russian as their mother tongue 
(seee Table 5.7). Thus, while having a Russian mother tongue does not diminish the extent 
too which Armenians perceive themselves as belonging to the Armenian ethnic group and 
beingg proud of this, it does result in a weaker Armenian ethnic identity when discussing 
thee hierarchy of ethnic identities. 

Tablee 5.6b: Particularism among Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) 

DOO YOU THINK THAT YOUR Yes No Don't know/ 
ETHNICC GROUP IS THE BEST? No answer 

TOTALL 65% 19% 16% 420 

Tbilisi i 

ww Batumi 

.11 URBAN 
D) ) 

oo Sighnaghi 

 Akhaltsikhe 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

64% 64% 

66% 66% 

64% 64% 

77% 77% 

80% 80% 

97% 97% 

79% 79% 

22% 22% 

--
20% 20% 

--
14% 14% 

--
5% 5% 

14% 14% 

34% 34% 

17% 17% 

23% 23% 

8% 8% 

3% 3% 

16% 16% 

133 3 

67 7 

200 0 

93 3 

52 2 

75 5 

220 0 

Comparingg the attitude of Armenians with the attitude of Georgians living in the 
samee regions reveals that this rather particularistic attitude of Armenians is not 
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exceptional,, as similar proportions of Georgians here perceive their ethnic group to be the 
bestt or explicitly reject this idea (see Table 5.6b). However, the fact that their 
particularismm is significantly stronger in rural than in urban areas diminishes the general 
explanatoryy value of the proportional factor and its connection to mother tongue - as 
thesee have a different distribution among Georgians. In fact, while Armenians generally 
aree more particularistic when they make up a larger part of the regional population, 
Georgianss are actually most particularistic in Javakheti where they account for only a 
veryy small proportion of the regional population. 

Withh regard to perceived self-identification as a whole, almost all Armenians feel they 
belongg to the Armenian ethnic group to which they are also officially ascribed and are 
proudd of their ethnic group. Apparently, their feelings of belonging and pride in their 
ethnicc group are irrespective of the use of mother tongue and adherence to religion, since 
thee variation in these respects (shown in the previous section) are not reflected in these 
attitudes.. The only exception is Sighnaghi where some Armenians see themselves as 
belongingg to the Georgian ethnic group, in accordance with their widespread use of 
Georgiann as their mother tongue and adherence to Georgian Orthodoxy. Armenians in 
Sighnaghii  are the only exception when it comes to pride taken in one's ethnic group, 
whichh is relatively low both among Armenians who feel Armenian and Armenians who 
feell  Georgian in Sighnaghi. Since the Armenians in Sighnaghi form a very small part of 
thee total group of Armenians, and also of the rural group of Armenians, this significant 
differentiationn is only relevant at the regional level.12 The Armenian ethnic group as a 
wholee is very homogeneous, and there are hardly any differences between urban and rural 
Armenianss regarding their feelings of belonging to the Armenian ethnic group and pride 
takenn in the Armenian ethnic group. Thus, in spite of clear distinctions in mother tongue 
andd religion, Armenians almost unanimously agree that they feel Armenian and are proud 
too be Armenian. An 'imagined community' exists among Armenians in Georgia and as a 
resultt they could mobilize as an ethnic group on the basis of feeling Armenian - although 
thiss is currently not the case (as revealed in the previous chapter on Armenian ethnic 
mobilization).. In comparison with Georgians living in the same region, it appears that 
thiss strong and proud perception of ethnic identity is not exceptional, since these 
Georgianss reveal similar levels of ethnic consciousness. 

Onn the issue of perceiving the Armenian ethnic group as the best, however, 
Armenianss are divided again. Especially Armenians who live in a region where they 
makee up a high proportion of the regional population see their ethnic group as the best. 
Thiss is comparable to the division over mother tongue, and indeed appears to be 
connected:: Armenians with Armenian as their mother tongue - predominantly in regions 
denselyy settled by Armenians - are more particularistic than Armenians with Russian as 
theirr first language who live predominantly as ethnic minorities in urban areas. The only 
exceptionn is when Armenians comprise about half of the regional population in which 

122 If the Georgian-feeling Armenians in Sighnaghi were excluded from the analysis, the weighting factor 
forr Sighnaghi Armenians within the total of the five research regions would change only from 0.01 to 0.03, 
andd the weighting factor for Sighnaghi Armenians within the rural area would change from 0.02 to 0.04. In 
thee table on pride in ethnic identity, for instance, nothing would change as a resultt of these new weighting 
factors.. Further tables, therefore, continue to use the former weighting factors for the total of five research 
regionss and for the total of the rural regions. 
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casee they are the most particularistic - probably as a result of the greatest emphasis on 
ethnicc identity in these regions. While Georgians are also divided on the issue of 
particularism,, they less often perceive their ethnic group as the best when they make up 
halff  of the regional population, but are more particularistic when they either form a small 
minorityy or an overwhelming majority of the regional population and thus have either 
overwhelmingg or hardly any contact with other ethnic groups. This is probably the result 
off  Armenians being an ethnic minority in Georgia, and Georgians being an ethnic 
majorityy in the country. 

5.35.3 Chosen  ethnic  identity:  Self-identification  - behavior 

Besidess perceptions of ethnic identity, behavior in regard to this ethnic identity reveals 
thee strength of the chosen ethnic identity of people. To analyze this behavior towards 
theirr ethnic group, the extent to which Armenians are personally involved in Armenian 
ethnicc organizations and institutions, such as school, churches and the media, is analyzed 
andd compared to Georgians' behavior towards their ethnic group. 

Inn first place, the choice of school is taken as a measure of behavior because in 
Georgia,, as in all post-Soviet states, schools teach in different languages. Since these 
variouss schools are not equally spread throughout the community, some parents in certain 
placess lack a choice and are forced to send their children to the only school in the 
neighborhood.. Since these parents cannot be distinguished from those with a choice of 
schoolss but preferring a particular school because it is in the neighborhood, this analysis 
onn ethnic behavior only focuses on parents who have chosen a school for a specific 
reason. . 

Tablee 5.8a shows the extent to which Armenians choose a Georgian, Armenian or 
Russiann school for a specific reason, which also implies that they have a choice or at least 
thatt they (would) choose this school for another reason than being the only one in the 
neighborhood.. (The specific reasons are analyzed later.) The option of sending children 
too various schools was included on the questionnaire to capture changes in preferences 
forr schools over the years, which might be especially interesting now that Georgia is 
goingg through a period of political transition. But it appeared that hardly any Armenians 
orr Georgians choose this option (3% : 2%) and since the reasons given by these 
respondentss for choosing various schools were very vague, these data are not included in 
thee analysis. Of the Armenians choosing a school for a specific reason, about half prefer 
too send their children to Armenian schools (55%), the other half choose Russian schools 
(43%),, with only a few opting for a Georgian school (2%). 

Thee preference among Armenians for certain schools is not distributed evenly 
acrosss the country. Firstly, there is a significant distinction between urban and rural areas. 
Whilee both in cities and in the countryside the proportion of Armenians choosing a 
Georgiann school for their children is minimal (3% and 1% respectively), in urban areas 
onlyy a minority of the Armenian parents opt for an Armenians school (31%) with most 
choosingg a Russian one (66%), while in rural areas an overwhelming majority of 
Armenianss prefer to send their children to Armenian schools (80%). 
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Tablee 5.8a: Choice of Armenians in Georgia to send their children to a Georgian, 
Armeniann or Russian school (only respondents with children) 

WHICH H 
SCHOOL L 

DID/WILLL YOU 
CHOOSEE FOR 

YOUR R 
CHILDREN? ? 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

»» Batumi 

|| URBAN 

|| Sighnaghi 

<< Akhaltsikhe 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

Schooll chosen for a specific reason 

Totall Within Total (100%): 

choicechoice of school 

GeoGeo Arm Rus 

57% 57% 

54% 54% 

70% 70% 

55% 55% 

50% 50% 

92% 92% 

54% 54% 

61% 61% 

2% 2% 

2% 2% 

6% 6% 

3% 3% 

*88% *88% 

2% 2% 

--
1% 1% 

55% 55% 

29% 29% 

42% 42% 

31% 31% 

*_ _ 
84% 84% 

79% 79% 

80% 80% 

43% 43% 

68% 68% 

53% 53% 

66% 66% 

*13% *13% 

15% 15% 

21% 21% 

19% 19% 

Noo choice 
off school 

inn the 
neighbor--

hood d 

38% 38% 

42% 42% 

28% 28% 

41% 41% 

31% 31% 

5% 5% 

44% 44% 

37% 37% 

Noo answer 
too what 

schooll or 
whether r 
theree is a 

choice e 

5% 5% 

4% 4% 

2% 2% 

4% 4% 

19% 19% 

3% 3% 

2% 2% 

2% 2% 

n= = 

363 3 

78 8 

53 3 

131 1 

52 2 

61 1 

119 9 

232 2 

** = The number of respondents choosing a school for a specific reason is actually too small in this region 
(24)) to allow any conclusions to be drawn. 

Att the regional level, the distribution of preferences with regard to school does 
nott give a much more detailed picture. This seems primarily the result of the too few 
Armenianss in Sighnaghi with a specific preference for school, which makes it impossible 
too include them in the analysis. If they had been included, the proportional factor would 
havee roughly explained the variation in preference for Armenian education among 
Armenianss in Georgia, while the urban factor would remain the best explanation for the 
choicee of Russian schools among these Armenians. 

Tablee 5.9: Relationship between having Armenian or Russian as language of thought 
(motherr tongue) and choice of school among Armenians in Georgia (only 
respondentss with children) 

WHICHH SCHOOL DID/WILL YOU Armenian school Russian school n= 
CHOOSEE FOR YOUR CHILDREN? 

Armeniann mother tongue (in tought) 62% 38% 277 

Russiann mother tongue (in tought) 7% 93% 57 

Thiss is similar to the distribution of Armenian and Russian as mother tongue 
amongg Armenians in Georgia. As could be expected, there is indeed a significant 
relationshipp between mother tongue and choice of Armenian or Russian education for 
one'ss children (see Table 5.9). 

Comparisonn with Georgians living in the same regions of Georgia reveals that the 
regionall  distribution of school preference among Armenians is exceptional, as Georgians 
showw no connection between their proportion in the regional population and their 
preferencee for Georgian education (see Table 5.8b). Instead, the argument of mother 
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tonguee seems more significant. In line with the overwhelming proportion having 
Georgiann as their mother tongue, Georgians hardly vary in their preference for Georgian 
educationn (99%), with no significant differences between the various regions. Of course, 
thiss is also the result of Georgian schools being available all over Georgia. Georgians are 
thuss less required to think about specific school choice than Armenians. 

Tablee 5.8b: Choice of Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) to send their 
childrenn to a Georgian, Armenian or Russian school (only respondents with 
children) ) 

WHICH H 
SCHOOL L 

DID/WILLL YOU 
CHOOSEE FOR 

YOUR R 
CHILDREN? ? 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

ww Batumi 

.22 URBAN 

oo Sighnaghi 

 Akhaltsikhe 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

Schooll chosen for a specific reason 

Total l 

44% 44% 

40% 40% 

42% 42% 

40% 40% 

57% 57% 

82% 82% 

90% 90% 

69% 69% 

WithinWithin Total (100%): 

choicechoice of school 

Geo Geo 

99% 99% 

100% 100% 

*100% *100% 

100% 100% 

97% 97% 

94% 94% 

98% 98% 

96% 96% 

Arm Arm 

--
--

*. *. 

--
--
--
--
--

Rus Rus 

1% 1% 

--
* * 

--
3% 3% 

6% 6% 

2% 2% 

4% 4% 

No o 
choicee of 
schooll in 

the e 
neighbor--

hood d 

52% 52% 

55% 55% 

35% 35% 

53% 53% 

37% 37% 

11% 11% 

2% 2% 

24% 24% 

Noo answer to 
whatt school 
orr whether 
theree is a 

choice e 

4% 4% 

5% 5% 

23% 23% 

7% 7% 

6% 6% 

7% 7% 

8% 8% 

7% 7% 

n= = 

282 2 

80 0 

40 0 

120 0 

54 4 

46 6 

62 2 

162 2 

** = The number of respondents choosing a school for a specific reason is actually too small in this region 
(15)) to allow any conclusions to be drawn. 

Thatt one's mother tongue is indeed the most important reason for Armenians 
preferringg Armenian education for their children is revealed in Table 5.10a. Yet, besides 
sendingg children to an Armenian school because lessons are given in their mother tongue, 
aa substantial number of the Armenians prefer Armenian schools because they think they 
aree better (20%). Only a few think their children will have better future opportunities 
afterr finishing Armenian education (5%). 

Tablee 5.10a: Specific reasons for Armenians in Georgia to choose a specific school for 
theirr children (more answers possible, only respondents with children and 
statingg other reasons than having only this school in the neighborhood)13 

WHYY DID/WILL YOU CHOOSE Better 
THISS SCHOOL? school 

Better r 
opportunities s 

afterwards s 

Lessonss in 
mother r 
tongue e 

Other r 
reason n 

119 9 

89 9 
Armenian s s 

Armeniann school 

Russiann school 

20% 20% 
30% 30% 

5% 5% 
52% 52% 

79% 79% 
11% 11% 

2% 2% 
33% 33% 
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Whilee Armenians with Russian as their mother tongue predominantly send their 
childrenn to a school of their first language, only in a small minority of the cases does this 
happenn for language reasons (11%). The reason mentioned most frequently by Armenians 
preferringg Russian education is that it improves their children's future opportunities 
(52%),, but many Armenians prefer Russian schools because they think they are better 
(30%).. Among the various other motivations given for choosing Russian education 
(33%),, non-ethnic reasons also prevail such as Armenian parents having received Russian 
educationn themselves, and making it easier to help children with their homework. Thus, 
Russiann education is predominantly chosen for practical reasons, while Armenian 
educationn is preferred mainly for ethnic motives. This reinforces the earlier conclusion 
thatt Russian as a mother tongue does not necessarily weaken the Armenian ethnic 
identityy of Armenians. Up to this point in the analysis only the less particularistic attitude 
off  Armenians with Russian as their mother tongue implied a weaker Armenian ethnic 
identityy among Armenians with Russian as their first language. 

Tablee 5.10b: Specific reasons for Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) to 
choosee a certain school for their children (more answers possible, only 
respondentss with children and stating other reasons than having only this 
schooll in the neighborhood)14 

WHYY DID/WILL YOU CHOOSE 
THISS SCHOOL 

Georgianss Georgian school 

Better r 
school l 

46% 46% 

Better r 
opportunities s 

afterwards s 

17% 17% 

Lessonss in 
mother r 
tongue e 

46% 46% 

Other r 
reason n 

8% 8% 

n--

109 9 

Comparisonn with Georgians living in the same regions as these Armenians reveals 
thatt the preference for education in the language of the official ethnic identity is not 
common:: no more than half of Georgians send their children to Georgian schools because 
lessonss are in their mother tongue (46%), while the rest prefer Georgian education for 
practicall  reasons, such as it being a better school (46%) and offering better opportunities 
afterwardss (17%) (see Table 5.10b). Thus, Armenians choosing education in their ethnic 
languagee mention ethnic reasons for this relatively frequently. 

Besidess the choice of school for their children, the frequency of attending a so-called 
ethnicethnic church is taken as a measure of ethnic behavior. ('Ethnic church' means the 
Armeniann Orthodox church for Armenians and the Georgian Orthodox church for 
Georgians,, since these churches represent the former state religion of both Armenians 
andd Georgians.) As was shown in Table 5.2a and 5.2b, however, not all respondents 
belongg to an ethnic church, so the frequency of church attendance is only analyzed for 
thosee who do adhere to their ethnic religion. 

1"11 Weighted with weighting factor 'total' (see Section 2.6 on research methods). 
144 Weighted with weighting factor 'total7 (see Section 2.6 on research methods). 
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Tablee 5.11a: Frequency of attending the Armenian Orthodox church among Armenians 
inn Georgia (only respondents stating to have a religion) 

HOWW OFTEN 
DOO YOU GO TO 

CHURCH? ? 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

"OTT Batumi 

.§§ URBAN 

«JJ Sighnaghi 

<< Akhaltsikhe 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

Belongingg to the Armenian Orthodox church 

Totall Within Total (100%): frequency of 
attendingattending an ethnic church 

85% 85% 

84% 84% 

92% 92% 

85% 85% 

8% 8% 

97% 97% 

81% 81% 

84% 84% 

OnceOnce or 
aa few 

timestimes a 
week week 

9% 9% 

4% 4% 

4% 4% 

4% 4% 

* * 
10% 10% 

16% 16% 

15% 15% 

OnceOnce or a 
fewfew times 
aa month 

24% 24% 

21% 21% 

32% 32% 

22% 22% 

* * 
26% 26% 

28% 28% 

28% 28% 

OnceOnce or 
aa few 

timestimes a 
year year 

56% 56% 

63% 63% 

49% 49% 

62% 62% 

*50% *50% 

59% 59% 

45% 45% 

48% 48% 

Less Less 
often/ often/ 
never never 

11% 11% 

12% 12% 

15% 15% 

12% 12% 

*50% *50% 

6% 6% 

11% 11% 

9% 9% 

Belonging g 
too another 

church h 

15% 15% 

16% 16% 

8% 8% 

15% 15% 

92% 92% 

3% 3% 

19% 19% 

16% 16% 

n= = 

399 9 

97 7 

51 1 

148 8 

48 8 

75 5 

128 8 

251 1 

** = The number of respondents in Sighnaghi choosing a school for a specific reason is too small (4) to allow 
conclusionss to be drawn on the basis of these percentages. 

Tablee 5.11a shows that about half of the Orthodox Armenians go to church not 
moree than a few times a year (56%), about a quarter go once or a few times a month 
(24%),, and only a very small proportion attend services at least once a week (9%). 

Thiss ethnic behavior concerning religion is not evenly distributed. If going to 
churchh at least once a month was seen as 'regular' (which reveals a substantial 
commitmentt to the ethnic church), then urban Armenians reveal less strong ethnic 
behaviorr (26%) than rural Armenians (43%). Yet, the difference between these figures 
aree mainly caused by Armenians going to church every single week, and this seems to be 
predominantlyy affected by the proportion of Armenians in the regional population - as 
aree most other factors of ethnic identity up to this point in the analysis. The larger the 
proportionn of Armenians in the regional population, the more frequently they attend the 
Armeniann Orthodox church at least once a week (Javakheti 16%, Akhaltsikhe 10%, 
Batumii  4%, Tbilisi 4%). 

Inn comparison with Georgians living in the same regions of Georgia, the ethnic 
behaviorr of Armenians regarding attendance at their ethnic church is relatively weak, as 
Georgianss are generally more actively involved in their church, with a clear majority 
goingg to Georgian Orthodox churches more than once a month (59%) (see Table 5.1 lb). 
Yet,, it should be noted that while the Armenian Orthodox church is merely an ethnic 

Significantt correlation with sex (see Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many Armenians 
womenn go to church more than once a month. 

FREQ.. OF ATTENDING CHURCH 
Armenianss who state that they 
belongg to their ethnic church 

female e 
male e 

>l xx week 
10% % 
11% % 

>lxx month 
32% % 
17% % 

>lxx year 
48% % 
59% % 

<< 1 x x year 
9% % 
13% % 

n= n= 
201 201 
166 166 

108 8 



institutionn to Armenians, the Georgian Orthodox church became a symbol of renewed 
democracyy and freedom to Georgians, as its functioning mirrors the independence of the 
Georgiann state from the former atheist Soviet rule and active church involvement actually 
becamee 'modern'. This is reflected in the distinct regional variation in church attendance 
amongg the Georgians: urban, more mobilized Georgians more frequently attend Georgian 
churchess than rural Georgians, especially those in the capital Tbilisi.16 

Tablee 5.11b: Frequency of attending the Georgians Orthodox church among Georgians 
(livingg in the same regions as Armenians - only respondents stating to 
havee a religion) 

HOWW OFTEN 
DOO YOU GO TO 

CHURCH? ? 

Belongingg to the Georgian Orthodox church 
Totall Within Total (100%): frequency of 

attendingattending an ethnic church 
OnceOnce or Once or Once or Less 
aa few a few a few often/ 

timestimes a times a times a never 
weekweek month year 

Belonging g 
to o 

another r 
church h 

AA third way of measuring ethnic behavior is by analyzing media choices among 
Armenianss since there are newspapers, and radio and television programs in various 
languagess in Georgia. The preference of Armenians and Georgians for certain forms of 
media,, therefore, is part of their chosen ethnic identity. 

Itt appears that about two-thirds (64%) of Armenians read newspapers once in a 
whilee (see Table 5.12a). Most Armenians reveal ethnic behavior by focusing on 

'"«0 0 
c c 
n n 

o o 
O O 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

Batumi i 

URBAN N 

Sighnaghi i 

Akhaitsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

98% 98% 

100% 100% 

87% 87% 

100% 100% 

95% 95% 

92% 92% 

91% 91% 

94% 94% 

11% 11% 

12% 12% 

--
12% 12% 

9% 9% 

4% 4% 

9% 9% 

7% 7% 

48% 48% 

53% 53% 

3% 3% 

49% 49% 

19% 19% 

33% 33% 

22% 22% 

24% 24% 

28% 28% 

24% 24% 

73% 73% 

27% 27% 

31% 31% 

49% 49% 

57% 57% 

39% 39% 

14% 14% 

12% 12% 

25% 25% 

12% 12% 

41% 41% 

13% 13% 

12% 12% 

30% 30% 

2% 2% 

--
13% 13% 

1% 1% 

5% 5% 

8% 8% 

9% 9% 

6% 6% 

385 5 

131 1 

46 6 

177 7 

84 4 

49 9 

75 5 

208 8 

166 Georgians in Batumi probably deviate from this picture as a result of the region's particular history with 
aa substantial Muslim Georgian population and serious religious tensions in the early 1990s. 
177 Significant correlation with sex and age (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively 
manyy Georgian women and Georgians between 18-34 go to church more than once a month. 

FREQ.. OF ATTENDING CHURCH 

Georgianss who state that 
theyy belong to their 
ethnicc church 

female e 
male e 
18-344 y. 
35-544 y. 
>== 55 y. 

> l xx week 
13% % 
6% % 
8% % 
10% % 
9% % 

>> 1 x month 
39% % 
34% % 

58% % 
24% % 
26% % 

>1xx year 
32% % 
34% % 
24% % 
44% % 
25% % 

<l xx year 
16% % 
27% % 
10% % 
23% % 
40% % 

MM  = 

196 196 
182 182 
137 137 
164 164 

77 77 
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Armeniann newspapers (64%), but about half of them also often read Russian newspapers 
(46%)) and there is also a group of Armenians that read Georgian newspapers (11%). 

Tablee 5.12a: Armenians in Georgia reading mainly Georgian, Russian or Armenian 
newspaperss (more answers possible)18 

WHICH H 
NEWSPAPERS S 

DOO YOU READ? 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

" ww Batumi 

.11 URBAN 

££ Sighnaghi 

<< Akhaltsikhe 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

Total l 

64% 64% 

68% 68% 

62% 62% 

67% 67% 

75% 75% 

57% 57% 

61% 61% 

60% 60% 

Readss newspapers 

Total:: reads newspapers 

Geo o 

11% 11% 

19% 19% 

17% 17% 

98% 98% 

4% 4% 

2% 2% 

Arm m 

64% 64% 

44% 44% 

78% 78% 

46% 46% 

--
71% 71% 

95% 95% 

90% 90% 

Rus s 

48% 48% 

65% 65% 

44% 44% 

64% 64% 

5% 5% 

47% 47% 

12% 12% 

18% 18% 

Never r 
reads s 
news--
papers s 

18% 18% 

23% 23% 

24% 24% 

23% 23% 

11% 11% 

14% 14% 

12% 12% 

12% 12% 

No o 
ans--
wer r 

17% 17% 

9% 9% 

14% 14% 

10% 10% 

14% 14% 

29% 29% 

28% 28% 

28% 28% 

n= = 

482 2 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

85 5 

79 9 

138 8 

302 2 

Again,, a regional analysis of the newspapers that Armenians in Georgia read 
revealss an already familiar pattern, with rural Armenians more often showing Armenian 
ethnicc behavior than urban Armenians. This appears to be the result predominantly of 
theirr proportion in the regional population. Also familiar is the fact that those Armenians 
nott revealing Armenian ethnic behavior with regard to the newspapers they read, 
predominantlyy replace it with Russian ethnic behavior and in Sighnaghi with Georgian 
ethnicc behavior. But there are two remarkable differences: Armenians in Batumi 
relativelyy often read Armenian newspapers and Armenians in Tbilisi also relatively often 
readd Georgian newspapers. In the former case, this might be connected to the media 
censorshipp imposed by the authoritarian local leader who likes to prevent the population 
off  Batumi from reading articles critical of his leadership that appear less regularly in 
Armeniann newspapers than in Russian newspapers, especially the one published in 

l ss In Georgian: Akhali Taoba, Shvidi Dge, Resonance. Dili s Gazeti, Droni, Alia, Meridiani 44, Kavkasioni, 
Sakartveloss Respublika. Bankebi da Finansebi; in Russian: Svobodnaya Gruzia, Komsomolskaya Pravda, 
Argumentii  i Facti, Pravda; in Armenian: Vrastan, Armenian newspapers in general. In total 91% of the 
Armeniann respondents who read newspapers once in a while, read one or more of these papers. 
199 Significant correlation with sex and age (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively 
manyy Armenians of 35 years and older and Armenian women read Armenian newspapers, and relatively 
manyy Armenian men read Georgian newspapers. 
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ARM M 
18-34y. . 
35-544 y. 
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ARM M 
44% % 
64% % 
66% % 

OTH H 
56% % 
36% % 
34% % 

119 119 
117 117 
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NEWSPAPERS S 

ARM M 
female e 
male e 

GEO O 
6% % 
16% % 

OTH H 
94% % 
84% % 

ARM M 
66% % 
47% % 

OTH H 
34% % 
53% % 

n= n= 
194 194 
148 148 
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Georgiaa (Svobodnaya Gruzia).20 In the case of Tbilisi, besides the influence of one's 
motherr tongue - as a small proportion of Armenians here (4%) have Georgian as their 
firstfirst language (see Table 5.1a) - this is probably also the result of the city being the 
capitall  of Georgia. Armenians living here experience more of the national events and 
politicall  developments than Armenians elsewhere in the country and, therefore, 

Tablee 5.12b: Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) reading mainly 
Georgian,, Russian or Armenian newspapers (more answers possible)21 

WHICH H 
NEWSPAPERS S 

DOO YOU READ? 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

33 Batumi 

rere URBAN 

fcfc Sighnaghi 

OO Akhaltsikhe 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

Total l 

78% 78% 

80% 80% 

66% 66% 

78% 78% 

84% 84% 

44% 44% 

89% 89% 

71% 71% 

Readss newspapers 

Total:: reads newspapers 

Geo o 

100% 100% 

100% 100% 

98% 98% 

100% 100% 

100% 100% 

97%* 97%* 

100% 100% 

100% 100% 

Arm m 

--
--
--
--
--

_* * 

--
--

Rus s 

5% % 

4% 4% 

14% 14% 

4% 4% 

--
5%* 5%* 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 

Never r 
reads s 
news--
papers s 

6% % 

7% 7% 

3% 3% 

7% 7% 

3% 3% 

17% 17% 

9% 9% 

8% 8% 

No o 
answe e 

r r 

16% 16% 

14% 14% 

31% 31% 

16% 16% 

13% 13% 

38% 38% 

1% 1% 

21% 21% 

n= = 

420 0 

133 3 

67 7 

200 0 

93 3 

52 2 

75 5 

220 0 

** = The number of respondents in Akhaltsikhe choosing a school for a specific reason is actually too small 
(23)) to allow conclusions to be drawn on the basis of these percentages. 

mightt be more inclined to read Georgian newspapers that report more frequently on the 
situationn in Georgia than most of the Russian newspapers. Moreover, interest in Georgian 
newspaperss among Armenians is probably also influenced by the public language: the 
percentagee of Armenians using Georgian in the street or at work/study is high in Tbilisi 
(91%% : 73%). That this has no similar effect in Batumi, where a large number of 
Armenianss use Georgian in the street or at work/study (80% : 67%) is probably again due 
too particular local circumstances, as described above. 

200 That Georgians in Batumi actually relatively often read Russian newspapers in addition to Georgian ones 
(seee Table 5.12b) might be the result of Georgian newspapers being less readily available, at least those 
nationall  ones included in the analysis. 
211 In Georgian: Akhali Taoba, Shvidi Dge, Resonance, Dilis Gazeti, Droni, Alia, Meridiani 44, Kavkasioni, 
SakartvelosSakartvelos Respablika, Bankebi da Finansebi; in Russian: Svobodnaya Gruzia, Komsomohkaya Pravda, 
ArgumentiArgumenti i Facti, Pravda; in Armenian: Vrastan, Armenian newspapers in general. In total 90% of the 
Georgiann respondents who read newspapers once in a while read one or more of these papers. 
222 Significant correlation with age (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Georgianss between 35 and 55 years read Georgian newspapers. 
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Comparisonn with Georgians living in the same regions only further confirms this 
picturee of the mother tongue and self-identification determining ethnic behavior 
regardingg newspapers, as almost all Georgians read Georgian newspapers, with hardly 
anyy variation between the regions (see Table 5.12b). 

Tablee 5.13: Television programs most watched by Armenians in Georgia and by 
Georgianss (living in the same regions as Armenians) 

WHICHH PROGRAMS DO 
YOUU MOSTLY WATCH 

ONN TELEVISION? 

Specificc television programs 
watched d 

Totall Total (100%); TV 
programs s 

Geoo Arm Rus 

Armenians s 

Georgians s 
URBAN N 

RURAL L 

27%27% 96% 

43%43% 95% 
4% 4% 
5% 5% 

72% 72% 
56% 56% 

Watchess Don't 
variouss watch 

pro-- TV 
grams s 

TOTAL L 

URBAN N 

RURAL L 

TOTAL L 

39% 39% 

49% 49% 

25% 25% 

30% 30% 

20% 20% 

26% 26% 

5% 5% 

96% 96% 

13% 13% 

47% 47% 

--

67% 67% 

74% 74% 

47% 47% 

4% 4% 

60% 60% 

50% 50% 

74% 74% 

69% 69% 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 
1% 1% 

482 2 

180 0 

302 2 

420 0 

200 0 

220 0 

Tablee 5.14: Radio programs most listened to by Armenians in Georgia and by Georgians 
(livingg in the same regions as Armenians) 

WHICHH PROGRAMS DO 
YOUU MOSTLY LISTEN 
TOO ON THE RADIO? 

Specificc radio programs 
listenedd to 

Totall Total (100%): radio 
programs s 

Geoo Arm Rus 

Listenss to Don't 
variouss listen 

programss to the 
radio o 

Armenians s 

Georgians s 

TOTAL L 

URBAN N 

RURAL L 

TOTAL L 

URBAN N 

RURAL L 

22% 22% 

28% 28% 

11% 11% 

41% 41% 

41% 41% 

48% 48% 

26% 26% 

32% 32% 

3% 3% 

100% 100% 

100% 100% 

99% 99% 

23% 23% 

6% 6% 

90% 90% 

--

_ _ 

51% 51% 

62% 62% 

7% 7% 

--

1% 1% 

24% 24% 

23% 23% 

24% 24% 

34% 34% 

36% 36% 

13% 13% 

55% 55% 

49% 49% 

65% 65% 

25% 25% 

24% 24% 

40% 40% 

482 2 

180 0 

302 2 

420 0 

200 0 

220 0 

Thee frequency with which Armenians watch television and listen to radio programs 
cannott be analyzed in such a detailed manner due to a lack of equal distribution of 
programss over the various research regions, and the small proportion of Armenians 
predominantlyy only watching television and listening to radio programs in one language. 
Yet,, a similar variation between urban and rural Armenians is visible, with rural 
Armenianss revealing a stronger Armenian ethnic identity (see Tables 5.13 and 5.14). As 
withh newspapers, the choice of television and radio seems to be influenced by the mother 
tongue,, the 'capital' effect and the public language issue again, as more urban Armenians 
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watchh and listen to Georgian programs on television and radio. Comparison with 
Georgianss living in the same regions supports the connection between mother tongue, 
self-identificationn and ethnic behavior, as almost all of them enjoy Georgian television 
andd radio programs. 

Al ll  in all, behavior with regard to the self-identification of Armenians in Georgia appears 
too vary with the percentage they account for in the regional population: the larger this 
proportion,, the more they make use of Armenians institutions like schools, churches and 
thee media. This is especially true in the rural areas of Akhaltsikhe and Javakheti where 
Armenianss make up about half the total population and the overwhelming majority of the 
regionall  population. Those who do not use Armenian ethnic institutions mainly turn to 
Russiann schools and media, while attending Armenian ethnic churches less frequently. 
Thiss is the case among the Armenian minorities in the cities of Tbilisi and Batumi. The 
Armeniann minority in the rural region of Sighnaghi turns predominantly to Georgian 
institutionss instead. 

Thiss pattern is comparable to the distribution of mother tongue and particularism 
amongg Armenians in Georgia, which already appeared to correlate significantly. And 
indeedd there are some significant correlations of those factors with the ethnic behavior of 
Armenianss regarding ethnic institutions as well.23 Apparently, besides the fact that almost 
alll  Armenians proudly perceive of themselves as belonging to the Armenian ethnic 
group,, their proportion in the regional population is the most important factor affecting 
bothh their ascribed Armenian identity and self-identification. The only exception to this 
rulee is their religious adherence, which is predominantly influenced by the particular 
historyy of the region. 

Thee general correlation between ascribed ethnic identity and ethnic self-
identificationidentification is confirmed by the Georgians living in the same regions as Armenians. 
Unlikee the Armenians, however, this is not affected by their proportion in the regional 
populationn and hardly reveals any variation between regions. Apparently, a titular ethnic 
groupp is less likely to change its ethnic identity than an ethnic minority group in a state, 
evenn if they only form a minority in the regional population. 

Thee ascribed Russian identity and self-identification that exists mainly among the 
urbann Armenian minorities increasingly appears to be a matter of practical consideration 
andd historical continuity than of Russian ethnic identification. In addition to the almost 
universall  proud perception of being Armenian among these Armenians with a partly 
Russiann ethnic identity, the preference for Russian education appeared to be motivated 
primarilyy by practical more than ethnic reasons. The only exception is that these partly 
'Russified'' Armenians are less particularistic. Thus, when primary loyalties are at stake, 
theyy would not necessarily be unswervingly loyal to the Armenian ethnic group. 

Georgiann self-identification among the rural Armenian minority in Sighnaghi 
cannott be further analyzed, as their number is too small to reflect their motivations for 
usingg Georgian institutions. Yet, their exceptional perception of belonging to the 

Thee significant correlation of mother tongue and school preference has already been mentioned in the 
text.. In addition, particularism correlates significantly with school preference (Fisher Exact 1 -sided = 
0.004,, Cramer's V = 0.163) and frequency of attending an ethnic church (Chi-square = 0.030, Cramer's V 
== 0.158). (Georgian as mother tongue and Georgian schools are not included as their numbers are too 
small.) ) 
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Georgiann ethnic group has already revealed that this Georgian identification is not 
practicallyy but rather ethnically motivated. 

5.45.4 Chosen  ethnic  identity:  Inter-ethnic  relations  - perception 

Anotherr aspect of the chosen ethnic identity is the attitude of Armenians towards the 
majorityy ethnic group in Georgia, the Georgians. In this section, an analysis is made of 
Armeniann perceptions of inter-ethnic relationships with Georgians, reflecting a scale of 
decreasingg social distances: Georgians as neighbors, as friends, as bosses at work, and as 
marriagee partners. 

