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Abstract
Freedom of expression is a human right demanding state actors to exercise a delicate balance.
The paper examines the Russian charge of hooliganism as a possible constraint to freedom of
expression. The aim has been to find out whether the charge is in accordance with legal
standards protecting the right of freedom of expression which Russia is applicable to. If
arbitrarily applied, it may also run contrary to the Russian Constitution. Modern day
hooliganism cases are set against the background of and compared to relevant international law
and the Soviet history and context, as well as against the civil and political development in
Russia in recent years. The paper examines how the charge has been applied in recent high
profile hooliganism cases. It demonstrates how the hooliganism charge has re-emerged as a tool
to silence political dissent after the re-election of president Putin in 2012. Had Russia made a
more efficient transition from totalitarianism, the charge would most probably have been more
difficult to re-introduce. Extensive media attention is almost a prerequisite for the authorities to
use the charge, indicating that humiliation and fear of political opposition, even the slightest,
felt by the political establishment, is likely to precede a hooliganism charge.
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Introduction

When hearing the term hooliganism, or hooligan, the first thing probably coming to the
minds of people in the west is images of football hooligans. Literature fans might
conjure up images from Anthony Burgess' A Clockwork Orange1 in which the main
characters were described as Hooligans.
For most Russians, however, the term hooligan and hooliganism holds much more
meaning, as it has been one of the most common crimes in Russia since the beginning
of the 18th century, when it first appeared and especially during the Soviet era when it
was used heavily. It was not just a petty crime, but for most of Russia's history it has
been the very serious crime of showing disrespect for the Soviet authorities and society.
2

Having said that, most western Europeans would probably first think of football
hooligans when they hear the term hooligan, it must be pointed out that this has most
likely changed since early 2012 when Russia was preparing itself for the presidential
elections, and allegedly pre-arranged elections, of Vladimir Vladimirovich Putin, the
current president of the Russian Federation who was first elected president in 2000 and
was in power for eight years until he was again re-elected in 2012 after serving as prime
minister during the four years between.3 The most famous hooligans in Russia, and by
this stage also internationally, is the punk band Pussy Riot that staged a concert in
Moscow's main cathedral in March 2012, in order to bring attention to the blurred lines
between president Putin and the Orthodox church. 4
The Pussy Riot is indeed the most famous modern hooliganism case, but during the
same time frame two other similar cases in which the offenders were charged with
1 Burgess,

2012, The Clockwork Condition
2012, p. 3
3 Encyclopaedia Britannica, Vladimir Putin
4 Hoyle, 2013, What Happened to Pussy Riot
2 LaPierre,
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hooliganism also appeared. The criminal charge of hooliganism is decribed as "... a
gross violation of the public order which expresses patent contempt for society,
attended by violence against private persons or by the threat of its use, and likewise by
the destruction or damage of other people's property...".5 The first was the Arctic 30
case6 , where 30 Greenpeace activist tried to board a Russian oil rig in September 2013,
with the intent to bring attention to the alleged oil exploitation in the Barents sea.
Several of the activists were first charged with piracy, but this was later dropped and
instead they were charged with hooliganism. Another case which this paper will also
examine in more detail is the case of Petr Pavlensky7 , a political performance artist, who
in November 2013 nailed his scrotum to the Red Square in Moscow in order to bring
attention in "...a metaphor of apathy, political indifference, and fatalism of Russian
society..." 8 . He was also charged with hooliganism but due to a lack of evidence, the
charges against him were dropped in April 2014. 9
Current research will examine this quintessential Russian charge of hooliganism in
order to find out whether in fact the charge itself, as well as how it has been applied in
the recent media attention cases, is in accordance with international legal standards
protecting the right to freedom of expression and which Russia is applicable to, and
whether the charge can be said to exist in Russia with the possibility of being arbitrarily
applied, because of poor transitioning from the Soviet era, and also, to a certain extent,
whether this can be interpreted as a return to Soviet legal practice, as often claimed.
Due to my interdisciplinary background, the paper will not offer a purely legal analysis
of hooliganism, but will rather look at it from a broader perspective, hoping to gain
some general understanding of how and why it was re-introduced with the alleged intent
to silence political opposition in 2012 and to what extent the charge is in accordance
with international law.
Having lived in Russia myself on several occasions, first in the immediate aftermath of
the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1992-1993, and during a second period immediately

5

The Russian Criminal Code Article 213
Coleman, 2013, Greenpeace Arctic 30: A Shift in Focus for Campaigners
7 Walker, 2014, Petr Pavlensky: Why I Nailed My Scrotum to Red Square
8 Ibid
9 Rapsinews.com, B, 2014, Case Dropped Against Self-Mutiliating Artist
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after the inauguration of president Vladimir Putin in 2000-2004, I take a personal
interest in the country and in understanding in what direction it is currently moving.
Coming from a family of journalists, the right to freedom of expression also holds a
special place in my heart. It is mainly these two aspects combined which have brought
me to want to find out more about the specific issue of the re-emergence of stifling
political speech in Russia today. My approach to the subject matter is a hermeneutic
one, i.e. I will try to seek understanding, rather than to provide an authoritative reading
of the matter.10
As will be found out, the charge of hooliganism with the intent to silence political
dissent is by no means the only method introduced in Russia in the recent years having
had detrimental effects to the level of protection of free speech. Nor is it perhaps the
worst. However, this paper will focus on the aspect of the recent developments
regarding the civil and political rights protection in Russia.
What adds to the relevance of the study, in addition to the declining protection of civil
and political rights protection in Russia in general, is that while this paper was being
written one of the members of Pussy Riot, Nadezhda Tolokonnikova (1989), made an
official appeal to the Russian Constitutional Court in June 2014 seeking for the law of
hooliganism to be revised. Tolokonnivoa stated that "...We believe that article 213 of
the Criminal Code on 'hooliganism,' which was used to charge the members of the punk
group [Pussy Riot],runs contrary to several provisions of the Constitution, including the
article that guarantees freedom of expression..." 11 .
In June 2012 the three women also applied to the European Court of Human Rights
claiming violations of article 10, 3, 5 and 6 of the ECHR. 12 Greenpeace has also filed
for compensation in March 2014 from Russia through the European Court of Human
Rights for the illegal detention of the activist involved in the Arctic 30 case under the
charge of hooliganism13 , which according to their lawyers was a violation of their right
to freedom of expression.

10

Patel & Davidson, 2003
The Moscow Times Newsdesk, 2014, Pussy Riot's Tolokonnikova Wants Hooliganism Charge
Removed from Law Books
12 Maria Vladimirovna Alekhina and others against Russia (19 June 2012) No: 38004/12
13 Meikle, 2014, Arctic 30 Protesters Seek Damages from Russia
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It would appear that the debate surrounding article 213 in the Russian Criminal Code is
not a matter that will be forgotten anytime soon.
The most severe limitation to this research has been the time constraint which has
prevented some possibly interesting methods and avenues from being explored.
After introducing the relevant international law and the history and development of
freedom of expression both internationally and in Russia I will move on to discussing
the situation of the civil and political development in Russia in the recent years and
what the situation looks like today.
In order to successfully answer the research question, whether article 213 of the
Russian criminal code is in accordance with international law, I will then begin by
comparing the charge with the international legal standards applicable to Russia.
I will also examine how the charge has been applied in the most recent and “extreme”
hooliganism cases of the last few years in order to see whether also the application of
the law is in accordance to relevant international standards.
In addition to the legal analysis of the charge and how it has been applied I will also
compare the current context in Russia with the past when hooliganism was used for
silencing political dissent in order to identify possible similarities and differences
hoping that this will give some indication of what direction Russia is moving in with
regards to the protection of civil and political rights protection.
I will also examine what impact the poor transitioning of Russia after the collapse of
the Soviet Union has had on the alleged attempts to use the charge of hooliganism to
silence political dissent.
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1.The Framework
The current chapter will begin by introducing the reader to the global and European
standards to the right to freedom of expression and its limits, which will be discussed
with the charge of hooliganism in mind. Secondly it will continue by giving a brief
historical background to the Soviet Union and the years after up until today, with
specific focus on human rights and freedom of expression.
1.1. The International Standards on Freedom of Expression
Freedom of Expression is a right with which states continuously seek to find the right
balance to. On the one hand, it is the right of the individual to express their views and
opinion. On the other hand it is the responsibility of the state to ensure the protection of
its people. In other words, it is a constant balancing between giving rights and
restricting them, with the purpose of finding a perfect democratic balance which
violates no individuals rights. A modern example of the complexity of this task of
constant balancing between the rights of the individual and the protection and safety of
the collective can be found in the recent events in Ukraine.
The Ukrainian Revolution is an example of how difficult and complex a task it can be to
find a balance between the right to freedom of expression and, in this case, the
protection of national security. The tension between the two is an example of the
dilemma faced by states when they on the one hand need to protect the individuals right
to free speech and on the other hand need to ensure public safety or the protection of
other rights. At the end of 2013, when the Euromaidan protests began in Kiev, the
Ukrainian government adopted anti-protest laws which were deemed to be against
freedom of expression.14 National experts have indeed confirmed that the laws adopted
were extreme and were in their opinion violations of freedom of expression. However,
the issue does beg the question of where states should draw the line of what is so called
accepted demonstrating and what is demonstrating that threatens national security to the
extent that it should be limited. Without in any way taking sides to the attempts to limit
the escalating demonstrations in Kiev, the occurrence did emphasize the complexity of
14

NBC News, 2014, New anti-protest law triggers violent clashes in Ukraine: Klitchko warns of civil-war
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balancing that state's face with regards to freedom of expression and the protection of,
in this case, what they claimed national security, due to the fact that one could argue
that without national security all human rights, including the right to freedom of
expression, is essentially at risk.15
What further complicates the right to freedom of expression is that so many other
fundamental human rights are connected to it. The rights entirely dependent on the
proper functioning of freedom of expression and vice versa, is the right to freedom of
thought, conscience and religion and the right to freedom of assembly.16

1.1.1. International Protection of Freedom of Expression
The right to freedom of expression is today understood as a fundamental human right
and is considered to be one of the cornerstones of a functioning democracy. 17 It is also
one of the most violated and consequently most debated of all human rights.
All international human rights law, ranging from the United Nations Declaration on
Human Rights (hereinafter UDHR) from 194818 and the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights (hereinafter ICCPR) from 1966 19 , to the European Convention
on Human Rights (hereinafter ECHR) from 1950 20 and the case law surrounding these
instruments, as well as International organisations, such as the Organisation for Security
and Co-operation (hereinafter OSCE) in Europe, make it very clear that without
freedom of expression a state cannot be identified as truly democratic. The quality of
the government and the level of democracy of a state is considered to be directly linked
to the level of freedom of expression within that state 21 .
Accountability and transparency are two of the most important factors that affect the
proper protection of human rights within a state. Without the realisation of freedom of

15

Englund and Lally, 2014, In Ukraine Protestors Seem to be Preparing for Battle
Jacobs & White 2006, p. 300- 344
17 Ibid p. 317
18 The United Nations Declaration on Human Rights, 1948
19 The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 1966
20 The European Convention on Human Rights, 1950
21 Boyle 2010, p. 259
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expression those tools cannot function properly. Freedom of expression can, as a result,
be interpreted as vital for the proper realisation of other human rights. 22
In addition to the above mentioned instruments also courts, domestic as well as
international, and legal commentaries and academic writings, all confirm that freedom
of expression is indeed a fundamental right. 23

1.1.2. The Specific Issue of Blasphemy Laws
Today one of the most debated aspects to freedom of expression has been surrounding
blasphemy laws and highlights the continuous struggle with balancing the right to
freedom of expression with the protection of other rights. The issue has been on the
agenda for several years at the United Nations and by now there are several non-binding
resolutions condemning defamation on religious grounds. Although it is clear that the
protection against blasphemy is to a certain extent a protection of the right to freedom of
religion and of the right to non-discrimination the Western countries have strongly
opposed laws on blasphemy as they are generally considered to be used by authorities
as tools to imprison amongst others, political dissidents. 24 The main criticism that
human rights defenders, free-speech activists and other critical voices have presented is
that the protection of ideas, instead of the protection of individuals who have ideas goes
against the very principles of human rights as well as it gives too much power to the
state.25 The issue was first brought to the agenda at the human rights commission (now
council) in 1999 by Pakistan who claimed that there was an anti-Islamist campaign that
was seeking to defame Islam. Ever since 1999 the UN has annually passed resolutions
on combating defamation of religions. 26 No law has yet been passed on religious
blasphemy but the debate on whether one should be adopted has been debated ever
since it was first mentioned in the Committee in 1999. 27 This debate is another
indication of the complexities surrounding freedom of expression, on the one hand
22

Ibid p. 258
Tiilikka, 2008, p. 55
24 Graham, 2010, No to an International Blasphemy Law
25 Defamation of Religions by the Beckett Fund for Religious Liberty Isues brief 2008
26 Examples of Resolutions: 2000/84, 2001/4, 2002/9, 2003/4, 2004/6, and 2005/3, U.N.
Doc.A/HRC/4/L.12, A/HRC/7/L.15.
27 Littman, 1999, Islamism Grows Stronger at the United Nations
23
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individuals are considered to be in need of protection against hate speech and religious
intolerance but on the other hand limiting speech too much stifles the right to free
speech and presents states with a tool that can be easily arbitrarily used against speech
that is deemed inappropriate to them.28

1.1.3. The UN Standards
When the United Nation's Universal Declaration of Human Rights was signed in 1948,
with it article 19 guaranteeing freedom of expression for the individual, the right was
from that very development interpreted and accepted as one of the core human rights,
thus placed prominently amongst the other important civil and political rights. 29
It is also with the development of the UDHR and later the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights and the International Covenant on Economic, Social and
Cultural Rights, and the debate following, between on the one hand the Eastern block,
wanting the emphasis to be on social and cultural rights and the West on the other hand
wanting to emphasize civil and political rights, that gives us a direct understanding to
the differences in values surrounding the right to freedom of expression between East
and West.30
The violations of freedom of expression today mostly occur in countries that are
struggling with democracy. When the UDHR was developed in 1948, the USSR was
experiencing one of the severest forms of repression and political dissidents were faced
with the worst level of repression imaginable. 31
While the West welcomed the civil and political rights that the development of the
UDHR brought with it32 , the Eastern block was much less impressed by the inclusion of
civil and political rights and as a result it abstained in the voting.33 For the rest of
Europe, the development of the UDHR with its article 19 on the right to freedom of

28

Jacobs & White 2006, p. 319
Boyle 2010, p. 258
30 Lower, 2013, Can and Should Human Rights be Universal?
31 Patenaude 2012, p. 1
32 Encyclopeadia Britannica, Universal Declaration of Human Rights
33 Ibid
29
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expression set the tone and future values of the right high on the agenda, where it has
stayed until today. In other words, when the UDHR and article 19 was first introduced
in Europe, it immediately gained prominence and its value as a right has steadily
increased. However, when it was introduced to the Eastern block, it was not accepted or
valued nearly as highly.
Other human rights instruments, such as the ICCPR and the ECHR, have further
developed article 19 of the UDHR, which is a purely affirmative formulation of the
right and gives no further insight as to the scope and shades of the right, in order to give
better understanding of how the right should be interpreted and implemented.
In Addition to the UDHR there are other global mechanisms emphasizing the
importance of the protection of the right to freedom of expression, assisting in the
monitoring of the implementations of the global protection of the UDHR and its
Covenants. The main monitoring body of the ICCPR is the Human Rights Committee,
introduced earlier, among other things producing the commentaries to the specific rights
in the Covenant.
The UN Special Rapporteur on the Promotion and Protection of the Right to Freedom of
Opinion and Expression34 also holds the specific mandate to monitor, report and
examine the level of implementation and compliance of states to the right to freedom of
expression as stated in article 19 of the ICCPR. Mr. Frank William La Rue, the current
Special Rapporteur on the Promotion and Protection of the Right to Freedom of Opinion
and Expression since August 2008 , confirms some of the general thoughts from the
commentaries to article 19 of the ICCPR in his report from September 7th 2012 35 ,
stressing the importance of being able to openly debate and make statements that might
even shock or disturb, as long as they do not incite to hatred, violence or any forms of
discrimination.36
Mr La Rue reiterates that, even though there should be restrictions to freedom of
expression in extreme cases, it is important to at all times remember that it is first of all