Inn the view of Armenians, there certainly exists a cleavage between Armenians 
andd Georgians (see Table 5.15), not so much regarding having Georgian neighbors or 
friends,, which hardly any Armenian would dislike (3% : 5%) and a majority would even 
appreciatee (64% : 52%), but concerning a Georgian boss at work or a Georgian partner. 
Onlyy a minority of Armenians would appreciate a Georgian boss at work (38%) and a 
substantiall  number would actively dislike this (15%). When it comes to having a 
Georgiann partner, the perceived ethnic cleavage is more evident: no more than one in five 
Armenianss would like to have a Georgian spouse (20%), while more than a third would 
dislikee such intermarriage (36%). Most Armenians apparently only appreciate contacts 
withh Georgians if the relationship is not too close, as with neighbors or friends. But when 
itt involves individual and even subordinate relations, as with a boss at work or with a 
partner,, Armenians are much more hesitant about contacts with Georgians. The fact that 
Armeniann women reveal significantly more dislike for intermarriage than Armenian men 
(seee footnote to Table 5.15) also supports the notion that Armenians are especially 
hesitantt about subordination to a Georgian, since women in this traditional society tend to 
bee subordinate to their husbands.24 

Ass in the total group of Armenians, both among urban and rural Armenians and 
alsoo at the regional level, the variation in attitude towards different relationships with 
Georgianss also reflects the scale of social distance perfectly: Georgian neighbors are 
mostlyy liked, Georgian friends slightly less so, a Georgian boss much less, and the idea of 
aa Georgian partner would hardly be tolerated at all. Yet, besides this similarity between 
thee regions, there are striking differences. At first glance, this seems to concern a clear 
urban-rurall  cleavage but in fact there are significant differences between the various 
regions,, especially between the rural regions. 

244 A majority of Armenians stated that it is important for workers to do whatever their employers tell them 
(69%),, and for women to do whatever their husband tells them (66%) - weighted with weighting factor 
'total'' (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods). Again, as among Georgians (see Chapter 4), in the 
casee of intermarriage the issue of surnames is connected with this subordination: one can often hear that 
intermarriagee for a man is less problematic than for a woman because when a man marries a woman of 
anotherr ethnicity, the ethnic surname is preserved, which is not the case when a woman marries a man of 
anotherr ethnicity. (Armenian and Georgian surnames are clearly distinguishable.) 
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Tablee 5.15: Attitudes of Armenians in Georgia towards Georgians 

WOULDD YOU 
LIKEE TO HAVE ... 

TOTAL L 

„„ Tbilisi 

cc Batumi 

'cc URBAN 

EE Sighnaghi 
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TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

" ww Batumi 

.11 URBAN 

<¥¥ Sighnaghi 
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39% 39% 

8% 8% 

14% 14% 

CD D 

b b 

3% % 

1% 1% 

--
1% 1% 

2% 2% 

1% 1% 

7% 7% 

6% 6% 

11 ® 
cc 5 

QQ 2 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 

--
1% 1% 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 
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38% 38% 

36% 36% 
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37% 37% 
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40% 40% 
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39% 39% 
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42% 42% 

57% 57% 
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3% % 

4% 4% 

13% 13% 

37% 37% 
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11 v 

QQ z 
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4% 4% 

--
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7% 7% 

7% 7% 
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* • ** CD 

QQ z 

7% % 

2% % 

--
2% % 

4% % 

f% % 

f% % 

1% 1% 
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20% 20% 

17% 17% 

33% 33% 
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26% 26% 

23% 23% 
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33% % 

44% 44% 
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32% 32% 

15% 15% 

19% 19% 

CD D 
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36% % 

29% 29% 

30% 30% 

29% 29% 

5% 5% 

56% 56% 

45% 45% 

47% 47% 

11 S3 
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10% 10% 
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n= = 

482 2 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

85 5 

79 9 

138 8 

302 2 

255 Significant correlation with age (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Armenianss of 55 years and older would like Georgian neighbors. 

GEO.. NEIGHBORS 

ARM M 
l8-34y. . 
35-544 y. 
>== 55 y. 

L L 
57% % 
74% % 
74% % 

M M 
33% % 
22% % 
24% % 

D D 
9% % 
3% % 
l% % 

D/N N 
1% % 
1% % 

--

n= n= 
141 141 
194 194 
146 146 

266 Significant correlation with age and sex (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively 
manyy Armenians of 55 years and older have less dislike of the idea of a Georgian boss or partner, while 
relativelyy many Armenian women dislike the idea of a Georgian partner. 
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Thee regional variation in attitude towards inter-ethnic relations with Georgians 
significantlyy correlates with the proportion of Armenians in the regional population. 
Fromm the analysis on the ascribed ethnic identity and ethnic self-identification, one would 
expectt the Armenian regional minorities with a relatively weak Armenian ethnic identity 
too be more positive about inter-ethnic relations with Georgians than Armenians who 
makee up a large part of the regional population and have a relatively strong Armenian 
ethnicc identity. Remarkably however, this is only the case regarding the 'closer' relations 
ass with a Georgian as a boss or a partner: the larger the proportion of Armenians in the 
regionall  population, the less they would want to have a Georgians as a boss or partner 
andd the more they dislike close inter-ethnic relationships (Georgian boss: Sighnaghi 77%-
4%;; Batumi 52%-3%; Tbilisi 36%-3%; Akhaltsikhe 40%-13%; Javakheti 38%-37%) 
(Georgiann partner: Sighnaghi 75%-5%; Batumi 33%-30%; Tbilisi 17%-29%; Akhaltsikhe 
11%-56%;; Javakheti 26%-45%). 

Concerningg more distant relationships with Georgian neighbors or friends, 
contraryy to the expectation based on the ascribed ethnic identity and ethnic self-
identificationn of Armenians in Georgia, it appears that the higher their percentage in the 
populationn of a region, the more they actually appreciate Georgian neighbors or friends 
(Javakhetii  84%-78%; Akhaltsikhe 58%-51%; Tbilisi 50%-36%; Batumi 74%(!)-36% -
hardlyy anyone explicitly dislikes such inter-ethnic relationships). The only exception is 
thee extremely small minority of Armenians in Sighnaghi who, in line with their high 
degreee of integration and even assimilation into the Georgian ethnic group, are extremely 
positivee about all kinds of relationships with Georgians (92% -80%). 

Thatt Armenians who make up a larger percentage of the regional population and 
havee a stronger Armenian ethnic identity appreciate Georgian neighbors and friends to a 
greaterr extent is probably the result of the question of inter-ethnic relationships being 
moree hypothetical in their case - although apparently this only counts regarding 
relationshipss that are not close or subordinate. However, it might also be the result of 
locall  Georgians being increasingly inclined to use Armenian as a public language as the 
proportionn of Armenians in the region rises, thereby making themselves more acceptable 
too Armenians as neighbors or friends (see Footnote 5). And, finally, there seems to be a 
correlationn with the perceptions of change in inter-ethnic relations over the last decade, as 
provedd by the case among Georgians as well (see Chapter Four). 

Whenn Armenians were asked whether and how their relationships with Georgians 
hadd changed over the last 10 years, most answered that relations had remained about the 
samee (57%) (see Table 5.16). However, among the rest of the Armenians, opinions vary 
substantially.. A considerable minority perceive an improvement in inter-ethnic relations 
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overr the last decade (15%) but a sizeable number of Armenians had experienced a 
deteriorationn in these relations since Georgia's independence (19%). There is a clear 
differencee between the perception of urban and rural Armenians in this regard but the 
regionall  variation is even more marked - varying largely in the same way as the 
Armeniann attitude towards Georgians as neighbors or friends. 

Tablee 5.16: Perceptio n of chang e in inter-ethni c relationship s durin g the last decad e 
amon gg Armenian s in Georgi a 

AREE RELATIONS BETWEEN 
GEO.. AND ARM. BETTER OR 

WORSEE THAN 10 YEARS AGO? 

Better r About t 
the e 

same e 

Worse e 

TOTAL L 15% 15% 57% 57% 

Tbilis i i 
Batum i i 

URBAN N 
Sighnagh i i 
Akhaltsikh e e 
Javakhet i i 

RURAL L 

19% 19% 

9% 9% 

5% 5% 

8% 8% 

17% 17% 

6% 6% 

29% 29% 

25% 25% 

57% 57% 

67% 67% 

58% 58% 

79% 79% 

49% 49% 

57% 57% 

56% 56% 

25% 25% 

18% 18% 

24% 24% 

1% 1% 

32% 32% 

7% 7% 

12% 12% 

Don'tt know/ 
Noo answer 

9% % 482 2 

10% 10% 

11% 11% 

10% 10% 

4% 4% 

13% 13% 

7% 7% 

8% 8% 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

85 5 

79 9 

138 8 

302 2 

Inn line with their relatively positive perception of Georgian neighbors and friends, 
Armenianss in Sighnaghi and Javakheti are positive about the changes in inter-ethnic 
relationss over the last 10 years. Most Armenians in Sighnaghi perceived relations to have 
remainedd the same (79%) or even to have improved (17%) during the last decade. It is no 
surprisee that Armenians in this region, with their background of peaceful assimilation 
withh Georgians, want no further changes in Armenian-Georgian relations, as they are 
alreadyy good. 

Inn Javakheti, the majority of Armenians think that inter-ethnic relations have 
remainedd the same (57%) or even improved in the last decade (29%). This is in 
accordancee with recent historical events in Javakheti during which inter-ethnic relations 
developedd from overt conflict in the early 1990s into a situation of underlying tensions in 
aa generally peaceful situation. This is not to say that inter-ethnic relations are optimal at 
present,, as is shown in the desired changes in these relationships among Armenians in 
Javakheti.. While most would just like better relations, more mutual understanding, and 
relationss to be more fraternal, some were more explicit in hoping that the rights of 
Armenianss in Georgia would improve or, more specifically, they wanted the emphasis on 

277 Significant correlation with age (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Armenianss between 35-55 years think inter-ethnic relations have deteriorated over the last 10 years. 
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ethnicc distinction to decrease. But with relations having stabilized, they have no 
objectionss to having Georgians as neighbors and friends, probably because the chance of 
thiss happening is minimal in this overwhelmingly Armenian populated region and 
becausee many Georgians living in Javakheti are willin g to speak Armenian in public. 

Thee relatively negative perception of Armenians in both Tbilisi and Batumi about 
havingg Georgian neighbors or friends also correlates with a relatively negative perception 
off  change in inter-ethnic relations over the last decade. In Tbilisi, only a small proportion 
off  Armenians had experienced an improvement in their relations with Georgians (9%), 
whilee no less than a quarter actually feel that these relations have worsened in the last 
decadee (25%). This is again understandable given the developments in inter-ethnic 
relationss in Tbilisi in the last decade, the city perceived by local Armenians as their 
hometownn since they have lived there for centuries. As capital of Georgia and the seat of 
thee government, the expression of Georgian nationalism in the early 1990s was most 
overtt in Tbilisi (see Chapter Three). Moreover, the negative perception of Armenian 
supportt for Abkhaz independence manifests itself in Tbilisi, where many Georgian 
refugeess from Abkhazia are temporally housed in hotels, significantly more than in the 
otherr research regions. And, finally, the urbanization of rural Georgians mostly focuses 
onn the capital Tbilisi and, according to many Armenians in this city, these provincial 
Georgianss are less cosmopolitan and, therefore, less tolerant of people of another 
ethnicity. . 

Thatt Armenian-Georgian relations are still tense in Tbilisi today is reflected in the 
answerss of Armenians to the question about what they would like to change in their 
relationss with Georgians. A substantial number refrained from answering this question 
(21%),, and only a few stated that their relations were already good enough, while the rest 
hopedd that Armenian-Georgian relations would improve. Most of the latter group just 
madee general remarks about better relations, more solidarity and more calm and 
respectfull  relationships. But those who were more explicit stated, for instance, that they 
wouldd like to see inter-ethnic relations return to how they were; that fear of Armenians 
wouldd disappear in the future; that the nationality [ethnicity] question would cease to 
existt and even that the Armenian-Georgian conflict would disappear; that Armenians 
couldd live in Georgia without fear; that Georgians would recognize the right of 
Armenianss to call Georgia their homeland and to accept them as equal citizens of 
Georgia;; that there be full equality of rights for Georgians and Armenians in Georgia; 
thatt Armenians would not be oppressed anymore and Georgians would stop considering 
Armenianss as lower-class people; that Georgians would stop threatening to expel 
Armenianss from Georgia; that Georgian refugees would not stress ethnic differences so 
much;; that Georgians from villages would treat people of a different ethnicity in a more 
civilizedd way; and that the new Georgian population in Tbilisi would no longer despise 
Armenians.. Against this background of inter-ethnic developments in Tbilisi, it is not 
surprisingg that Armenians are relatively more negative about the idea of Georgian 
neighborss and friends than would be expected from their ascribed Armenian identity and 
Armeniann self-identification. 

Inn Batumi, the negative perception of Armenians towards Georgians as neighbors 
andd friends also corresponds to their perception of change in inter-ethnic relations over 
thee last decade. A substantial proportion of these Armenians perceive these relations to 
havee deteriorated (18%) and only a very small number of Armenians think that inter-
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ethnicc relations have improved since Georgia's independence (5%). While in Batumi this 
iss due to Georgian nationalism and Armenian support for the Abkhaz in the war over 
Abkhaziaa in the early 1990s as well, the position of Armenians in Batumi has also 
deterioratedd as a result of ethnic tensions in the early 1990s and the authoritarian 
leadershipp of the region by the Georgian Abashidze (see Chapter Three). Together with 
thee general animosity between Armenians and Georgians, this repressive local regime has 
causedd serious dissatisfaction among Armenians in Batumi, as is reflected in their desired 
changess in inter-ethnic relations. A considerable percentage of Armenians declined to 
answerr (27%) and many Armenians just declared they would like better relations based 
onn mutual understanding and respect. But Armenians who were more specific stated, for 
instance,, that they hoped relations would be as good as a decade ago; that Georgians 
wouldd be more trustful of Armenians; that Armenians would have equal rights; that 
Georgianss would permit them to open shops; that Armenians would have the same rights 
forr trade and in political positions; that Armenians would be admitted to leadership posts; 
thatt Armenians would have more civic rights; that jobs would be distributed without 
lookingg at the ethnicity of applicants; and that ethnic distinctions would be less 
emphasized. . 

Thee only contradiction between actual attitudes towards Georgian neighbors or 
friendss and the perception of change in Armenian-Georgian relations over the last ten 
yearss seems to be in Akhaltsikhe. While many Armenians in this region perceive inter-
ethnicc relations to have deteriorated in the last decade (32%) and only a few Armenians 
thinkk their relations with Georgians have actually improved (6%), most still have a 
positivee attitude towards Georgian neighbors or friends. Apparently in this region, instead 
off  changes in inter-ethnic relations, what is more influential to attitudes towards having 
Georgianss as neighbors and friends is the fact that inter-ethnic relations are more 
hypotheticall  because of the large proportion of Armenians in the regional population, and 
thee fact that many Georgians are willin g to speak Armenian in public. This might also be 
thee result of inter-ethnic relations not having developed into open conflict until now -
unlikee in Tbilisi and Javakheti - nor being clearly strained by an authoritarian leader as 
iss the case in Batumi. Therefore, actual tensions in these relations are less obvious and do 
nott burden the neighborhood and friendship relations (yet) - or, it could be that 
Armenianss in Akhaltsikhe want to keep up such an appearance. This is confirmed by 
theirr particular care in revealing their desired changes in inter-ethnic relations with 
Georgians,, as many Armenians did not even answer this question (41%), and the others 
justt reflected general wishes such as better relations; relations as in the past; or equality 
off  rights. As shown in Chapter Four, Georgians in Akhaltsikhe appeared to be similarly 
vaguee in this regard. 

Al ll  in all, analysis of Armenian perceptions of inter-ethnic relations with Georgians only 
partlyy reinforces the earlier conclusion that the proportion of Armenians in the regional 
populationn correlates positively with their Armenian ethnic identity. In this instance, one 
wouldd expect a greater dislike of relations with Georgians as the proportion of Armenians 
increases.. But this is only the case regarding close and/or subordinate inter-ethnic 
relationss (as with a Georgian boss or partner) that have a low preference in general. 
Concerningg the more appreciated neighborhood and friendship relations, the correlation 
withh the proportional factor is actually the other way around: the larger the proportion of 
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Armenianss in the regional population, the more they like such relations with Georgians -
withh the exception of the extremely small minority of Armenians in Sighnaghi, who are 
quitee positive about Georgians as neighbors or friends. 

Inn regions where Armenians make up a large part of the regional population, 
neighborhoodd and friendship relations are more hypothetical and Georgians are more 
inclinedd to adapt to the partly Armenian environment. A significant influence also stems 
fromm the development of inter-ethnic relations, as is confirmed by Georgians living in the 
samee regions. Armenians in Sighnaghi are positive about Georgian neighbors and friends 
andd about the development of inter-ethnic relations because they have always perceived 
thesee relations to have been good and have no additional hopes for such relations. Those 
inn Javakheti are positive in both regards because the current situation is relatively 
peacefull  compared to that in the early 1990s, for which the underlying tensions are still 
reflectedd in their desire for further improvements in inter-ethnic relations. Armenians in 
Tbilisii  and Batumi are negative in both regards because they still feel discriminated 
againstt and want fairer treatment. Only Armenians in Akhaltsikhe combine a positive 
attitudee towards Georgian neighbors and friends with a negative perception of the 
developmentt of inter-ethnic relations. But their vague answers to what they would like to 
changee seem to indicate that deteriorating inter-ethnic relations have not (yet) crystallized 
intoo outspoken inter-ethnic tensions, and, therefore, probably do not (yet) stand in the 
wayy of positive neighborhood and friendship relationships with Georgians or at least 
thatt is how they would like it to appear. 

5.55.5 Chosen  ethnic  identity:  Inter-ethnic  relations  - behavior 

Too compare the inter-ethnic attitudes of both Armenians and Georgians with their inter-
ethnicc behavior, rates of actual friendships and intermarriages are considered. This should 
reveall  the extent to which both Armenians and Georgians are predominantly focused on 
theirr own ethnic group and how well they are integrated with other ethnic groups. 

Thee behavior of Armenians concerning inter-ethnic friendships is in line with 
theirr attitude towards such friendships: about half of the Armenians would like Georgian 
friendss (52%), and, in reality, indeed about half of the Armenians have friends of non-
Armeniann or another ethnicity (57%),28 of which a small number (5%) have mostly 
Georgiann friends (see Table 5.17). 

Thee regional variation in the behavior of Armenians towards non-Armenian 
friendss appears to run almost completely counter to their perception of such inter-ethnic 
friendships.. While Armenians in Akhaltsikhe and Javakheti have a relatively positive 
perceptionn of Georgian friends, in fact, they more frequently have predominantly 
Armeniann friends than those in Tbilisi and Batumi, who have a relatively negative 
perceptionn of Georgian friends. Only Armenians in Sighnaghi actually combine a positive 
attitudee with many non-Armenian friendships. Like many other factors of Armenian 
ethnicc identity, the proportion of Armenians in the regional population once more appears 

Unfortunately,, the data do not reveal whether and to what extent these various ethnicities include 
Georgians. . 
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too be the most influential: the larger this proportion, the less likely they are to have 
mainlyy friends of non-Armenian ethnicity. This is no surprise, as in addition to the 
strengthh of the Armenian ethnic identity, the chance to meet people of another ethnicity 
alsoo decreases with a larger proportion of Armenians in the regional population. Of the 
populationss in Sighnaghi, Batumi and Tbilisi, no less than 98 percent, 90 percent and 88 
percentt respectively is not Armenian, while in Akhaltsikhe 'only' 57 percent is not 
Armeniann and in Javakheti not more than 9 percent of the regional population belongs to 
anotherr ethnic group.29 To gain some further insight into this influence of opportunity, a 
comparisonn can be made with another factor of inter-ethnic group behavior, namely 
intermarriage.. But first, an analysis of Armenian behavior towards intermarriage itself is 
presented. . 

Tablee 5.17: People with whom Armenians in Georgia spend most of their free time* 

OFF W H I C H ETHNICITY A R E All or most ly All or most ly Most ly other or 
T H EE PEOPL E Y O U S P E N D Armenian Georg ian var ious 
MOSTT FREE T IME W I T H ? ethnicit ies 

T O T A LL 42% 5% 52% 481 
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«« Batumi 

|| URBAN 
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21% 21% 

14% 14% 

21% 21% 

1% 1% 

32% 32% 

82% 82% 

72% 72% 

7% 7% 

18% 18% 

8% 8% 

65% 65% 

2% 2% 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 

71% 71% 

68% 68% 

71% 71% 

33% 33% 

66% 66% 

18% 18% 

27% 27% 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

84 4 

79 9 

138 8 

301 1 

** The category 'no answer' is not included in this table since it contains only one Armenian respondent in 
Sighnaghi. . 

Thee general attitudes and behavior of Armenians with regard to intermarriage are 
comparable:: only a minority of Armenians would like a Georgian partner (20%), and in 
reality,, a minority of Armenians who got married in 1996/1997 actually had a Georgian 
partnerr (13%),30 while most married within the Armenian ethnic group (80%) (see Table 
5.18). . 

Contraryy to variations in inter-ethnic friendships, variations in perception and 
behaviorr towards intermarriage not only coincide but their content corresponds as well: 
Armenianss in both Akhaltsikhe and Javakheti have a more negative perception of 

299 The absolute number of Armenians and their mobility between regions might also affect the level of 
inter-ethnicc contact. But since the absolute number of Armenians exceeds 1000 in all research regions and 
mobilityy is limited in this economically ruined country, neither factor is included in this analysis. The only 
exceptionn is Sighnaghi, where fewer than 1000 Armenians reside, which seems part of the explanation for 
theirr exceptional integrative behavior. 
300 Actual intermarriages confirm that the majority are marriages between Armenian women and Georgian 
menn (60%) rather than the other way around (40%). Source: Z. Gokadze, researcher in the Department of 
Sociology,, Georgian Academy of Sciences, Tbilisi, and the Georgian State Department of Statistics, 
Tbilisi. . 
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intermarriagee than Armenians in Tbilisi and Batumi (the number of Armenians marrying 
inn Sighnaghi is too small to include in this analysis) and, indeed, a smaller proportion of 
themm married a Georgian in 1996/1997 (10% : 0% - 18% : 15%), while most married 
withinn their own ethnic group (87% : 100%»). The perception correlates with the 
proportionn of Armenians in the regional population, as does the rate of intermarriage with 
Georgians:: the larger the proportion of Armenians in the regional population, the less 
frequentlyy they marry someone of another ethnicity. 

Tablee 5.18: Intermarriage of Armenians in Georgia (1996/1997)* 

ACTUA LL RATES OF Marriage Intermarriage Intermarriage 
INTERMARRIAG EE within own of Georgians with someone 

BETWEENN GEORGIANS & ethnic group and of another 
ARMENIAN SS Armenians ethnicity 

TOTAL L 80% 80% 13% 13% 8% 8% 

nn = (no. 
married d 

persons) ) 

11 576 
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71% 71% 

54% 54% 

71% 71% 
** * 

87% 87% 

100% 100% 

99% 99% 

18% 18% 

15% 15% 

18% 18% 

**100 **100 
% % 

10% 10% 

--
--

11% 11% 

31% 31% 

11% 11% 
** * 

3% 3% 

--
--

893 3 

26 6 

919 9 

1 1 

106 6 

550 0 

657 7 

** The intermarriage rates in Tbilisi are from 1996, and in the other regions from 1997. 
*** Note that these results are based only on the marriage of one Armenian in Sighnaghi. 
Source:Source: Z. Gokadze, researcher in the Department of Sociology, Georgian Academy of Sciences, 
Tbilisi,Tbilisi, and the Georgian State Department of Statistics, Tbilisi. 

Off  course, the ethnic group's proportion in the regional population not only 
definess an attitude but also the opportunity to meet people of another ethnicity, and, thus, 
thee chance to intermarry. A comparison is made of the proportion of inter-ethnic 
friendshipss and intermarriages versus the proportion in the population. 

Thee extent of inter-ethnic friendships correlates more closely to the proportion of 
Armenianss in the regional population than the extent of intermarriages (see Figure 5.1). 
Inter-ethnicc friendships, thus, seem dependent primarily on the chance to meet people 
fromm another ethnicity. While intermarriages increase with an increasing proportion of 
Armenianss in the population, they seem more dependent on the strength of the ethnic 
identity,, a factor that correlates with the proportion of Armenians in the regional 
population.. On the basis of these two kinds of inter-ethnic relations only, it seems that the 
closerr these relations, the more influential the factor of ethnic identity on the behavior of 
Armenianss becomes, and the less important the proportion of Armenians in the regional 
population. . 

Comparisonn with Georgians living in the same regions confirms this conclusion, 
ass their extent of inter-ethnic friendships also correlates more closely with their 
proportionn in the regional population than intermarriage. As among Armenians, the 
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extentt of intermarriage among Georgians seems more dependent on the strength of their 
ethnicc identity, which in their case hardly varies between the regions. 

Figuree 5.1: Proportion of Armenians in Georgia in the regional population, with a strong 
ethnicc identity,* with mostly friends of their own ethnic identity, and marrying 
withinn their ethnic group in 1996/1997, and compared to Georgians living in 
thee same regions of Georgia 
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** For Armenians based on the average proportion of Armenians with Armenian as their mother tongue, 
belongingg to the Armenian Orthodox church, feeling Armenian, being proud of being Armenian, thinking that 
Armenianss are the best, sending their children to Armenian schools, attending the Armenian church 
frequently,, and reading Armenian newspapers - and for Georgians based on these Georgian ethnic identity 
factors. . 

Alll  in all, Armenian behavior with regard to inter-ethnic relations with Georgians varies 
predominantlyy with the proportion of Armenians in the regional population, which not 
onlyy correlates with many other factors of ethnic identity but also defines the opportunity 
forr such inter-ethnic relations. Comparison between inter-ethnic friendships and 
intermarriagess reveals, however, that this opportunity factor is relatively more significant 
inn the case of friendships, which, in spite of the negative correlation between regional 
proportionn and perception of Georgian friends, follows the line of regional proportion 
almostt exactly. Intermarriages, on the other hand, seem to correlate more strongly with 
thee average strength of Armenian ethnic identity in the region. This seems generally the 
casee as Georgians living in the same regions reveal similar correlations between regional 
proportion,, ethnic identity, inter-ethnic friendships and intermarriage. 

5.65.6 Conclusions on the strength of and variation in the ethnic 
identityidentity of Armenians 

Altogether,, Armenians have a strong sense of Armenian ethnic identity: almost all 
Armenianss feel Armenian and take pride in their Armenian ethnic identity (see Table 
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5.19).. Yet, concerning all other markers of ethnic identity, Armenians reveal a less 
homogeneouss Armenian ethnic identification. 

Remarkably,, those Armenians with a seemingly weaker Armenian ethnic identity 
oftenn did not adopt a more Georgian ethnic identification but instead a more Russian one 
-- with Russian as their mother tongue and their choice of Russian schools and media. 
However,, this occurrence of Russian ethnic identity markers does not necessarily indicate 
ann ethnic integration of Armenians with the Russian ethnic group. After all, Russian used 
too be the lingua franca during Soviet times and a good knowledge of the language was 
nott only a status symbol but also offered wider future possibilities. The fact that almost 
alll  Armenians in Georgia identify themselves as Armenian and are proud of this ethnic 
identificationn indicates that these practical reasons are indeed the cause of their partly 
Russiann ethnic identification, and not an identification with the Russian ethnic group or, 
inn the past, with the so-called 'homo Sovieticus'. This is confirmed by the predominantly 
practicall  reasons mentioned for the preference of Russian education. Yet, the Russian 
ethnicc identity markers might still reflect a difference in the surroundings, position, status 
andd orientation of Armenians, which is revealed by their less particularistic attitude 
towardss the Armenian ethnic group. 

Thee almost complete lack of Georgian ethnic identity markers among Armenians 
signifiess that, in spite of the seemingly ethnic heterogeneity among Armenians, the ethnic 
cleavagee between Armenians and Georgians in Georgia is very clear.31 The existence of 
thiss ethnic cleavage is further proven by the ascribed ethnic identity and the chosen ethnic 
self-identificationn among Georgians, which appears to be almost completely 
homogeneouslyy Georgian. The fact that a majority of both Armenians and Georgians 
statee that their ethnic group is the best is another clear indicator of such an ethnic 
cleavage,, and denotes that the majority perceive this cleavage as unbridgeable. 

Fromm the attitudes of Armenians towards Georgians, it can further be concluded 
thatt the more intimate types of relationships with Georgians are rejected and in fact 
hardlyy ever occur. This indicates that while in general daily life the cleavage between 
Armenianss and Georgians is not very pronounced - in neighborhood or friendship 
relationshipss - in more personal, and especially subordinate situations such as work or 
maritall  relations, the ethnic cleavage is clearly important. This conclusion is mirrored by 
Georgians,, as they also perceive close inter-ethnic relations with Armenians as less than 
desirable,, especially when such relations involve subordination to the other ethnic group 
(seee Chapter Four). In general these Armenian-Georgian relations have stayed more or 
lesss the same since Georgian independence. A majority of both Armenians and Georgians 
agreee that nothing has changed in their inter-ethnic relations since that time, while the 
restt of both ethnic groups is divided between a positive and negative judgment t 
concerningg this issue - with Georgians slightly more negative. 

11 Armenians with Russian as their mother tongue, for instance, also do not have a more positive perception 
off  inter-ethnic relations with Georgians. 
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Tablee 5.19: Overview of the ethnic identity of Armenians in Georgia (and compared to 
Georgianss living in the same regions as Armenians) 
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Continuationn of Table 5.19 
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Whenn analyzing regional variations in Armenian ethnic identity, the most important 
contextuall  factor affecting ethnic identification among Armenians appears to be their 
proportionn in the regional population: the larger the proportion of Armenians in the 
regionall  population, the stronger their Armenian ethnic identity. This rule applies to 
almostt all the markers of ethnic identity analyzed in this research (see Table 5.20). The 
onlyy exceptions are the perception of being proud to be Armenian, which is equally 
strongg among almost all Armenians; the attitude towards Georgians as neighbors or 
friends,, which is more negative in urban than in rural areas; and the religion of 
Armenians,, which appears to be mainly dependent on specific regional history. 
Concerningg Armenian behavior towards inter-ethnic relations with Georgians, not only 
thee preference but also the chance to actually meet Georgians is an influential factor. 
Whenn comparing Armenian behavior towards friendships and marriage, however, it 
appearss that this opportunity factor is more significant regarding inter-ethnic friendships 
thann intermarriage, which appears to be much more dependent on the overall strength of 
Armeniann ethnic identity. Since opportunity also seems to affect Georgian behavior 
towardss non-Georgian friends to a large extent, inter-ethnic friendships do not seem to be 
aa strong indicator of ethnic identity in this case. 

Itt should be noted that the substitute ethnic orientation of Armenians who have a 
weakerr Armenian ethnic identification is not homogeneous. While generally Armenians 
withoutt any Armenian ethnic markers have adopted Russian ethnic markers instead, the 
smalll  Armenian minority in the rural region of Sighnaghi has largely moved over to a 
Georgiann ethnic identity. That Russian instead of Georgian ethnic markers mainly 
replacedd Armenian ethnic markers among Armenians with a weak Armenian ethnic 
identityy is understandable in the light of the region's history. Even before Soviet times, 
Georgiaa was part of the Russian Empire, the Russian language became prominent and 
Russiann institutions were established, especially in the cities where the Russian autocracy 
wass seated and where the majority of Armenians in Georgia resided. And, as stated 
before,, Russian became the lingua franca in Georgia during Soviet times and a symbol of 
statuss and prestige, in addition to being a necessary prerequisite for any serious career. 

Armenianss in Sighnaghi seem to have adopted Georgian ethnic markers as a result 
off  the composition of the population, the rural character of the region and its location. 
Armenianss only comprise an extremely small proportion of the regional population (2%) 
andd are a small group in absolute numbers (746) but, contrary to the Armenian minorities 
inn the multi-ethnic Tbilisi and Batumi, the rest of the population is almost completely 
Georgian.. Sighnaghi, being a rural region with a less mobilized and Russified population 
andd being located far from the motherland Armenia, offers favorable conditions for 
assimilationn into the Georgian ethnic group. Contrary to the Armenians with a partly 
Russiann ethnic identity, Armenians with a partly Georgian ethnic identity frequently do 
nott see themselves as Armenian anymore but proudly perceive themselves as Georgian. 
Sincee Armenians in Sighnaghi constitute only an extremely small percentage of rural 
Armenianss (0.6%), and an even smaller number of the total group of Armenians in the 
researchh (0.3%), this identification with the Georgian ethnic group is only relevant in the 
regionall  analysis, and has very littl e impact on the universally shared feelings of and 
pridee in the Armenian ethnic identity among Armenians in Georgia as a whole. 
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Tablee 5.20 Geographical differences in the ethnic identity of Armenians in Georgia (and 
comparedd to Georgians living in the same regions as Armenians) 
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Continuationn of Table 5.20 
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Inn conclusion, in spite of the fact that almost all Armenians strongly identify with the 
Armeniann ethnic group, Armenians in Georgia cannot be regarded as a homogeneous 
ethnicc group with an equally strong Armenian ethnic identity. The variation in strength of 
Armeniann ethnic identification among Armenians does not reduce the ethnic cleavage 
betweenn Armenians and Georgians, as Armenians with a weaker Armenian ethnic 
identificationn mainly focus on Russian ethnic markers. However, the majority of 
Armenianss perceive the Armenian ethnic group as the best, which means that the ethnic 
cleavagee between Armenians and Georgians actually goes beyond the level of cultural 
differencess into an ethnic hierarchy of Armenians over Georgians. Although Armenians 
aree barely mobilized - with the exception of those in Javakheti (see Chapter Four) - this 
particularismm among the majority of Armenians, combined with the fact that they almost 
alll  proudly perceive themselves as being Armenian and have interest organizations in all 
regions,, makes a political mobilization at the national level conceivable, thereby 
exacerbatingg the ethnic cleavage, especially because Georgians living in the same regions 
alll  have a strong Georgian ethnic identity, with a majority having a negative attitude 
towardss Armenians and being particularistic as well. 
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66 THE CIVIC IDENTITY OF ARMENIANS 

Ann analysis of the civic identity among Armenians in the five research areas is presented 
inn this chapter. Since the ascribed civic identity of the Armenian respondents is equal, as 
theyy are all officially citizens of Georgia, the section focuses on the chosen civic identity 
off  these Armenians. As outlined in Chapter Two, this chosen civic identity consists in the 
firstt place of support among Armenians for the regime in Georgia, both politically and 
economically.. Here, the analysis concentrates on the political legitimacy of the regime 
(6.1),, since it is expected that the economic legitimacy would hardly vary among 
Armenianss as a result of the severe economic depression that the whole of Georgia has 
beenn experiencing since the early 1990s.1 This assumption is confirmed by the high lack 
off  trust in parliament's ability to resolve major economic issues among both Armenians 
andd Georgians in almost all the research regions." The second part of the chosen civic 
identityy is the compliance of Armenians with the laws of the state that reflect the legal 
legitimacyy of the regime (6.2). These two component parts of the chosen civic identity 
aree explored against a historical and geographical background, and in the context of the 
identificationn by both the regime of the state and Georgians living in the same regions. 
Andd finally, an analysis is made of the extent to which this civic identity of Armenians in 
Georgiaa is affected by their ethnic identity (as presented in Chapter Five) in order to 
reveall  whether civic and ethnic loyalties are indeed incompatible, as often assumed in the 
literaturee (6.3). 

6.16.1 Support  for  the regime 

Thee extent of diffuse support for the regime among its intended subjects can be 
determinedd firstly by aggregate election results: voter turnout and the number of votes 
castt for anti-regime parties. The data on voter turnout, as well as the data on voting 
patterns,, are naturally sorted by constituency and not by ethnicity and thus cannot give an 
exactt insight into the extent of support for the regime among Armenians in Georgia. But 

11 The per capita Gross Domestic Product in Georgia in 1997 was only USS 667, compared to an average of 
USSS 3347 in Central and Eastern European countries of in 1997 (The Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, 
Slovenia,, Poland, Romania and Bulgaria) and an average of USS 2368 in Russia, Belarus and Ukraine in 
19977 (Worldbank Group 2002). 
22 Proportion of Armenians and Georgians who think that most important decisions about the economy 
shouldd be made by experts, not by the government and parliament. 
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ass it can be compared with voter turnout and voting behavior in the whole of Georgia, it 
cann certainly give an indication of the amountt of support for the regime in the research 
areas. . 

Tablee 6.1: Voter turnout and votes for parliamentary and (partially) 'anti-regime' parties -
Communistss and Zviadists- in the 1995 parliamentary elections 

PARLIAMENTAR Y Y 
ELECTIONS S 

GEORGIAA 1995 

TOTALL GEORGIA 

TOTAL L 

Voter r 
turn--
out t 

67% 67% 

60% 60% 

Votess for 
parliamen--

taryy parties3 

39% 39% 

35% 35% 

Votess for 

Total l 

17% 17% 

14% 14% 

(partially)) 'anti-r 

Communist t 
parties" " 

9% 9% 

7% 7% 

egime'' parties 

Zviadist t 
parties0 0 

8% 8% 

7% 7% 

Tbilisi i 

Batumi i 

URBAN N 

Sighnaghi i 

Akhaltsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

57% 57% 

64% 64% 

57% 57% 

74% 74% 

80% 80% 

75% 75% 

75% 75% 

33% 33% 

56% 56% 

35% 35% 

26% 26% 

32% 32% 

44% 44% 

36% 36% 

15% 15% 

14% 14% 

15% 15% 

16% 16% 

15% 15% 

13% 13% 

14% 14% 

6% 6% 

10% 10% 

6% 6% 

14% 14% 

13% 13% 

12% 12% 

13% 13% 

9% 9% 

4% 4% 

9% 9% 

2% 2% 

2% 2% 

1% 1% 

1% 1% 
a.. Parliamentary parties (the political parties that managed to surpass the five percent electoral threshold): 
Citizens'' Union of Georgia; All-Georgian Union for Revival; National Democratic Party; 
b.. Communists: United Communist Party of Georgia & Social Democratic Bloc; Communist Party of Georgia; 
Stalinn Communist Party; 
c.. Zviadists: Zviad's Way-Nation's Voice Bloc; 21st Century-Konstantine Gamsakhurdia Society-United 
Georgiaa Bloc. 
Source:Source: International Society for Fair Elections 1996 

Ass can be seen in Table 6.1, voter turnout in the parliamentary elections of 1995 
throughoutt the research area is slightly below the average for the whole of Georgia (67% 
:: 60%). This is the result of fewer people voting in urban areas - especially in the capital 
Tbilisii  - than in rural areas. There seems to be no difference between Armenians and 
Georgianss in this respect as voter turnout in rural Sighnaghi - where the overwhelming 
majorityy of the population is Georgian - was just as high as that in rural Javakheti where 
thee overwhelming majority of the population is Armenian. In Akhaltsikhe, where 
Armenianss and Georgian each make up about half of the population, voter turnout was 
highestt of all the mixed Armenian-Georgian regions in this research project, which might 
pointt at a more fierce competition between both groups for power. According to these 
results,, it seems that the support for the regime in Georgia is stronger in the rural than in 
thee urban area, and especially in the half Armenian-half Georgian regions. But to draw 
thee right conclusion from these data, one should take into consideration the fact that, in a 
post-communistt state like Georgia, a large part of the population - especially in the 
countrysidee - still think it is compulsory to vote in elections, as it used to be in Soviet 
times.. The analysis of the reasons given by respondents from both ethnic groups in the 
variouss research regions for their participation in the elections provide more insight into 
thiss issue, but first we turn to the support for so-called 'anti-regime' parties in these 
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regions,, which can also shed light on the support for the current liberal democratic 
regimee in Georgia. 

Thee political parties in the 1995 national elections in Georgia that to some extent 
couldd be considered 'anti-regime' were the four communist parties. While none are in 
favorr of Georgia becoming a part or a satellite state of a larger Soviet state again - unlike 
communistt parties in other post-Soviet states - they, nevertheless, (partly) rejected the 
currentt liberal democratic regime in their program. The United Communist Party of 
Georgiaa considers itself to be the legitimate successor of the former Communist Party of 
thee Soviet Union, defines its ideology as non-dogmatic Marxism-Leninism, favors a 
militaryy and customs union with former USSR republics, and has a priority for state over 
privatee property, while rejecting the presidential system and wanting to re-establish 
Soviett councils. They formed a bloc in the 1995 parliamentary elections with the Social-
Democraticc Party of Georgia, which supports a Chinese model of synthesis of market 
economyy and socialist regulation. The Communist Party of Georgia defines its ideology 
ass 'creative Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism' and promotes close relations with former 
USSRR republics. Finally, the Stalin Communist Party defines its ideology as 'Stalinist 
Communist'' and supports the restoration of socialism 'taking into account the present 
conditions'' (CIPDD 1995). 

Thee second group of political parties in the parliamentary elections in Georgia in 
19955 which to some extent could be considered 'anti-regime' were the so-called Zviadist 
parties,, supporters of the former president Zviad Gamsakhurdia who still condemn the 
overthroww of his regime in 1992 as an illegal act that destroyed a democratic government. 
Bothh the electoral bloc 'Zviad's Way-Nation's Voice' and the electoral bloc '21st 

Century-Konstantinee Gamsakhurdia Society-United Georgia' focus on the former 
president'ss followers for support and want a legal revision of the political developments 
followingg the coup d'état in 1991-1992 (CIPDD 1995). 

Inn the 1995 national elections, the three main political parties that managed to 
surpasss the five percent electoral threshold were supported by about a third of the voters, 
whilee the partially anti-regime parties received about one sixth of the votes - the rest of 
thee votes being divided between the numerous other parties participating in the elections. 
Inn total 54 political parties took part in the elections. In urban areas, the anti-regime votes 
weree cast more for Zviadist parties, while in rural areas they favored the communist 
parties,, indicating that people in the countryside were slightly more against the current 
liberall  democratic regime out of nostalgia for former Communist times, while people in 
thee cities were slightly more negative about the current regime and in disagreement with 
thee ousting of the democratically elected but authoritarian nationalistic president 
Gamsakhurdiaa in the early 1990s. As can be seen in Table 6.1, there is hardly any 
regionall  variation regarding support for these partially anti-regime parties, and, thus, 
probablyy also not between Armenians and Georgians. 

Ass already mentioned, the reasons given by Armenian respondents for their participation 
orr lack of participation in the elections is another factor that can measure the extent of 
diffusee support for the regime among its Armenian subjects. 

Tablee 6.2a shows that about half of the Armenians in the research regions claimed 
thatt they saw participating in the 1995 parliamentary elections as their duty as a citizen 
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(44%),, both in urban and in rural areas (44% / 43%), and this varied littl e between the 
individuall  research areas. Unfortunately, it is impossible to extract to what extent this 
categoryy includes Armenians who still think it is compulsory to cast their vote in national 
electionss as in Soviet times (which does not reflect a civic identity) and Armenians who 
considerr it as their duty as a citizen of Georgia (which does indicate the existence of a 
civicc identity). As it is impossible to distinguish the respondents voting out of civic duty 
withh any of these reasons and those participating because they believed it still to be 
compulsory,, it is difficult to interpret and use this result for the research on civic identity. 
Thee only significant conclusion that can be drawn is that there is hardly any variation 
betweenn the regions in this respect. 

Tablee 6.2a: Reasons for participation in the 1995 parliamentary elections among 
Armenianss in Georgia (only respondents stating to have voted) 

WHYY DID YOU VOTE IN .... _ „ . . . Don't 
T U CC nADi I A I I C U T A D V Citizens Better Other . ... 
THEE PARLIAMENTARY . , , . know/No cii rpTinkie ik.i innco duty future reason ELECTIONSS IN 1995? answer TOTALL 44% 17% 28% 11% 313 

V) V) 

c c .2 2 
'c c 
E E 
< < 

Tbilisi i 

Batumi i 

URBAN N 

Sighnaghi i 

Akhaltsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

45% % 

35% 35% 

44% 44% 

45% 45% 

37% 37% 

45% 45% 

43% 43% 

25% 25% 

21% 21% 

25% 25% 

18% 18% 

5% 5% 

7% 7% 

7% 7% 

22% 22% 

45% 45% 

24% 24% 

31% 31% 

36% 36% 

33% 33% 

34% 34% 

8% 8% 

--
8% 8% 

7% 7% 

23% 23% 

14% 14% 

16% 16% 

76 6 

29 9 

105 5 

62 2 

62 2 

84 4 

208 8 

Armenianss stating to have participated in the parliamentary elections of 1995 in 
thee hope of securing a better future were significantly more frequently found in urban 
thann in rural areas (25% : 7%) or, more precisely, in regions where Armenians are only a 
smalll  minority within the regional population which, in addition to both cities, is also the 
casee in Sighnaghi (25% : 21% : 18%). In the two other rural regions, Akhaltsikhe and 
Javakheti,, only a very small number of Armenians stated improvement as the motivation 
forr casting their vote in the elections (5% : 7%), but instead they relatively often refrained 
fromm answering this question. This might indicate that the issue of participation in 
nationall  elections is more sensitive in these regions or that Armenians here are less 
engagedd in national politics. This conclusion is supported by the other reasons mentioned 
forr participating in these elections as Armenians in Akhaltsikhe gave rather vague 
answerss such as T voted out of habit' or 'I voted because everyone does' and those in 
Javakhetii  who made rather general statements such as 'To show my opinion' or 'Because 
itt is my right' [as a citizen of Georgia]. Armenians in Tbilisi and Sighnaghi were divided 
ass to the other reasons why they cast their vote, and the group in Batumi is too small to 
furtherr differentiate. 

Whenn leaving the Armenians that voted out of duty aside because it is 
impossiblee to determine to what extent this duty reflects a civic identity - it can be 
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concludedd that the motivation for participation in the 1995 parliamentary elections 
dependedd predominantly on the proportion of Armenians in the population. Armenians 
whoo form a small minority of the regional population seem more interested in actively 
influencingg the regime to change the future for the better than those who form a large part 
off  the regional population. This is especially the case with Armenians who form a large 
partt of the regional population and who also gave other vague reasons for voting and 
relativelyy often refrained from answering the question. 

Tablee 6.2b: Reasons for participation in the 1995 parliamentary elections among 
Georgianss living in the same regions as Armenians (only respondents 
statingg to have voted) 

WHYY DID YOU VOTE IN 
THEE PARLIAMENTAR Y 
ELECTIONSS IN 1995? 

Citizen's s 
duty y 

Better r 
future e 

Other r 
reason n 

Don't t 
know/No o 
answer r 

TOTAL L 31% 31% 47% 47% 18% 18% 4% 4% 295 5 

(A A 
C C 
re re 
"5> > 
•_ _ 
o o 
o o 
O O 

Tbilisi i 

Batumi i 

URBAN N 

Sighnaghi i 

Akhaltsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

30% 30% 

39% 39% 

31% 31% 

44% 44% 

25% 25% 

8% 8% 

36% 36% 

49% 49% 

36% 36% 

48% 48% 

22% 22% 

42% 42% 

71% 71% 

31% 31% 

19% 19% 

8% 8% 

19% 19% 

19% 19% 

19% 19% 

20% 20% 

19% 19% 

1% 1% 

18% 18% 

2% 2% 

14% 14% 

14% 14% 

2% 2% 

13% 13% 

83 3 

39 9 

122 2 

72 2 

36 6 

65 5 

173 3 

Whenn compared with Georgians in the same regions, it appears that Armenians 
nott only relatively often mention their duty as a citizen as a reason for participating in the 
nationall  elections (44%) - although one third of Georgians also used this reason as well 
(31%)) - but that they relatively have much less faith in the effect voting will have in 
bringingg about positive changes in the future. Among Armenians only a small number 
statedd this as their reason for participation (17%), while almost half of the Georgians did 
soo (47%). Yet, like the Armenians, the hope among Georgians for a better future is 
relativelyy common when they form a minority in the population. Apparently, proportion 
inn the population is an important factor in the extent to which people are motivated to 
participatee in parliamentary elections for reasons of trying to change things in the region 

Significantt correlation with age and sex (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
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forr the better. This might be because the smaller the proportion of an ethnic group in the 
regionall  population, the less regional influence they have, and the more they focus on the 
centrall  regime to change their situation for the better. 

Reasonss mentioned for not participating in the 1995 parliamentary elections - other than 
nott having had the possibility or refraining from answering the question - also differ 
significantlyy between Armenians and Georgians. Compared to Georgians, Armenians 
statedd relatively often that they did not vote because of a lack of interest in politics (35% : 
10%)) and less often because of a lack of faith in elections and politics (24% : 56%) (see 
Tablee 6.3). Thus, Armenians acted more often for a cognitive reason, while Georgians 
votedd more frequently for affective reasons. This seems to indicate an ethnically inspired 
statee building in Georgia, as Armenians, in spite of their Georgian citizenship, feel less 
emotionall  attachment to the Georgian state than Georgians themselves do. The numbers 
off  Armenian and Georgian respondents who had the opportunity but did not participate in 
thee 1995 parliamentary elections are too small to further distinguish the results at an 
urban-rurall  level or at a regional level. 

Tablee 6.3: Reasons for not participating in the 1995 parliamentary elections among 
Armenianss in Georgia and Georgians living in the same regions as 
Armenianss (only respondents stating not to have voted) 

WHYY DIDN'T 
YOUU VOTE 

INN THE 1995 
ELEC--

TIONS? ? 

Armenians4 4 

Georgians s 

With h 

Total l 

48% 48% 

58% 58% 

opportunityy to participatee in thee 1995 elections 

Withinn Total (100%): with possibility to vote 

noo faith in no other don't 
electionss interest in reason know/no 
&& politics politics s answer 

24% 24% 

56% 56% 

35% 35% 

10% 10% 

79% % 

21% 21% 

22% 22% 

13% 13% 

Withh no 
possibility y 

to o 
participate e 
inn the 1995 
elections* * 

52% 52% 

42% 42% 

n= = 

158 8 

122 2 

** For example, not yet entitled to vote, away or ill at the time of the elections, etc. 

Anotherr indicator of the political legitimization of the regime by Armenians in 
Georgiaa is their extent of agreement with statements about alternatives to the regime. The 
statementss used in this research project were also applied in the 'New Democracies 
Barometerr IV - A 10-Nation Survey' executed in the former Soviet Union and the post-
communistt countries of Central and Eastern Europe in 1995. Therefore, the results can be 
comparedd at an international level, giving further insight into the specific attitude of 

Significantt correlation with sex (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Armeniann men have no faith in elections and politics, while relatively many Armenian women have no 
interestt in politics. 
REASONN NOT TO VOTE 

ARM M female e 
male e 

Noo faith 
8% % 

42% % 

Noo interest 
47% % 
22% % 

Other r 
11% % 
28% % 

D/N N 
34% % 
8%o o 

n= n= 
257 257 
224 224 
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Armenianss in Georgia, although it should be borne in mind that the results of the 'New 
Democraciess Barometer' represent the whole citizenry of states, while this research 
focusess on a particular ethnic group within a state. 

Tablee 6.4: Proportion of the population of Central and Eastern Europe countries and 
formerr Soviet countries compared to the proportion of Armenians and 
Georgianss in the Georgian research regions supporting an authoritarian 
alternativee to the current democratic regime (without don't know/no answer) 
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{n.a.. = not available) 
SourceSource of data on Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union: R. Rose and D. 
HaerpferHaerpfer 1996 

Ass becomes clear from Table 6.4, there is strong support among Armenians in 
Georgiaa for various kinds of alternative regimes, indicating a lack of support for the 
currentt liberal democratic regime of the country. An overwhelming majority of 
Armenianss would like to change the regime to at least one of the following authoritarian 
alternativess - military rule; communism; dictatorship (81%). Compared to the overall 

ForFor the correction procedures based on sex and age, see Table 6.5b. 
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attitudess among citizens in other post-communist states, this result is high: with regard to 
thee seven Central and Eastern European countries in the table it is even extreme (33%), 
whilee it is also appreciably higher than in the two examples of former Soviet countries 
(73%).. As could be expected, the support of Armenians for the current regime in Georgia 
inn this respect is quite low when compared to Georgians living in the same regions of the 
country,, although still almost half of Georgians would also prefer to change the current 
regimee to one of the three above-mentioned authoritarian options (49%).6 

Ass almost all populations in other post-communist countries in the table and 
Georgianss living in the same regions of Georgia, Armenians in Georgia are particularly in 
favorr of a strong leader instead of having a democratically elected parliament (67%). But 
manyy Armenian also believe that a return to communist rule in Georgia would improve 
thee situation in the country (61%), while only a small number think that the army should 
governn the country (14%»). 

Whenn looking more specifically at the preference for authoritarian regimes among 
Armenianss in Georgia, it appearss that the political legitimacy is slightly smaller in urban 
thann in rural areas but is more significantly different between Tbilisi, Batumi and 
Javakhetii  on the one hand, and Sighnaghi and Akhaltsikhe on the other (see Table 6.5a). 
Inn the two cities and Javakheti, a larger percentage of Armenians would like to change 
thee current regime to one of the proposed authoritarian alternatives (84% : 87% : 86%) 
thann in the remaining two rural regions (57% : 43%). 

Thatt urban Armenians have a relatively weak civic identity can be explained by 
theirr higher level of mobilization as citizens, having more possibilities to be informed 
aboutt political developments and to communicate this within a larger group, and, 
therefore,, being more critical of the current regime. Yet, it seems peculiar that these 
criticss of the democratic regime actually favor an authoritarian alternative, which would 
nott be directly expected by a more 'modem' urban population. 

Thee fact that Armenians in Javakheti are comparable to urban Armenians does not 
necessarilyy undermine the distinct urban-rural cleavage but is probably the result of the 
particularr situation in Javakheti, an isolated region bordering Armenia that is 
predominantlyy settled and ruled by Armenians. As described in Chapter Four, Georgians 
livingg in this region, in spite of their positive attitude towards inter-ethnic relations with 
Armenians,, were explicit in their desire for Armenians to be more loyal to the Georgian 
statee - i.e. stating that they should not say Javakheti is Armenia; that they must respect 
Georgians,, the Georgian language and Georgian culture; and that Armenians should 
declaree themselves to be Georgian citizens and fight for the interests of Georgia. The far-
reachingg regional demands by the Armenian interest groups in the region - which 
currentlyy do not mobilize numerous Armenians but are strongly supported by a majority 
off  the Armenian population in the region - reveal particular regional circumstances in 
Javakhetii  that probably make attitudes towards the regime as negative as those of urban 
Armenians. . 

66 Note that this only reflects the attitude of Georgians in the five ethnically mixed research areas and is not, 
therefore,, representative as a picture of the whole Georgian population in Georgia. 
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Butt while Armenians in Tbilisi and Batumi are predominantly in favor of 
changingg the current democratic regime for a strong leader who can quickly decide 
everythingg (73% : 83%) and many would also like a return to communism as well (54% : 
53%),, those in Javakheti would mostly prefer communist rule as an alternative to the 
currentt democracy (77%). This is the case too among almost all Armenians in the 
countrysidee and is in line with the more extensive preference of the rural population for 
communistt anti-regime parties instead of Zviadist anti-regime parties. This is probably 
thee result of rural populations being generally more conservative and wanting to return to 
aa former kind of regime instead of looking for a new kind of regime. The introduction of 
militaryy rule is favored predominantly by rural instead of urban Armenians (27% : 5%) 
or,, more precisely, by Armenians in Sighnaghi and Javakheti (28% : 33%). Rural 
Armenianss in Akhaltsikhe are probably less supportive of army rule (6%) and especially 
alsoo of strong leadership (24%), as a result of the less obvious power balance in the 
region,, as both Georgians and Armenians make up about half of the population. 

77 Significant correlation with age and sex (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Armenianss of 55 years and older and Armenian women support an authoritarian alternative to the current 
regime. . 
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Tablee 6.5b: Proportion of Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) 
supportingg alternatives to the current regime in Georgia {without don't 
know/noo answer) 
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Whenn compared to Georgians, the urban-rural distinction in support of an 
authoritariann regime seems ambiguous: while a minor distinction between the cities and 
thee countryside existed among Georgians, contrary to Armenians, the political 
legitimizationn was slightly stronger in urban than in rural areas. Urban Georgians less 
oftenoften wanted the current regime to be replaced by one of the three proposed authoritarian 
alternativess than rural Georgians (48% : 60%) (see Table 6.5b). The urban-rural 
differencee regarding the sequence of priority for alternative political regimes is not 
supportedd by the case of the Georgians. Unlike the Armenians, among Georgians not 
onlyy in the cities but in all regions, most support for an authoritarian regime is in favor of 
gettingg rid of parliament and elections and having a strong leader to rule the country. 
Bothh might well be the result of Georgians being the titular ethnic group: representing the 
majorityy in the democratic regime, the criticism of the more mobilized urban Georgians 
probablyy focuses on democratic deficits more than on authoritarian alternatives; and 
whenn preferring an authoritarian alternative, communism probably suggests domination 
forr many Georgians, while a strong leader would certainly be a Georgian. 

ss Significant correlation with age (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Georgianss of 55 years and older support an authoritarian alternative to the current regime. 
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Likee the Armenians, the desire to replace the current democratic regime with an 
authoritariann alternative is widespread among Georgians in the region of Javakheti. 
Apparently,, in addition to the urban-rural cleavage, the particular regional circumstances 
heree - as described before - do have a significant influence on the political legitimization 
off  the regime. 

AA final factor that may give an indication of the general affinity of Armenians with the 
Georgiann state is why and the extent to which they would like to emigrate, and how they 
wouldd feel if they had to leave Georgia. 

Tablee 6.6: Reasons for Armenians in Georgia and Georgians living in the same regions 
ass Armenians to emigrate (more answers possible) 
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?? = the number of respondents is too small for conclusions to be drawn. 

Tablee 6.6 reveals that no less than a third of the Armenians in Georgia would like 
too emigrate, both urban and rural Armenians (29% : 38%). Regional analysis reveals that 

99 Significant correlation between economic and family reasons with age and sex (see remarks in Section 2.6 
onn research methods): the younger they are, the more Armenians would like to emigrate for economic 
reasonss and less for reasons of being closer to relatives. Relatively many Armenian men would like to 
emigratee for economic reasons and Armenian women for reasonss of being closer to relatives. 
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thiss is comparable among urban Armenians in both Tbilisi and Batumi (29% : 33%) but 
thatt among rural Armenians, especially those from Javakheti would like to leave (41%), 
whilee hardly any Armenians from Sighnaghi are attracted by emigration (7%) and those 
inn Akhaltsikhe want to emigrate slightly less than average (25%). 

Thee main reason for both urban and rural Armenians to move elsewhere is the 
difficul tt economic situation in the country (71% : 91%) and a substantial number of 
Armenianss would also like to emigrate in order to be closer to relatives (12% : 17%). 
Bothh these reasons are not (necessarily) connected to the perception of their civic 
identity.. Nevertheless, a fifth of the urban Armenians reveal that besides economic and 
familyy reasons, the feeling of not belonging is another argument for wanting to emigrate 
(20%).. Urban Armenians would also be less unhappy if they had to leave Georgia than 
rurall  Armenians (38% : 64%») (see Table 6.7a). 

Tablee 6.7a: Feelings about forced emigration among Armenians in Georgia 
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Ass could be expected, when compared to Georgians, the percentage of Armenians 
thatt would like to emigrate is relatively high (33% : 11%), especially those who feel no 
sensee of belonging, a feeling that is absent among Georgians. Instead, all Georgians 
statedd economic reasons for wishing to leave Georgia, while some mentioned that there 
wass another reason, but often offered no further explanation. Many Georgians would be 
unhappyy if they had to leave the country (66% : 50%). This indicates, unsurprisingly, that 
Armenianss - especially urban Armenians have a less strong affinity with the Georgian 
statee than Georgians do. 
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Tablee 6.7b: Feelings about forced emigration among Georgians (living in the same 
regionss as Armenians) 
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Alll  in all, it can be concluded that among Armenians there is a clear urban-rural divide in 
theirr (generally weak) support for the current regime in Georgia. Urban Armenians reveal 
ann even weaker political legitimization of this regime than rural Armenians, as they more 
oftenn support the introduction of authoritarian alternatives to the current regime. 
Moreover,, urban Armenians appear less attached to the Georgian state, as they would 
moree frequently like to emigrate due to feelings of not belonging, while they would be 
lesss unhappy if they were forced to leave Georgia. Yet, Armenians in rural Javakheti 
havee a similarly negative attitude as urban Armenians, probably because of the particular 
situationn of the region - an isolated high plateau with a predominantly Armenian 
populationn who feel more supported by the adjacent motherland of Armenia than by the 
regimee in Georgia. 

Whenn stating a preference for an authoritarian alternative to the regime, urban 
Armenianss are mostly in favor of replacing parliament and elections with a strong leader 
too rule the country, while rural Armenians would actually more often prefer a return to 
communistt rule. This is in line with the greater preference for communist parties among 
thee rural population in Georgia as indicated in the last parliamentary elections. This can 
bee explained by rural populations generally being more conservative and, therefore, more 
focusedd on a known alternative regime than urban populations. That the support for a 
strongg leader and for military rule is especially low among Armenians in Akhaltsikhe 
mightt well be connected to the more insecure balance of power in the region, as 
Armenianss and Georgians each make up about half of the population and an alternative 

""  Significant correlation with age (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Georgianss of 55 years and older would be very or somewhat unhappy if they were forced to leave Georgia. 
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regimee might not only bring more political stability, but might tip the balance of power in 
favorr of Georgians. The fact that the Armenians in Akhaltsikhe seem to keep a low 
profilee is confirmed by the relatively high turnout in the national election in Akhaltsikhe 
andd the vague reasons given by local Armenians for their participation in these elections. 

Whenn compared to Georgians in the same regions, the support among Armenians 
forr the regime in Georgia appears, as expected, to be relatively low, although the political 
legitimizationn of the regime by Georgians is also not very strong, especially among rural 
Georgians.. This is contrary to the Armenians but, in fact, it might be concluded that 
urban-rurall  distinctions in political legitimization are also the result of more salient 
politicall  opinions among urban populations. Unlike Armenians, for Georgians as the 
titularr majority that occupies most positions in the democratic regime, this more critical 
attitudee towards the current democratic regime probably involves ideas on improving 
democracyy and not replacing it with an authoritarian alternative. In the perception of 
manyy Georgians, democracy not only represents the political system of the country but is 
alsoo the symbol of their motherland's independence from Soviet domination. This is 
additionallyy reflected in their relatively small preference for a return to communist rule, if 
theyy actually wanted to replace the current democratic regime. As could be expected, 
Georgianss are relatively strongly attached to the state, would less frequently like to 
emigratee and would be unhappy if forced to leave Georgia. This is especially the case 
amongg Georgians in Javakheti and, in combination with their exceptionally high support 
forr an authoritarian regime, confirms that the situation in the region is particular. 

6.26.2 Compliance  with  state  authority  and state  laws 

Besidess political legitimacy, the regime should be legally legitimized among Armenians 
inn order to create a stable state in Georgia. This legal legitimacy can be measured in the 
firstt place by the extent to which Armenians think it important to comply with the 
authorityy of the government in Georgia. 

Noo less than a third of Armenians think that it is not important for a citizen of a 
statee to do whatever their government tells them (35%) (see Table 6.8a). Yet, when 
comparedd to their attitude regarding subordinate positions within other institutions, their 
attitudee as citizens towards the government is not exceptional: no less than a fifth of 
Armenianss think that it is not important for pupils to do whatever their teacher tells them 
(21%),, a quarter think it is not important for a worker to always obey their employer's 
orderss (27%), and a third think it is not essential for church members to act according to 
thee rules of the priest, and for women to always comply with their husband's ideas (34% : 
32%).. Not only in regard to the government but also in general, a significant number of 
Armenianss do not perceive compliance with the authority within institutions as essential. 

AA regional influence seems to be at play, with Armenians in Tbilisi deviating 
significantlyy in their non-compliance with the authority of the government (43%) from 
Armenianss in other regions (20-29%)'' and from their general attitude towards 

122 Although Armenians in Tbilisi also frequently refrained from answering, so did Armenians in Sighnaghi 
andd Akhaltsikhe. 
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compliancee in institutions such as schools, work, church and marriage (24-32%). But 
theree is probably an urban-rural cleavage in this regard, which is overshadowed in 
Batumii  by the regional authoritarian rule, which does not tolerate non-compliance. 

Tablee 6.8a: Attitude among Armenians in Georgia towards compliance with various 
institutions:: the state compared to school, workplace, church and marriage 
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Whenn compared to the attitude of Georgians, Armenians more often perceive 
compliancee with authority of the state as important. Although within long-term stable 
statess with regimes legitimized by the overwhelming majority of the population there are 
manyy citizens who might state that it is not important to do whatever the government tells 
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133 Significant correlation with age and sex (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively 
manyy Armenians younger than 55 years think it is not important as a pupil to comply with a teacher and as 
aa citizen with the government; relatively many Armenian men think it is not important as a pupil to comply 
withh a teacher and as a church member with a priest; and relatively many Armenian women think it is not 
importantt for a wife to comply with her husband. 
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them,, it is peculiar that the titular population of a state like Georgia actually legally 
legitimizess the regime to a lesser extent than a non-titular minority in the state (45% : 
35%)) (see Table 6.8b). Especially since Georgians in general think it is more important to 
complyy with the authority within various institutions than Armenians - only between 10-
166 percent of Georgians perceive compliance in schools, workplaces, churches and 
marriagee as not important, against 21-34 percent of the Armenians. 

Tablee 6.8b: Attitude among Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) 
towardss compliance with various institutions: the state compared to school, 
workplace,, church and marriage 
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Thee urban-rural distinction in compliance with state authority is confirmed by 
Georgianss with the same reservation in Batumi as among Georgians in Batumi a 

144 Significant correlation with age and sex (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively 
manyy Georgians under 55 years think it is unimportant as pupil to comply with a teacher, as a wife with her 
husband,, and as a citizen with the government, while those over 55 years often think it is unimportant to 
complyy as church members with a priest; and relatively many Georgian men think it is unimportant as 
workerr to comply with an employer and as church members to comply with a priest, while relatively many 
Georgiann women think it is unimportant for a wife to comply with her husband. 
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relativelyy large proportion refrained from answering this question.'5 Apparently 
governmentt authority is perceived generally as less important in cities, and the Georgians 
inn Tbilisi reveal a relatively low legal legitimization of the regime in Georgia (49%), 
whilee they are generally no less inclined to comply with authority within institutions. Yet, 
Georgianss seem to be in a specific situation in Akhaltsikhe. Contrary to the Armenians in 
thiss region, Georgians not only value compliance with the state exceptionally littl e with 
manyy of them thinking it is not important to do whatever the government tells them 
(62%)) - but actually compliance with all mentioned institutions (31-40%). This seems 
nott the result of a particular regional influence, as Armenians in Akhaltsikhe significantly 
lesss often reject the authority of institutions and are comparable to other Armenians 
outsidee Tbilisi. There is no obvious reason why Georgians in Akhaltsikhe reveal a 
relativelyy anarchistic attitude. 

Anotherr indicator of the legal legitimization of Armenians to the Georgian regime 
iss the extent to which they perceive it important as citizens of Georgia to comply with 
certainn criminal laws. Although difficult to measure with any accuracy, an attempt was 
madee to provide some insight into this issue by asking Armenian respondents about 
variouss criminal acts that are relatively openly discussed in Georgia. 

AA significant percentage of Armenians think that it is all right for them to connect 
themselvess to a second electricity network thus illegally receiving electricity without 
payingg for it (41%); to avoid paying some taxes (23%); to use their work position to 
increasee their income, even if it is not completely legal (31%); and to not obey a law that 
theyy think is discriminatory (42%) (see Table 6.9a). Although electricity provision is a 
specificc issue in Georgia (as there is a constant lack of electricity and promises about 
suppliess are hardly ever kept) and a certain amount of tax evasion is commonly accepted 
evenn in stable states with an overwhelmingly legitimized regime, there is a high level of 
acceptancee of using one's work position to illegally enhance one's income and of 
breakingg laws which are perceived as unfair. This indicates that a large number of 
Armenianss do not legally legitimize the regime in Georgia. 

Inn general, Armenians in urban areas reveal a weaker compliance with state laws 
thann Armenians in the rural areas. As with the political legitimization of the regime 
however,, Armenians in Javakheti are more comparable to urban than to rural Armenians, 
ass they value compliance with state laws to a lesser degree. It is only with laws that are 
perceivedd as discriminatory that Armenians in Akhaltsikhe also often accept disobedience 
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Sighnaghi i 
Akhaltsikhe e 
Javakheti i 

Yes s 
51% % 
51% % 
56% % 
49% % 
70% % 
65% % 
37% % 
81% % 

No o 
45% % 
45% % 
36% % 
49% % 
12% % 
24% % 
62% % 
16% % 

D/N N 
4% % 
4% % 
8% % 
2% % 
18% % 
12% % 
2% % 
3% % 

nn = 
420 420 

200 200 
220 220 

133 133 
67 67 
93 93 
52 52 
75 75 
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(20%).. This might be the result of Armenians comprising almost half of the population in 
thiss region and therefore of them being more aware of discriminatory laws. This 
conclusionn is supported by the fact that no less than half of the Armenians in Javakheti, 
whoo make up the overwhelming majority of the regional population, think that it is 
acceptablee not to comply with discriminatory laws (50%). Apparently, compliance with 
lawss that are perceived as discriminatory is dependent on the proportion of Armenians in 
thee regional population rather than the urban-rural distinction. 

Tablee 6.9a: Attitude among Armenians in Georgia towards compliance with laws 

DOO YOU THINK 
THATT IT IS ALL 

RIGHTRIGHT FOR 
PEOPLEE TO 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

" „ ,, Batumi 

.11 URBAN 

|| Sighnaghi 

<< Akhaltsikh e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

.... connect 
themselvess to a 

secondd electricity 
networkk to improve 

thee provision of 
electricityy to their 

house? ? 

41% 41% 

44% 44% 

55% 55% 

45% 45% 

14% 14% 

13% 13% 

41% 41% 

36% 36% 

...try y 
to o 

avoid d 
paying g 
some e 
taxes? ? 

23% 23% 

25% 25% 

26% 26% 

25% 25% 

13% 13% 

9% 9% 

23% 23% 

20% 20% 

...... use their 
workk position to 

increasee their 
income,, even if 

itt is not 
completely y 

legal? ? 

31% 31% 

37% 37% 

47% 47% 

38% 38% 

7% 7% 

26% 26% 

21% 21% 

...... not 
obeyy a 
laww that 

theyy think 
discrimi--
natory? ? 

42% 42% 

41% 41% 

32% 32% 

41% 41% 

7% 7% 

20% 20% 

50% 50% 

44% 44% 

n= = 

482 2 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

85 5 

79 9 

138 8 

302 2 

Compliancee with laws among Armenians is comparable to among Georgians in 
thee same regions, as a significant number of them think it is acceptable to connect one's 
housee to a second electricity network (48%), to avoid paying certain taxes (36%), to use 
theirr working position to increase their income even if it is not completely legal (38%), 
andd to break laws which they think are discriminatory (35%) (see Table 6.9b). 

Thee urban-rural distinction among Armenians in this regard is confirmed by 
Georgians,, with urban Georgians more oftenn perceiving it acceptable not to comply with 
statee laws than rural Georgians. That those in Javakheti value compliance with electricity 
andd tax laws to a greater degree might be connected to the fact that electricity is rarely 
providedd and personal tax laws are probably less strictly enforced in this isolated and 
remotee region. Only Georgians in Batumi are an exception, probably once again as a 

166 Significant correlation with sex (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Armeniann women think it is all right to connect up to a second electricity network, while relatively many 
Armeniann men think it is all right not to comply with a law that they perceive as discriminatory. 
NOO COMPLIANCE 

ARM M 
female e 
male e 

ELEC.. LAWS 
46% % 
34% % 

DISCRIM.. LAWS 
37% % 
48% % 

n= n= 
257 257 
224 224 
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resultt of the authoritarian local leadership, although it is surprising that this has not had a 
similarr effect on Armenians in the city. Concerning state authority, this local regime 
seemss to have had a similar effect on both Armenians and Georgians. 