34

HRC resolution 7/36

35

La Rue, 2012
Ibid, p. 16

36
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a means, that when used in accordance with international law and principles, contributes
to a democratic society by supporting open debates and the exchange of ideas, thus
creating an atmosphere where people feel safe and respected. 37
One of the most interesting aspects that this report raises is the issue of domestic
legislation which is used for the oppression of critical opposition voices. 38 The Special
Rapporteur expresses serious concern especially with domestic legislation that is vague
and overbroad with the purpose of being easily applicable to cases where there is
genuine need for expressing legitimate opinions, but they are suppressed by referring to
the right to control incitement to hatred 39 .
1.1.4. Article 19 of the ICCPR
The right to freedom of expression is not an absolute right, but like other rights it has its
limitations. It is the constant balancing between the right and the restrictions and
limitations of the right that keeps the debate lively as to what the right balance between
the right and the restrictions to it are. 40
Article 19 of the ICCPR, unlike article 19 of the UDHR, allows for limitations and
restrictions of the right, although those restrictions must be provided by law. According
to general comment 34 from 2011 to article 19 of the ICCPR by the Human Rights
Committee of the United Nations the article may be subject to restrictions, but those
can only be used in the limitative areas with regards to the protection of national
security and the protection of public order or of public health or morals. 41
Despite the fact that freedom of expression is not absolute, and is therefore open to
interpretations, it is considered good practice to interpret it narrowly, as a broad
interpretation of the right would infringe on the right and thus impair the entire
substance of the concept42 . The General Comment no 34 further confirms that article 19
is a vital right for the proper functioning of a society and that it is the foundation for a
well-functioning democracy, and that reservations on the right are not permitted,
37

Ibid p. 4
Ibid p.15
39 Ibid
40 Boyle 2010, p. 259
41 General Comment No: 34, p.9
42 Jacobs, White and Ovey 2010, p. 428
38
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because it would be incompatible with the object and purpose of the Covenant 43 , thus
reaffirming the fundamental importance of this right.
With regards to the 2nd paragraph of the article it is pointed out that every form of
expression, including non-verbal methods, such as posters and banners as well as audiovisual and internet based ways of expression, is acceptable and falls under the scope of
the article.44 Today, with the ever increasing vibrant and artistic means of expressing
political opinions, it is more important than ever to emphasise the protection of
controversial art. Many feel that artists and cultural workers should be getting more
focus than they currently are by international human rights organisations, the majority
of attention being paid to the media and to literature. 45
With regards to the scope of application and limitations to article 19 in paragraph 3 the
general comment 34 states that it is of utmost importance that the right itself is not
threatened. The comments emphasise that “…the relation between right and restriction
and between norm and exception must not be reversed…” 46 The restrictions must also
be provided by law and that law must be both accessible and formulated in a way that is
easily comprehensible in order for individuals to understand it and what they can and
what they cannot do. The interpretation of the law has to be clear in order for it not to be
up to the persons in charged with the execution to enjoy the discretion of interpreting it
in a way that serves their personal interest. It is made clear that even information that
may be shocking and disturbing, although they can be subject to restrictions, most of the
time falls under the scope of the article.47 The comment goes on to state that such
restrictions may never be used for the purpose of silencing any advocacy related to
politics, democracy or human rights. Any attacks, such as arbitrary arrest or threats to
life of any person exercising their freedom of expression, are also condemned in the
comments and are said to be incompatible with article 19. 48 The general comment 34
refers to the general comment 27 when disclosing that the restrictive measures offered

43

General Comment No: 34, p.10
Ibid p.2
45 Information of the European House for Culture Meeting in 2012
46 General Comment No: 34, p. 5
47 Ibid, p.6
48 Ibid
44
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in paragraph 3 must at all times take into account the principle of proportionality. 49 The
restrictive measure must, according to comment 27, also be the least intrusive option
which serves the aim of the protective measure. 50 The value of uninhibited expression is
especially high when it comes to debates in the political domain that concern public
figures and public institutions.51 Comment 34 further emphasise that no public figure is
outside the scope, including heads of states and governments and religious leaders, all
of which are also to be accepted as legitimate subjects. 52
1.1.5. The European Standards
The most fundamental European human rights protection mechanism is the European
Convention on Human Rights. The ECHR was the first legal treaty established by the
Council of Europe that itself was established in 1949 53 . The purpose of the CoE was,
and continues to be, the upholding of democracy, human rights and the rule of law in
Europe54 and in addition the ECHR the Council also established other human rights
protection mechanisms such as the Commissioner for Human Rights whose main tasks
are to bring awareness and to promote human rights issues within the CoE member
states as well as to bring attention to any areas regarding human rights law that needs
further attention or implementations assistance. 55
The ECHR , dating back to 1950, also established the European Court of Human Rights
which was at the time, and is still today, considered an innovative solution for giving
the individual a more active role in international law, something that only states had
previously had56 . The European human rights protection is considered to be offering the
highest individual protection of human rights in the world. The European interpretation
is very highly thought of and the right to freedom of expression is held in equally high
regard, considered to be one of the most famous and respected interpretations of the
right.

49

Ibid p.8
General Comment No: 27 paragraph 3
51 Jacobs, White and Ovey 2010, p. 428
52 General Comment No: 34, p.8
53 Clements 1994, p. 2
54 Jacobs & White 2006, p. 2
55 Pellonpää 2005, p. 9-12
56 The European Court of Human Rights in Brief on ECHR Homepage
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There are several other mechanisms and monitoring methods in Europe in addition to
the ECHR and the ECtHR that are working for the right to freedom of expression. What
is also important to notice is that there continues to be new and relevant reports,
statements and guidelines on the topic and this not only emphasizes the constant need to
update relevant information, but also confirms that there is still a serious need for it as
well. One example is the May 2014 EU Human Rights Guidelines on Freedom of
Expression57 by the Council of the European Union, which confirm that the right to
Freedom of Expression continuous to be one of the most important, respected and
valued rights in Europe today and that there is a pressing need to confirm and update
issues surrounding the right. The Guidelines put special emphasis on the protection of
those persons subjected to violence, persecution, harassment and intimidation because
they are exercising their right to freedom of expression.58
Another important European Human Rights mechanism is the Organisation for Security
and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). It is primarily a security organisation, but one of
its tasks is also the promotion of human rights in Europe. It was established in 1973
through the Helsinki Final Act which for the first time linked human rights protection
with security concerns.59
The Helsinki Act, signed in 1975 also by the USSR, or the Helsinki Declaration60 as it
is also called, was an attempt to bring the West and the Communist Bloc closer and thus
to improve the relations between the two 61 . One of the most significant parts of the
Declaration was the part confirming civil rights not very different from the ones in the
UDHR. The USSR was the main aim of the civil rights and the rights monitoring
bodies were created through the rights. The Moscow Helsinki Group eventually
separated into different sections out of which the most important were the International
Helsinki Federation and Human Rights Watch.62 This was interpreted as an important
step for the implementation of human rights protection in the USSR, as unlike the