Tablee 6.9b: Attitude among Georgians (living in the same regions as Armenians) 
towardss compliance with laws 

DOO YOU 
THINKK THAT IT 

ISS ALRIGHT 
FORR PEOPLE 

TO O 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

££ Batumi 
(A A 
JJ URBAN 
D D 
oo Sighnaghi 
OO Akhaltsikhe 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

.... connect 
themselvess to a 

secondd electricity 
networkk to improve 

thee provision of 
electricityy to their 

house? ? 

48% 48% 

51% 51% 

30% 30% 

49% 49% 

32% 32% 

35% 35% 

17% 17% 

32% 32% 

...try y 
to o 

avoid d 
paying g 
some e 

taxes? ? 

36% 36% 

40% 40% 

14% 14% 

38% 38% 

17% 17% 

21% 21% 

1% 1% 

18% 18% 

...... use their 
workingg position 
too enlarge their 
income,, even if 

itt is not 
completely y 

legal? ? 

38% 38% 

43% 43% 

8% 8% 

39% 39% 

13% 13% 

14% 14% 

12% 12% 

13% 13% 

...... not 
obeyy a 

law, , 
which h 

theyy think 
discrimi--
natory? ? 

35% 35% 

39% 39% 

12% 12% 

36% 36% 

16% 16% 

19% 19% 

15% 15% 

17% 17% 

n= = 

420 0 

133 3 

67 7 

200 0 

93 3 

52 2 

75 5 

220 0 

Alll  in all, from the littl e information available on the issue of compliance with authority 
andd laws, it can be concluded that, within the context of widespread corruption and 
violencee in Georgia in general, Armenians reveal a low level of legal legitimization of the 
regimee in Georgia. In general, urban Armenians and those in Javakheti reveal a lower 
levell  of compliance with authority and laws than rural Armenians, although those in 
Batumii  are an exception regarding compliance with authority, probably as a result of the 
locall  authoritarian regime. Only with regard to laws perceived of as discriminatory does 
thee proportional factor seem to be most influential, and not the urban-rural distinction, 
withh Armenians making up a larger part of the regional population that more often thinks 
thatt it is not important to comply with such laws. 

Contraryy to expectations, when compared to Georgian compliance with state 
authority,, Armenian compliance is actually relatively high in spite of the fact that 
Georgianss generally are more inclined to comply with the authorities of other institutions 

177 Significant correlation with age (see remarks in Section 2.6 on research methods): relatively many 
Georgianss between 18-34 years think it is all right not to comply with electricity, tax and work laws. 
NOO COMPLIANCE 

GEO O 
18-344 years 
35-544 years 
>== 55 years 

ELEC.. LAWS 
63% % 
40% % 
35% % 

TAXX LAWS 
51% % 
24% % 
28% % 

WORKK LAWS 
38% % 
34% % 
24% % 

n-n-
141 141 
194 194 
146 146 
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inn society. The urban-rural distinction found among Armenians with regard to their legal 
legitimizationn of the regime is also discernable among Georgians, including the exception 
off  Batumi as a result of the local leadership issue. 

6.36.3 Conclusion  on the strength  of  and variation  in  the civic  identity 
ofof  Armenians 

Armenianss do not generally have a strong civic identity, which is not surprising against 
thee background of a weak Georgian state where formal access of Armenians to political 
structuress is not optimal, where the informal structures are quite discriminatory and 
wheree they are clearly being identified as 'others1 by Georgians living in the same region. 
Althoughh Armenians seem to participate in national elections as much as Georgians and 
seemm not to reveal any greater support for so-called 'anti-regime1 parties, Armenians in 
Georgiaa tend to demonstrate a low level of support for the current regime of the state and 
quitee a low level of compliance with state authority and state laws (see Table 6.10). 

Thee low support among Armenians in Georgia for the state regime appears firstly 
fromm their extremely low political legitimization of the current government. A large 
majorityy of Armenians would like to replace the current democratic regime with an 
authoritariann alternative - preferably with a strong leader who can take quick decisions or 
aa communist regime - although quite a few Armenians would also be in favor of 
replacingg the current democracy with military rule. 

Inn line with this low level of support for the regime, compliance with state 
authorityy and state laws is weak among Armenians as well. A significant number of them 
doo not mind breaking certain laws and perceive compliance with the authority of the 
governmentt as unimportant, although this is not exceptional, as Armenians also value 
compliancee with other authorities to a relatively low extent. Another indicator revealing a 
lackk of attachment to the state is the relatively low proportion of Armenians stating 
participationn in elections in order to change the future for the better, while many refrain 
fromm voting due to a lack of interest. Also, a small, but nevertheless noteworthy, number 
off  Armenians revealed that they would like to emigrate because they have no sense of 
belongingg in Georgia, and that they would actually be glad if they were forced to leave 
Georgia. . 

Thiss weak civic identity among Armenians is not exceptional since Georgians 
displayy a lack of support for the current liberal democratic regime in Georgia as well. 
Althoughh their political legitimization of the regime is higher than that of Armenians, half 
off  Georgians also would like the current regime to be replaced by an authoritarian 
alternative,, preferably a strong leader who could decide everything. Their compliance 
withh certain state laws is just as low as among Armenians, while their valuation of state 
authorityy in even less than Armenians in spite of the fact that, generally, they attach 
moree value to compliance with authorities. Comparisons with the populations of other 
post-Soviett states indicate that the political legitimization of the regime is not 
exceptionallyy low among Armenians in Georgia. Yet, since the political legitimization in 
formerr communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe is much higher, it is 
apparentlyy not the communist but the Soviet background that has mainly contributed to 
suchh a weak civic identification. 
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Tablee 6.10: Overview of the civic identity of Armenians in Georgia (compared to 
Georgianss living in the same regions as Armenians) 

O O 
z z < < 
o o 
a: : o o 
LU U CD D 

V) V) 

O O 
. . 

a. a. 
5 5 
7 7 

33 w 

St t 
L U U 
O O 

T3 3 
C C 
CD D 

SS "d 

OO fï 
oo — ££ '-e coo cu 

••si i 
•55 « 
cc ^ 
SS 3 
,g>> -o 

!t t 
iii a> 

a>> -Q S .Q 

2 2 
co o 

o o 
0 0 

<?s s 
c ^ ^ 

-cc 5 
22 «D 
CC Q. 
O)) £ 

T3 3 
c c 
co o 

oo ö 
* -- CD 

=BB SS 
fcfc co 

99 * 

oo •= 

e e 
co o 

o o 
(D D 

CD D 

co o 

££ -Q 

Si i 

et t 

£ £ os s 

-<""  0-

.S33 o 
sp p 

s? ? os s 
«O O 
l O O 
•c c 

sp p os s 
O O 

o o 

co o 

a> > 
O) ) 
c c 
co o 

 SR 
tt Oi 
oo ^ 

II I 
s «S S 

sp p 

t t o o 
CL L 

os s 
" * *

CN N 

t t 
O O 
CL L 
CL L 
3 3 
00 0 

os s 
N. . 

O O 
CL L 
CL L 
3 3 
co o 

SP P 
os s O O 
Cn n 
.c c 
Oi Oi 
c c 
CD D 
-Q Q 
o o 
O) ) 

CD D 
«Sï ï 
O O 
c c 

—s s s? ? 
O O 
t 3 3 
CO O 
O) ) 
sP P 
OS S 

<o o 
a a 
u u 
ca a 
-c c 
c c 3 3 

0 0 
CO O 

E E 
'< < 

öö ® 
CDD O 

coo 8 

coo co 
c c 

o>-2 2 
oo S3 
<DD ~ 

OO § 
.22 *E 
CDD T3 

ë ë 
< < 

-22 ^ 
COO e 

•ÖÖ E 
cc < 

I I I 
Cl)) co 

s£ £ 
COO .E? 
cc CO 
"EE "o oo 5 oo co 
oo ^ . 

2i i 
•SS < 

~~ o 
COO 2 

== "9 Is-
<DD £5 *-
££ <B « 
££ CL  " o 

22 £ .52 
->> o N 

••~~ CL 
CDD O 
CC CD 

** -- (D 

'SS O 
-oo .E 

a>> 2,^> 

!t== (D 

oo co 
cc > 
. .. ca 

co o 

1313 N o 
»» it; CA 

*cc u 3 
NN B F 
EE O § 

oo z 8 

ca a 

"cö ö 

== CA 
« • 2 2 
o.. t : 
^"^"  ca 

CD D 

00 E 
sSS *-
2̂ ^ o 
55 "-
^^ se 

tt CO 
'u>'u>  co 
a>> CD 
"-- CL 
cc o 

,_ _ CD D 

E E 
o o 
u_ _ 

--ds s 
Oi Oi 
CD D 
CL L 
o o 

0 0 

E E 
o o LL L 

5? ? 
CD D 

^ ^ <D D 
CL L 
O O 

CD D 

E E 
o o LL L 
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Continuationn of Table 6.10 
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Whenn analyzing the regional variations in civic identity among Armenians, it appears that 
thee most important cleavage is the urban-rural divide, with urban Armenians having a 
weakerr civic identity than rural Armenians (see Table 6.11). Concerning many civic 
markers,, Armenians in Javakheti can be added to these urban Armenians with a weaker 
civicc identity, without necessarily undermining the distinction between urban and rural 
Armenianss as such because the weaker civic identity of Armenians in this region is the 
resultt of the specific regional situation, which overshadows - but does not replace - the 
urban-rurall  cleavage. This unique situation is the result of the regional population in 
Javakhetii  being almost completely Armenian, the local politics being almost entirely in 
thee hands of Armenians, and the region not only bordering the Armenian motherland but 
inn a morphological sense also being more a unity with the adjacent mountainous 
Armeniann provinces - being a plateau at an altitude of 2000 meters - than with the 
surroundingg Georgian valleys. However, in ranking authoritarian alternatives to the 
currentt regime, Javakheti Armenians are not exceptional but have a similar attitude to 
otherr rural Armenians, favoring a return to communist rule over the installation of a 
strongg leader who could quickly decide everything, while urban Armenians actually have 
aa stronger preference for strong leadership. The only clear exceptions to the general 
urban-rurall  cleavage in civic identity are the reasons for participating in elections and 
compliancee with perceived discriminatory laws that vary according to the proportion of 
thee regional population a group forms. 

Thee urban-rural distinction in civic identity among Armenians is largely 
confirmedd by Georgians living in the same regions, although the content of the urban-
rurall  differences in political legitimization among Georgians is different than among 
Armenians.. The specific situation in Javakheti is supported by the attitude of Georgians 
inn this region as well, as they have an especially weak civic identification when asked 
aboutt their political legitimization of the regime, while revealing an especially strong 
civicc identification regarding the less critical state laws on electricity and tax. 

Concluding,, Armenians generally have a weak civic identity but urban Armenians and 
Armenianss in Javakheti particularly legitimize the regime of Georgia to a low degree. Yet 
byy comparison, this weak civic identity is not exceptional: populations of other former 
Soviett states ascribe similar low levels of political legitimacy to their regimes and 
Georgianss in the same regions of Georgia do not reveal a much stronger civic identity. 
Thee latter makes one wonder to what extent civic identity is influenced by ethnic identity, 
andd whether both identities indeed comprise incompatible loyalties, as often assumed in 
thee literature. 
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Tablee 6.11: Geographical differences in the civic identity of Armenians in Georgia 
(comparedd to Georgians living in the same regions as Armenians) 
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6.46.4 Influence of ethnic identity on the civic identity of Armenians 

Analysiss of the correlation between civic and ethnic identity at the individual 
levell  of Armenians reveals that instead of being competitive - i.e. being incompatible -
inn fact civic and ethnic identity are largely unrelated. The great majority of the civic and 
ethnicc identity factors do not correlate significantly (74%) (see Figure 6.1). This is both 
withh regard to the political legitimization of the regime (support of state institutions: 
68%)) and the legal legitimization of the regime (compliance with state authority and state 
laws:: 79%). Since a similar lack of significant correlation between civic and ethnic 
identityy exists among Georgians living in the same regions as Armenians (71%), the 
resultss of this research in general do not support the hypothesis that the civic and ethnic 
identitiess comprise incompatible loyalties. Instead, it would appear that both identities 
onlyy weakly affect each other. 

Figuree 6.1: Proportion of significant correlations between the ethnic and civic identity of 
Armenianss in Georgia and of Georgians (living in the same regions as 
Armenians)18 8 

CDD "  O) CO CD ' ' CO CO 

Armenianss Georgians 

DSignificantt correlation: civic and ethnic identities are reinforcing 

 Significant correlation: civic and ethnic identities are competitive 

 No significant correlation: civic and ethnic identities are unrelated 

Inn cases where there is a significant correlation between factors of civic and 
ethnicc identity among Armenians, they indeed predominantly reveal a competitive 
relationship,, with a weaker civic identity being combined with a stronger ethnic identity 
(17%).. When differentiating between various kinds of legitimization of the regime, it 
appearss that civic and ethnic identities compete mainly regarding the political 

Seee Appendix 5 for a full overview of the correlations between the individual factors of civic and ethnic 
identityy in this research. 
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legitimizationn (27%) and much less so with regard to legal legitimization (9%). Thus, if 
ethnicc identity weakens the Armenians' civic identity, it prevents Armenians from more 
oftenn supporting the political institutions of the regime than it diminishes their 
compliancee with state laws and authority. From the various aspects of ethnic identity, a 
strongg Armenian ascribed identity and self-identification in particular cause this 
competitionn with their political legitimization of the regime, not inter-ethnic relations 
withh Georgians. Having Armenian as one's mother tongue is the only ethnic factor that 
competess unambiguously strongly with the civic identity of Armenians (see Appendix 
5a). . 

Thiss seems not generally to be the case, as among Georgians living in the same 
regionss only a minority of the significant correlations between civic and ethnic identity 
reveall  a competitive relationship (12%). Moreover, these occur almost completely in 
relationn to the legal legitimization of the regime (19%) and hardly ever regarding the 
politicall  legitimization of the regime (4%). As opposed to Armenians, therefore, a strong 
ethnicc identity among Georgians prevents them from complying with state laws and 
authorityy rather than diminishing their support for the political institutions of the regime. 
Finally,, and unlike Armenians, this is largely the result of a negative attitude towards 
inter-ethnicc relations with Armenians, and not their ascribed ethnic identity or ethnic self-
identification.. But then again, Georgians hardly revealed any variation in either ascribed 
identityy or self-identification (see Appendix 5b). 

Evenn more interesting than the competitive relations between the civic and ethnic identity 
amongg Armenians, however, is the fact that in the remaining significant correlations both 
identitiess appear to be reinforcing (10%). Thus, in these cases a stronger ethnic identity 
actuallyy leads to a stronger civic identity among Armenians, predominantly with regard 
too the legal legitimization of the regime (13% : 5%). This is also mainly the result of the 
ascribedd Armenian identity and self-identification, which actually competed with their 
politicall  legitimization of the regime. Hence, a strong ascribed Armenian identity and 
ethnicethnic self-identification simultaneously diminish support for the political regime and 
strengthenn compliance with the state's authority and laws. But again, this cannot be 
attributedd particularly to specific factors of ascribed ethnic identity and ethnic self-
identification,, as none has an unambiguously strong correlation with civic identity in this 
regardd (see Appendix 5a). 

Amongg Georgians living in the same regions as Armenians, it is again the other 
wayy around. Hence, these Georgians even more often reveal a reinforcing than a 
competitivee relationship between civic and ethnic identities (17% : 12%), and then 
predominantlyy with regard to the political legitimization of the regime instead of the legal 
legitimizationn of the regime (27% : 9%). Thus, a stronger Georgian ethnic identity more 
oftenn leads to a stronger than to a weaker civic identity, and especially to stronger 
legitimizationn of political institutions. Again, this is the result of their attitude towards 
inter-ethnicc relations with Armenians. 

Thatt the few significant relationships between civic and ethnic identity are predominantly 
competitivee among Armenians and reinforcing among Georgians, particularly regarding 
thee political legitimization of the regime, is probably the result of the difference between 
beingg an ethnic minority and a titular ethnic group within the Georgian state. In spite of 
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thee prevalence of corruption, the political institutions of the state not just represent the 
regimee for Georgians, but the independence of their motherland. As concluded earlier, 
Georgianss indeed appeared to be more strongly attached to the state. While this is not the 
casee for Armenians, it might be more difficult for them to admit that they do not comply 
withh state laws and state authority. Unlike the desire for another regime, ignoring laws 
andd authority is not just an opinion but reflects actual disobedience. This is supported by 
thee fact that factors of ascribed Armenian identity and self-identification affect the 
legitimizationn of the regime. After all, these factors relate more directly to feelings for the 
motherlandd and reveal more clearly the Armenian ethnic identity than their attitude 
towardss inter-ethnic relations with Georgians. That among Georgians the legitimization 
off  the regime correlates mostly with factors of inter-ethnic relations is probably, as 
alreadyy mentioned, due to the lack of variation in their ascribed identity and self-
identification. . 

Al ll  in all, the Armenian ethnic identity as measured in this research project appears not to 
bee the principal factor determining the strength of civic identity among Armenians in 
Georgia.. Instead, the particular Soviet background, differences between urban and rural 
areas,, and the exceptional regional circumstances in the region of Javakheti appear more 
significantt to the civic identity of Armenians. As this is largely comparable to Georgians 
livingg in the same regions - although resulting in a different political legitimization this 
conclusionn is more generally applicable. In addition, there are other relationships between 
thee general social background characteristics of Armenians in Georgia with aspects of 
theirr civic identity, but they are obvious and are not further elaborated upon in this 
researchh (see Appendix 6). 
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77 CONCLUSIONS 

7.11 To what  extent  do Armenians  in  Georgia  legitimize  the state  and 
howhow  strong  is  their  Armenian  ethnic  identity? 

Thiss research project analyzed the manner and extent to which the Armenians in Georgia 
legitimizee the democratic regime of the Georgian state or, in other words, their civic 
identity.. As Armenians in Georgia reveal a low level of political legitimization of the 
regimee (support for political state institutions) and of legal legitimization of the regime 
(compliancee with state authority and state laws), their civic identity is considered to be 
weak.. Comparison with populations in Central and Eastern Europe shows, moreover, 
thatt the Armenian civic identity is not only weak in absolute but also in relative terms. 
However,, within the former Soviet sphere of influence such a weak civic identity is not 
exceptional:: the political legitimization of the regime by Armenians in Georgia is actually 
similarr to that of populations of other post-Soviet states, and Georgians living in the same 
regionss of Georgia as Armenians also legitimize the regime to a limited extent, although 
theirr political legitimization of the regime is slightly higher. 

Thee difference with populations in Central and Eastern Europe and the 
comparabilityy with other post-Soviet populations and with Georgians in Georgia indicate 
thatt the civic identity of Armenians in Georgia is primarily the result of general 
backgroundd factors in the Soviet area and not so much of specific background factors in 
Georgia,, nor of ethnicity. Thus, the distinct regional context in the weak and corrupt 
Georgiann state, the ethnocentric manner of being identified by the unofficial policies of 
thee Georgian regime, the negative manner of being identified by the Georgians,3 the 
restrictedd political opportunities to mobilize in civic organizations, the limited 
mobilizationmobilization in popular Armenian ethnic organizations (as opposed to state-subsidized 
Armeniann ethnic institutions), and the specific Armenian ethnic identity in itself offer 
relativelyy littl e explanation for the civic identity among Armenians in Georgia. Instead, 
thee extent to which these background factors are comparable to those of other post-Soviet 
states,, while differing from Central and Eastern European states, seems to be one of the 
keyss to understanding the weak civic identity of Armenians in Georgia. 

Onee of the main differences in the background of the Soviet area and of Central 
andd Eastern Europe that contributes to a relatively weak civic identity of the post-Soviet 
populationss (including Armenians in Georgia) is the extent of reformation and 
democratizationn of society over the centuries, which was significantly less in the Soviet 
areaa than in Central and Eastern Europe. The ancient roots of this distinction go back to 
thee time of the Great Schism between Eastern and Western churches, when the Soviet 
areaa placed itself on the side of Byzantium. As a result, it never experienced the 

11 As explained in Chapter Six, the analysis of support to the regime focused on the political legitimization, 
ass it was expected that the economic legitimacy would hardly vary among Armenians as a result of the 
severee economic depression in Georgia ever since the early 1990s, which has struck all regions of the 
country. . 
22 Although the slightly higher political legitimization among Georgians is probably the result of ethnic 
identityy factors like attachment to the Georgian state. 
33 The largely assimilated Armenians in Sighnaghi are even sometimes 'accused' of behaving like 
Georgians. . 
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separationn of secular and clerical power, the Renaissance, the development of humanism 
and,, eventually, the Reformation and Enlightenment like Central and Eastern Europe, 
whichh oriented themselves towards Rome. Consequently, in the Soviet area the absolute 
powerr of the monarch always remained, the system of feudalism continued until the mid-
nineteenthh century and even after the abolition of serfdom, economic and political power 
remainedd concentrated in the hands of landlords (Van der Wusten & Knippenberg 2001: 
286).. Thus, unlike Central and Eastern Europe, hardly any political culture ever 
developedd in this Soviet area with individual responsibility and a limitation of the role of 
thee regime. 

Inn addition to this long-term process of democratization of society, the relatively 
weakk civic identity of post-Soviet populations is also the result of post-Soviet states 
havingg relatively less experience with state building and being comparatively weak in the 
sensee of infrastructural power. Some post-Soviet states, like Georgia, only enjoyed 
independencee for a couple of years after the collapse of the Russian Empire, while the 
statess of Central and Eastern Europe were independent for several decades after the 
Austro-Hungariann Empire and the Ottoman Empire fell apart. Moreover, the post-Soviet 
statess were incorporated as subjects of the Soviet Union, while the states of Central and 
Easternn Europe officially remained independent and only came under the Soviet sphere of 
influence. . 

Anotherr cleavage between the Soviet area and Central and Eastern Europe that 
seemss to have had a significant effect on the civic identity of its populations is economic 
growth,, which is considerably lower in the post-Soviet states than in Central and Eastern 
Europeann countries. According to an analysis of the economic growth figures between 
thee time of transition and 1995, it appears that economic growth explains no less than 80 
percentt of the variation in this legitimacy: the more economic growth experienced, the 
moree the regime was legitimized (Knippenberg 1998: 14). 

AA final factor is the distinct Soviet nationality policy that emphasized the ethnic 
insteadd of the civic identity of Soviet subjects by institutionalizing ethnicity in an official 
andd hierarchical manner. 'Ethnic identity [called 'nationality' in Soviet terminology] 
becamee an obligatory and mainly ascriptive legal category, a key element of an 
individual'ss legal status, and as such registered in internal passports and other personal 
documents,, transmitted by descent, and recorded in almost all bureaucratic encounters 
andd official transactions' (Brubaker 1994: 53). In addition, the so-called 'titular groups' 
off  the Socialist Soviet Republics, like the Georgians in Georgia, were privileged in 'their' 
republicc over the so-called non-indigenous groups in the republic, like the Armenians in 
Georgia.. Through the system of Nomenklatura, the majority of important functions in 
Georgiaa were allocated to Georgians, while the policy of korenizatsiia promoted 
Georgiann art, language and education, and increased the number of Georgians in the civil 
administrationn and government positions. This emphasis on ethnic identity is often 
assumedd to be one of the main reasons for the significant difference in civic identity 
betweenn the Soviet area and Central and Eastern Europe, as a large part of the literature 
onn state legitimization proposes ethnic identity as the main competitor of civic identity 
(Foonn 1986; Shulmann 1998). But is civic identity really affected by ethnic identity to 
suchh an extent that both identities are incompatible? 
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Ethnicc identification among Armenians in Georgia is very strong. Almost all see 
themselvess as Armenians and are proud of their ethnic identity. Moreover, the great 
majorityy of them have Armenian as their mother tongue, adhere to the Armenian 
Gregoriann religion, send their children to Armenian schools, listen to Armenian radio 
stations,, read Armenian newspapers and think that the Armenian ethnic group is the best. 
Andd most Armenians perceive inter-ethnic relations with Georgians negatively, 
especiallyy close and subordinate relations - as at work or in marriage. Only a minority of 
thee Armenians have a partly Russian or Georgian ethnic identity. 

Sincee the proud self-identification of belonging to the Armenian ethnic group 
evenn includes those Armenians that have a partly ascribed Russian ethnic identity and 
ethnicc behavior, the interpretation of this Russification is complicated. Although it is 
reasonablee to assume that Russification weakens their Armenian ethnic identity, this is 
nott confirmed by the results of the research: a differentiation in particularism exists, but 
comparisonn with Georgians suggests that this is due to the degree of urbanization of the 
placee of residence rather than Russification. The partly Russian ethnic identity does not 
diminishh the ethnic cleavage between Armenians and Georgians in Georgia, as 
Armenianss with a partly Russian ethnic identity generally have an even less positive 
attitudee towards inter-ethnic relations with Georgians than Armenians with a completely 
Armeniann ethnic identity. 

Contraryy to the partly 'Russified' Armenians, the partly 'Georgianized' 
Armenianss do have a weaker Armenian ethnic identity, as they proudly perceive 
themselvess as belonging to the Georgian ethnic group and are more positive about inter-
ethnicethnic relations with Georgians. Yet, for the Armenian ethnic group as a whole their 
numberr is insignificant. 

Comparisonn with Georgians living in the same regions as Armenians reveals that 
thee strong ethnic identity among Armenians in Georgia is not exceptional, as the ethnic 
identityy of these Georgians is even stronger. They have an almost complete Georgian 
ethnicc identification in every regard and not only in the ascribed ethnic factors, the 
perceptionn of ethnic identity, and ethnic behavior, but also in their attitude towards inter-
ethnicc relations with Armenians. 

Besidess the background of the Soviet nationalities policy, the specific regional 
contextt of Georgia has certainly contributed to this strong ethnic identification among 
Armenianss and Georgians in Georgia as well. Back in the nineteenth century, Marxist 
politicall  mobilization of Georgians actually derived from a combination of overcoming 
capitalistt exploitation and ethnic domination by the ruling Russian autocracy and the 
capitalistt Armenian bourgeoisie (Suny 1996). During the short period of independence 
(1918-1921),, the Georgian regime replaced its initial plan of introducing special ethnic 
rightsrights by Georgian nationalism as a source of legitimacy and political mobilization, after 
ethnicc revolts had broken out - for example, among Armenians in Javakheti (Jones 
1993).. Subsequently, the Georgian Republic 'Georgianized' further during Soviet times 
andd Georgians became an increasingly large part of the population in Georgia - mainly 
duee to emigration of other ethnic groups. As a result, Georgians became a cohesive nation 
withh an extremely high percentage of all Georgians in the Soviet Union living in Georgia, 
aa low rate of intermarriage between Georgians and people of another ethnicity, and a high 
percentagee of Georgians with Georgian as their first language and no fluency in Russian 
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(Sunyy 1994). Moreover, Georgians in Georgia were privileged within the Soviet Union in 
thee sense that they were allowed to keep their unique Georgian alphabet, their old 
Georgiann culture was never concealed from official history, and the political elite in 
Georgiaa remained predominantly Georgian instead of Russian (Stam 1992). On the other 
hand,, the group of Armenians in Georgia was large enough to have many 'official' 
Armeniann ethnic institutions in Georgia such as a theater, newspapers, radio stations and 
evenn schools where children were taught in the Armenian language. As a result of all this, 
thee ethnic cleavage has remained salient in Georgian society for more than a century. 
Whenn multi-party elections were allowed at the end of the 1990s, Georgian nationalists 
gainedd power and only further emphasized their ethnic identity by virtually eliminating 
anyy access for ethnic minorities to economic and political power with arguments of prior 
settlement,, history and numbers. 

Inn addition to this regional context, the negative manner of Armenians being 
identifiedidentified'by'by Georgians and the unequal way in which they are being identified by the 
unofficiall  policies of the regime in Georgia have emphasized ethnic differences. 
Moreover,, the high degree of political centralization, the lack of a civic culture and the 
functioningg of politics through networks and nepotism limit the possibilities for civic 
mobilizationmobilization among Armenians, while enhancing those for the majority ethnic group of 
Georgians.. Yet, this seems not to have led to tensions with a sense of urgency among 
Armenians,, as the extent of Armenian ethnic mobilization is quite limited, with mostly 
regionallyy focused cultural organizations. This lack in the sense of urgency becomes clear 
whenn Armenians explain this low level of ethnic organization as being due to the fact that 
'livingg conditions are so severe that everyone is just busy trying to survive' - which in 
itselff  could actually be a reason for mobilization if this was felt to be the result of ethnic 
discrimination.. Besides the absence of urgency, however, the limited ethnic organization 
amongg Armenians is also the result of the absence of support by the regime of Armenia 
thatt does not want to complicate its relations with the regime of Georgia; a lack of 
supportt by the Armenian diaspora the world over that focuses predominantly on their co-
ethnicss in motherland Armenia; and a serious brain drain among Armenians in Georgia, 
withh a large number of the wealthiest and better educated Armenians having emigrated 
sincee independence. 

7.27.2 To what  extent  is  the civic  identity  of  Armenians  in  Georgia 
affectedaffected  by variations  in  their  Armenian  ethnic  identity? 

Whilee similarities with Georgians and other post-Soviet populations suggest that the 
weakk civic identity of Armenians is not the result of their specific ethnic identity, the 
contrastt with their strong Armenian ethnic identity in fact still supports the commonly 
heldd hypothesis in the literature that civic and ethnic identity are competitive instead of 
complementary,, especially because a similar contrast between civic and ethnic identity is 
visiblee among Georgians living in the same regions of Georgia as Armenians. Moreover, 
thee fact that the large majority of the Armenians - and Georgians - in Georgia are 
particularisticc further confirms the possibility that both identities are incompatible, as this 
meanss that their primary loyalty lies with their ethnic group and not with the (citizenry of 
the)) state when principal allegiances are at stake. 
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Yet,, analysis of the relationship between factors of civic and ethnic identity 
confirmss the former rather than the latter, as it turns out that in the clear majority of cases 
theree is no significant correlation between civic and ethnic identity among Armenians in 
Georgia.. This is true both with regard to the political and the legal legitimization of the 
regime,, and is confirmed by Georgians living in the same regions of the country, among 
whomm most factors of ethnic identity have equally no significant influence on their 
legitimizationn of the regime. Thus, the results of this research do not support the 
hypothesiss that civic and ethnic identities comprise incompatible loyalties but, instead, 
suggestt that both identities only weakly affect each other. 

Inn the minority of cases where loyalties of Armenians towards the regime in 
Georgiaa correlate significantly with their loyalties towards the Armenian ethnic group, 
theyy do not always reveal a competitive relationship but sometimes appear to reinforce 
onee another. In that case, contrary to expectation, a stronger Armenian ethnic identity 
actuallyy leads to a stronger legitimization of the regime in Georgia. Again this is similar 
amongg Georgians living in the same regions of Georgia who also reveal a partly 
competitivee and partly reinforcing relationship between their civic and ethnic identity. 

Thatt the reinforcing relationship between civic and ethnic identity predominantly 
concernss legal legitimization among Armenians and political legitimization among 
Georgianss is probably the result of the difference between being an ethnic minority or an 
ethnicc majority in a state. After all, it might be more difficult for Armenians as an ethnic 
minorityy to admit that they do not comply with state authority and state laws, as this 
reflectss actual disobedience that could be used against them - especially since the regime 
inn Georgia is dominated by Georgians, functions largely on the basis of networks and 
nepotism,, and is confronted with widespread corruption. Moreover, for the Armenian 
ethnicc minority, political institutions are merely representatives of the regime, and not 
symbolss of independence of their motherland, as is the case for the Georgian majority. 

7.37.3 Which  other  factors  affect  the civic  identity  of  Armenians  in 
Georgia? Georgia? 

Iff  the Armenian ethnic identity for the most part does not affect civic identity among 
Armenianss in Georgia, which other factors - besides the general Soviet background 
havee a significant influence on the legitimization of the regime by these Armenians, even 
iff  it is generally low? 

Theree is a relationship between the general social background characteristics of 
Armenianss in Georgia and aspects of their civic identity but they are obvious and have 
nott been further elaborated on (for example, older Armenians and lower educated 
Armenianss relatively often have a preference for replacing the democratic regime with an 
authoritariann one, while younger Armenians relatively often perceive compliance with 
statee authority as unimportant - see Appendix 6 for a complete analysis). This study 
concentratess on the regional differentiation in political and legal legitimization of the 
regimee by Armenians in Georgia and encapsulates predominantly urban-rural 
distinctions,, with Armenians in cities generally legitimizing the regime to a lesser extent 
thann those in the countryside. This seems to be the result of modernization that is more 
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advancedd in cities than in the countryside. But it is also the result of the relatively rapid 
deteriorationn of inter-ethnic relations in the cities, the significant loss of status and 
positionn of urban Armenians, and the more difficult political and economic conditions in 
urbann areas. 

Inn line with the modernization theory, the relatively weak civic identity of urban 
Armenianss can be interpreted as the answer of a more mobilized population to a weak 
state.. Urban populations have presumably more salient attitudes towards the regime of 
thee state than rural populations because they are more mobilized towards communication 
-- for example, being more highly educated, reading more newspapers, and using postal 
servicess and telecommunications more often. With regard to the legal legitimization of 
thee regime, this effect of modernity on Armenians in Georgia is confirmed by Georgians 
livingg in the same regions, as they reveal a similar urban-rural distinction with a 
relativelyy low legal legitimization of the regime in the cities. Only when the regional 
controll  of an ethnic group is so extensive that it rules the region virtually independently 
fromm the central regime in Georgia is the influence of modernity overshadowed by the 
influencee of ethnic identity - as is the case with Armenians in Javakheti who make up the 
overwhelmingg majority of the population in this isolated region bordering Armenia, and 
withh Georgians in Batumi due to the authoritarian rule of the Georgian Abashidze who 
ruless the region as his personal fiefdom. With regard to the political legitimization of the 
regime,, the effect of modernity seems to trigger more salient attitudes among urban than 
amongg rural Georgians, although in a different manner than among Armenians and, 
therefore,, actually resulting in a relatively stronger civic identity among urban Georgians. 
Whilee urban Armenians tend to show somewhat more disapproval of a political regime 
perceivedd as 'theirs' and not 'ours', urban Georgians show more support for 'their own' 
statee authority. 

Inn addition to modernization, another point that may have contributed to this weak 
politicall  legitimization of the regime by urban Armenians in Georgia is their relatively 
negativee perception of how inter-ethnic relations with Georgians have developed over the 
lastt decade. It could be envisaged that a deterioration of inter-ethnic relations with 
Georgianss would have a major impact on the daily lives of urban Armenians, as 
Georgianss not only make up the majority of the population in the cities but also occupy 
thee overwhelming majority of the positions in the regime, which is democratic on paper 
butt in reality functions mainly through nepotism and corruption. 

Anotherr background factor that may have played a part in the urban-rural 
differencee in the political legitimization of the regime among Armenians is the loss of 
positionn and status of Armenians since Georgia became independent that is stronger in 
citiess than in the countryside. Although under the communist regime all Armenian 
propertyy was nationalized and the titular Georgian group was favored, especially in the 
capital,, many Armenian institutions were established and well maintained. In spite of the 
hierarchicall  nationality policy of the Soviet regime, ethnic differences were less 
emphasizedd within the predominantly urban intelligentsia. With the independence of 
Georgiaa under the leadership of Gamsakhurdia, however, Georgian nationalism reigned 
supreme,, disrupting the established relations between the Armenian and Georgian elites, 
andd threatening Armenian ethnic institutions. As a result, while all Armenians in Georgia 
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startedd to fear that they would be locked in a position of inferiority, urban Armenians and 
especiallyy those in Tbilisi experienced a particular loss of influence and status. 

Thiss loss was augmented by the subsequent brain drain among Armenians, 
especiallyy from urban areas where most of the better-educated Armenians used to reside. 
Thousandss of Armenians have left Georgia since it became independent, especially the 
richestt and best educated, to try their luck elsewhere. Moreover, the enormous influx of 
'non-Tbilisii  Georgians' into the capital has further disrupted the established relations 
betweenn Armenians and Georgians and emphasized ethnic differences. This was not 
primarilyy because their arrival changed the ethnic balance in favor of Georgians but 
ratherr that these provincial Georgians from the countryside are less cosmopolitan, 
accordingg to many Armenians. Furthermore, the many Georgian refugees from the 
separatedd region of Abkhazia, who are 'temporarily' accommodated in hotels in the 
capital,, actually blame Armenians for their current difficulties as local Armenians in 
Abkhaziaa fought on the side of the Abkhaz in the civil war against the Georgians. 

Thee particularly long and influential history of Armenians in Tbilisi makes their 
recentt loss of position and status all the more painful. Armenians have lived in Tbilisi for 
centuriess and although they have not been in the majority in the population since the mid-
nineteenthh century in the population of the city and lost their dominant position as 
propertyy owners, merchants and craftsmen, they are very closely connected to 'their' city 
and,, unlike Armenians in other parts of Georgia, much less focused on Armenia. 

Urbann Armenians have experienced this relatively large loss of position and status 
ass well because they form a small but not negligible proportion of the urban population 
andd are widely dispersed geographically within the cities. The proportion of Armenians 
inn Tbilisi and Batumi is small enough to have frequent confrontations with Georgians -
unlikee in Javakheti - but it is large enough for a distinct ethnic group feeling to remain -
unlikee in Sighnaghi. Urban Armenians are not geographically concentrated in their own 
neighborhoodss (anymore), while most Armenians in the countryside live in their own 
villagess and at a certain distance from local Georgians. With inter-ethnic relations 
becomingg more tense in Georgia since independence, urban Armenians have lost their 
positionn and status, while rural Armenians have continued to maintain the same position 
andd status at the local level in Armenian villages - and Georgians living in rural regions 
withh a substantial number of Armenians in the population are also more inclined to use 
Armeniann as one of their public languages.4 

AA third factor, besides modernization and relative loss of position and status, 
whichh may have contributed to a relatively weak political legitimization of the regime by 
urbann Armenians is that they are more closely confronted with the political turbulence in 
Georgiaa and generally experience greater problems in their everyday lives and living 
conditions.. While in the countryside ethnic tensions mounted with the introduction of 

44 A comparative study of East Germans in the German capital Berlin and in the East-German provincial 
cityy of Chemnitz confirms this correlation between proportion/concentration in the regional population and 
(thee perception of) loss of position. It concludes that the perception of 'relative deprivation' is larger among 
Eastt Germans in Berlin, not because the differences between East and West Germans are larger in this city 
butt because they are more pronounced with West Germans in Berlin [making up a large part of the 
populationn in the city] being less inclined to adapt to East German habits than those in Chemnitz [who are 
onlyy a small minority in the population of the city] (Den Hertog 2003: 195-197). 
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nationalistt policies in Georgia in the early 1990s, urban Armenians actually experienced 
large-scalee demonstrations, clashes, and in Tbilisi even a two-week civil war in the 
streetss of the capital between supporters and opponents of these policies. In addition, 
comparedd to Armenians in the countryside, their living conditions are generally more 
difficult .. While there are more jobs in urban areas, the crime rate is higher and it is more 
difficul tt to be self-sufficient by growing food and keeping livestock, something which 
hass become very important in the almost completely ruined economy of Georgia. 

Theree is only one clear exception to this urban-rural divide in the political legitimization 
off  the regime by Armenians: those living in the rural area of Javakheti who reveal 
relativelyy weak support for the political regime. As Georgians in the region have a 
similarlyy low level of political legitimization of the regime, this seems to be the result of 
particularr regional circumstances. It is probably connected to the overwhelming majority 
off  Armenians in the regional population, as a result of which both Armenians and 
Georgianss feel relatively deprived by the regime, though for different reasons. Armenians 
inn Javakheti often think that the regime neglects the region because only Armenians and 
hardlyy any Georgians live in Javakheti. Georgians, on the other hand, often feel 
discriminatedd against by the local Armenians who control the region almost completely, 
andd they think that Armenians should show more respect for being allowed to live in 
'their'' motherland. 

Ann explanation for the lack of influence of ethnic identity on the civic identity of 
Armenianss in Georgia is the fact that the ethnic identity of these Armenians is not greatly 
influencedd by distinct urban and rural factors. Instead, the ethnic identity of Armenians in 
Georgiaa appears mainly related to the proportion of Armenians in the regional 
population,, with Armenians forming only a small part of the regional population and 
havingg a weaker Armenian ethnic identity than those comprising a large part of the 
regionall  population. 

Contraryy to the findings of a study on Russians in Ukraine (Janmaat 2000), there 
iss no exception with regard to this correlation between proportion and ethnic identity for 
thee Armenians that are only a small ethnic minority in the regional population - in this 
casee the Armenians in rural Sighnaghi who are largely assimilated with the Georgian 
majorityy in the region. Unlike the small Russian minority in the Ukrainian city of L \ iv , 
thesee Armenians in Sighnaghi apparently lack anxiety about language and identity that 
wass given as an explanation for the relatively strong Russian ethnic behavior of these 
Russianss in Ukraine. This is probably the result of the Armenian language and culture not 
havingg played such a significant role in the history of post-Soviet states as the Russian 
languagee and culture did - first in the Russian Empire and subsequently in the Soviet 
Unionn - and, therefore, being less facilitated in its maintenance. Another reason for this 
distinctionn might be that while the Armenians in Sighnaghi have been surrounded 
predominantlyy by Georgians over the course of time, the Russians in L'viv live in multi-
ethnicc surroundings, which makes assimilation within the majority ethnic group less 
compelling.. Yet probably the most important factor contributing to this difference in 
ethnicc identification is the context of urbanity, with smaller possibilities for ethnic 
mobilizationn in the rural area of Sighnaghi than in L'viv, due to the less advanced process 
off  modernization, as described above. These hypotheses are supported by the fact that the 
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Armeniann ethnic minorities in the multi-ethnic cities of Georgia have not assimilated into 
thee majority Georgian ethnic group at all but have adopted a partly Russian ethnic 
identity,, which, unlike Armenians in Sighnaghi, does not diminish their overwhelmingly 
pridee in being Armenian. A comparison with Georgians has hardly any value in this 
context,, as variations in Georgian ethnic identity are only very limited. 

Thee only aspects of ethnic identity that cannot be clearly explained by ethnic 
proportionn is the Armenian perception of having Georgian neighbors or friends, which 
predominantlyy varies between urban and rural regions. In addition to the relatively 
negativee changes in inter-ethnic relations in the cities since the early 1990s, this seems to 
bee the result of the stronger inclination among rural ethnic minorities to adapt to the 
ethnicc context of the region. While the Armenian ethnic minority in rural Sighnaghi has 
evenn partly assimilated into their Georgian surroundings, the Georgian ethnic minority in 
Javakhetii  and to a lesser extent that in Akhaltsikhe have also adapted to the Armenian 
contextt by being willin g to use Armenian as one of the public languages in the region. 
Moreover,, in the latter two regions, the issue of non-Armenian neighbors and friends is 
moree hypothetical since Armenians make up a large part of the regional population. 

7.47.4 How can the civic  identity  of  Armenians  in  Georgia  be interpreted 
inin  a political  model  on legitimacy  of  states? 

Thee civic identity of Armenians in Georgia appears to be extremely weak, with 
hardlyy any support for the regime of the state and a low level of compliance with state 
authorityy and state laws. According to a theoretical model by Rose based on a case study 
off  Northern Ireland, this would lead to a repudiated regime, a rebellious population and 
actuall  rebellion within the state (see Figure 7.1). Yet, while the regime in Georgia can 
generallyy be called repudiated, the Armenian population and the situation in the state are 
nott rebellious. In spite of the fact that the basic conditions for ethnic mobilization have 
beenn fulfilled - as their absolute numbers are large enough to establish ethnic institutions 
andd their proud perception of being Armenian creates the necessary 'imagined 
community'' - there is hardly any significant protest to be heard from the Armenians in 
Georgia,, except from those in Javakheti. 

Whenn differentiating according to the urban-rural cleavage that appeared to be 
significantt regarding the civic identity of Armenians, the description of the model for the 
rurall  Armenians becomes more appropriate. As their support and compliance are weak 
butt relatively stronger than those of urban Armenians, the model would predict a divided 
authorityy of the regime in these areas combined with either an ambivalent population 
withh unpredictable action or an uncertain population that goes along with the prevailing 
viewss around them. 

Thiss seems to be the case among rural Armenians, with Armenians in Akhaltsikhe 
probablyy belonging to the former category of an ambivalent population with 
unpredictablee action, and those in Sighnaghi to the latter category, of a population that 
goess along with the prevailing views around them. After all, relatively many Armenians 
inn Akhaltsikhe stated having participated in the parliamentary elections when compared 
too the official voter turnout in the region, but those who voted were vague in their reasons 
forr participating. Moreover, Armenians in Akhaltsikhe appeared relatively supportive of 
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thee democratic regime but on the other hand see complying with discriminatory laws as 
unimportant.. That this ambivalent attitude actually might result in unpredictable action is 
alsoo confirmed by their caution in explaining what they would like to see changed in their 
inter-ethnicc relations with Georgians, which, in their opinion, have deteriorated 
significantly.. All this might well be because in Akhaltsikhe, unlike other regions, both 
Armenianss and Georgians make up about half of the region's population, as a result of 
whichh the balance of power is not clear byy definition and remains a potential struggle. 
Armenianss in Sighnaghi, on the other hand, seemed to legitimize the regime to a large 
extentt as a result of going along with the prevailing views around them. After all, they 
weree not vague about their reasons for supporting the regime, and perceive compliance 
withh all state laws as important. Yet, this is not necessarily because they are an uncertain 
population,, indeed they have assimilated successfully into the majority Georgian 
communityy in the region, with whom they claimed to have very good relations. 

Figuree 7.1: Typology of the regime's authority and of individual outlooks (with the 
expectedd reaction to the regime) based on the degree of support for the 
regimee and compliance with state authority and state laws by the citizenry of 
aa state (i.e. the strength of their civic identity) 
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Althoughh differentiating between urban and rural regions improves the 
descriptionn of rural Armenians according to the model, the problem with urban 
Armenianss remains because they have a weak civic identity but are not rebellious. The 
alreadyy mentioned extensive brain drain among urban Armenians, their low proportion in 
thee urban populations, their wide dispersal within cities, and their relatively difficult 
livingg conditions have probably not only contributed to a weak civic identity but also 
partlyy explain the lack of rebellious attitudes among urban Armenians. 
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Inn addition, a general reason for this particular combination of a repudiated 
regimee and a relatively quiet Armenian population in Georgia - unlike Rose's political 
modell  - is the weakness of the Georgian state. There are no clear borders, state 
institutions,, policies and divisions of power, which makes it difficult to know what to 
rebell  against. In fact, the Georgian regime has only minimal influence on the daily life of 
Armenians,, who are just busy surviving. Moreover, there is barely a civil society but 
ratherr a passivity or even apathy towards politics as a result of the low level of 
democratizationn and reformation in Georgian society over the centuries and of the Soviet 
legacyy of centralization of politics, ambiguous policies, frequent abuse of power, and a 
highh level of corruption and nepotism. Even in Javakheti where Armenians actually 
combinee a weak civic identity with a relatively rebellious attitude - as a result of their 
formingg an extremely large proportion in the population and their strong Armenian ethnic 
identity,, their closeness and focus on motherland Armenia, the physical isolation of the 
region,, the former policies of Georgianizing the region, and their perception of 
deprivationn in economic reforms and political autonomy - ethnic mobilization appears to 
bee limited. Also among Georgians, this weakness of the state appears to affect their 
attitudess and behavior: their weak civic identity, especially with regard to the legal 
legitimization,, indeed results in an isolated regime, but there are hardly any 
demonstrationss or riots - as would be expected by Rose's political model. 

Off  course, the legitimacy of a regime is never absolute but changes over time. It 
shouldd be noted that the research for this study was mainly conducted between 1996 and 
1998,, before the ruble crisis in Russia triggered a negative turning point in the state-
buildingg process in Georgia. Since then, there have been new outbreaks of violence on 
thee border with the de facto independent region of Abkhazia, a severe economic 
recession,, a collapse of the broad coalition of President Shevardnadze in parliament, a 
growingg problem with corruption and crime, and an increasingly tense relationship with 
Russia,, all of which have made life in Georgia far more insecure and probably further 
weakenedd the civic identity of Armenians in Georgia. But, as yet, there are no serious 
indicationss of a more rebellious attitude among these Armenians. Instead, those who can, 
continuee to emigrate. 

7.57.5 Main conclusions 

Thee central questions in this research were: (1) 'To what extent do Armenians in various 
regionss of Georgia legitimize the state: to what extent do they support the regime and 
complyy with its basic political laws?' and (2) 'To what extent is the civic identity of 
Armenianss in Georgia affected by variations in their Armenian ethnic identity: do civic 
andd ethnic identity comprise incompatible loyalties?". 
Thee main conclusions are: 

-- Armenians in Georgia only weakly legitimize the state: they reveal a low level of 
politicalpolitical legitimization of the regime - support of political state institutions - and a 
loww level of legal legitimization of the regime - compliance with state authority and 
statee laws. (By comparison, populations in other post-Soviet states and Georgians 
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livingliving in the same regions of Georgia also have a weak civic identity, but populations 
inin Eastern and Central Europe have a stronger civic identity.) 

-- Armenians in Georgia have a strong Armenian ethnic identity: while most demonstrate 
ann Armenian ethnic perception and behavior, almost all proudly perceive themselves 
ass belonging to the Armenian ethnic group. (By comparison, Georgians living in the 
samesame regions of Georgia also have a strong Georgian ethnic identity.) 

-- It is often hypothesized that within national minority populations there is a strong 
negativee correlation between civic and ethnic identity. In the case of Armenians in 
Georgia,, this (negative) correlation turns out to be very weak. (By comparison, the 
civiccivic identity of Georgians living in the same regions of Georgia also hardly 
correlatescorrelates with their Georgian ethnic identity.) 

-- The civic identity of Armenians in Georgia is particularly affected by the Soviet 
heritagee and differs between city and countryside: as a rule it is stronger in the 
countryside.. (By comparison, the strength of the civic identity of Georgians living in 
thethe same regions of Georgia is also affected by the Soviet heritage and differs between 
citycity and countryside: in some respects it is stronger in the cities.) 

-- Rose's political model developed for the case of Northern Ireland on the authority of 
regimess based on popular support and compliance as expressions of civic identity 
underestimatess the influence of regional differentiation in contexts and the variations 
inn the strength of the state. 

-- The ethnocentric concept of nation among the majority of Georgians has only a minor 
effectt on Armenian civic identity. (Georgians living in the same regions as Armenians 
revealreveal only a slightly stronger political legitimization of the regime.) 

-- The ethnic identity of Armenians in Georgia varies according to the proportion of 
Armenianss in the regional population. (By comparison, the ethnic identity of 
GeorgiansGeorgians living in the same regions of Georgia hardly varies between the regions.) 

-- Linguistic Russification of Armenians in Georgia does not generally reflect an ethno-
culturall  change but is instrumental in socio-economic developments with political 
implications.. It does not weaken their proud perception of belonging to the Armenian 
ethnicc group but does strengthen their political legitimization of the regime in Georgia. 
(By(By comparison, the Georgianization of Armenians in Georgia is an ethno-cultural 
changechange and weakens their Armenian ethnic identity.) 
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SAMENVATTING G 

DeDe verenigbaarheid  van loyaliteiten  op grond  van etnische  identiteit 
enen burgerschap.  De Armeniërs  in  Georgië. 

Inn onderzoek naar stabiliteit van democratische staten is de relatie tussen de etnische 
identiteitt en de identiteit als burger van een land een terugkerend onderwerp. Vaak wordt 
verondersteldd dat een grote loyaliteit aan de etnische groep een overkoepelend 
burgerschapsgevoell  in de weg staat, omdat etnische groepen geneigd zijn elkaar als 
bedreigingg voor hun positie en status te zien. Voor een stabiele democratie is het echter 
essentieell  dat een grote meerderheid van de bevolking een sterke identiteit als burger 
heeft,, die tot uitdrukking komt in hun legitimatie van de politieke autoriteiten van de 
staat.. Alleen dan heeft een democratische regering erkende middelen om onenigheden 
tussenn verschillende delen van de bevolking op een vredige en legitieme wijze op te 
lossenn en de stabiliteit van de staat te waarborgen. Een belangrijk vraagstuk is dus op 
welkee manier een stabiele democratie opgebouwd kan worden in een staat met een multi-
etnischee bevolking. 

Ditt vraagstuk kreeg een nieuwe impuls in de beginjaren negentig met het ontstaan 
vann democratische post-Sovjet staten. Behalve een multi-etnische bevolking worden deze 
statenn geconfronteerd met de erfenis van zeventig jaar Sovjet beleid dat de structuur van 
dee maatschappij en de houdingen van mensen diepgaand veranderde. Onder het Sovjet 
bewindd werd de etnische verscheidenheid van de bevolking niet alleen sterk benadrukt, 
maarr zelfs geïnstitutionaliseerd in een hiërarchisch onderscheid tussen de groepen in de 
verschillendee delen van het land. De etnische identiteit werd in de identiteitspapieren 
vastgelegdd en moest bij persoonsgegevens op formulieren altijd worden vermeld, terwijl 
dee zogenaamde 'titulaire' groepen (de hoofdgroepen van de Sovjet republieken, zoals 
Georgiërss in Georgië) meer rechten kregen in 'hun' republiek dan de andere etnische 
groepen.. Ten aanzien van het burgerschap tolereerde het Sovjet bewind geen variatie; de 
loyaliteitt van burgers voor de politieke autoriteiten werd met harde hand afgedwongen. 
Bovendienn was de afstand tussen de burger en de autoriteiten groot door de afwezigheid 
vann een 'civil society' van belangenvertegenwoordigingen, het vaak willekeurige Sovjet 
beleidd en de omvangrijke corruptie en het machtsmisbruik onder ambtenaren. 

OmOm inzicht te krijgen in de samenhang tussen etnische identiteit en burgerschap in 
eenn post-Sovjet context analyseert deze studie de Armeniërs in Georgië. De case Georgië 
iss interessant omdat de stabiliteit van deze staat niet alleen van belang is voor de regio, 
maarr ook voor landen als de VS die de rijke olievoorraden van de Kaspische Zee via 
Georgiëë naar het Westen wil transporteren. Bovendien heeft Georgië een bevolking die 
bestaatt uit vele verschillende etnische groepen en hebben etnische conflicten al tot 
meerderee burgeroorlogen geleid. Van alle etnische minderheden in Georgië zijn 
Armeniërss niet alleen de grootste, maar ook hebben zij een belangwekkende historische 
achtergrond.. In de negentiende en begin twintigste eeuw waren de Armeniërs op 
economischh en politiek gebied de machtigste groep in de hoofdstad Tbilisi, en de 
Georgischee afgunst die hierdoor veroorzaakt werd was een belangrijke stimulans voor de 
opkomstt van het Georgisch nationalisme. Daarnaast is er al eerder een revolte geweest 
vann Armeniërs tegen de Georgische autoriteiten, tijdens de eerste onafhankelijke 
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republiekk Georgië (1918-1921). Tenslotte is onderzoek van etnische identiteit en 
burgerschapp onder Armeniërs interessant omdat Armeniërs in verschillende concentraties 
verspreidd over Georgië wonen, zodat het effect van deze geografische variatie op de 
etnischee identiteit en het burgerschap kan worden geanalyseerd. 

Dee legitimering van de politieke autoriteiten door Armeniërs in Georgië, ofwel de 
positievee houding ten aanzien van hun burgerschap, wordt in de eerste plaats vastgesteld 
aann de hand van hun steun voor de politieke instituties van het land. Dit omvat zowel de 
politiekee als de economische legitimiteit van het regeringsapparaat, maar omdat de 
economiee in Georgië grotendeels is geruïneerd concentreert deze studie zich op de 
politiekee legitimiteit. Naast steun voorpolitieke instituties wordt de positieve houding ten 
aanzienn van burgerschap gemeten aan het belang gehecht aan naleving van de wet. 
Tenslottee kan een regering niet alleen functioneren op basis van steun van de bevolking, 
ookk haar wetgeving moet worden gerespecteerd om de stabiliteit van de staat te kunnen 
waarborgen.. De analyse van de etnische identiteit van Armeniërs in Georgië richt zich in 
dee eerste plaats op beschrijvende kenmerken, zoals moedertaal en religie. Maar daarnaast, 
enn misschien nog wel belangrijker, is het aspect van 'keuze' van etnische identiteit door 
Armeniërss in Georgië: de beoordeling van de eigen etnische identiteit en de houding ten 
opzichtee van andere etnische groepen (in perceptie en gedrag). 

Voorr het onderzoek zijn vijf onderzoeksregio's geselecteerd die samen een ruime 
meerderheidd van de Armeense bevolking in Georgië bevatten (79% als de afgescheiden 
regio'ss Abchazië en Zuid Ossetië niet worden meegeteld) en waar de proportie van 
Armeniërss in de regionale bevolking varieert tussen de 2 en 91 procent. De variatie in 
etnischee identiteit en burgerschap worden verklaard aan de hand van de regionale 
achtergrondd (geschiedenis en geografie), de manier waarop Armeniërs worden 
geïdentificeerdd door Georgiërs (interetnische relaties), de manier waarop Armeniërs 
wordenn geïdentificeerd door de regering van Georgië (beleid en wetten), de mate waarin 
Armeniërss zijn georganiseerd (etnische mobilisatie) en de mogelijkheden die de politieke 
structuurr in Georgië voor mobilisatie biedt ('political opportunity structure'). Om te 
kunnenn vaststellen in hoeverre de resultaten typerend zijn voor Armeniërs of eveneens 
geldenn voor Georgiërs is een vergelijking gemaakt met etnische identiteit en burgerschap 
vann Georgiërs die in dezelfde regio's van Georgië wonen. Op die manier kunnen de 
gevolgenn van de specifieke positie van Armeniërs binnen het Georgische staatsbestel 
beterr worden geïnterpreteerd. Naast een uitgebreide studie van de beschikbare 
schriftelijkee bronnen en statistieken, en diepte interviews met de leiders van Armeense 
etnischee organisaties, is dit onderzoek vooral gebaseerd op een enquête onder 482 
Armeniërss en 420 Georgiërs in de vijf onderzoeksgebieden. 

Dee beschrijving van de historische en geografische achtergrond van Armeniërs in 
Georgiëë (hoofdstuk drie) laat zien dat de Armeniërs een lange geschiedenis in dit land 
hebben.. In de hoofdstad Tbilisi wonen al eeuwen Armeniërs, terwijl de meeste Armeniërs 
inn de overige vier onderzoeksgebieden reeds in de negentiende eeuw vanuit het 
Ottomaansee Rijk zijn gekomen. Hoewel veel Armeniërs vroeger tot de rijke en 

11 Let wel, deze Georgiërs zijn slechts een controle groep. Hun houdingen kunnen niet worden gezien als 
representatieff  voor de hele Georgische bevolking in Georgië, aangezien de onderzoeksgebieden slechts 
28%% van alle Georgiërs in Georgië bevatten en verreweg de meeste Georgiërs in gebieden zonder 
Armeensee bevolking wonen. 
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invloedrijkee bourgeoisie van Georgië gerekend konden worden, zijn ze nu een 
machtelozee etnische minderheid in het land, die vaak worden gezien als 'gasten' in 
Georgië.. Dit is het gevolg van een groeiend nationaal bewustzijn onder de Georgiërs in 
dee negentiende eeuw, het grotendeels Georgisch nationalistisch bewind in de eerste 
onafhankelijkee republiek Georgië (1918-1921), de institutionalisering van Georgiërs als 
dominantee etnische groep ten tijde van de Sovjet Unie, en de overwinning van het 
Georgischh nationalisme na de onafhankelijkheid van Georgië in 1991. Bovendien wordt 
dee achterstelling van Armeniërs in Georgië nog versterkt door de zwakheid van de 
huidigee Georgische staat waarin criminaliteit en corruptie zegevieren en het politieke 
systeemm grotendeels is gebaseerd op nepotisme en netwerken. Wel zijn er grote regionale 
verschillenn tussen de vijf onderzoeksgebieden als gevolg van de relatieve locatie en de 
samenstellingg van de regionale bevolking: 
**  Tbilisi - hoofdstad van Georgië en zetel van de Georgische regering waar naast een 

Armeensee minderheid (12%) en een Georgische meerderheid (66%) nog vele ander 
etnischee groepen wonen 

**  Batoemi - hoofdstad van de autonome regio Ajaria aan de Zwarte Zee waar naast een 
Armeensee minderheid (10%) en een Georgische meerderheid (66%) nog vele ander 
etnischee groepen wonen 

**  Signagi - plattelandsregio in het oosten van Georgië, ver van de hoofdstad Tbilisi en 
vann moederland Armenië, met een kleine Armeense minderheid (2%) en een overgrote 
Georgischee meerderheid (93%) 

**  Achaltsiche - plattelandsregio in het zuiden van Georgië, ver van de hoofdstad Tbilisi 
maarr dicht bij Armenië, waar Armeniërs en Georgiërs beide ongeveer de helft van de 
bevolkingg uitmaken (43% en 47%) 

**  Javacheti - plattelandsregio in het zuiden van Georgië, geïsoleerd hoogplateau, ver 
vann de hoofdstad Tbilisi maar grenzend aan Armenië, met een overgrote Armeense 
meerderheidd (91%) en een kleine Georgische minderheid (5%) 

Eenn korte analyse van de politieke structuur van Georgië en van de manier 
waaropp de politieke autoriteiten van dit land de Armeniërs in wetten en beleid bejegenen 
(hoofdstukk vier) laat zien dat deze achtergrondfactoren verre van optimaal zijn voor een 
sterkk burgerschapsgevoel onder Armeniërs. De formeel democratische politieke structuur 
vann Georgië is in praktijk vaak discriminerend voor Armeniërs omdat informele politieke 
structurenn grotendeels gebaseerd zijn op netwerken en nepotisme, en de politiek 
voornamelijkk door Georgiërs wordt gedomineerd. Maar daarnaast hebben de Armeniërs 
ookk minder kansen in de politiek als gevolg van het gebrek aan politieke ervaring onder 
dee Armeniërs in Georgië doordat zij tijdens het Sovjet bewind als 'niet-titulaire' groep 
minderr kans hadden op een politieke carrière in de Georgische republiek, en doordat 
voorall  hoogopgeleide en welgestelde Armeniërs uit Georgië zijn geëmigreerd sinds de 
onafhankelijkheid.. Tenslotte speelt het etnocentrische concept van natie onder de 
meerderheidd van de Georgiërs een rol; veel Georgiërs vinden dat Armeniërs geen eisen 
moetenn stellen, maar dankbaar moeten zijn dat ze in 'hun' Georgië mogen wonen. Deze 
nadrukk op etniciteit komt ook naar voren in de negatieve manier waarop Georgiërs 
Armeniërss identificeren: de meeste willen liever geen relaties met Armeniërs, zeker niet 
alss het intieme of ondergeschikte verhoudingen betreft. En zelfs de Georgiërs die positief 
zijnn over interetnische relaties, zien Armeniërs ook duidelijk als andere groep die niet met 
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dee Georgiërs zou moeten assimileren. Zeer weinig Georgiërs gaan dan ook een huwelijk 
aann met een Armeniër, alhoewel een vriendschap met Armeniërs vooral blijkt samen te 
hangenn met de mogelijkheid om Armeniërs te ontmoeten. 

Armeniërss in Georgië zijn niet nationaal georganiseerd als etnische groep, maar er 
zijnn wel lokale Armeense organisaties met voornamelijk regionale doelstellingen. 
Daarnaastt zijn er veel officiële Armeense instellingen overgebleven uit de Sovjet tijd 
(scholen,, krant, radio, etc), die door de staat worden gefinancierd. Hoewel het bestaan 
vann deze officiële instellingen geen uitdrukking is van Armeense etnische mobilisatie, 
benadrukkenn zij wel de etnische verscheidenheid. De enige regio waar Armeense etnische 
organisatiess echt een mobilisatie capaciteit hebben is Javacheti, aangezien hun 
verregaandee regionale claims (passief) worden gesteund door de meerderheid van de 
lokalee Armeniërs. In de hoofdstad Tbilisi zijn ook vrij veel Armeense etnische 
organisaties,, maar omdat zij minder georganiseerd zijn rond regionale kwesties, spreken 
zee slechts een klein deel van de lokale Armeniërs aan. 

Inn het algemeen kan gesteld worden dat de Armeniërs in Georgië een sterke 
Armeensee etnische identiteit hebben, omdat bijna alle Armeense respondenten zich 
Armeniërr voelen en trots zijn op hun Armeense etnische identiteit (hoofdstuk vijf) . Dit is 
verklaarbaarr tegen de achtergrond van een Sovjet geschiedenis waarin er een extreme 
nadrukk was op de etnische verscheidenheid, wat ook in overeenstemming is met de zeer 
sterkee etnische identiteit onder de Georgiërs in dit onderzoek. Maar naast de sterke 
identificatiee als Armeniër bestaan er grote verschillen in etnische identiteit onder 
Armeniërss in Georgië, die vooral samenhangen met de mate van concentratie. Hoe hoger 
hett percentage Armeniërs in de regionale bevolking, hoe sterker hun Armeense etnische 
identiteitt op het gebied van moedertaal, schoolkeuze, kerkgang, keuze van radio- en 
televisieprogramma's,, keuze van kranten, houding ten opzichte van een Georgische baas 
off  partner, aantal Georgische vrienden, en het aantal huwelijken met een Georgiër 
(alhoewell  bij de laatste twee ook de kans op ontmoeting een rol speelt). Alleen de religie 
vann Armeniërs lijk t meer afhankelijk van de specifieke regionale geschiedenis, en de 
houdingg van Armeniërs ten opzichte van Georgische vrienden en buren varieert vooral 
tussenn stad en platteland. 

Datt de etnische identiteit van Armeniërs grotendeels varieert met hun proportie in 
dee regio betekent niet automatisch dat sommige Armeniërs (gedeeltelijk) geassimileerd 
zijnzijn met de Georgiërs. Dit is alleen het geval bij de zeer kleine groep Armeniërs in 
Signagi,, die een minieme etnische minderheid zijn in deze plattelandsregio ver van 
Armeniëë met een bijna geheel Georgische bevolking. Maar het overgrote deel van de 
Armeniërss met een zwakkere Armeense etnische identiteit heeft in plaats van een 
Georgischee de uiterlijke kentekenen van een meer Russische etnische identiteit 
aangenomen.. Dit is begrijpelijk in het licht van de geschiedenis, omdat de Russische taal 
enn instituties al eeuwen prominent aanwezig zijn in Georgië, vooral in de steden waar 
altijdd veel Armeniërs hebben gewoond. Bijna de gehele negentiende eeuw maakte 
Georgiëë deel uit van het Russische Rijk, en tijdens het Sovjet bewind in de twintigste 
eeuww was Russisch niet alleen de taal van de regering, maar werd het de lingua franca 
vann de multi-etnische bevolking, en symbool van status en prestige. De gedeeltelijke 
Russischee identiteit onder veel Armeniërs blijkt dan ook vooral voort te komen uit 
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praktischee overwegingen, zoals betere opleidings- en carrière kansen, wat ook duidelijk 
wordtt uit hun onverminderd trotse gevoel Armeniër te zijn. 

Ondankss de variatie in etnische identiteit onder Armeniërs in Georgië is de 
etnischee afstand tussen Armeniërs en Georgiërs in het algemeen dus groot, zoals ook al 
duidelijkk werd in de negatieve houding van Georgiërs ten opzichte van de Armeniërs in 
hunn land. Sterker nog, er is zelfs sprake van een particularistische houding, omdat een 
meerderheidd van de Armeniërs (en Georgiërs) denkt dat hun etnische groep de beste is. 
Ditt gegeven, in combinatie met het feit dat bijna alle Armeniërs zichzelf trots tot de 
Armeensee etnische groep rekenen maakt politieke mobilisatie van Armeniërs op nationaal 
niveauu haalbaar, ondanks de zwakke etnische organisatie van Armeniërs in Georgië op 
ditt moment. De vorming van een gemeenschappelijk burgerschapsideaal van Armeniërs 
enn Georgiërs lijk t daarmee gecompliceerd. 

Bijj  Armeniërs in Georgië is de identiteit als burger inderdaad zwak (hoofdstuk 
zes).. Een grote meerderheid van deze Armeniërs zou het huidige democratische 
regeringsstelsell  graag willen vervangen door een autoritair regime - in de stad het liefst 
doorr een sterke leider en op het platteland vaker door terugkeer naar het communisme. 
OokOok vinden veel Armeniërs het onbelangrijk om zich aan de wet te houden in Georgië, 
alhoewell  dit gebrek aan respect voor autoriteiten zich niet beperkt tot de regering (maar 
ookk geldt voor andere instituties, zoals school, werk, kerk, en huwelijk). Tenslotte blijkt 
uitt de motivatie om te stemmen ofte willen emigreren dat een deel van de Armeniërs niet 
sterkk aan de Georgische staat is gehecht. 

Datt Armeniërs in Georgië een zwakke identiteit als burger hebben is niet 
verrassendd tegen de achtergrond van een zwakke en corrupte Georgische staat waar de 
integratiee van Armeniërs vaak wordt tegengewerkt door de informele politieke structuren. 
Maarr een vergelijking met Georgiërs in dezelfde regio's en met bevolkingen van andere 
post-Sovjett staten laat zien dat deze voorkeur voor autoritaire regeringsstelsels allerminst 
uitzonderlijkk is. Omdat de bevolkingen van Centraal- en Oost Europese staten veel 
positieverr zijn over het democratisch regeringsstelsel in hun land, lijk t de zwakke 
identiteitt als burger onder Armeniërs in Georgië dus vooral het gevolg van de post-Sovjet 
achtergrond. . 

Err zijn wel regionale verschillen te onderscheiden in deze zwakke identiteit als 
burger,, met name tussen stad en platteland: Armeniërs in de stad hebben in het algemeen 
eenn zwakkere identiteit als burger dan Armeniërs op het platteland. Uitzondering vormen 
dee Armeniërs in de Javacheti, maar dit is waarschijnlijk het gevolg van de relatief 
uitzonderlijkee situatie van de regio die bijna geheel wordt bevolkt door Armeniërs, als 
hoogplateauu enigszins geïsoleerd van Georgië is en grenst aan Armenië. De verschillen 
tussenn stad en platteland zijn eveneens te vinden onder de Georgiërs in dit onderzoek, 
alhoewell  op grond van hun steun voor het democratische regeringsstelsel hun identiteit 
alss burger juist sterker is in de steden. 

Datt bij Armeniërs in Georgië de zwakke identiteit als burger het gevolg zou zijn 
vann hun sterke etnische identiteit wordt door de resultaten van dit onderzoek niet 
bevestigd.. In plaats van onverenigbaar blijken etnische identiteit en identiteit als burger 
veelall  niet samen te hangen. En in de minderheid van de gevallen waar aspecten van 
beidee identiteiten toch een samenhang vertonen is het verband niet altijd negatief, maar 
blijkenn beide loyaliteiten elkaar net zo vaak te versterken. Aangezien dit grotendeels 
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wordtt bevestigd door de Georgiërs in dit onderzoek, ziet het ernaar uit dat de etnische 
identiteitt inderdaad niet de belangrijkste factor is die de identiteit als burger bepaalt. In 
plaatss daarvan lijken vooral de Sovjet achtergrond, de verschillen tussen stad en 
platteland,, en de uitzonderlijke situatie in Javacheti bepalend voor de identiteit als burger 
enn dus voor de legitimering van het democratische regeringsstelsel. Er is daarnaast ook 
nogg een samenhang met algemene sociale factoren als leeftijd en opleiding: oudere en 
lagerr opgeleide Armeniërs zijn bijvoorbeeld relatief vaak positief over het vervangen van 
dee democratie door een autoritair regeringsstelsel, terwijl jongere Armeniërs het 
overtredenn van de wet minder ernstig vinden. Maar omdat deze resultaten niet 
uitzonderlijkk zijn, wordt hier verder niet op in gegaan. 