57

Human Rights Guidelines, 2014
Ibid, p. 2
59 OSCE Factsheet
60 Helsinki Final Act, 1975
61 Clements 1994, p. 216
62 OSCE Factsheet
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UDHR, the Helsinki Final Act had also created monitoring bodies which enabled people
to submit complaints.
Today, the OSCE follows issues relating to freedom of expression very closely in
Europe and has an appointed representative on Freedom of the Media 63 follows the state
compliances with the OSCE principles and commitments with regards to freedom of
expression and freedom of the media. In the OSCE decision No. 193 from 1997 the
document remind European states that “…freedom of expression is a fundamental and
internationally recognized human right and a basic component of a democratic society
and that free, independent and pluralistic media are essential to a free and open society
and accountable systems of government…”.64
The representative of Freedom of the Media is guided by article 10 in the ECHR on
freedom of expression to which all OSCE members are members too. Russia, officially
known as the Russian Federation, has been a member of the OSCE since 1973. 65
There are also joint declarations by the OSCE Representative and the UN Special
Rapporteur on Freedom of Opinion and Expression in which the rights and obligations
of states are further emphasized. In their last joint declaration on crimes against freedom
of expression from 2012 they indeed emphasise the fundamental importance 66 of
freedom of expression for maintaining democratic societies, condemning all violence,
from killings to arbitrary arrests, directed towards individuals practicing their right to
freedom of expression and express their concern for the silencing effect that these
crimes have on societies. The declaration also stresses that crimes perpetrated by states
against individuals are particularly grave and is an especially serious form of violation
of the right to freedom of expression. 67
1.1.5.1. Article 10 of the ECHR
Freedom of expression is generally considered to be one of the most important human
rights in Europe and the case law of the European court of Human Rights confirms this.

63

OSCE, Representative on Freedom of the media
OSCE Permanent Council Decision No: 193
65 OSCE Factsheet
66 Joint Declaration on Crimes Against Freedom of Expression
67 Ibid
64

20

Freedom of expression is considered to be the kind of right which enables other rights to
function properly and this is clear from its relationship with the other rights in the
Convention. Article 10 of the ECHR is directly linked to articles 8 and 9 on the right to
thought, conscience and religion and in fact article 10 is considered to be an evolution
of article 9.68 There is also a clear connection between article 10 and article 11 that
protects the right to freedom of assembly and association. 69 Like article 19 of the
ICCPR article 10 also allows for a certain margin of appreciation regarding restrictions.
This is something feared to be more in the interest of the states, as it is such a vague
concept and therefor easy to manipulate. 70 However, it has been deemed vital since it is
regarded as the only way to in practice to deal with the cultural differences between
signatory states.71
The concept of the right to freedom of expression as a fundamental right and one of the
cornerstones of a functioning democracy, stated in paragraph 1 of the article, is further
confirmed and laid down in the 1976 Handyside case, when the court held that the right
is essential for the society and for the individual and is vital for the progress of both. 72
The court has however stressed that there are limits to article 10 and that even in case of
public interest, article 10 does not guarantee unrestricted freedom of expression. 73 The
court does, however, in case no breach of article 10 can be found, examine carefully
whether the measure or punishment taken against the applicant has been proportionate.
There are three categories of restrictions specifically mentioned in article 10 paragraph
2: those that are for the protection of public interest, those for the protection of the
rights or reputations of others and those that are necessary for maintaining the authority
and impartiality of the judiciary.74 They are not the only restrictions: article 15 which
deals with derogations in times of emergency, article 16 which deals with restrictions on
political activity of aliens and article 17 which deals with the prohibition of abuse of
rights, are also enforceable restrictions on article 10.
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However, just because states are offered the possibility of restrictions to the right does
not mean that they can do so without justifying those restrictions. 75 States must adhere
to the following principles: the restriction must first of all be necessary in a democratic
society, the aim of the restriction must be one of the aims described in paragraph 2 of
the article and the restriction must be prescribed by law. 76
In response to the restrictions mentioned in paragraph 2, the court has offered
interpretations in order to set the minimum standards for what restrictions are allowed.
In the judgement on De Haes and Gijsels in 1997, a defamation case, the court stated
that both journalistic freedom as well as the freedom of private individuals to express
opinions regarding public figures or public institutions may extend to a degree of
exaggeration and provocation.77 The court has repeatedly explained that the freedom of
the press and the freedom for people to voice their opinions must include language and
ideas that are provocative and at times exaggerated. In the 1999 Karatas case the court
also emphasised that article 10 not only protects the substance of the opinions or ideas,
but also the means of expressing it.78
One very important aspect that the court has also repeatedly emphasised is the
importance of members of society to be able to voice their opinions without the fear of
being punished79 . In the 1989 Barfod judgement the court emphasised this and stated
that fear of any forms of criminal or other sanctions should never be an obstacle for
members of the public to raise and voice issues that are of public concern. 80
Another important aspect to freedom of expression as observed by the court is the
necessity for a democratic society to be informed of the political opinions and ideas of
their leaders since these result in political debate which is essential for a functioning
democratic society.81 In the 1992 Castell judgement the court observed that in order for
the public to shape and develop their own thoughts and opinions of their political
leaders, it is necessary for the press and the civil-society to be able to without fear and
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restrictions bring knowledge about the leaders to the people. This is interpreted as very
important, as in this way everyone is able to participate in the political debate which is
considered to be one of the cornerstones of a functioning democracy. 82 Restrictions on
political speech are not offered much room by the court, confirmed in the 1999 Arslan,
Polat and Gerger case. However, the court also emphasises that there is a clear
distinction between a private person being subjected to publicly voiced opinions and
official persons being subjected to the same. 83 In the 1999 Ceylan judgement the court
confirmed that governments are allowed more room to be criticised than private
individuals and even politicians84 and the court further points out, in connection to the
1998 Incal case, that special attention and great scrutiny should be given such cases
where there has been interferences with the freedom of expression of political figures
who are members of the opposition party. 85
1.1.5.2. Article 10 of the ECHR and Article 19 of the ICCPR: Limitations and the
Criminal Charge of Hooliganism
If one was to examine the possible limitations and restrictions allowed by the right to
freedom of expression, as stated in article 19 of the ICCPR, by using the Russian
criminal charge of hooliganism, the complexity of balancing the restrictions to the right
with the freedoms that the right gives an individual, is obvious.
The hooliganism charge has in essence been, and continues to be, a charge with the
intent to maintain social order.86 This means in practice that it sets limits to the amount
of freedom of expression allowed by an individual with the purpose of the maintenance
of public order.
If we were to set the limitations that the state could have in applying the charge of
hooliganism without violating the right to freedom of expression set out in article 19,
one of the most important things would be that the restrictions of freedom of speech
that the hooliganism charge creates must be clearly stated, insuring that there is as little
room as possible for any misunderstandings.
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Vague formulations of the restrictions should be avoided, as this could lead to the
arbitrary use of the charge. The issue of proportionality must at all times be respected,
the restrictive measure that in this case the hooliganism charge was to create, must be
the least intrusive option possible, serving the aim of the restrictive measure.
Article 19 would also reprimand, or at least demand, for the closest of scrutiny of the
application of the charge of hooliganism, if it was clear that the actions restricted by the
charge would be related to political advocacy. Article 19 does not allow much room for
restrictions when it comes to issues surrounding political speech in general and using a
charge such as hooliganism in cases where it was clear that the mode of expression that
the charge was to restrict was related to human rights advocacy or to the expression of
opinions of a political figure, would not be deemed in accordance with the article.
Article 19 does, however, clearly state in paragraph 3 b that limitations are allowed for
the protection of public order, national security and of public health and morals. This
paragraph not only leaves much discretion to the states to decide what they ultimately
deem as threatening, but also in general brings up the importance of the state indeed
having some control over the limitations of freedom of expression, as ultimately without
any powers to control freedom of expression could create serious instability for the
state.87
The charge of hooliganism in Russia, for example, has mainly been used against petty
criminals, who more or less disturb the social order by inappropriate conduct, such as
violence on the streets.88 In this case, article 19 could not be interpreted as allowing for
the application of hooliganism against the perpetrator to be a violation of article 19, as
the action would clearly protect public order and safety, due to the fact that there would
be no element of political speech or any other advocacy related element which the
article puts special emphasis on protecting. Most states in Europe have an equivalent
charge to the Russian charge of hooliganism. If it is used correctly, with the aims of
protecting the state without limiting the rights to freedom of expression, it would not
considered to be a violation of article 19 of the ICCPR. It all comes down to the very
easily tipped balancing between right and restriction.
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Much like article 19 of the ICCPR, article 10 of the ECHR allows for certain margins of
restrictions and limitations to the right. When examining those limitations through the
charge of hooliganism there are many similarities between how article 19 of the ICCPR
and how article 10 of the ECHR define those restrictions. Especially regarding the
balance that needs to be struck between on the one hand allowing the state to use
charges such as hooliganism to control the safety of public order and on the other hand
making sure that the liberties of the state to use the charge for those purposes are not
violated and end up being used arbitrarily for other purposes, thus violating the
individual's right to freedom of expression.
What article 10 of the ECHR together with article 19 of the ICCPR emphasizes, is that
although states are allowed to make restrictions to the right, the restrictions should be
especially narrow and limited when it comes to restricting political speech. 89 The case
law of the court has also specifically mentioned that restricting speech which stems
from the political opposition or that constitutes opinions oppositional to the states
regime, need to be especially carefully scrutinized. 90 Political figures enjoy less
protection under the article, as political speech and opinions of politicians are though to
contribute to the level of democracy in a state, as it contributes to the political debate
deemed necessary for the functioning of democracy. 91
This would mean, in practice, that the charge of hooliganism could be used to restrict
speech under certain circumstances: if it is deemed necessary in a democratic state, if it
is prescribed by law, if it is proportionate to the aim being pursued and if it serves one
of the aims described in paragraph 2 of article 10. However, according to the case law
surrounding article 10, any restrictions to speech related to political opinions needs to
be especially carefully examined and article 10 would also restrict the use of the charge
of hooliganism to restrict speech even if it was provocative and with elements of
exaggeration, as this is according to article 10 allowed in relation to political speech. If
the hooliganism charge was applied in a case where it would result in the limiting of
political oppositional opinions, this would be especially harmful for the general
democracy of the state.
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Another aspect that article 10 limits, or deems as going too far with the restriction of
free speech, is if a criminal charge like hooliganism is used with the intent to instil the
fear of being punished and thus ends up stifling free speech even before the individual
has had the chance to express their view. 92 In practice, this would mean that if the
hooliganism charge was used with the pre-emptive thought to warn other individuals on
how they would be punished for expressing their opinions it would be a breach of article
10.
The constant balancing of the right to free speech and of charges aimed at controlling
the stability of the society such as hooliganism, is a very particular kind of balancing.
What further complicates the balancing is the fact that while states should indeed
protect free speech it should also simultaneously protect the rights of others. 93 For
example, if a state was to apply the hooliganism charge because an act had been seen as
an incitement to hatred, as a threat to public morals and as such as a threat to the
protection of the reputation or rights of others, this may be allowed, but needs to satisfy
the demands under which the limiting of free speech is allowed.
The issue of limiting hate speech and the insult of others, for example on religious
grounds by the use of public order charges such as hooliganism, is a very relevant and
complex matter as, while article 10 is offered a broad interpretation, it needs to strike a
balance between the way hate speech violates the rights of others. Article 10 does not
offer protection to those who are seen as inciting hate speech or any views which incite
religious or racial hatred or that incite to violence and thus state interference is accepted
under those circumstances and would be considered legitimate. 94
1.1.6 Conclusion
Defining the margins of the right to freedom of expression is a task that states struggle
with constantly. On the one hand states need to guarantee the right to free speech to the
individual and on the other hand the state needs to protect other individuals from issues
such as hate speech and even national security related issues. In short, they need to
protect the individual from others as well as the state from others, while maintaining the
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rights of all to free speech. None the less the restrictions to free speech should,
according to international law, be allowed with broad margins because it is a
fundamental human right without which a democracy can not function properly and
which allows for the protection of other human rights.
Both article 19 of the ICCPR and article 10 of the ECHR point out that especially
restrictions to political speech need to be especially carefully evaluated, as political
speech is considered necessary for the debate of a democratic society and because
political figures are allowed to be criticised to a much further extent than civilians.
Speech of a political nature is also allowed to be exaggerated and provocative and the
form of expression, including artistic means, must be allowed. All international law
defining the limitations to freedom of speech that states are allowed to make also
emphasize the importance of those laws being clearly stated and easily comprehensive
to everyone.
It is evident from a historical perspective as well as by observing the European culture
today and the legal methods and interpretations, that freedom of expression is a highly
valued and cherished idea in Europe. In general, the problems surrounding human rights
violations today is not that the legal protection is not in place, it usually is. The problem
mostly lies with the proper implementation of the laws, as will be evident in the case of
Russia, that continues to struggle with the proper implementation of human rights
protection. The constant balancing between right and restriction is, however, by no
means an exclusively Russian problem. It is a world wide problem that knows no
geographical boundaries.
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1.2 The Soviet Past
After having introduced the international standards regarding the right to freedom of
expression the paper will continue, in order to successfully answer the research
question, by examining what the situation was with regards to human rights and more
specifically to the right to freedom of expression, during the Soviet Era. By examining
the legal practices that surrounded human rights and especially freedom of expression
during the rule of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) we will hopefully be
able to see to what extent the application of the charge of hooliganism in Russia today
can be claimed to be a return to Soviet legal practice.
The Soviet Union that lasted from 1924 to 199195 was very adamant to portray itself as
a politically progressive country. The doctrine of socialism with its opposition to
capitalism and its emphasis on social rights was not entirely unsuccessful in offering
some protection for the individual.96 However, while social rights were encouraged
political and civil rights were not. The USSR was known and continues to be
remembered for systematic violations of human rights. 97 Social rights were indeed
protected, but civil and political rights were repeatedly violated98 . Freedom of
expression was one of the rights systematically violated, although it was not until the
late 1960's that there was any significant dissident movement, a movement that came as
a surprise to the Soviet government which quickly created a strategy involving most of
the sectors of Soviet public life in order to efficiently suppress them. 99