Eenn aspect van de Sovjet achtergrond dat kan hebben bijgedragen aan de zwakke 
identiteitt als burger onder post-Sovjet volken, inclusief Armeniërs in Georgië, is het 
gebrekk aan religieuze reformatie en democratisering in hun maatschappij door de eeuwen 
heen.. De oorzaak hiervan gaat terug naar de tijd van het Grote Schisma toen de huidige 
post-Sovjett staten zich bij de Oosterse kerken van Byzantium schaarden. Hierdoor 
hebbenn post-Sovjet staten, in tegenstelling tot landen in Centraal- en Oost Europa die 
kozenn voor de Westerse kerken van Rome, lange tijd geen scheiding tussen seculiere en 
geestelijkee macht gekend, en zijn voorbij gegaan aan de Renaissance, de opkomst van het 
humanisme,, en uiteindelijk aan de Reformatie en de Verlichting. In plaats daarvan is in 
post-Sovjett staten de absolute macht van de monarchie lang blijven bestaan en is de 
economischee en politieke macht tot de Russische revolutie in handen gebleven van 
grondbezitters,, ook na de relatief late afschaffing van het feodale stelsel in de 
negentiendee eeuw. Behalve het gebrek aan reformatie en democratisering hebben post-
Sovjett staten ook relatief weinig concrete ervaring met staatsopbouw en een relatief 
zwakkee infrastructurele macht in vergelijking met landen in Centraal- en Oost Europa. 
Bovendienn is de economische groei in deze landen aanzienlijk lager dan in Centraal- en 
Oostt Europa, wat het verwerven van steun voor de democratische regering bemoeilijkt. 

Dee verschillen tussen stad en platteland onder Armeniërs in Georgië wat betreft 
dee identiteit als burger kunnen allereerst worden verklaard aan de hand van 
moderniseringstheorieën,, die stellen dat stedelingen meer gemobiliseerd zijn door de 
groteree toegang tot informatie- en communicatiemiddelen in de stad. Dat Georgiërs in de 
stadd juist een sterkere identiteit als burger hebben wat betreft hun steun voor de 
democratiee hoeft hiermee niet in tegenstelling te zijn. Terwijl Armeniërs in de stad wat 
meerr afkeur laten zien voor een regeringsstelsel dat wordt beschouwd als 'van hen1 in 
plaatss van 'van ons', laten Georgiërs in de stad meer steun zien voor 'hun eigen' politieke 
autoriteiten.. Naast de grotere mobilisatie is bij Armeniërs in de stad de zwakkere 
identiteitt als burger waarschijnlijk ook het gevolg van het feit dat Armeniërs in de stad 
meerr direct geconfronteerd zijn met de politieke turbulentie in de eerste jaren van 
onafhankelijkheidd in Georgië en minder mogelijkheden hebben om zelfvoorzienend te 
zijnn - wat in de huidige economische crisis van grote waarde is. Maar waarschijnlijk nog 
belangrijkerr is dat relatief veel stedelijke Armeniërs de verhoudingen met Georgiërs 
verslechterdd vinden. Dit hangt samen met het feit dat vooral de stedelijke Armeniërs een 
verliess aan positie en status te verwerken hebben gehad. Hoewel Armeniërs als niet-
titulairee groep tijdens het Sovjet bewind minder kansen hadden dan Georgiërs in Georgië, 
warenn er in de steden veel Armeense instituties en was etniciteit minder belangrijk onder 

184 4 



dee vooral stedelijke intelligentsia. Dit veranderde onder het Georgisch nationalistische 
bewindd van de eerste democratische president Gamsachurdia en het effect werd nog 
versterktt door een ware 'brain drain' onder de Armeniërs. Bovendien trokken 
tegelijkertijdd veel Georgiërs van het platteland naar met name de hoofdstad Tbilisi en 
wijzigdenn daarmee niet alleen de etnische balans in de stad maar hun relatief 
conservatievee houding maakte de stad ook minder kosmopolitisch (en dus minder 
tolerant)) in de ogen van stedelijke Armeniërs. Tenslotte werden er veel Georgische 
vluchtelingenn uit Abchazië in de hoofdstad ondergebracht die Armeniërs beschuldigen 
verantwoordelijkk te zijn voor hun moeilijkheden, omdat in de burgeroorlog in Abchazië 
lokalee Armeniërs tegen de Georgiërs hadden gestreden. De lange en invloedrijke 
geschiedeniss van de Armeniërs in Tbilisi maakt dit verlies van positie en status alleen 
maarr pijnlijker voor de stedelijke Armeniërs. Omdat stedelijke Armeniërs bovendien niet 
(meer)) in hun eigen buurten, maar verspreid over de stad wonen, is de confrontatie met 
Georgiërss frequent, in tegenstelling tot de plattelandsregio's waar zij geconcentreerd in 
hunn eigen dorpen leven en daar de lokale macht hebben behouden. Bovendien zijn 
Georgiërss in plattelandsregio's met een aanzienlijke proportie Armeniërs in de bevolking 
meerr geneigd om de Armeense taal in de openbare ruimte te gebruiken. 

Dee uitzonderlijke situatie in Javacheti - als geïsoleerd hoogplateau, grenzend aan 
Armeniëë en bijna geheel bevolkt door Armeniërs - wordt duidelijk uit het feit dat het hele 
openbaree leven is gericht op Armenië in plaats van Georgië. Het effect hiervan op de 
identiteitt als burger is zichtbaar in de reactie van zowel Armeniërs als Georgiërs in 
Javacheti,, die zich beide achtergesteld voelen door de regering van Georgië, alhoewel op 
verschillendee gronden. Armeniërs denken dat de achterstelling van de regio komt doordat 
err bijna alleen maar Armeniërs wonen in Javacheti, en Georgiërs vinden dat de regering 
niett genoeg doet aan de discriminerende houding van de lokale Armeense bestuurders. 

Eenn verklaring voor het uitblijven van significante invloed bij Armeniërs in 
Georgiëë van etnische identiteit op de identiteit als burger is dat de etniciteit niet zozeer 
blijk tt te verschillen tussen stad en platteland, maar samenhangt met de proportie van 
Armeniërss in de regionale bevolking. 

Hett Noord Ierse model van Richard Rose over de samenhang tussen de 
legitimeringg van het regeringsstelsel (steun aan de politieke instituties en naleving van de 
wet),, de politieke autoriteit van de regering en de politieke actie van de bevolking is 
slechtss gedeeltelijk toepasbaar op de situatie van de Armeniërs in Georgië. De politieke 
autoriteitt van de regering die het model verwacht op basis van zwakke legitimering van 
hethet regeringsstelsel door Armeniërs in Georgië blijkt pas te kloppen als er wordt 
gedifferentieerdd tussen stad en platteland, met een verdeelde mening over de regering op 
hethet platteland en een niet-erkende regering in de stad (en in het uitzonderlijke geval van 
Javacheti).. De politieke actie die hierbij verwacht wordt door het model komt alleen 
overeenn met Armeniërs op het platteland, die inderdaad onvoorspelbaar blijken 
(Achaltsiche)) ofwel meegaan met de heersende opvattingen om het heen (Signagi). Maar 
dee rebellie die wordt verwacht bij Armeniërs in de steden en in Javakheti blijkt niet te 
bestaan.. Naast de reeds beschreven 'brain drain', spreiding over de stad en relatief 
moeilijkee leefomstandigheden ligt een belangrijk deel van de verklaring voor het 
uitblijvenn van een rebellie waarschijnlijk bij het feit dat de Georgische staat zwak is. De 
grenzen,, staatsinstituties, beleid en machtsverdeling zijn grotendeels onduidelijk, wat het 
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moeilijkk maakt voor de Armeniërs in de stad om te weten tegen wie of wat zij moeten 
rebelleren.. In feite heeft de Georgische regering maar een minimale invloed op het 
dagelijkss leven van de Armeniërs, die vooral bezig zijn met overleven. Er bestaat ook 
bijnaa geen 'civil society' van belangenvertegenwoordigingen, maar eerder een algemene 
passiviteitt en zelfs apathie ten aanzien van de politiek als gevolg van het gebrek aan 
ervaringg met democratisering en van de Sovjet erfenis. Zelfs in Javacheti, waar 
Armeniërss een zwakke identiteit als burger combineren met een relatief rebelse houding 
iss de etnische mobilisatie beperkt. Ook onder de Georgische respondenten is het effect 
vann de zwakke staat op de politieke actie zichtbaar, aangezien de verwachte 
demonstratiess of rellen (volgens het model van Rose) eveneens uitblijven. 
Natuurlijkk is de legitimiteit van een regeringsapparaat niet statisch, die verandert door de 
tijdd heen. Deze studie is vooral uitgevoerd tussen 1996 en 1998, voordat de roebelcrisis in 
Ruslandd een negatieve trend in de opbouw van de Georgische staat markeerde. Sindsdien 
iss het leven in Georgië onzekerder en het burgerschap van de Armeniërs waarschijnlijk 
alleenn maar zwakker geworden. Maar er zijn nog geen serieuze indicaties van een 
toenemendee rebellie onder de Armeniërs in Georgië. In plaats daarvan emigreren 
Armeniërss die daartoe de mogelijkheid hebben. 

Hoofdconclusies: Hoofdconclusies: 

**  Armeniërs in Georgië hebben een zwakke identiteit als burger: de steun voor politieke 
staatsinstitutiess is klein en het respect voor de autoriteit en wetten van de staat is 
gering.. (In vergelijking: Georgiërs die in dezelfde regio 's van Georgië wonen en 
bevolkingenbevolkingen van ander post-Sovjet staten hebben ook een zwakke identiteit als burger, 
maarmaar onder bevolkingen in Centraal- en Oost Europa is zij sterkert.) 

**  Armeniërs in Georgië hebben een sterke etnische identiteit: de meerderheid vertoont 
Armeenss etnische denkbeelden en gedrag en bijna allemaal zijn ze trots om tot de 
Armeensee etnische groep te behoren. (In vergelijking: Georgiërs die in dezelfde 
regioregio 's van Georgië wonen hebben ook een sterke etnische identiteit.) 

**  Er wordt vaak verondersteld dat bij etnische minderheden een sterk negatief verband 
bestaatt tussen etnische identiteit en burgerschap. In het geval van Armeniërs in 
Georgiëë blijkt deze (negatieve) samenhang slechts heel zwak. (In vergelijking: de 
burgerburger identiteit van Georgiërs die in dezelfde regio 's van Georgië wonen hangt ook 
slechtsslechts in geringe mate samen met hun etnische identiteit.) 

**  Het burgerschap van Armeniërs in Georgië wordt vooral beïnvloed door de Sovjet 
erfeniss en verschilt tussen stad en platteland: in het algemeen is de identiteit als burger 
sterkerr op het platteland. (In vergelijking: het burgerschap van Georgiërs die in 
dezelfdedezelfde regio 's van Georgië wonen is ook vooral beïnvloed door de Sovjet erfenis en 
verschiltverschilt ook tussen stad en platteland: in sommige opzichten is de identiteit als 
burgerburger echter sterker in de stad.) 
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**  Het politieke model van Rose over de samenhang tussen legitimering van het 
regeringsstelsel,, de politieke autoriteit van de regering en de politieke actie van de 
bevolkingg (ontwikkeld voor het geval van Noord Ierland) onderschat de invloed van 
regionalee differentiatie binnen staten en van variatie in de sterkte van staten. 

**  Het etnocentrische concept van natie onder de meerderheid van de Georgiërs heeft niet 
meerr dan een minimale invloed op de Armeense identiteit als burger. (De politieke 
legitimeringlegitimering van het regeringsapparaat is niet veel groter onder de Georgiërs die in 
dezelfdedezelfde regio 's van Georgië wonen.) 

**  De etnische identiteit van Armeniërs in Georgië hangt vooral samen met de proportie 
vann Armeniërs in de regionale bevolking. (In vergelijking: de etnische identiteit van 
GeorgiërsGeorgiërs die in dezelfde regio 's van Georgië wonen, varieert nauwelijks.) 

**  Linguïstische Russificering van Armeniërs in Georgië weerspiegelt in het algemeen 
geenn etnoculturele verandering, aangezien gerussificeerde Armeniërs niet minder trots 
zijnn om tot de Armeense groep te behoren. In plaats daarvan is deze linguïstische 
Russificeringg instrumenteel voor sociaal-economische doelen. Wel versterkt het de 
politiekee legitimering van het regeringsapparaat in Georgië. (In vergelijking: de 
linguïstischelinguïstische Georgisering van Armeniërs in Georgië is een etnoculturele verandering 
enen verzwakt de Armeense etnische identiteit wel.) 
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Pe3K)Me e 

HamJOHanbHa/ibHoeHamJOHanbHa/ibHoe  (smHunecKoe)  u apamdaHCKoe  caMoco3HaHue  -
HecoeMecmuMOcmbHecoeMecmuMOcmb  jionnbHocmeü?  Ha npuiuepe  apvmH  e rpy3uu. 

BaacHOHH TCMOH B HccjicaoBaHHax cxaÓMJibHOCTH aeMOKpaxHHecKHX rocy/iapcTB flBJiaeTCJi 
OTHomeHHee MOK^y HauHOHanbHbiM H rpaac/jaHCKHM caMoco3HaHHeM HaceneHHa. 
3anacTyioo aBTopw nccjicaoBaHHH HCXO^HT H3 nojio>KeHH5i, HTO öonbiuaji jioflübHOCTb 
HauHOHanbHOHH rpynne npenarcTByeT uiHpoKOMy qyBCTBy rpaacnaHCTBa, TaK KaK 
HauHOHanbHbiee rpynnbi CKJIOHHM BH^eTb ,npyr B Apyre yrp03y CBoefi H03HU.HH H CBoeMy 
CTaTyCy.. /Jjlf l CTaÓHJlbHOH fleMOKpaTHH, OAHaKO, Hpe3BbI4aHHO BaïKHO, HTOÖbl 

no^aBJiHtomeee óojibiiJHHCTBo HacejieHHfl HMCJIO BbicoKoe rpa>K,a,aHCKoe ca\ioco3HaHHe, 
KOTopoee npo3BJiaeTca B jierHTHMaiJHH HOJIHTHHCCKHX CTpyKTyp rocyaapcTBa. TojibKO B 
3TOMM cjiynae jjeMOKpaTMnecKoe npaBHTejibCTBo cnocoÓHO MHpHbiM H 3aKOHHbiM nyTeM 
pa3peiiiHTbb pa3HorjiacHS Me>K,ny pa3JiHMHbiMH rpynnaMH HacejieHHa H rapaHTHpoBaTb 
cTaÖHJibHOCTbb B rocy^apcTBe. TaKHM o6pa30M, Bonpoc o TOM, KaK MO>KCT 6biTb 
AOCTHrayTaa cTaÓHJibHaa aeMOKpaxHa B rocy^apcTBe c MHoroHaijHOHanbHbiM 
HacejieHMeM,, jiBJiJieTCJi Hpe3BbmaHHo BaacHbiM. 

OcoöeHHoo ocTpo 3TOT Bonpoc BCTan B Hanane 90-x FOJIOB, Koraa Ha TeppHTOpHH 
öbiBiueroo CoBeTCKoro C0K)3a CTanH B03HHKaTb .zjeMOKparaHecKHe rocyaapcTBa. KpoMe 
MHoroHauHOHanbHoroo HacejieHHH 3TH rocy,aapcTBa cmnKHyjiHCb c Hacjre^HeM 70 neT 
coseTCKoroo peacHMa, rjiyöoKO H3MeHHBiiiHM KaK cTpyKTypy oömecTBa, TaK H 
MOKJIHMHOCTHbiee OTHOllieHHfl. B COBeTCKHH nepHO ,̂ HaU,HOHaJlbHbie pa3JlHMMH He TOJlbKO 

BCJiHecKHH noflHepKHBajiHCb, HO H nojiywHjiH B pa3Hbix pafioHax CTpaHbi oc|)HH,HanbHbiH 
cTaTyc,, KOTOpbiH Hamen Bbipa>KeHHe B HepapxHH rpynn. HauHOHajibHaa 
npHHa/;jie>KHOCTbb yKa3biBanacb BO Bcex y/iocTOBepeHHHx JIHMHOCTH H BO Bcex 
Cj)OpMyj]flpaXX C JlHHHbIMH ^aHHblMH, B TO BpeMH KaK TaK Ha3bIBaeMbie «THTyj IbHbie» 

rpynnbii  (ocHOBHbie rpynnbi B COBCTCKHX pecny6jiHKax, HanpHMep, rpy3HHbi B Tpy3HH) 
HMejiHH B «CBOHX» pecnyöJiHKax öojibiue npaB, HeM .apyrne HauHOHajibHbie rpynnbi. FIo 
OTHOiueHHK»» K rpa>K,n,aHCKOMy caMOC03HaHHK) coBeTCKaa BJiacTb He Tepnena HH 
MajieHiiiHxx OTKJiOHeHHH: CBoeiï acene3HOH pyKOH pe>KHM oöecneHHBan nojiHTHwecKyio 
jiofljïbHOCTbb rpaataaH. KpOMe Toro, öojibinaa AHCTaHUHfl Me>Kay rpa>K,naHHHOM H 
BJiacTbK)) öwjia oöycjioBJieHa OTcyTCTBHeM «civil society» - coBOKynnocTH rpynn, 
npe^cTaBJiJHomHxx pa3JiHHHbie HHTepecbi, qacTO HenpeacKa3yeMOH COBCTCKOH 
nojiHTHKOH,, 6ojibiuoH KoppynuHeiï H 3JioynoTpeÖJieHHeM BJiacTbio cpejiH HHHOBHHKOB. 

JlnnJlnn Toro, HTOÖW nonyHHTb npe^CTaBJieHHe o CBJOH Meac/iy HauHOHajibHbiM H 
rpa^C^aHCKHMM CaM0C03HaHHeM B nOCT-COBeTCKOM KOHTCKCTe, B HCCJie^OBaHHH 

aHajTH3HpyeTcaa CHTyauwa aprwm B Tpy3HH. Cjiynafi Tpy3HH HHTepeceH noTowy, HTO 
CTaÖHJibHOCTbb 3Toro rocy^apcTBa Ba>KHa He TOJibKO AJIH perHOHa, HO H ^JIH CLUA, 
KOTopbiee coÖHpaiOTCJi 3KcnopTHpoBaTb Ha 3anazt 6oraTbie He(f)TflHbie 3anacu 
KacnHHCKoroo Mopa nepe3 Tpy3HK). KpoMe Toro, HacejieHHe Tpy3HH COCTOHT H3 
pa3JTHHHbIXX 3THHHeCKHX r p y n n, KOH(j)J]HKTbI Me>K/iy KOTOpbIMH HeO/JHOKpaTHO 

npHBO/iHJiHH y^ce K rpa^^aHCKHM BOHHaM. H3 Bcex HaunoHajibHbix MeHbiiiHHCTB B 
Tpy3HHH apMaHe He TOJibKO caMoe MHoroHHCJieHHoe, HO HMeiomee öoraTyio HCTOPHFO: B 
XI XX H B Hanane XX BeKa apMHHe B TÖHJIHCH 3aHHMajw Beü,ymee nono^ceHHe B oÖJiacTH 
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3KOHOMHKHH H nOJIHTHKH, H 3aBHCTb rpy3HH K 3TOMy rjOJIOHCeHHK) apMHH CbHpa j ia 

BancHyioo ponb a noflBjieHHH rpy3HHCKoro HauHOHanH3Ma. KpoMe Toro, yace paHbiue, BO 
BpeMfll  nepBOH He3aBHCHMofi rpy3HHCKOH pecnyÓJiHKH (1918-1921) apMüHe BbicxynajiH 
npoTHBB rpy3HHCKHX BJiacreH. HaKOHeu, HCCJie^OBaHHe HaunoHajibHoro H rpa>K/jaHCKoro 
caM0C03HaHHHH apMflH HHTepecHO H nocTOJibKy, nocKOJibKy apMjme no-pa3HOMy 
npe^CTaBJieHbii  B pa3JiHMHbix paiïoHax Tpy3HH, TaK HTO Mo^ceT 6biTb npoaHajiH3HpoBaHO 
BJiHJiHHee reorpa(J)HH Ha HauHOHanbHoe H rpa>K,a,aHCKoe caMOC03HaHHe. 

JlerHTHMaUHf ll  nOJlHTHHeCKO H BJiaCTH apMflHaM H B Tpy3HH HJ1H, .npyraMH 

cjTOBaMH,, HX rpaacaaHCKoe caMOC03HaHHe ycTaHaBJiHBaeTca B nepByio onepe/ib Ha 
ocHOBaHHHH HX no,zmep>KKH nojiHTHHecKHx HHCTHTyuHH CTpaHbi. rpaagjaHCKoe 
caMOC03HaHHee BKjnoHaeT B ceöa KaK nojiHTHMecKyio, TaK H 3KOHOMHHecKyro 
jierHTHMauHK)) annapaTa BnacTH, HO TaK KaK 3KOHOMHKa Tpy3HH Haxo^HTCJi B 
ÖCUCTBCHHOMM nojio)KeHHH, ocHOBHoe BHHMaHHe B #aHHOH pa6oTe yaejiaeTCH 
nojiHTHHecKOHH jierHTHMauHH. Hapa/iy c nojiaepncKOH nojiHTHnecKHx HHcwryuHH 
rpa>K^aHCKoee caMOco3HaHHe apMAH B Tpy3HH onpe^ejiaeTCJi H HX OTHomeHHeM K 
HcnoJiHeHHK)) 3aKOHa, KOTopoe H oöycjiaBJWBaeT 3aKOHO,aaTejibHyio BJiacTb 
ynpaBJieHHecKoroo annapaTa. B KOHCHHOM CMeTe, npaBHTejibCTBO He MO^eT 
(J)yHKu,HOHHpOBaTbb TOJTbKo npH no,imep>KKe HaceneHHH - ^.JIH rapaHTHH CTaÖHjibHOCTH 
Heoöxo^HMO,, HToöbi HaceJTeHHe coö^FOAajio H .neïïcTByfomee 3aKOHO^aTejibCTBo. AHajiH3 
HauHOHanbHoroo caMoco3HaHH» apMSH B Tpy3HH cocpcaoToneH npe^cAe Bcero Ha TaKHx 
^ecKpHnTHBHbixx cpaKTopax, KaK po^Hofi A3biK H pejiHTHJi. Cranb >Ke, ecüH He öojiee 
BaacHbiM,, aBJiHeTCH H acneKT «Bbiöopa» HauHOHajibHoro caMoco3HaHHa apMJiH B Tpy3HH: 
oueHKaa coöcTBeHHoro HaunoHajibHoro caMOC03HaHHH H OTHOiueHwe K ^pyrHM 
3THHnecKHMM rpynnaM (B BOcnpHHTHH H noBe/ieHHH). 

J\JIÜJ\JIÜ Hccjie^OBaHHSi BbiópaHbi riHTb perHOHOB, B KOTopwx B oömen CJIO>KHOCTH 
npoïKHBaeTT ncnaBJunomee öojibiiiHHCTBO apMAHCKoro HaceneHHfl Tpy3HH (79%, He 
CHHTaaa perHOHOB A6xa3HH H K)>KHOH OCCCTHH), npeACTaBjreHHoe B pa3Hbix 
nponopuHJix,, OT 2 no 91 %. Pa3JiHHHa B STHHHCCKOM H rpa>K,aaHCKOM caMOC03HaHHH 
oöijïiCHJHOTCfll  Ha ocHOBaHHH perHOHajibHbix ocoöeHHOCTen (HCTopna H reorpa4>HJi), 
BOCnpHflTHfll  apMflH Tpy3HHaMH (HHTep3THHHeCKHe OTHOmeHHfl), BOCnpHHTHa apMHH 

npaBHTeJibCTBOMM Tpy3HH (nojiHTHKa H 3aKOHOjiaTejibCTBo), CTeneHH opraHH3an.HH apMHH 
(3THHHecKaaa Mo6HJiH3auHfl) H B03Moa(HOCTeH Mo6H.nH3au.HH ('political opportunity 
structure1),, cymecTByiomHx B Tpy3HH npH ^aHHOH noiiHTHHecKHH CTpyKType. JXiw Toro, 
HTo6bii  ycTaHOBHTb, noKa3aTejTbHbi JIH pe3yjibTaTbi TOJibKO ana apivum HJIH OHH 
coxpaHHioTT CBoe 3HaneHHe H JXJ\% rpy3HH, npOBeaeHO cpaBHeHne c STHHHCCKHM H 
rpa^c^aHCKHMM ca\ioco3HaHHeM rpy3HH, npoJKHBaiomHx B 3THX pernoHax. 3TO ,naeT 
BO3MO>KH0CTbb JiyHUJC BblflBHTb CneU,H(j)HKy n03HUHH apMflH B TOCyflapCTBeHHOM 

ycTpOHCTBee Tpy3HH. Hapaay c aHajiH30M ^ocTynHbix nHCbMeHHbix HCTOHHHKOB H 
CTaTHCTHCTHHeCKHXX /jaHHblX H HHTepBbK) C pyKOBO^HTCJlflMH apMJIHCKHX HaUHOHaJlbHblX 

opraHH3auHHH aaHHoe Hccjie^oBaHHe nocTpoeHO B OCHOBHOM Ha MaTepnanax onpoca 482 
apMHHH H 420 rpy3HH, npo^HBaioinHx B nsTH BbiöpaHHbix jwn Hccjie^OBaHHa perHOHax. 

ripHH  3TOM rpy3HHbi ocTaK3TCfl Bcero jiHiii b KOHTpoJitHOH rpynnoH. Hx OTHOUJeHHe He HBJiaeTCH 
penpe3eHTaTHBHbiMM  juin Bcero rpy3HHCKoro HaceJieHH» Tpy3Hn, TaK KaK B perHOHax HccjieaoBaHHa 
npHacHBaeTT Bcero 28% rpy3HH B Tpy3HH, B TO Bpewia KaK 6OJH>IIJHHCTBO rpy3MH SCHBCT B paöoHax, r^e HCT 

apMHHCKoroo HacejieHHH. 
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HcTOpHHecKHHH H reorpacfmnecKHH 3KCKypc (TpeTbïi rnaBa) noKa3biBaeT, HTO 
apMAHee B Tpy3HH HMCIOT öoraToe HCTOpnnecKoe npouuioe. B CTOJiHue TÖHJIHCH apMjme 
>KHByTT HcnoKOH BeKOB, B TO BpeMfl KaK B apyrne neTbipe perHOHa apiwiHe nepeceJiHJiHCb 
BB XI X Bene H3 OiroMaHCKOH HMnepHH. ECJTH paHbine MHorHe apMjme npHHajjJie>KajiH K 
SoraTOHH H BnHHTejibHOH 6yp»cya3HH Tpy3HH, TO cefinac OHH npcacTaBJiaiOT 3iiecb 
JTHlüeHHOee KaKOH-JIHÖO BJiaCTH HaUHOHaJIbHOe MeHblUHHCTBO, Ha HHX CMOTpflT Kan Ha 

«rocTefi».. 3TO npoH30uirio BCJICUCTBHC pocTa HauHOHanbHoro caM0C03HaHHH rpy3HH B 
X I XX BeKe, rpy3HHCK0H HaUHOHaJlHCTHHeCKOH nOJIHTHKH BpeMeH nepBOH HC3aBHCHMOH 

pecnyönHKHH Tpy3HH (1918-1921), HHCTHTyuHOHanH3aHHH rpy3HH KaK jJOMHHHpyiomeH 
3THHHecKOHH rpynnw B COBCTCKHH nepno/ï H noöe^bi rpy3HHCKoro HauHOHajiH3Ma nocjie 
oöpeTeHHJii  rpy3HeH He3aBHCHM0CTH B 1991 rojiy. rioMHMO 3Toro, yxyameHHe 
noJio^ceHHHH apMHH B Tpy3HH ycHjiHBaeTca H oriaöocTbK) rpy3HHCKoro rocy^apcTBa, B 
KOTOPOMM npouBeTaiOT npecTynHOCTb H KoppynuHH, H nojiHTHHecKaa CHCTeMa KOToporo B 
ÖOJIbllIOHH CTeneHH CTpOHTCfl Ha HenOTH3Me H CBJBflX. HeOÖXO^HMO OTMeTHTb ÖOJIbUIHe 

pa3JIHHHHH MOK^ y nflTblO pe rHOHaMH, KOTOpbie SBJ1HIOTCJ! CJTe^CTBHeM OTHOCHTeJIbHOrO 

MecTonojio»(eHHfll  H cocTaBa MecTHoro HaccneHHJi: 
**  TÖHJIHCH - CTOJiHua Tpy3HH H MecTO pacnojio»ceHHfl rpy3HHCKoro npaBHTejibCTBa. 

H a p a ^yy C apMJIHCKHM MeHbUIHHCTBOM (1 2 %) H rpy3HHCKHM ÖOJIbUIHHCTBOM ( 6 6 %) 

3/jecbb npe/JCTaBJieHO MHoro jxpymx 3THHHCCKHX rpynn 
**  BaTyMH - CTOJiHiia aBTOHOMHoro perHOHa A^jKapua Ha HepHOM Mope, r/je Hapa ŷ c 

apMHHCKHMM MeHbUIHHCTBOM (10%) H rpy3HHCKHM ÖOJIbUIHHCTBOM (66%) 
npe^CTaBJieHOO MHoro jjpyrnx STHHHCCKHX rpynn 

**  CHrHarn - c/x perHOH Ha BOCTOKC Tpy3HH, B OT/xarieHHH OT cmriHUbi TÖHJIHCH H 
ApMeHHH,, C MajieHbKHM apM3HCKHM MeHbUIHHCTBOM ( 2 %) H nO/J.aBJIHK>UIHM 

rpy3HHCKHMM 60JIbUIHHCTB0M ( 9 3 %) 

**  Axa j iuuxe - c/x perHOH Ha lore Tpy3HH, B oxnaieHHH OT CTOJIHUH TÖHJIHCH, HO 

BÖJIH3HH ApMCHHH, TRQ apMflHe H Tpy3HHbI COCTaBJIflIOT npHMepHO nOJTOBHHy 

HacejieHHJii  (43% H 47%) 
**  flBaxera - c/x perHOH Ha lore Tpy3HH, H30JiHpoBaHHoe ropHoe njiaTO, B oxaajieHHH OT 

cTOJiHUbii  TÖHJIHCH, HO rpaHHnamee Henocpe/acTBeHHO c ApMeHHefi, c noaaBJijnoiiniM 
apMHHCKHMM ÖOJIbUIHHCTBOM ( 9 1 %) H MajieHbKHM rpy3HHCKHM MeHbUIHHCTBOM ( 5 %) 

KpaTKHÜÜ aHaüH3 noJiHTHHecKofi CTpyKTypu Tpy3HH H OTHOUICHHH 
nojiHTHHecKoroo pyKOBOflCTBa 3TOH CTpaHbi K apMAHaM (HeTBepTaa maBa) noKa3biBaeT, 
HTOO 3TH 4>aKTopbi oTHioab He cnocoöcTByioT pa3BHTHK) BbicoKoro rpa>K.naHCKoro 
caMOC03HaHHHH cpe Ĥ apM»H. OopMajibHO AeMOKpaTHnecKaa nojiHTHHecKaa CTpyKTypa 
Tpy3HHH Ha ziejie 0Ka3biBaeTC« .ziHCKpHMHHHpyiomeH JJJIH apMHH, TaK KaK He(J)opMajibHbie 
noJiHTHHecKHee CTpyKTypbi B öojibuioö CTeneHH ocHOBaHbi Ha HenoTH3Me H CBH3HX, H B 
nojiHTHKee npeoöJia^aiOT B OCHOBHOM rpy3HHbi. KpoMe 3Toro, y apMSH B Tpy3HH MeHbuie 
uiaHCOBB B nojiHTHKe BCJieacTBue He,aocTaTKa y HHX nojiHTHnecKoro onbiTa, TaK KaK BO 
BpeMeHaa CoBeTCKoro coi03a OHH, öy/xynH «HexHTyjibHOH» rpynnofi, HMCFTH MeHbuie 
uiaHCOBB c^ejiaTb nojiHTHnecKyio Kapbepy B pecnyöJiHKe Tpy3Ha, H TaK KaK nocjie 
nojiyMeHHJii  rpy3Heiï He3aBHCHMOCTH apMjme c BMCIUHM oöpa30BaHHeM H 
npeycneBaiomHee B ^e^ax 3MHrpHpOBariH H3 Tpy3HH. HrpaeT pojib euie H TO, HTO 

ÖOJIbUIHHCTBOO rpy3HH npH,Iiep>KHBaeTCH 3TH0UeHTpHHeCKHX B3rJ15iaOB: MHorue H3 HHX 

CHHTaioT,, HTO apMjme ^oji>KHbi He Bbi/4BHraTb TpeöoBaHHa, a ÖJiaro^apHTb 3a TO, HTO OHH 
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MoryTT 3KHTb B «HX» Tpy3HH. 3TOT ynop Ha HauMOHajibHyio npHHa,iyie}KHOCTb BbiCTynaeT 
Haa nepBbiH njiaH H B TOM HeraTMBHOM paxypce, B KoropOM rpy3HHbi BH/TAT apMjm: 
ÖOJÏbUlHHCTBOO H3 HHX He XOHeT HMeTb HHKaKHX OTHOHieHHH C apMflHaMH, BO BCflKOM 

CJiyMae,, OTHOlIieHHH HHTHMHblX HJIH nO/lMHHeHHblX. H /jaace rpy3HHbi, KOTOpbie 
nOJ10)KHTeJlbHOO CMOTpflT Ha HHTep3THH4eCKHe OTHOUJeHHJI, BHJJ.J1T apMJIH KaK 

coBepmeHHOO jxpyryto rpynny, accHMHJiflUHH KOTopofi c rpy3HHaMH HOKenaTenbHa. 
OneHbb Majio rpy3HH BCTynaeT B 6pan c apMjmaMH, B TO BpeMJi KaK apy^óa c apMHHaMH 
3anacTyK)) 3aBHCHT OT BO3MO>KHOCTH BCTpenaTb apMjm, TO ecTb OT HX nponopuHH B 
HacejieHHH. . 

ApiviaHee B Tpy3HH He opraHH30BaHbi KaK 3THHHecKaa rpynna Ha HauHOH&nbHOM 
ypoBHe,, xoTfl H cymecTByiOT MecTHbie apMHHCKne opraHH3auHH, KaK npaBHJio, c 
MeCTHbIMHH ueJlflMH. MHO>KeCTBO OtpHUHajlbHblX apMHHCKHX OpraHH3aUHH COXpaHHJIOCb c 

coBeTCKMXX BpeMeH (ïHKOJibi, ra3eTbi, pa/iHO H T .^ . ), OHH (pHHaHCHpyKvrca rocy^apcTBOM. 
XOTJJJ cymecTBOBaHHe 3THX ocpHiijiajibHbix opraHH3auHH He flBJiaeTca Bbipa>KeHHeM 
apMflHCKOHH 3THH4eCK0H M06HJlH3aUHH, OHO BCe >Ke nO^MepKHBaeT 3THHHeCKHe 

pa3JlHMH5I.. HBaxeTH HBJlfleTCJI e^HHCTBeHHblM paHOHOM, T^e apMHHCKHe 3THHMeCKHe 

OpraHH3aU,HHH aeHCTBHTClbHO OÖJia^aiOT M06HJlH3aiI.H0HH0H CnOCOÖHOCTbK), TaK K3K HX 

AajieKOO HAymne perHOHajibHbie TpeöoBaHHH (naccHBHo) no;mep>KHBaKyrcfl 
ÖOJIblHHHCTBOMM npO)KHBaK)mHX TaM apMHH. ^OBOJlbHO MHOrO apMflHCKHX 

HauHOHajibHbixx opraHH3au,HH M B TÖHJIHCH, HO TaK KaK OHH B MeHbiuen CTeneHH 
opHeHTHpoBaHbii  Ha MecTHyK) npoÖJie.MaTHKy, B HHX 3aaencTBOBaHa JiHiiib Heöojibiuafl 
wacTbb MecTHoro apMHHCKoro HacejieHHJi. 

BB oöiueM MOÏKHO CKa3aTb, mo apMflHaM B Tpy3HH npncyiue BbicoKoe apMSHCKoe 
HauHOHanbHoee caMoco3HaHHe, TaK KaK FIOHTH Bce onpomeHHbie apMjme oco3HaioT ce6a 
apMHHaMHH H rop/ibi 3THM oco3HaHHeM (nsnam rjiaBa). KopHH 3Toro ne^aT B COBCTCKOM 
nepno/je,, Kor/j,a HauHOHajibHbie pa3JiH4H« BcanecKH noanepKHBajincb. 3TO 
nO^TBepaC^aeTCHH BbIJIBJieHHOM B HCCJlCHOBaHHH Hpe3BbIHaHHO BbICOKHM HaUHOHailbHblM 

caMoco3HaHHeMM H y rpy3HH. Ho Hapa/jy c BUCOKHM OÖIUHM HauHOHajibHbiM 
caMoco3HaHHeivii  apMHH B Tpy3HH cymecTByioT pa3JiHHHJi B ero CTeneHH, KOTopbie 
3aBHCJiTT B nepByK) onepcnb OT CTeneHH KomieHTpauHH apMflH. HeM Bbime npoueHT 
apMJiHH cpe/iH MecTHoro HacejieHHH, TeM cHjibHee HX apMflHCKoe Hau,HOHanbHoe 
caMoco3HaHHe,, KOTopoe npojmjuieTCfl B oÓJiacTH JObiKa, B Bwöope HIKOJI, paziHO- H 
TeneBH3HOHHbixx nporpaMM, ra3eT, B HacTOTe nocemeHHH uepKBH, B OTHOUICHHH K 
rpy3HHCKOMyy HanajibHHKy HJIH napraepy, B KOJinnecTBe /rpy3eH-rpy3HH H 6paKOB c 
rpy3HHaMHH (XOTH B nocjie^HHx jiByx cjiynaax nrpaeT pojib H cjiynaH). TojibKO pejiHrHa 
apMHHH npezicTaBJiaeTCH öojiee 3aBMCHMOH OT cneu,H(pHKH MecTHOH HCTOpHH, a 
OTHOUICHHee apMSH K rpy3HHaM-/J,py3bHM H COCe^HM 3aBHCHT B OCHOBHOM OT TOTO, >KHByT 

JIHJIH OHH B ropo/j,e HJIH ^epeBHe. 
H 33 HaJIHMHH pa3J!HHHH B CTeneHH HaHHOHajlbHOrO CaMOC03HaHHH apMHH, 

3aBHCHMoroo OT HX nponopuHH B HecejieHHH pernoHa, He cne/iyeT aBTOMaTHwecKH, HTO 
HeKOTOpbiee apMHHe (waCTHHHO) aCCMMHJIHpOBaJIHCb C rpy3HHaMH. 3 T0 CJiyHHJlOCb JlHLUb 

ee ManeHbKOH rpynnofi apMJiH B CnrHarH, KOTopbie npe^CTaBJiflKDT KpouieMHoe 
3THHwecKoee MeHbiuHHCTBO B c/x perwoHe B OT^ajieHHH OT ApMeHHH, cpe Ĥ nOHTH 
HCKJiK)HHTeJibHOO rpy3HHCKoro HacejieHHfl. Ho óójibiuaji nacTb apMKH co cnaGbiM 
apMHHCKHMM HaUHOHajIbHblM CaMOC03HaHHCM npHHHJIO He CTOJlbKO rpy3HHCKOe, CKOJIbKO 
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pyccKoee HauHOHaiibHoe caMoco3HaHHe. 3TO BnonHe ITOHHTHO, ecjiH npHHjrrb BO 
BHHMaHHee HCTopHK), TaK Kax pyccKHH H3biK H pyccKHe y^pewieHHJi Ha npoTfl»ceHHH y»ce 
HecKOJibKHXX BeKOB omyrHMO npncyTCTByioT B Tpy3HH, ocoöeHHO B ropo^ax, r^e scerjia 
acHJioo MHoro apMHH. rioHTH Becb XI X BeK Tpy3H« cocTaBnajia nacTb POCCHHCKOH 
HMnepHH,, a B COBCTCKHH nepHo,a pyccKHH 6biJi He TOJibKO JBMKOM BJiacTH, HO H lingua 
francaa MHoroHairHOHanbHoro HecejieHHa H CHMBOJIOM noJioaceHHH H npecTH)Ka. 
l̂acTHHHOO pyccKoe caMoco3HaHHe y MHOTHX apMjm OKa3biBaeTca Bbi3BaHHbiM 

npaKTHHecKHMHH coo6pa3KeHHAMH, KaK-To: GojibiuHe maHCbi nojiyHHTb o6pa30BaHHe H 
c/tejiaTbb Kapbepy. 3TO O^QBUJXHO H3 HX HeoanaÖHofi rop/tocTH TeM, MTO OHH apMAHe. 

B H ee 3aBHCHMOCTH OT pa3JIHHHfl B CTeneHH HaUHOHaJIbHOrO CaMOC03HaHHS a p M aH 

BB T p y 3 H H, 3THHHeCKa« flHCTaHUHH MOKfl y apMflHaMM H rpy3HHaMH OCTaeTCfl ÖOJIbUIOH, 

HTOO öwjio acHO y»ce H3 HeraTHBHoro oTHomeHHH rpy3HH K apMaHaM, npo>KMBaiomHM B 
HXX CTpaHe. Bojiee Toro, MO^CHO roBopHTb flaace o napTHKyjiapH3Me, TaK KaK 
60JlbUIHHCTBOO KaK apMflH, TaK H rpy3HH CHHTaeT CBOK) HaUHOHaJIbHOCTb HaHJiyniueH. B 

KOMÖHHaUHHH C TeM (fmKTOM, HTO nOMTH Bce apMjme rop^aTCH CBOeH npHHa^Jie^CHOCTbK) 

KK apM^HCKOH 3THHMeCKOH r p y n n e, 3TO OÖyCJiaBJIHBaeT B03MO>KHOCTb nOJlHTHHeCKOH 

Mo6HHH3auHHH apM Ĥ Ha HauHOHanbHOM ypoBHe, HecMOTpji Ha cjiaöyio 3THHnecKyio 
opraHH3ai;Hioo apiwm B Tpy3HH Ha HacToamHH MOMCHT. I l o TeM »ce npHHHHaM 
npeflCTaBJiaeTCfll  npoöneMaTHHHbiM 4>opMHpOBaHne Bceoömero rpa^caaHCKoro 
CaMOC03HaHHfll  apMHH H rpy3HH. 

rpajKaaHCKoee caMOC03HaHMe apMaH B Tpy3HH AeftcTBHTenbHO pa3BHTO cjiaöo 
(mecTaaa rjiaBa). no^aBJiJHomee 6ojibiiiHHCTBO apMAH B Tpy3HH XOT&JIO 6bi 3aMeHHTb 
TenepeuiHiOK)) AeMOKpaTHHecKyio cncTeMy ynpaBjieHH» aBTOpHTapHbiM POKHMOM: B 
ropoaaxx npcunoHTeHHe oTflaeTca cHJibHOMy jin/jepy, a B cenbCKOH MecTHOCTH -
B03BpaTyy K KOMMyHH3My. MHorne apM^He He CHHTaiOT BaacHbiM coÖJiioaeHHe 3aKOHOB 
Tpy3HH,, xoTfl no^oÖHoe HeyBaaceHHe K BJiacTJiM H He orpaHHHHBaeTca npaBHTeubCTBOM 
(pacnpocTpaHflscbb Ha jipyme HHCTHTyTbi, TaKHe KaK UIKOJIU, paÖOTa, uepKOBb H 6paK). 
HH HaKOHeii, H3 oótacHeHHH Toro, noneMy OHH rojiocyioT HJIH XOT»T SMHrpnpoBaTb, 
CTaHOBHTCaa HCHO, HTO HaCTb apMHH He HMeeT CHJIbHOH npHBH3aHHOCTH K Tpy3HHCKOMy 

rocy^apcTBy. . 
Hn3Koee rpaac^aHCKoe caMOC03HaHHe apMHH B Tpy3HH HeyAHBHTejibHO, ecjiH 

npHHHTbb BO BHHMaHHe cnaÖoe H KoppyMnnpoBaHHoe rpy3HHCKoe rocy^apcTBO, r#e 
HHTerpauHHH apMAH Macro CTaBaTca npeiurrcTBHa He<J)opMaJibHbiMH nonHTHHecKHMH 
CTpyKTypaMH.. Ho cpaBHeHHe c HacipoeHHHMH rpy3HH B aaHHOM peraoHe H C 
HacTpoeHHSMHH HacejieHHH .npyrax nocT-coBeTCKHX rocy/iapCTB noKa3biBaeT, HTO 
npeanoHTeHHee aBTopHTapHOH CHCTeMbi ynpaBJieHHfl OTHIOAI» ne npe^cTaBJiaeT 
HCKJiiOHeHHa.. Tax KaK HaceneHHe rocy^apcTB UeHTpajibHOH H BOCTOHHOH EBponbi 
HaMHoroo noJio^cHTejibHee CMOTPHT Ha /jeMOKpaTHHecKHe CHCTeMbi ynpaBjieHHfl B HX 
CTpaHax,, cjiaóoe rpaïK.aaHCKoe caMoco3HaHHe apMAH npeacTaBJiseTca cjie^CTBHeM nocT-
coBeTCKoroo nepHOfla. 

BB HH3K0M rpaaCZiaHCKOM CaMOC03HaHHH apMHH MO>KHO OTMeTHTb perHOHaj ibHb ie 

pa3JiHHHfl,, a HMeHHO, pa3JiHHHfl MeMcay ropo^oM H flepeBHefi: rpa^c^aHCKoe 
caMOC03HaHHee apMHH B ropo/jax, KaK npaBH^o, HH^ce rpaacfl,aHCKoro caMOC03HaHHH 
apMAHH B cejibCKoii MCCTHOCTH. MciüTiOHeHHe cocTaBJiaioT apMAHe ceJibCKOH MCCTHOCTH 
flBaxera,flBaxera, HO, 04eBH/],H0, 3TO cjieflCTBHe HCKJiioHHTejibHOH CHTyauHH perHOHa, 
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pacnonoKeHHoroo Ha ^OBOJIBHO H3OJinpoBaHH0M ropHOM njiaTO H rpaHHnamero c 
ApMeHHefii  H HacejieHHoro ÜOHTH TOJibKO apMHHaMH. Pa3JiHHHH Meacjiy acHTemiMH 
ropo^aa H jiepeBHH no/rrBepacaaiOTCH onpocoM rpy3HH, XOTH, HTO KacaeTca 
^eMOKpaTHHecKHXX (J)opM npaBJieHHJi, TO 3flecb rpawaaHCKoe caMoco3HaHHe OKa3biBaeTCJi 
xaKK pa3 BLiiii e y ropcacKoro HaceneHHH. 

Pe3yjii>TaTbii  Hccne/ioBaHHfl He no/ïTBep^caatOT yTBep^c^eHHa, HTO HH3Koe 
rpa>K,aaHCKoee caMOC03HaHHe apMJiH B Tpy3HH aBjiaeTca CJICUCTBHCM HX BbicoKoro 
HauHOHajibHoroo caMoco3HaHHH. HauHOHaiibHoe H rpa>K,n,aHCKoe caMoco3HaHHe 
OKa3bIBaK)TCaa He CTOJlbKO HeCOe^HHHMbl, CKOJlbKO, n o ÖOJlbllJeH HaCTH, He3aBHCHMbI 

jxpyrjxpyr OT apyra. A B Tex HCMHOTHX cjiynaax, Kor^a Meacuy HHMH Bce ace Ha6nK)aaeTCJi 
CBH3b,, ona He Bceryia HeraraBHa - 3anacTyK) 06e JioanbHOCTH KaK pa3 no,zmep}KHBaK>T 
,apyrr apyra. Taic KaK 3TO nono^ceHHe no^Kpenji^eTca H onpocoM rpy3HH, MO>KHO 
npe^nojioacHTb,, HTO HauHOHanbHoe caMOC03HaHHe, jjeöcTBHTejibHO, He HBJiJieTCJi 
BaacHeHiHHMM (})aKTopoM ,ajia (J)opMHpoBaHHJi rpa>K,fl,aHCKoro caMOC03HaHHH. PeuiaiomHMH 
RJIHRJIH rpaacaancKoro caM0C03HaHHfl H ocoöeHHO una y3aK0HeHH» aeMOKparaHecKHx (J)opM 
npaBJieHHaa 0Ka3biBaK)TCJï BMCCTO 3Toro coBeTCKoe npoiiuioe, pa3JiHHHH Meacay ropo^OM 
HH /jepeBHeS H HCKJiiOHMTejibHoe nojioaceHHe ÜBaxeTH. (CueayeT OTMeTHTb H CBJi3b c 
TaKHMHH O6HJ,HMH couHajibHbiMH (J)aKTopaMH KaK B03pacT H o6pa30BaHHe: HanpHMep, 
CTapbiee apM^He H apMjme c HeBbicoKHM o6pa30BaTejibHbiM ypoBHeM name CKJIOHHM 
BbiCTynaTbb 3a 3aMeHy aeMOKpaTHH aBTOpHTapHOH CHCTCMOH ynpaBJieHHH, B TO BpeMH 
KaKK MOJiojibie apMHHe Jierne OTHOCHTCJI K HapyiiieHHK) 3aKOHa. Ho TaK KaK 3TH (J)aKTopbi 
Hee ABJlfllOTCfl HCKJlKIHHTeJlbHblMH, OHH 3,uecb He paCCMaTpHBaiOTCfl ocoöo). 

AcneKTOMM COBCTCKOTO npouiJioro, KOTOpbiH, BO3MO>KHO, cnocoöcTBOBan 
ocjiaóJieHHFoo rpa>K^aHCKoro caMoco3HaHHH HacejTeHHH B nocT-coBeTCKHX perHOHax, B 
TOMM MHCJie H apMflH B T p y 3 H H, HBJIHeTCJI OTCyTCTBHe ^eMOKpaTH3aqHH H peJIHrH03HbIX 

pe(})OpMM B OÖlIieCTBe Ha npOT5DKCHHH BeKOB. n p H H H Ha 3TOTO BOCXO^HT KO BpeMeHH 

pa3/iejieHHJii  uepKBefi, Kor,na rocy.napCTBa, KOTOpwe MM ceiïHac Ha3braaeM nocT-
COBeTCKHMH,, npHCOCAHHHJlHCb K BOCTOHHOH (npaBOCJiaBHOft) BH3aHTHHCKOH UepKBH. B 

pe3yjibTaTee 3Toro, B OTJIHHHC OT CTpaH LJeHTpanbHOH H BOCTOHHOH Esponbi, KOTopbie 
BbiöpajiHH 3ana^HyK) pHMCKyio (KaTOnnnecKyK)) uepKOBb, rocyaapCTBa, cocTaBHBuiHe 
nOTOMM COBeTCKHH COK)3, ^.OJlTOe BpeMfl He 3HaJTH pa3^eJieHHfl CBeTCKOH H ^.yXOBHOH 

BjracTH,, H KaK cjieflCTBHe 3Toro, B HHX He 6bi.no HH Bo3poaczieHHfl, HH nepnoaa 
ryMaHH3Ma,, HH Pe<J)opMauHH H npocBemeHHjj. BMCCTO 3TOTO TaM /JOJITO cymecTBOBana 

aöcojnoTHaaa MOHapxHH, a SKOHOMMnecKaa H nonHTHHecKaa BJiacTb %o peBOjnoiniH 
ocTaBanacbb B pyKax noMeuiHKOB, ^a^ce nocjie zioBOJibHO no3^HeH OTMCHW KpenocTHoro 
npaBaa B XI X BCKC ÜOMHMO TOTO, HTO nocT-coBeTCKHe rocy/iapCTBa OTJinnaeT 

OTCyTCTBHee ^eM0KpaTH3aUHH H pejlHTH03HbIX pe(J)OpM, y HHX nOHTH HeT KOHKpeTHOTO 

onbiTaa nocTpoeHH3 rocy^apcTBa H ^OBOJibHO cjïaöaa HH(J)pacTpyKTypHafl BJiacTb no 
cpaBHeHHioo co CTpaHaMH U,eHTpanbHOH H BOCTOHHOH EBponbi. KpoMe Bcero nponero, 
3KOHOMHHeCKHHH pOCT B 3THX CTpaHaX HaMHOrO HHMCe, HeM B U,eHTpaJïbH0H H BOCTOHHOH 

EBpone,, H 3T0 npenjiTCTByeT /jeMOKpaTHnecKOMy npaBHTejibCTBy B npnoöpeTeHHH 
no,imep>KKH. . 

Pa3JiHHH3ii  B CTeneHH rpaacflaHCKoro caM0C03HaHHa apMAH Meac ŷ >KHTeji«MH 
ropoAOBB H ^epeBeHb MoryT 6biTb oöiiHCHeHbi B nepByio onepe b̂ c noMombio TeopHH 
Mo^epHH3auHH,, comacHO KOTopbiM ropo»:aHe öojiee M0ÖHJiH30BaHbi BCJie^cTBHe 
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öojibmeroo .aocTyna K cpcacTBaM HH(f)opMau.HH H KOMMyHHKauHH. 3T0My oTHio^b He 
npoTOBopeHHTT TOT (J)aKT, HTO rpy3HHbi B ropoaax oöJia^aioT KaK pa3 öojiee CHJibHbiM 
rpa>KaaHCKHMM caMoco3HaHHeM B TOM, HTO KacaeTca no/mep>KKH ^eiuoKpaTHH. B TO 
BpeMHH KaK ropojKaHe-apMAHe BbiKa3biBaK>T öojibiuee HeynoBOübCTBHe 
npaBHTejibCTBCHHOHH CHCTeMOH, KOTopaa paccMaTpHBaeTca KaK «Hyacaa», a He KaK 
«CBoa»,, ropo»caHe-rpy3HHbi CKJIOHHH no^nep>KHBaTb «CBOKD» nojiHTHwecKyK) BjiacTb. 
Oiaöoee rpaataaHCKoe ca\ioco3HaHHe ropo>KaH-apMflH ABJiaeTCJi KaK cjre^CTBHeM 
öojTbuieHH MOÖHjiH3auHH, TaK, BO3MO>KHO, H Toro, HTO apMHHe-ropo>KaHe öojiee TeCHO 
COnpHKOCHyjïHCbb C nOJTHTHHeCKOH HeCTaÖHJlbHOCTbfO B n e p B b ie TO^bl He3aBHCHMOCTH 

Tpy3HHH H HMejiH MeHbine B03MO»cHOCTeH caMooÖecneneHHH, HTO oneHb Ba>KHO B nepHÔ  
TeKymeroo SKOHOMHHecKoro Kpw3Hca. Ho OHCBH,O,HO, eme öojiee Ba>KHO TO, HTO aoBOJibHO 
óojibmoee HHCJIO apMHH, npo>KHBaK)mHx B ropo/tax, CHHTaeT, HTO OTHOUICHHH C 
rpy3HHaMHH yxyaiuHJiHCb. 3TO CBjrcaHO c TeM, HTO OCO6CHHO apMAHe-ropo>KaHe 
CTOJiKHynHCbb c noTepefi no3HUHH H cTaTyca. XOTA apMjme KaK HeTHTyjibHaa rpynna BO 
BpeMfll  coBeTCKoro pe>KHMa HMCJIH MeHbine maHCOB B Tpy3HH, HCM rpy3HHbi, B ropoaax 
ÖbIJlOO MHOrO apMHHCKHX yHpOK^eHHH H, OCOÓeHHO Cpe Ĥ TOpoaCKOH HHTeJlJlHreHUHH, 

HauHOHajibHocTbb He Hrpana öojibuiofl pojiH. 3TO no.no>KeHHe H3MeHHJiocb BO BpeMH 
rpy3HHCKoroo HanHOHanbHoro pe>KHMa no/i pyKOBO^CTBOM TaMcaxyp^HM, nepBoro 
^eMOKpaTHHecKoroo npe3H^eHTa, npHneM 3(})(J)eKT 6biji ycnjieH eme H HacTOJiuiHM brain 
drainn cpcaH apMHH. KpoMe Toro, MHoro rpy3HH B 3TO BpeMfl nepeexajiH H3 cejibCKOH 
MeCTHOCTHH B TOpO^a, OCOÖeHHO B CTOJlHUy TÓHJIHCH - TCM CaMblM B TOpO/iaX, BO-

nepBb lX,, H3MCHHJICJI HaUHOHaJlbHblfi ÖaJiaHC, BO-BTOpbIX, OTHOCHTCJlbHblH KOHCCpBaTH3M 

HOBonpHÖbiBinHxx caejiaji ropô  B rjra3ax npo>KHBaBiiJHX TaM aprwm MeHee 
KOCMonojiHTHHHbiMM (a TeM caMbiM H MeHee TOJiepaHTHbiM). HaKOHeu, B ropo^ax 
oöocHOBanocbb MHoro rpy3HHCKHx 6e>KeHueB H3 A6xa3HH, KOTopux apMflHe O6BHHHK>T B 
B03HHKUIHXX Tpy/JHOCTHX, TaK KaK BO BpeMJI rpaiK^aHCKOH BOHHbl B A 6 x a 3 HH JKHBLUHC 

TaMM apMjme cpa^ajiHCb npoTHB rpy3HH. /Jojiraa H öoraTaa HCTOpHH apMJiH B TÖHJTHCH 
aejiaeTT yTpaTy nojio>KeHHH H CTaTyca eme öonee 6ojie3HeHHOH juin. ropoacaH-apMHH. TaK 
KaKK OHH (öojibine) He >KHByT B oöocoÖJieHHbix pafioHax, a pacceaHbi no BceMy ropo^y, 
Bcee 6onee ynaiuaKyrcfl CTOJiKHOBeHH» c rpy3HHaMH. 3Toro HeT B cejibCKOH MCCTHOCTH, 
r^ee apMHHe CKOHueHTpHpOBaHbi B apMflHCKHX .nepeBHJix H r/je HM npMHa/yioKHT MecTHaa 
BJiacTb.. KpOMe Toro, B cenbCKofi MCCTHOCTH, r^e GoJibiuoH npoueHT HacejieHHJi 
cocTaBJiïiFOTT apMJiHe, rpy3HHbi name nojib3yK>TCJi apMHHCKHM JTCMKOM B oówecTBeHHbix 
MecTax. . 

HCKJlK)HHTajïbHaHH CHTyaUHfl, CJTOÏKHBliiaHCfl B 5lBaxeTH — H30JTHpOBaHHOM r o p n oM 

njiaTO,, rpaHHHauiHM e ApMeHHen H HacejieHHOM noHTH TOJibKo apMJiHaMH - CTaHOBHTca 
JICHOHH H3 TOTO (J)aKTa, HTO BCfl OÓmeCTBeHHafl >KH3Hb OpHeHTHpOBaHa Ha ApMeHHK), a He 

Haa Ppy3HK). 3<J){|)eKT 3Toro Ha rpa^c^aHCKoe caMoco3HaHHe 3aMeTeH KaK y apMïiH, TaK H 
yy rpy3HH .SJBaxeTH: H Te H /ipyrHe nyBCTByiOT, XOTH H no pa3HbiM npHHHHaM, HTO 
npaBHTejibCTBoo Tpy3HH öpocHJio HX Ha npOH3BOJi cy^böbi. ApMjme cHHTatoT, HTO 
npeHeöpe^ceHHee K STOH oönacTH BbOBaHo TeM, HTO B flBaxe™ >KHByT noHTH 
HCKJTKIHHTeJTbHOO apMHHe, a rpy3HHbI CHHTaiOT, HTO npaBHTeJIbCTBO HeZlOCTaTOHHO 

BbICTynaeTT npOTHB ^HCKpHMHHaUHH HO OTHOUJeHHK) K HHM MeCTHblX apMHHCKHX 

B^acTefi. . 
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OrcyTCTBHee óojibiuoro BJIHAHHA HauHOHanbHoro caMoco3HaHHJi Ha rpa^caaHCKoe 
caMOC03HaHHee apMHH B Tpy3HH o6tJiCHHeTCH TeM, HTO HaiiHOHanbHOCTb He cmibKO 
pa3HHTCHH MOKfl y TOpO^OM H ZiepeBHeH, CKOJIb 3aBMCHT OT n p O n o p U HH apMflH B MeCTHOM 

HaceneHHH. . 
TeopHHH PHMap â Poy3a (pa3pa6oTaHHaa Ha OCHOBC CHTyauHH B CeBepHofi 

MpjiaH^HM)) o CBA3H jierHTHMauHH npaBHTeubCTBeHHoro annapaia (no^aep>KKa 
nOJIHTHMeCKHXX HHCTHTyUHH H COÖJIIO/ieHHe 3aKOHO^aTCJIbCTBa), nOJIHTHMeCKOrO 

aBTOpHTeiaa npaBHTejibCTBa H nojiHTHHecKHX aKUHH HacejieHHH OKa3b]BaeTca JiHiiib 
HaCTHMHOO npHMeHHMOH K CHTyaUHH apMHH B F p y 3 H H. BbIBO/1 O nOJIHTHHeCKOM 

aBTopHTeTee npaBHTejibCTBa, KOTopbifi, comacHO 3TOH TeopHH, MO>KHO c^eJiaTb Ha ocHOBe 
cjiaöoHH JierHTHMauHH apMHHaMH B Tpy3HH npaBHTeubCTBeHHoro annapaTa, OKa3biBaeTca 
BepHMMM TOJibKO B TOM cjiynae, ecjiH npHHHTb BO BHHMaHHe ^H(j)4)epeHUHauHK) Meacay 
TOpOJIOMM H CeJïbCKOH MeCTHOCTbK): pa3^HHHbie MHeHHfl O npaBHTeJlbCTBe B CeJIbCKOH 

MecTHOCTHH H HenpH3HaHHe npaBHTejibCTBa B ropo ê (H B HCKjnoHHTejibHOM cjiynae 
ÜBaxera).. BHBOA o nojiHTHHecKHX aKUHax, oacH/iaeMbix no 3TOH MoaejiH, BepeH TOJibKO 
jxnnjxnn apM«H B cenbCKOH MCCTHOCTH. BepHo TO, HTO aKUHH JTH6O Henpe^cKa3yeMbi 
(AxanuHxe),, JIH6O 3aBHcax OT rocno^cTByiomHx MHCHHH ÖJiH^cafiiijero OKpŷ ceHHH 
(CHrHarw).. Ho aKUHH rpa>K^aHCKoro HenoBHHOBeHHH apMJiH B ropo^ax H B ÜBaxeTH He 
npoHCxo^HT.. IloMHMO y>Ke ynoMHHyTbix brain drain, pacceaHHJi no Bceiviy ropo ŷ H 
OTHOCHTCHbHOO Tpy^Hb lX yCJIOBHH JKH3HH, OTCyTCTBHe aKUHH OÖlHCHJieTCfl CJiaÖOCTbK) 

rpy3HHCKoroo rocy/iapcTBa. TpaHHiibi, rocynapCTBeHHbie ynpeacijeHHH, nojiHTHKa H 
pa3^eneHHee BJiacTH BO MHOTOM HeacHbi, TaK HTO apMJiHaM Tpy/iHO noHATb npoTHB Koro H 
neroo OHH flOJDKHbi BbicTynaTb. OaKTHHecKH BJIHAHHC rpy3HHCKoro npaBHTejibCTBa Ha 
nOBCe^HeBHyK>> 5KH3Hb apMflH, KOTOpbie B OCHOBHOM 3aHHTbI BbDKHBaHHeM, MHHHMaJIbHO. 

Hee cymecTByeT H "civi l society"- coBOKynHOCTH rpynn, npe,acTaB.nflK)m,HX pa3JiHHHbie 
HHTepecbi,, BMecTO 3Toro uapHT o6maa naccHBHOCTb H xiaace anaraa no OTHOUICHHIO K 
nojiHTHKee KaK CJICHCTBHC coBeTCKoro Hacjie^Hfl H oTcyTCTBHH onbiTa ^eM0KpaTH3auHH. 
,ZJa>Kee B ÜBaxera, ryie HH3Koe rpaac^aHCKoe caMOco3HaHHe apMHH coneTaeTCH c 
^OBOJibHoo 6yHTapcKHMH HacTpoeHHJiMH, HauHOHajibHaa Mo6HHH3ai;HH orpaHHneHa. 
3(p(peKTT onaöoro rocy^apcxBa 3aMeTeH H cpeim onpomeHHbix rpy3HH, TaK KaK 
o^H^aeMbixx AeMOHCTpauHH H npoTecTOB (no MoaenH Poy3a) He nponcxo^HT H 3/iecb. 

KoHenHOO nee, JierHTHMauHH rocy,napcTBeHHoro annapaTa He CTaTHHHa, OHa 
MeHsieTcaa c TeneHHeivi BpeMeHH. 3TO HccjienoBaHHe npoBezieHO B 1996-1998 rr., eme ^o 
Toro,, KaK KpH3HC pyÖJifl cbirpan HeraTHBHyK) pojib B cTaHOBJieHHH rpy3HHCKoro 
rocyaapCTBa.. nocne 3Toro >KH3Hb B Tpy3HH CT&na eme TpynHee, CHTyauHH eme öojiee 
HecTa6HJibHOHH H rpa>KAaHCKoe ca\ioco3HaHHe apMAH, Bepoflrao, eme cjia6ee. Ho ao CHX 
nopp OTcyTCTByioT KaKne-JiHÖo cepbe3Hbie HH^HKauHH pocTa npoTecTa cpe Ĥ apMHH B 
T p y 3 H H.. BMeCTO 3TOTO a p M 3 H e, y KOTOpblX eCTb B03MO>KHOCTb 3MHrpHpOBaTb H3 Tpy3HH, 

nOJlb3yK)TC5ïï 3TOH B03MO>KHOCTbK). 

OcHOGHbieOcHOGHbie  Qbieodbi: 

**  y apMHH B Tpy3HH HH3Koe rpa>K^aHCKoe caMoco3HaHHe: OHH OKa3bmaK)T cnaóyio 
nO,OUep>KKyy nOJlHTHHeCKHM rOCyaapCTBeHHBIM HHCTHTyUHflM H MaJlO CHHTaiOTCH C 

BjiacTJiMHH H 3aKOHaMH rocy^apCTBa. (JjjiR cpaeneHUM: HU3KO U zpawdancKoe 
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caMoco3HamtecaMoco3Hamte zpy3un, j/cueyiuux e 3mux Dtce pezuonax, u zpaotcdancKoe 
caMOco3HdHuecaMOco3HdHue nacenenun dpyzux nocm-coeemcKux zocydapcme, e mo epeMM KOK 
nacenenuenacenenue Ijenmpajibnoü u Bocmonnoü Eeponu oónadaem ebicoKUM zpaDKÖancKUM 
COM0C03HaHUeM.) COM0C03HaHUeM.) 

**  ApMflHe B Tpy3HH oöna^aiOT BMCOKHM HaijHOHajibHbiM caMOC03HaHHeM: 
6ojibiiiHHCTBOO pa3^ejiHeT apM^HCKHe HauHOHajibHbie npe/tcraBjieHHfl H B3rjia^bi Ha 
noBeAeHHe,, noHTH Bce rop^bi CBoen npHHa^jiea^HocTbïo K apMHHCKOH HauHOHanbHOH 
rpynne.. (MJIH cpaenenun: BUCOKUM HcufuoHcuibHbiM caMoco3HanueM oönadawm u 
2py3UHbi,2py3UHbi, jfcueyttjue e smux OKe pezuonax.) 

**  ripeflnojiaraeTca, HTO y HauHOHanbHbix MeHbiuHHCTB cymecTByeT cHJibHa» 
HeraTHBHa»» CB»3b Meagjy HaijHOHajibHbiM H rpaacaaHCKHM caMOC03HaHHeM. B cnynae 
aprwmm B Tpy3HH 3Ta (HeraTHBHaa) CB«3b 0Ka3biBaeTCfl oweHb cnaöoH. (JJJIR cpaenenun: 
zpajtcdancKoezpajtcdancKoe caMoco3HaHue zpy3un, Dtcueynjux e jmux we pezuonax, maKotce nuiub e 
onenbonenb Mcuioü cmenenu 3aeucum om ux nauuona/ibnozo caMoco3nanun.) 

**  Tpa>KaaHCKOe caMOC03HaHHe apMflH B T p y 3 HH BO MHOrOM 3aBHCHT OT COBCTCKOrO 

Hacjie/iHfl.. CTeneHb rpaamaHCKoro caMoco3HaHHfl apMHH-ropoacaH oTJiHMaeTca OT 
CTeneHHH rpajK^aHCKoro ca\ioco3HaHHa apMJiH, npwacHBaiomHx B cejibCKOH 
MecTHOCTH,, r^e OHO, Kaïc npaBHjio, Bbime. (JJJIH cpaenenun: zpajfcdancKoe 
caMoco3HüHuecaMoco3HüHue zpy3un, jfcueyiqux e 3mux pezuonax, maKotce eo MHOZOM 3aeucum om 
coeemcKozocoeemcKozo nacnedun. M 3Öecb naöiuodatomcn pa3iiuMUR e 3aeucuMOcmu om 
npojfcueanunnpojfcueanun e zopode wiu ceiibCKoü Mecmnocmu: KÜK npaeuno, cmenenb 
zpaotcdancKOZozpaotcdancKOZo caMoco3nanuR zpy3un-zopoDtcan euuie.) 

**  TeopHa Poy3a o CBH3H jrerHTHMauHH npaBHTeubCTBeHHoro annapaTa, nonHTHHecKoro 
aBTopHTeTaa npaBHTeJibCTBa H nojiHTHnecKHx aKijHH HacejieHna (pa3pa6oTaHHaa Ha 
ocHOBee CHTyauHH B CeBepHofi HpjiaHaHH) HcaocTaTOHHO ynHTbiBaeT BJIHAHHC 
perHOHanbHOHH ,nH<|)(f)epeHu.HaiiHH BHyTpH rocy^apcTB H pa3JiHHHH B HX CHJie. 

**  3THOL(eHTpHHeCKHH KOHUenT HaUHH C rpy3HHCKHM 6oJIbIlJHHCTB0M HMeeT 

MHHHManbHoee BJIHHHHC Ha apMJiHCKoe rpa^c^aHCKoe caMoco3HaHHe. (/J/ix cpaenenun: 
nonumunecKoenonumunecKoe y3aK.onenue npaeumejibcmeennozo annapama ne óonbuie uy zpy3un, 
OKueyiuuxOKueyiuux e jmux pezuonax.) 

**  HauHOHajïbHoe caMoco3HaHHe apMHH B Tpy3HH 3aBHCHT B OCHOBHOM OT HX 
nponopuHHH B MecTHOM HacejieHHH. (JJJIM cpaenenun: nauuonaribnoe caMoco3nanue 
zpy3un,zpy3un, jfcueyufux e 3mux pezuonax, nonmu ee3de odunaKoeo.) 