1.2.1. The Protection of Individual Rights in the USSR
First of all, it should be mentioned that whether the concept of human right really
existed before the development of the UDHR in 1948 is debatable. However, most
states had something resembling human rights and while this paper discusses those
rights as human rights, it should be identified that there could be more appropriate terms
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to discuss them by depending on which state is in question. Nevertheless, the Soviet
theory of rights for the individual emerged in the 1930’s and its main doctrine was that
the basis of human rights was the economic system and that the most important human
right, and in fact the whole base for human rights, was the right and the obligation to
work.100 Even with regards to rights such as the right to freedom of expression the right
and obligation to work was used and framed in a way that excluded the right to use any
other human rights.101 Social rights were in essence emphasised and civil and political
rights were discarded.
There were comprehensive statements regarding human rights for the Soviet citizens in
the Soviet Constitution.102 However, the rights could only be used with the purpose of
fulfilling socialist goals.103 While the human rights goals of the west were mainly so
called negative rights, which in practice meant the rights of the individual against the
state, the human rights conception in the Soviet instead emphasized the positive rights,
which meant the collective rights that the state was obligated to give them. 104
The freedom from exploitation that the entire Soviet human rights doctrine was based
upon, assumed that the socialist system guaranteed complete freedom of the individual
because of its economic system that ensured the impossibility of exploitation by one
man of another.105 In a state report by the USSR to the UN Human Rights Committee
in 1978 this typically Soviet belief was also made clear. The report states that "...Soviet
citizens do not know the humiliating feeling of uncertainty about the morrow, or the fear
of being left without work, without medical care and without a roof over their heads.
Society safeguards their rights and interests and upholds their civic and human
dignity...".106
Articles 125 and 126 of the Constitution of the USSR dealing with freedom of
expression and freedom of assembly are phrased in a way that results in the protection
of only the rights to the freedoms that are granted if they are used in socially acceptable
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ways, in other words there was no genuine freedom of expression, there was only the
freedom of disseminating the right ideas and the rights opinions. 107
Rights for the individual emerged in Russia under the rule of Joseph Stalin, the ruler of
the USSR between 1941 until his death in 1953 108 However, at the time the interests of
the state were always above the interest of the individual109 . The Soviet constitution
established in 1936 in order to provide some stability after the atrocious human rights
violations that had occurred in the previous years, was never able to offer any protection
to the individual as the rule of Stalin was still complete and there was no judicial or
legal independence.110 During the rule of Stalin the rights of the individual were
severely suppressed and basic rights, such as the right to due process, simply did not
exist until after his rule.111 In 1958 the Russian criminal code was revised and concepts
such as that of due process was introduced into Soviet law. 112
The ideology of the Soviet regime was almost entirely supported by the fear of
repression that was instilled into people. The whole Soviet system was possible because
the state had control over the mind of its citizens. 113 There was a constant monitoring of
people’s thoughts and opinions present during the Soviet years and this control was
operated by the KGB (Komitet Gosudarstvennoy Bezopasnosti).The state’s control of
the mind of its citizens was an essential part of the means to maintain and perpetuate the
power of the Soviet regime.114 This explains why political dissidence was also
considered such a serious threat during the Soviet years. Dissidents endangered the
whole Soviet project based on the regime deciding the thought and opinions of the
whole society.
There were real enemies during the Soviet years and there were invented enemies. The
real enemies of the regime where those who made actual attempts at undermining or
challenging the regime, such as political dissidents, strikers and those who took part in
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public demonstrations and in general anyone expressing any anti-Soviet statements.115
The invented enemies were people who had in fact not committed any of the accused
crimes against the system but who were accused anyway because the regime needed
more enemies then there really were in order to set examples and create unity amongst
the rest of the society.
1.2.2. Political Dissidence During the Soviet Years
The worst human rights crimes in the Soviet Union were committed during the rule of
Joseph Stalin from 1928 until his death in 1953, but it was not until the 1960’s, under
the rule of Nikita Khrushchev, that what we today know as Soviet political dissent
began to emerge.116 It is, however, important to remember that despite the hasignificant
improvement from the repressive methods used during Stalin’s rule to the post-Stalin
era, all those who were openly opposed to the regime were still persecuted. Human
rights did not in any way become a priority just because Stalin’s terror did not continue.
For example, in 1969-70 all members of a non-official human rights organisation were
persecuted simply for the reason of defending human rights. 117
It was the new generation after the Stalin-era and before the Mikhail Gorbachev era
between 1985-1991118 that opposed human rights violations, such as oppression and
censorship by the state, that came to be the most active of the political dissidents in the
Soviet Union and the ones who are still remembered. After what was known as the
Khrushchev Thaw after the death of Stalin, when the Soviet society was slowly opening
up to more influence from abroad, political dissidence slowly emerged 119 . But it was
only during the Leonid Brezhnev120 era between 1964 and 1982 that the political
dissident movement really gained momentum and became more self-organised and with
a reputation also abroad.121
The political dissidents of the time were heavily influenced by both the ideology and the
rhetoric of human rights. As the emergence of the dissidents was identified by the state,
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Leonid Brezhnev re-introduced stricter measures to control them from the past which
had been replaced by more lenient measures during the Khrushchev era. 122
The Soviet political dissidents consisted of a very small number of citizens whose main
characteristics are thought to have been great courage and equally great despair 123 and
the dissidence movement is considered to have been a product of the post-Stalin period
that was tainted by political instability. 124 The dissidents played a major role, even
though they were few in numbers, to the more open policies of the so called glasnost era
under Mikhail Gorbachev.
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The main aims of the dissidents were greater civil rights