**  ^bbiKOBaa pyccH<i>HKauHfl apMAH B Tpy3HH B oömeM He OTpaacaeT KaKHx-jrwöo 
3THOKyjlbTypHbIXX H3MeHeHHH, TaK KaK He OCJiaÖJiaeT rOp^OCTH pyCCH(})HUHpOBaHHbIX 

apMHHH OT npHHaAJie^cHocTH K apMAHCKOH HaLtHOHajibHOH rpynne. JfobiKOBaa 
pyCCH4>HKau,HJII  JIBJIfleTCfl HHCTpyMeHTOM HJ\X ^OCTH»CeHHa COLHiaJlbHO-

3KOHOMHnecKHxx uejiefi. OHa ycHJiHBaeT, o^HaKo, nonHTHHecKyio JierHTHMauHto 
npaBHTejibCTBeHHoroo annapaTa Tpy3HH. (JJJIM cpaenenun: H3biKoean zpy3uno<puKauufi 
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Appendi xx  1: Questionnair e (distribute d in Armenian , Russia n 
andd Georgian ) 

AA few questions were not used in the analysis, either because the answers were not useful or 
becausee the questions were wrongly interpreted. 

QUESTIONNAIRE QUESTIONNAIRE 

TheThe University of Amsterdam (The Netherlands) in cooperation with the Center for 
SociologicalSociological Studies in Georgia is conducting research on 'Whatpeople think about life in 
GeorgiaGeorgia today'. 

YouYou were selected by a special sociological procedure to take part in this research and there 
isis no way I can replace you with anyone else. 

ThisThis questionnaire that we are using to conduct the research contains questions connected 
withwith your experiences of life in Georgia. 

WeWe would very much appreciate your help in our research and your honest answers. 

Placee of interview (town/village) 

Interviewer'ss name : 

Questionnairee number: 
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1.. Were you born in this city/region? 

11 O Yes > no. 4 
22 O No 
33 O No answer 

2.. How long ago did you come to live 
here? ? 

11 O years {or months) ago 

22 O No answer 

3.. Where did you live longest before you 
camee to live here? 

Inn Georgia 
1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 

9 9 
10 0 
11 1 
12 2 

O O 
O O 
O O 

o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 

o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 

Kakheti i 
Shidaa Kartli 
Southh Ossetia 
Kvemoo Kartli 
Mtianetii  (East Kavkasioni) 
Samtskhe-Javakheti i 
Imereti i 
Racha-Lechkumi/Svaneti i 
(Westt Kavkasioni) 
Samegrelo o 
Guria a 
Ajara a 
Abkhazia a 

Outsidee Georgia 
13 3 
14 4 
15 5 
16 6 
17 7 
18 8 

o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 
o o 

Other r 
19 9 
20 0 

o o 
o o 

Armenia a 
Russia a 
Azerbaijan n 
Otherr CIS country 
Turkey y 
Other,, namely 

Variouss places for a long time 
Noo answer 

Whenn did you last take a tri p outside 
Georgiaa (how many years or months 
ago)? ? 

OO .. 
ago o 

yearss (or months) 

22 O No trips outside Georgia --> no. 7 
33 O No answer 

Howw often have you taken trip s 
outsidee Georgia since it became 
independent? ? 

Neverr > no.7 
Onee or two times 
Threee or four times 
Manyy times 
Noo answer — > no. 7 

6.. Where did you go? 

INT:: IF RESPONDENT ANSWERED 
"MANYY TIMES" rN QUESTION 5, ASK 
ABOUTT THE LAST 3-4 TRIPS! 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 

0 0 
O O 
O O 
o o 
o o 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 

00 Armenia 
00 Russia 
OO Azerbaijan 
OO Other CIS country 
OO Turkey 
OO Other, namely 

77 O No answer 

7.. Would you lik e to emigrate? 

11 O Yes 
22 O No - > no. 9 
33 O Don't know — > no. 9 
44 O No answer — —> no. 9 

8.. Why would you lik e to emigrate? 

INT:: SEVERAL ANSWERS POSSIBLE, 
DOO NOT HELP. LET PEOPLE ANSWER 
SPONTANEOUSLY Y 

1 1 

2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 

8 8 
9 9 

O O 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

O O 
O O 

Nott satisfied with the economic 
situation n 
Difficul tt to find a job 
Worriedd about children's future 
Closerr to my relatives 
Feelingg of not belonging 
Nott my homeland 
Other,, namely 

Hardd to say 
Noo answer 
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10. . 

11. . 

12. . 

Howw would you feel if you had to 
leavee Georgia? 

INT:: READ ANSWERS ALOUD 

11 O Very unhappy 
22 O Somewhat unhappy 
33 O Mixed feelings 
44 O Somewhat glad 
55 O Very glad 
66 O Depends 
77 O Don't know 
88 O No answer 

ONLYY OUTSIDE TBILISI 
Howw often do you go to Tbilisi ? 

11 O Every 2-3 days 
22 O Weekly 
33 O At least once a month 
44 O Occasionally 
55 O Hardly ever/Never 
66 O No answer 

Asidee from work, study and 
housework,, what do you do in your 
freee time? 

Wouldd you say that the people you 
spendd most of your  free time with are 
alll  Georgians, all Armenians, mostly 
Georgians,, mostly Armenians, mostly 
anotherr  nationality, or  mixed? 

11 O All Georgians 
22 O All Armenians 
33 O Mostly Georgians 
44 O Mostly Armenians 
55 O Mostly another nationality 
66 O Mixed 
77 O Don't know 
88 O No answer 

13.. What is your  religion? 

14. . 

Georgiann Orthodox > no. 15 
Armeniann Gregorian — > no. 15 
Russiann Orthodox — -> no. 15 
Catholicc > no. 14 
Islamm > no. 14 
Otherr --> no. 14 
Nonee — > no. 14 
Noo answer > no. 16 

Doo you feel closer  to the Georgian 
Orthodox,, Russian Orthodox or  the 
Armeniann Orthodox (Gregorian) 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

o o 
0 0 

o o 

community? ? 

11 O Georgian Orthodox 
22 O Armenian Gregorian 
33 O Russian Orthodox 
44 O None 
55 O No answer 

15.. How often do you go to church? 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 

0 0 
O O 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Att least once a week 
Two/threee times a month 
Aboutt once a month 
AA few times a year 
Oncee a year 
Lesss often 
Never r 
Noo answer 
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Georgiann Armenian Russian Other No answer 
16.. In what language do you think ? 

17.. In what language do you 
communicatee in your  family? 

18.. In what language do you talk 
too colleagues at work/study? 

19.. What language do you speak 
inn stores, on public transport etc. 

20.. In what language do you talk 
too friends? 

11 O 

11 O 

11 O 

11 o 

11 o 

2 0 0 

2 0 0 

2 0 0 

2 0 0 

2 0 0 

3 0 0 

3 0 0 

3 0 0 

3 0 0 

3 0 0 

400 5 0 

400 5 0 

400 5 0 

400 5 0 

400 5 0 

21.. What nationality do you consider 
yourself? ? 

11 O Georgian 
22 O Armenian 
33 O Other, namely 
44 O Don't know —> no. 24 
55 O No answer > no. 24 

22.. Ar e you proud of your  nationality? 

23. . 

24. . 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 

O O 
O O 
O O 
O O 

Yes s 
No o 
Don'tt know 
Noo answer 

Doo you think that your  nationality is 
thee best? 

11 O Yes 
22 O No 
33 O Don't know 
44 O No answer 

I ss your  nationality registered in your 
passport? ? 

11 O Yes 
22 O No > no. 26 
33 O No answer > no. 27 

25.. Which nationality is registered in 
yourr  passport? 

11 O Georgian 
22 O Armenian 
33 O Other, namely 
44 O No answer 

26. . 

27. . 

28. . 

Whichh nationality was registered in 
yourr  previous passport? 

11 O Georgian 
22 O Armenian 
33 O Other, namely 
44 O It is my first passport/never had a 

passport t 
55 O No answer 

(Georgians)) In general, would you 
sayy that nationalities in Georgia have 
enoughh opportunities to develop their 
ownn language and culture? 
(Armenians)) In general, would you 
sayy that Armenians in Georgia have 
enoughh opportunities to develop their 
ownn language and culture? 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Tooo many 
Tooo few 
Aboutt right 
Don'tt know 
Noo answer 

Theree is some discussion about the 
questionn of autonomous regions 
withi nn Georgia. What do you think : 
shouldd there be autonomous regions 
withi nn Georgia or  not? 

11 O There should be autonomous 
regions s 

22 O There should not be autonomous 
regionss > no. 30 

33 O Don't know > no. 30 
44 O No answer — —> no. 30 
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29. . 

30. . 

Inn your  opinion, which regions should 
bee given autonomy? 

INT:: SEVERAL ANSWERS POSSIBLE, 
DOO NOT HELP, LET PEOPLE ANSWER 
SPONTANEOUSLY Y 

11 O Abkhazia 
22 O Adjara 
33 O South Ossetia 
44 O Javakheti 
55 O Other, namely 

66 O Don't know 
77 O No answer 

Inn general, would you say that 
relationss between Georgians and 
Armenianss are better  than ten years 
ago,, worse or  about the same now as 
then? ? 

11 O Better 
22 O About the same 
33 O Worse 
44 O Other answer, namely 

55 O Don't know 
66 O No answer 

31. . 

32. . 

Whatt  changes, if any, would you like 
too see in relations between Georgians 
andd Armenians in Georgia? 

INT:: ONLY IF CHANGE MENTIONED 
INN QUESTION 31, OTHERWISE GO TO 
QUESTIONN NO. 33! 
Howw likely do you think this is to 
comee about in the next ten years? 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 

O O 
O O 
O O 
O O 
0 0 
O O 

Definitely y 
Veryy likely, probably 
Nott likely 
Definitelyy not 
Don'tt know 
Noo answer 

Accordingg to your  initia l feelings, would you lik e to have Armenians/Georgians 

Likee it Mixed feelings Dislike it Don't know No answer 

33.. ... as neighbors in the street? 10 2 0 3 0 4 0 5 0 

34.. ... as your  boss at work? 

35.. ... as close friends? 

36.. ... as a husband/wife? 

11 0 

11 0 

11 0 

2 0 0 

2 0 0 

2 0 0 

3 0 0 

3 0 0 

3 0 0 

4 0 0 

4 0 0 

4 0 0 

5 0 0 

5 0 0 

5 0 0 
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Couldd you say how important it is in your  opinion: 

37.. For  pupils to do whatever 
theirr  teachers tell them 

Veryy Fairly Not very 
importantt important important 

38.. For  workers to do whatever 
theirr  employers tell them 

39.. For  members of a church to do 
whateverr  their  priest tells them 

40.. For  a wife to do whatever 
herr  husband tells her 

41.. For  a citizen to do whatever 
thee government tells him/her 

10 0 

10 0 

10 0 

10 0 

10 0 

2 0 0 3 0 0 

2 00 30 

2 00 30 

Nott at all 
important t 

4 0 0 

4 0 0 

40 0 

Don'tt know/ 
Noo answer 

50 0 

50 0 

50 0 

2 0 0 

2 0 0 

3 0 0 

3 0 0 

4 0 0 

4 0 0 

5 0 0 

5 0 0 

42.. Imag nee you are looking for  job but 
aree having difficultie s findin g 
somethingg because you are have been 
treatedd unfairly . Who would you ask 
forr  help? 

INT:: MAXIMU M 2 ANSWERS, DO NOT 
HELP P LETT PEOPLE ANSWER 
SPONTANEOUSLY Y 

11 O 
22 O 
33 O 

44 O 
55 O 

66 O 
77 O 
88 O 
99 O 

43.. If you 

Politicall  leaders/deputies 
Governmentall  organization 
Masss media (newspapers, tv) 

Relatives s 
Friends s 

Someonee else, namely 
Noo one 
Don'tt know 
Noo answer 

suddenlyy needed money, who 
wouldd you ask for  help? 

INT:: MAXIMU M 2 ANSWERS, DO NOT 
HELP P LETT PEOPLE ANSWER 
SPONTANEOUSLY Y 

11 O 
22 O 
33 O 
44 O 
55 O 
66 0 
77 O 
88 O 
99 O 

Friends s 
Neighbors s 
Relatives s 
Priest t 
Politicians/communityy leaders 
Bank k 
Other,, namely 
Neverr borrow money 
Noo answer 

44.. How often do you read newspapers? 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 

OO Never > no. 46 
OO ^ompt imp*; 
V̂ rr  *J\J111^ t i l l 1 *̂3 

OO Often 
00 No answer > no. 46 

45.. Which newspaper  do you read? 

INT:: SEVERAL ANSWERS POSSIBLE, 
DOO NOT HELP, LET PEOPLE ANSWER 
SPONTANEOUSLY Y 

1 1 

2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 
7 7 
8 8 
9 9 
10 0 
11 1 
12 2 
13 3 

14 4 

00 Akhali Taoba 

00 Shvidi Dge 
00 Resonansi 
OO Dalis Gazed 
00 Droni 
00 Alia 
OO Meridiani 44 
OO Kavkasioni 
OO Sakartvelos Respublika 
00 Bakebi da Finansebi 
OO Svobodnaya Gruzia 
00 Vrastan 
OO Other, namely 

OO No answer 
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46. . 

47. . 

Onn television, do you watch mostly 
Georgian,, Russian or  Armenian 
programs? ? 

11 O Georgian programs 
22 O Russian programs 
33 O Armenian programs 
44 O Various programs 
55 O Don't watch television 
66 O Don't know 
77 O No answer 

Doo you listen mostly to Georgian, 
Russiann or  Armenian programs on 
thee radio? 

OO Georgian programs 
OO Russian programs 
OO Armenian programs 
OO Various programs 
OO Don't listen to the radio 
OO Don't know 
OO No answer 

48.. Did you vote in the last parliamentary 
election?? (in 1995) 

11 O Yes 
22 O No ->no.51 
33 O No answer > no. 52 

49.. Why did you vote? 

50.. If you voted for  a deputy from your 
region/constituency,, did you vote for 
aa candidate of your  own nationality? 

11 O Yes > no. 52 
22 O No > no. 52 
33 O Don't know > no. 52 
44 O No answer > no. 52 

51.. Why didn' t you vote? 

52.. Would you happen to know the name 
off  the person who represents this 
region/constituencyy in parliament? 

11 O Yes 
22 O No > no. 54 
33 O No answer — —> no. 54 

53.. What is his name? 

11 O No answer 

Thee present system of government is not the only one that this country has ever  had. 
Somee people say that we would be better  off if the country was governed differently . 
Whatt  do you think ? 

Stronglyy Some- Some- Strongly Don't No 
agreee what what disagree know answer 

54.. We should retur n to communist rul e 

55.. The army should govern the country 

56.. I t would be best to get ri d of 
parliamentt  and elections and have a 
strongg leader  who can decide everything 

57.. The most important decisions about the 
economyy should be taken by experts, not 
byy the government and parliament 

0 0 

0 0 

agree e 
2 0 0 

2 0 0 

disagree e 
3 00 4 0 

3 00 4 0 

5 0 0 

5 0 0 

6 0 0 

6 0 0 

O O 

10 0 

200 3 0 4 0 0 500 6 0 

200 3 0 4 0 5 0 6 0 

205 5 



Doo you think it is all right if: 

58.. People connect themselves to a second 
electricityy network to improve the 
provisionn of electricity to their  house? 

59.. People avoid paying some taxes? 

60.. People use their  position at work to increase 
theirr  income even if it is not completely legal'. 

61.. A person doesn't obey a law that he 
feelss is discriminator y 

Alll  right Wrong Depends Don't know/ 
Noo answer 

O O 

o o 
2 0 0 

2 0 0 

3 0 0 

3 0 0 

4 0 0 

4 0 0 

11 o 

o o 

200 30 

200 30 

4 0 0 

4 0 0 

FinallyFinally I would like to ask you some 
questionsquestions for our general statistics. 

62.. What is your  age? 

(years) ) 
11 O No answer 

63.. Do you have any children? 

11 O Yes 
22 O No - > /7o. 67 
33 O No answer > no. 67 

64.. What kind of school do/did/wil l they 
attend? ? 

11 O Georgian school —> no. 66 
22 O Armenian school > no. 66 
33 O Russian > no. 66 
44 O Other school, namely 

—>> no. 66 

55 O Various schools 
66 O No answer > no. 67 

65.. Why did your  children go to different 
schools? ? 

>> no. 67 

66.. Why did you choose this school for 
yourr  children? 

INT:: SEVERAL ANSWERS POSSIBLE, 
DOO NOT HELP, LET PEOPLE ANSWER 
SPONTANEOUSLY Y 

Betterr school than others 
Betterr opportunities afterwards 
Lessonss in mother tongue 
Noo other school in neighborhood 
Otherr reason, namely 

66 O Don't know 
77 O No answer 

67.. How do you assess your  family' s 
incomee level? 

INT:: READ ANSWERS ALOUD 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

o o 

1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 

O O 
O O 
O O 
O O 
0 0 
0 0 

High h 
Abovee average 
Average e 
Beloww average 
Low w 
Hardd to say 

77 O No answer 
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68.. How do you assess the level of your 
ownn salary? 

INT:: READ ANSWERS ALOUD 

11 O High 
22 O Above average 
33 O Average 
44 O Below average 
55 O Low 
66 O Have no salary 
77 O Hard to say 
88 O No answer 

69.. What starting-level salary do you 
considerr  to be high (in lari , in rubles 
orr  in dollars)? 

11 O lari 
rubles s 
dollars s 

22 O Hard to say 
33 O No answer 

70.. Georgia became independent in 1991, 
whatt  were you doing at that time? 

INT:: READ ANSWERS ALOUD 

11 O Working 
22 O Retired 
33 O Studying > no. 72 
44 O Housewife > no. 72 
55 O Temporarily unemployed -—> 

no.no. 72 
66 O No answer -—> no. 72 

71.. What kind of occupation did you 
havee (before you retired)? 

INT:: READ ANSWERS ALOUD 

11 O Chief 
22 O Specialist 
33 O White-collar worker 
44 O Qualified worker 
55 O Blue-collar worker (without 

higherr education) 
66 O Entrepreneur, merchant 
77 O Other 
88 O No answer 

72.. What is highest level of education 
thatt  you have completed? 

INT:: READ ANSWERS ALOUD 

11 O Primary school/didn't finish 
secondaryy school 

22 O Secondary school/secondary 
vocationall  training 

33 O University/didn't finish 
university y 

44 O No answer 

INT:: FILL IN YOURSELF 
73.. Sex of respondent 

11 O Female 
22 O Male 

That'ss all. Thank you very much for your cooperation! 



Appendi xx 2: Calculatio n of weightin g factor s for the tota l group , 
thee urba n group s and the rura l group s of 
Armenian ss and Georgian s in the fiv e researc h 
region s s 

Hi Hi 

c c 
"E E 
E E 
< < 

c c 
.2 2 
"5> > 
o o 
O O 

WEIGHTINGG TOTAL 

Inhabitantss (N1) no. 

% % 
Inn survey (N2) no. 

% % 
Weightingg factor 
(%N1/%N2) ) 
Inhabitantss (N1) no. 

% % 
Inn survey (N2) no. 

% % 
Weightingg factor 
(%N1/%N2) ) 

Tbilisi i 

150,127 150,127 

52.7 52.7 

114 114 

23.7 23.7 

2.23 2.23 

820,753 820,753 

83.3 83.3 

133 133 

31.7 31.7 

2.63 2.63 

Batumi i 

13,394 13,394 

4.7 4.7 

66 66 

13.7 13.7 

0.34 0.34 

90,253 90,253 

9.2 9.2 

67 67 

16.0 16.0 

0.57 0.57 

Sighnaghii Akhaltsikhe Javakhet 

746 746 

0.3 0.3 

85 85 

17.6 17.6 

0.01 0.01 

45,474 45,474 

4.6 4.6 

93 93 

22.1 22.1 

0.21 0.21 

23,46923,469 i 

8.2 8.2 

79 79 

16.4 16.4 

0.50 0.50 

25,684 25,684 

2.6 2.6 

52 52 

12.4 12.4 

0.21 0.21 

17,056 17,056 

34.1 34.1 

138 138 

28.6 28.6 

1.19 1.19 

3,459 3,459 

0.4 0.4 

75 75 

17.9 17.9 

0.02 0.02 

ii TOTAL 

284,303 284,303 

100 100 

482 482 

100 100 

985,623 985,623 

100 100 

420 420 

100 100 

c c 

c c 

< < 

V) V) 

c c 
'5> > 
i_ _ 
o o 

WEIGHTINGG URBA N 
Inhabitantss (N1) 

Inn survey (N2) 

Weightingg factor (%N1/%N2) 

Inhabitantss <N1) 

Inn survey (N2) 

Weightingg factor (%N1/%N2) 

no. . 

% % 
no. . 

% % 

no. . 

% % 
no. . 

% % 

Tbilisi i 

150,127 7 

91.8 91.8 

114 4 

63.3 63.3 

1.45 5 

820,753 3 

90.1 90.1 

133 3 

66.5 66.5 

1.35 5 

Batumi i 

13,394 4 

8.2 8.2 

66 6 

36.7 36.7 

0.22 2 

90,253 3 

9.9 9.9 

67 7 

33.5 33.5 

0.30 0 

TOTAL L 

163,521 1 

100 100 

180 0 

100 100 

311,006 6 

100 100 

200 0 

100 100 

c c 
re re 
c c 
a a 

E E 

c c 
ca a 
O) ) 
O O 

CD D 

WEIGHTINGG RURAL 

Inhabitantss (N1) 

Inn survey (N2) 

no. . 

% % 
no. . 

% % 
Weightingg factor (%N1/%N2) 

Inhabitantss (N1) 

Inn survey (N2) 

no. . 

% % 
no. . 

% % 
Weightingg factor (%N1/%N2) 

Sighnaghii Akhaltsikhe 

746 6 

0.6 0.6 

85 5 

28.1 28.1 

0.02 2 

45,474 4 

60.9 60.9 

93 3 

42.3 42.3 

1.44 4 

23,469 9 

19.4 19.4 

79 9 

26.2 26.2 

0.74 4 

25,684 4 

34.4 34.4 

52 2 

23.6 23.6 

1.46 6 

Javakheti i 

97,056 6 

80.0 80.0 

138 8 

45.7 45.7 

1.75 5 

3,459 9 

4.6 4.6 

75 5 

34.1 34.1 

0.14 4 

TOTAL L 

120,82 2 

100 100 

302 2 

100 100 

74,617 7 

100 100 

220 0 

100 100 
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Appendi xx 3: Distributio n of sex and age amon g Armenia n and 
Georgia nn respondent s in the tota l sampl e and in the 
fiv ee researc h region s 

co o 
c c 
re re 
c c 

< < 

CA A 
C C 

'D> > 
o o 

O O 

TOTAL1 1 

Tbilisi i 

Batumi i 

URBAN2 2 

Sighnaghi i 

Akhaltsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL3 3 

TOTAL L 

Tbilisi i 

Batumi i 

URBAN N 

Sighnaghi i 

Akhaltsikhe e 

Javakheti i 

RURAL L 

Female e 

55% 55% 

57% 57% 

61% 61% 

57% 57% 

47% 47% 

56% 56% 

49% 49% 

51% 51% 

49% 49% 

48% 48% 

52% 52% 

49% 49% 

55% 55% 

60% 60% 

27% 27% 

55% 55% 

Male e 

46% 46% 

43% 43% 

39% 39% 

43% 43% 

53% 53% 

44% 44% 

51% 51% 

50% 50% 

51% 51% 

52% 52% 

48% 48% 

52% 52% 

45% 45% 

40% 40% 

73% 73% 

45% 45% 

18-344 years 

32% 32% 

33% 33% 

27% 27% 

33% 33% 

25% 25% 

25% 25% 

33% 33% 

31% 31% 

38% 38% 

39% 39% 

31% 31% 

38% 38% 

26% 26% 

40% 40% 

29% 29% 

31% 31% 

35-544 years 

36% 36% 

35% 35% 

41% 41% 

35% 35% 

49% 49% 

52% 52% 

33% 33% 

36% 36% 

38% 38% 

37% 37% 

40% 40% 

37% 37% 

51% 51% 

44% 44% 

43% 43% 

48% 48% 

>== 55 years 

33% 33% 

33% 33% 

32% 32% 

33% 33% 

26% 26% 

23% 23% 

35% 35% 

33% 33% 

24% 24% 

24% 24% 

28% 28% 

24% 24% 

24% 24% 

15% 15% 

28% 28% 

21% 21% 

n= = 

482 2 

114 4 

66 6 

180 0 

85 5 

79 9 

138 8 

302 2 

420 0 

133 3 

67 7 

200 0 

93 3 

52 2 

75 5 

220 0 

'' Calculated with weighting factor 'total' (see above). 
22 Calculated with weighting factor 'urban' (see above). 
33 Calculated with weighting factor 'rural' (see above). 
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Appendi xx 4: Significan t correlation s betwee n distinction s of 
urban-rura ll  and factor s of civi c and ethni c identity , 
andd betwee n region s and factor s of civi c and ethni c 
identit y y 

SIGNIFICANTT CORRELATION S (CHI-SQUARE, OR 
INN CASE OF 2X2 TABLE , FISHER EXACT-ONE 
SIDED)) AND STRENGTH OF THESE SIGNIFICANT 
CORRELATION SS (CRAMER' S V) 

Tablee 4.1 (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 4.2 (without mixed/don't know/no answer) 

towardss neighbors 
towardss friends 
towardss boss 
towardss partner 

Tablee 4.3 (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 4.4 

Tablee 5.1a (without several) 
Tablee 5.1b (without several) 
Tablee 5.2a (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 5.2b (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 5.3a (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 5.3b (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 5.4 

Armenians s 
Georgians s 

Tablee 5.5 (without don't know/no answer) - TOTAL 
Tablee 5.6a (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 5.6b (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 5.7 (without don't know/no answer) - TOTAL 
Tablee 5.8a 
Tablee 5.8b 
Tablee 5.9 - TOTAL 
Tablee 5.10a-TOTAL 

Betterr school 
Betterr future opportunities 
Motherr tongue 

Tablee 5.11a (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 5.11b (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 5.12a 

Georgiann newspapers 
Armeniann newspapers 
Russiann newspapers 

Tablee 5.12b 
Georgiann newspapers 
Armeniann newspapers 
Russiann newspapers 

Tablee 5.13 
Armenians s 
Georgians s 

Tablee 5.14 
Armenians s 
Georgians s 

Urban-Rura l l 

C
hi

22  (
or

 

Fi
sh

e
r r

 
E

xa
ct

,, 
1-

si
de

d
) )

 

0.001 1 

0.000 0 
0.013 3 
0.002 2 
0.037 7 
0.000 0 

> > 
at at 

o o 
E E 
ra ra 

0.070 0 

0.213 3 
0.137 7 
0.175 5 
0.104 4 

0.328 8 
NOTT SIG. 

0.0000 | 0.432 
<< number 
NOTT SIG. 

0.0044 | 0.165 
<< number 
<< number 

<< number 
<< number 
<< number 

0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 

0.334 4 
0.260 0 
0.220 0 

<< number 
<< number 

0.000 0 

0.000 0 
0.001 1 
0.044 4 
0.001 1 
0.000 0 

0.000 0 
NO" " 

0.000 0 

0.411 1 

0.195 5 
0.195 5 
0.111 1 
0.193 3 
0.321 1 

0.407 7 
'S IG . . 

0.382 2 

NOTT SIG. 
constant t 

<< number 

0.000 0 
<< m 

0.000 0 
<< m 

0.591 1 
mber r 

0.837 7 
mber r 

Region s s 

'E 'E 
O O 

0.000 0 

0.000 0 
0.001 1 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 

0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 

a> > 
E E 
re re 
i_ _ 
OO > 

0.178 8 

0.284 4 
0.243 3 
0.422 2 
0.317 7 

0.338 8 
0.386 6 
0.762 2 

<< number 
0.0000 | 0.429 

<< number 
0.0000 | 0.620 

<< number 

<< number 
<< number 

0 .000 0 

0 .000 0 

0.328 8 
0.373 3 

0.000 0 

<< n u m b e r 

0.768 8 
<< number 

0.000 0 

0.000 0 

0 .000 0 

0 .000 0 

0 .000 0 

0 .000 0 

cons s 

<< nu 

0.224 4 
0.309 9 

0.754 4 
0.259 9 
0.357 7 

0.282 2 
>tant t 
mber r 
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Continuatio nn of Appendi x 4 

SIGNIFICANTT CORRELATION S (CHI-SQUARE, 
ORR IN CASE OF 2X2 TABLE , FISHER EXACT-
ONEE SIDED) AND STRENGTH OF THESE 
SIGNIFICANTT CORRELATION S (CRAMER' S V) 

Tablee 5.15 {without mixed/don't know/no answer) 
towardss neighbors 
towardss friends 
towardss boss 
towardss partner 

Tablee 5.16 (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 5.17 
Tablee 6.2a (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 6.2b (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 6.3 (without don't know/no answer) - TOTAL 
Tablee 6.5a (without don't know/no answer) 

armyy rule 
communistt rule 
strongg leader 
minimumm one authoritarian alternative 

Tablee 6.5b (without don't know/no answer) 
armyy rule 
communistt rule 
strongg leader 
minimumm one authoritarian alternative 

Tablee 6.6 
economic c 
belonging g 
relative e 

Tablee 6.7a (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 6.7b (without don't know/no answer) 
Tablee 6.8a 

government t 
school l 
work k 
church h 
marriage e 

Tablee 6.8b 
government t 
school l 
work k 
church h 
marriage e 

Tablee 6.9a 
electricity y 
tax x 
work k 
discriminatory y 

Tablee 6.9b 
electricity y 
tax x 
work k 
discriminatory y 

Urban-Rura l l 

OO 9 --Ö 
« • C o * * 
~~ « j jTJ 
O " -- * « 

0.019 9 

E > > 
ra ra 
i --

O O 

0.116 6 
NOTSIG. . 

0.0000 | 0.350 
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0.000 0 0.244 4 
0.0000 0.499 
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0.000 0 
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0.000 0 
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0.396 6 

0.283 3 
0.170 0 
0.176 6 

NOTSIG. . 

NOTT SIG. 
0.011 1 
0.047 7 
0.018 8 

0.002 2 

0.121 1 
0.090 0 
0.118 8 

0.255 5 
<< number 
NOTSIG. . 

0.0000 | 0.210 
<< number 

0.001 1 0.142 2 
NOTT SIG 
NOTSIG. . 
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NOTSIG. . 
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0.0000 I 0.195 
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0.024 4 

0.023 3 

0.103 3 

0.095 5 
NOTSIG. . 

0.0000 | 0.184 
NOTT SIG. 
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0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 

0.163 3 
0.212 2 
0.292 2 
0.211 1 

Reg g 

M M 

Ü Ü 

ions s 

E > > 
re re 
Ü Ü 

<< number 
<< number 

0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.035 5 
0.000 0 

0.470 0 
0.533 3 
0.289 9 
0.597 7 

0.173 3 
0.291 1 

0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 

0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 

0.000 0 

0.342 2 
0.267 7 
0.398 8 
0.400 0 

0.238 8 
0.228 8 
0.243 3 
0.232 2 

0.201 1 
<< number 

0.001 1 
NOT T 

0.001 1 
0.000 0 

NOT T 

0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 

0.000 0 
0.013 3 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 

0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 
0.000 0 

0.197 7 
SIG. . 

0.193 3 
0.239 9 

SIG. . 

0.369 9 
0.224 4 
0.256 6 
0.314 4 
0.244 4 

0.325 5 
0.162 2 
0.376 6 
0.332 2 

0.282 2 
0.377 7 
0.364 4 
0.234 4 
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Appendi xx 5a: Correlation s betwee n civi c and ethni c identit y 
a m o n gg A r m e n i a n s (Weighting factor 'total', only 2x2 tables, 
withoutt don't know/no answer, abbreviations explained below tables) 
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Continuatio nn of Appendi x 5a 
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Appendi xx 5b: Correlation s betwee n civi c and ethni c identit y 
amon gg Georgian s (Weighting factor 'total', only 2x2 tables, 
withoutt don't know/no answer, abbreviations explained below tables) 
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Continuatio nn of Appendi x 5b 
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ABBREVIAABBREVIA  TIONS APPENDIX 5 

Et-C 44 = significant correlation: the stronger the Armenian ethnic identity, the weaker the 
civicc identity (Fisher Exact 1-sided, a < 0.05, strength = Cramer's V) 

E4--C4-- = significant correlation: the weaker the Armenian ethnic identity, the weaker the 
civicc identity (Fisher Exact 1-sided, a < 0.05, strength = Cramer's V) 

no tt  sig . .= no significant correlation (Fisher Exact 1-sided) 
<< no . = too little variation in variable: too many cells (> 20%) with too low expected count 

(<< 5), or too low total in row (< mean of 10 per cell) to draw conclusion on basis 
off percentages 

const .. - at least one of the variables is a constant 
no tt  meas . = statistical data, individual correlation is not measurable 
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Appendi xx 6: Correlatio n of severa l factor s of civi c identit y wit h 
genera ll  socia l backgroun d characteristic s 

Thee results of the correlation of civic identity with general social background characteristics can 
onlyy be seen as an indication of possible correlation in the population at large, because sex and 
agee have been controlled in the sample without being corrected afterwards by weighting. 
Therefore,, they are only analyzed in their correlation with a few specific factors that represent the 
variouss parts of civic identity.4 

Weakk civic identity among various subgroups of Armenians and Georgians5 
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Politicall  legitimization of the regime and compliance with state authority by Armenians correlate 
significantlyy with age. Armenians older than 55 years would relatively often like to replace the 
currentt democratic regime with an authoritarian alternative, while at the same time they feel more 
obligedd to comply with the authority of the state than younger Armenians. Moreover, Armenian 
womenn and Armenians with a relatively low educational level are also more often in favor of 
replacingg the current regime with an authoritarian alternative. The desire to emigrate - mostly for 
economicc reasons - appears to have no significant relation to the legitimization of the regime by 
Armenians.. Apparently, the economic situation is not a major influence on the strength of civic 
identityy among Armenians in Georgia. 

Comparisonn with Georgians living in the same regions reveals that age and education 
seemm generally to influence civic identity. Since age, sex and education do not correlate 
significantlyy with either the urban-rural distinction or the regional factor, they cannot explain the 
regionall  variation in civic identity but seem to have an independent influence on the 
legitimizationn of the regime. 

44 Preferring an authoritarian regime to the current democratic one (poiitical legitimization) and compliance 
withh state authority (legal legitimization). There is hardly any variation in the economic legitimization 
amongg Armenians. 
55 Weighted with weighting factor 'total' (see Section 2.6 on research methods), only Armenians and 
Georgianss not legitimizing the regime - without don't know/no answer. Significant correlations are shaded 
(basedd on Chi-square or, in the case of a 2x2 table, on Fisher Exact-one sided, a < 0.05). 
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Ethni cc and Civi c Identity : Incompatibl e Loyalties ? 

AA recurring subject in research on the stability of democratic states is the relationship 
betweenn ethnic and civic identity. For a stable democracy it is essential that a large 
majorityy of the population has a strong civic identity, as shown by their legitimization 
off the political authorities of a state. It is often assumed that loyalty to an ethnic group 
standss in the way of an overarching civic identity because ethnic groups are tempted 
too see each other as a threat to their position and status. 
Butt while many researchers pursue the theory that 'overcoming' ethnic identification 
iss part and parcel of nation-building, if not sine qua non for political stability, there are 
alsoo scholars who have found this incongruent with the reality they encountered in 
theirr fieldwork. It is therefore interesting to study the exact relationship between eth-
nicc and civic identity: do they really always comprise incompatible loyalties? 

Withinn the post-Soviet states this question is pressing since they have to establish 
theirr newly gained political authority, while still being confronted with the legacy of the 
so-calledd 'Soviet nationality policy1 that stressed and even institutionalized the ethnic 
identityy of its population. This study focused on Armenians in the post-Soviet state of 
Georgiaa in an attempt to determine the relationship between ethnic and civic identity there. 
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