for citizens and the demand that the regime should comply with the international law
that defined the legal relationship between the state and the citizen. 126
The Samizdat movement, which was essentially a movement based on secretly written
and circulated critique of the Soviet government127 , was a movement that is classified as
the original dissident movement during the Soviet years 128 .
The first reaction to the emergence of political dissidence was indeed characterised by a
forceful policy, but by 1970 the approach regarding how to handle dissidence had
changed and the new approach was more low-visibility than it had been in the previous
years.129 The political trials, which had gained much attention both inside and outside
the Soviet Union, were replaced by less visible ‘semi-public’ and ‘criminal trial as
political trial’ methods and significant amounts of administrative and harassment
measures were adopted by the authorities in reaction to the increasingly high numbers
of dissident cases.130
1.3. The Soviet Union and its Relationship to International Human Rights
Up to 1973 the human rights stance of the Soviet leaders was reinforced in international
affairs without much worry, as they saw no realistic chance with ever being confronted
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by it as long as the strict control of the society inherited from Stalin’s rule prevailed. 131
However, in 1973 they were forced to rethink with the emergence of political dissent
and human rights activism both inside the country and with support from the outside.
Up to this there had been no real need to address issues such as freedom of expression
or freedom of assembly inside the Soviet Union. 132 While under Khrushchev’s rule
there had been no real systematic change to the human rights ideology from the past,
Khrushchev created a more tolerant social and cultural climate. But Brezhnev quickly
returned the traditional party doctrine when he gained control. 133 One of the reasons
why political dissidents gained more courage in the late 1970's was due to a new
agreement signed by the USSR, briefly touched upon in the previous chapter. In 1973
the USSR became part to the Helsinki Final act, or the Helsinki Convention134 , which
was aimed at improving the relations between the west and the communist block in the
East. What was of most importance for the political dissidents was that by signing this
Convention, even though it was not legally binding as such, the USSR saw the
development of monitoring bodies by human rights activists who made it easier and at
all possible, for the first time, for political dissidents, to bring forth human rights
violations and speak and act more openly. 135 One would have thought that this would
have meant that political dissidents were less repressed, but this was not the case. The
numbers of dissidents rose. So did the acts of repression.136
In 1976 the USSR ratified the ICCPR, but unlike other states it did not do so with the
intention that it should actually practically apply within the Soviet Union although no
actual reservations were made.137 They did not however ratify the protocol which
allowed for individual applications. 138 As mentioned above, the USSR had always
ratified international law, but rarely worried about how to implement or follow it. In
1977, the USSR adopted a new Constitution and within it a new chapter devoted to so
called basic rights, freedoms and obligations of the citizens of the USSR. 139 In a state
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report by the USSR under the ICCPR to the UN Human Rights Committee in 1978 the
USSR states, that since the ratification by the USSR of the ICCPR, the new constitution
from 1977 ensured all the same rights as are present in the UDHR and the two
Covenants. The report goes on to say that the new constitution "...provides a higher
and qualitatively unprecedented level of protection of all the rights and freedoms of
every Soviet individual of the Soviet people as a whole, including, in particular, the
right to life...".140 The truth was, however, that the rights in the new chapter added, all
the rights stated were social and economic rights, which was natural for a socialist
regime. There were civil and political rights in the Constitution such as article 50 on
free speech, but all civil and political rights were allowed only if they were in
accordance with the socialist system. In other words they might as well not have
existed.141
1.3.1. Gorbachev's Era
There was a major ideological shift with regards to human rights when Mikhail
Gorbachev assumed power, as before his accession the official stance to human rights
was that, since all the rights derived from the state, there could be no rights that
protected individuals from the state. 142 Gorbachev was the first Soviet leader that
publicly recognised the importance of following international human rights standards
and in general that legal guarantees were vital143 . Under Gorbachev, the judicial process
was strengthened and problems within the Soviet legal system were admitted. 144 Despite
admitting to many legal problems regarding the Soviet human rights system there were
few actual changes compared to the amount of political promises and Gorbachev was
still not ready to accept criticism from abroad.
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advances with regards to human rights and this helped the Soviet Union in improving its
international credibility, as well as for the restructuring of the Soviet economy. We can
in other words conclude that the historical background to the development of human
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rights in Russia has been quite different compared to Western Europe 146 but this does
not mean that no protection of human rights has existed or exists in Russia today.
1.3.2. The Impact of Dualism and Monism
It is also of importance to take into consideration that although the USSR in 1977 added
article 29, which was considered to be a good faith article, into the renewed
constitution, which proclaimed that the USSR observed generally recognised principles
of international law and treaties concluded by the USSR, it was not considered to be of
any significance, nor did it offer any guarantee that the USSR was to incorporate
international law into the Soviet legal system. 147 The Soviet Union was in fact a dualist
state, despite sometimes adopting partial monism, such as article 29 in the 1977
constitution.148 Russia today is still considered to be more dualist in its approach to
adopting international law than monist, although it is obviously difficult to decipher any
real patterns in Russia's law enforcement practices with regards to the adoption of
international law.149 The monist nature of both the USSR and Russia gives us an
indication of the states relationship to international law in general. Both systems are
regarded as equally capable systems of incorporating international law, but monist
states are considered to be less likely to violate international law, since it can be applied
directly, unlike the dualist system, which requires the law to be translated and adopted
into the national legislation in order to become applicable. The majority of European
countries use the monist system of adopting international legislation.

1.4. Methods of Repression During the Soviet Years
In the Soviet Union dissent was always followed by repression. Some of the most
actively used methods of repression during the Brezhnev years, when political
dissidence emerged properly, ranged from administrative methods to the more elaborate
methods of judicial action.150 The administrative methods were typically different kinds
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of bureaucratic harassment methods, such as dismissals and evictions. At their worst
they were what were known as psychiatric terror and forced expatriation. 151
Psychiatric terror usually involved the forced medicalization of dissent and meant that
dissidents were forced to undergo forced psychiatric care for an indefinite period of
time.152
The USSR Constitution did indeed claim to offer the Soviet citizen the right to free
speech in accordance to article 19 of the ECHR. In a state report to the Human Rights
Committee it is stated that individuals are indeed allowed to express their opinions by
arranging meetings, sending letters of complaint to officials or by writing articles to
newspapers. What of course undermined the right was that the exercise of this right had
to be "...In accordance with the interests of the people and in order to strengthen and
develop the socialist system..." .153
1.4.1. The Judicial Methods of Repression
Yet, the judicial methods were the ones considered the most efficient weapon of the
regime against the political dissidents and because there was no separation of powers,
which would have regulated the power of the state 154 this was an easy solution. There
were two kinds of trials widely used: the political trial and the criminal trial as a
political trial.155
The political trial was used with the purpose of eliminating political enemies and
because of its high visibility, it was used as a warning to other political dissidents. This
kind of trial also functioned to confirm the moral boundaries by the regime to the rest of
the society. The political trial was usually not an isolated incident, but instead its
purpose was to set an example for all other similar cases by bringing it to the public
arena.156
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The political trial was one of the few instances when the regime had to publicly admit
that there was political dissent in the Soviet Union at all and it was one of the few
occasions when the political dissident was given an opportunity to defend his activity.
157

The political trials were entirely prearranged and there were no due process

protections offered to the political defendants. 158
During Stalin’s rule the political trials offered no procedural rights to the defendants and
the punishments were entirely disproportionate.159 The political trials continued to be
used throughout the Soviet era. However, after Stalin’s rule the defendants were offered
at least some of the procedural rights and the punishments were in some way more
proportionate to the acts than before.160
The other judicial method used to repress political dissidents was the criminal trial as a
political trial. This method had the same objective as the political trial with the main
difference that the defendant was not offered a political status. 161 This method also
ensured less publicity and was therefore less of a risk for the regime than the political
trial, although without the benefit of setting an example to other dissidents and the
society.162
The human right to fair, impartial and lawful proceedings has existed since the Magna
Carta of 1215163 and it developed over time into what we can now read in the UDHR
and more specifically in article 14 of the ICCPR. This right was not, however, practiced
by the Soviet Union.164
The criminal trial as a political trial meant that the defendant was charged with a
criminal article instead of a political one, despite of the political nature of the act. 165 The
method of prosecuting political dissidents with criminal justice was much less costly
than the political trials and also resulted in much less negative publicity abroad, why it
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was much more often used. Like the political trials these trials were also, at least to a
certain extent, prearranged.166
It is quite ironic that the court-room, a law enforcement instrument, which main
function should be the realization of civil rights, became the scene were the civil rights
of individuals were violated.167
There was also a third trial method during the Soviet years used especially heavily
during Stalin’s rule the show trial. The Stalin show trials were tools of repression of
individuals then referred to as counter-revolutionaries, Trotskyists and other similar
terms, as well as methods of educating the rest of the society in what constituted
acceptable behaviour, much like the political trial did. 168
The main difference between a show trial and a political trial is that, with political trials
as well as for criminal trials as political trials there is, despite of it being small, still a
risk that the defendants could be freed, whereas in a show trial the entire case has been
prearranged, including the verdict.169
Although show trials and political trials are different concepts, making a clear
distinction between them can be difficult and there have been cases when trials have
been considered to be both a show trial and a political trial at once.170
1.5. The Soviet Charge of Hooliganism
In the following section the Soviet crime of hooliganism will be introduced. First the
reader will be acquainted to the charge of hooliganism and how it was used before 1960
and then it will be followed by a discussion on how the charge was used after 1960.
1.5.1. Hooliganism Before 1960
The hooligan in short was a Soviet citizen who was accused of the most serious of
Soviet crimes; that of showing disrespect to the Soviet society. 171 The application of the
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criminal charge of hooliganism was a powerful tool during the most active years of
political dissent and one of its main alleged purposes during that time was to restrict
freedom of expression.
But for most of Soviet history hooliganism was a mass crime. It was a flexible criminal
charge that kept changing according to what ever the authorities of the time deemed as
unacceptable.172 During the early 18th Century its symbolism as a means to defy power,
not directly, but through public modes of behaviour, was instilled into the Russian
culture173 and the long history of hooliganism is indeed thought to have begun at the
turn of the 18th Century.174 It was from the very beginning a broad charge, lumping
together crimes that had before been separate crimes, such as sexual assault, attempted
murder, spousal abuse and just plain disorderly conduct into all being portrayed as
hooliganism.175 Between 1953-1964, when Khrushchev was the ruler of the Soviet
Union, hooliganism reached an all time high and it has been argued that this was a result
of the so called Khrushchev's Thaw. Khrushchev's Thaw in short meant the new
ideological changes including foreign influences that the Soviet Union was
experiencing after the iron rule of Joseph Stalin.
In order to both open up the Soviet society to more influence from abroad, but at the
same time keeping the society stable, there were numerous hooliganism campaigns
introduced by the authorities aimed at controlling the moral uncertainties that the new
era was bringing and defining the suitable parameters of morally correct behaviour of
the post-Stalin Soviet citizen.176
In short, Khrushchev made use of the hooliganism charge by turning it into a label of
unsuitable behaviour in order to re-educate the Soviet citizens of what the suitable
behaviour would be from then on. The hooliganism charge was a typical example of a
very broad categorisation of people which could be easily arbitrarily used. The
vagueness of the charge made it applicable to almost any crime as long as there was an
element of societal disrespect in it.
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Hooliganism was then, and continues to be now, a very imprecisely worded crime. In
fact, it was said to be the most ambiguous of all ambiguous crimes in the Soviet
criminal code according to a USSR Supreme Court justice. 177

1.5.2. Hooliganism After 1960
In 1960, when the Soviet criminal code was reformed, the crime of hooliganism was
redefined as a crime against society instead of being a crime against a person, as it had
been up until then. In the new definition it was the Soviet society that was the victim
and the crime which could earlier have been interpreted as a crime against a person, but
that accompanied elements of disrespect also for the society now became a crime
directly aimed at challenging the authority. 178
During the rule of Khrushchev the hooliganism charges peaked, because the authorities
were using it to create stability and control in a society in the middle of tumultuous
change. When Brezhnev entered the stage, the hooliganism cases went down and
instead it was used against political dissenters. While Khrushchev had applied
hooliganism liberally and mainly focused on applying petty hooliganism, in order to
create boundaries and civilising the society, Brezhnev did the opposite. He began using
the malicious hooliganism charge with heavier penalties and with more political intent
than before179 and this trend continued when Gorbachev became president in 1985.
Again, hooliganism was redefined according to what was deemed most problematic for
the authorities; There was a rise in political dissent during Brezhnev's rule which
continued into the rule of Gorbachev and for the first time freedom of expression
became an issue for the authorities and the vaguely worded and easily applicable
hooliganism charge was one way of controlling them and was one of the main tools of
repression during those first years of political dissent. 180 Despite some major changes
with regards to the attitude to the protection of civil and political rights that Gorbachev
introduced, it was for example, during his rule that a law on judicial review of
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administrative acts was included in the 1987 constitution. 181 It naturally did not mean
that there were no violations of civil and political rights occurring.
1.5.3. Relevant Soviet Hooliganism Cases
For the purpose of this research, I will be focusing on a few case examples of how the
criminal charge of hooliganism was applied with the intent to silence political
opposition during the Brezhnev and Gorbachev eras of the Soviet Union. By comparing
the circumstances of the historical cases, I hope to be able to see what similarities and
differences there are to those cases compared to the recent hooliganism cases in Russia.
The cases from the past that I will use, without going into much detail, will be the 1978
case of Maria Slepak, Vladimir Slepak and Ida Nudel, who were convicted for
hooliganism when they with the act of political dissent asked the authorities for the
permission to leave the Soviet Union by standing on their balconies holding posters
with the request written on them. I will also examine in more detail the Mathias Rust
case from 1987 in which the German born Mathias Rust was charged and convicted for
hooliganism when he landed in his private plane on the Red Square in Moscow. The use
of the criminal charge of hooliganism against political dissidents during the Soviet era is
thought to have enabled the authorities to stigmatise and control critical speech without
all the negative attention that a political charge would have entailed. 182 I will introduce
the modern day use of the criminal charge of hooliganism in a following chapter.
1.6. Conclusion
The repression of political dissidents during the Soviet years was cyclical, depending on
who was ruling the country at the time. But there was always repression in some form.
Hooliganism began to be used against political dissidents during the Brezhnev years,
but hooliganism has existed all through history and has been deemed a kind of typical
Soviet charge, since it is essentially about protecting the collective from the individual,
a typical ideology of the Soviet years. Hooliganism was used to control changes in the
society and to educate the Soviet man about appropriate conduct. It was a broad and
vague charge and used for almost any crime, including political dissent as it effectively
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de-politicised it and by going through judicial means also legitimised the arbitrary
repression of the dissidents.
The general approach to both human rights and to political dissent changed drastically
in the Soviet Union in the mid 1980’s although it never entirely disappeared. The
human rights climate none the less went through a major ideological shift from barely
acknowledging human rights violations by the state, against the individual towards a
more humane approach that admitted to the past problems regarding the rights of the
individual.183
The repression of political dissidents through the administrative and legal methods
peaked in the 1960’s and 1970’s, but in the 1980’s a general understanding of the
positive impact that protecting the individual can have on the collective was realised by
the Soviet leadership and with increased concern for foreign relations and opinions also
the repressive methods were restricted compared to previous times. 184 Gorbachev was
the first Soviet leader to reassess the past admit that the past human rights system had
imperfections. This further lead to a new, less harsh, approach to dissidents as criticism
of the system was no longer forbidden to the same extent as it had been. 185
In conclusion, it can be identified that repression was a constant feature of the Soviet
period with the only difference being that the regimes used different kinds of repression
methods throughout the years. The difference between the different regimes was in
essence only the level of repression they used. Stalin used the most intense methods of
terror, which through evolution then ended with a relatively rare use of repressive
methods during the perestroika years. There was a clear arbitrary use of power by the
Soviet state throughout the years when faced with political dissent. The application of
the charge of hooliganism was one of the methods aimed at the political opposition
when it first appeared in the late 1960's. A closer look at how hooliganism was used in
the past in comparison to how it is being used today will be examined further on.
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1.7. Transition to Democracy
By examining the transitioning period and to what extent Russia really transitioned
from its Soviet past, the current research will hopefully gain some insight into what the
impact of those years has on the current alleged decline of the right to freedom of
speech and developments surrounding the right today.
In 1991, after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, there were attempts at transitional
justice by the new authorities in Russia. However, many question whether Russia ever
really transitioned at all.
Boris Yeltsin, who was president of Russia at the time of transitioning, was not able to
create any new vision for the country, nor did he manage to develop a working reform
agenda for the future.186 According to Lilia Shevtsova, Yeltsin’s Russia
“...demonstrated the ability to repudiate and restore tradition simultaneously...”. 187 It
has been argued that Russia’s progress into a democracy was hindered already before
the collapse of the Soviet Union, as no attempts at coming to terms with the atrocious
human rights violations under Stalin’s rule were ever made. Although Khrushchev’s
rule after Stalin was seemingly much more liberal, he never made any attempts to
openly recall and deal with the past atrocities, as this would have jeopardised the new
regime, since the silencing of political opposition and dissent was still dealt with in a
similar manner as before. Leonid Brezhnev made no attempts either at reconciling with
the past and despite Gorbachev’s public admission to the past atrocities, no real
responsibility was ever taken for the acts under his rule, since he foremost wanted to
strengthen, not weaken, the Soviet regime, which he feared would have happened had
he admitted to any responsibility on behalf of the regime.188
When the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, Russia was in a unique situation compared
to the other Eastern European countries that were beginning their post-communist
transitions. Russia, unlike the other states, had no democratic past to return to. And
unlike its neighbours, where the regime had been controlled by external sources and
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were therefore easy to blame as the enemies, Russia’s regime had been an internal
product and as a result they had no external enemy to blame. 189 Because the Russian
regime was internal there would have been a complete destruction of Russia’s
nationalist historical myth if all the crimes would have been investigated properly and
had been openly admitted to.190 It has been argued that one of the reasons why Russia
did not investigate the crimes perpetrated by the Soviet regime properly was precisely
because it would have destroyed the new regimes political power and legitimacy, by
taking away the sentimental notions that the people had of their history. 191
1.7.1. The Criminal Code and the Criminal Procedural Code
It was as early as 1992 that Russia for the first time expressed its interest to become a
member state of the Council of Europe and four years later, in 1996, Russia acceded and
as a result also declared itself ready to follow those principles and obligations that falls
into the jurisdiction192 . By becoming a member of the Council of Europe in 1996 and by
ratifying the ECHR in 1998, Russia made a public promise to do its utmost to protect
human rights according to the law and European standards 193 . It was considered as quite
a bold move by the European Community to accept Russia as a member of the Council
of Europe in light of the fact that it was clear to everyone that Russia would be arriving
without the levels of human rights protection deemed the standard. However, the
optimism was high that Russia would soon reach the levels and that by making it a part
of the Council would assist in making the process easier and faster194 .
When Russia was accepted as a member of the CoE it also became bound by the ECHR
and the practice of the ECtHR195 . In addition to the ECHR being a response to the
atrocities having taken place in Europe during World War II , in the same way that the
UDHR was, it was also a response to the growing power of communism in Eastern
Europe. The Convention was drafted in order to avoid future human rights violations
like the ones that had occurred in the past, but also to protect the European states from
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communist subversion196 , a fact becoming evident when looking at the wording of the
convention which repeatedly refers to the concept of the democratic society and
emphasises the importance of democratic values and principles.
Immediately after the disintegration of the Soviet Union there were in fact some
significant strides taken in order to improve the human rights climate. Only six months
after the end of the Soviet power Russia applied for membership from the CoE and
when the Council agreed, it was considered as a recognition of Russia's European
identity and as a sign of its democratic development. But there were also a significant
amount of conditions attached to the membership. 197 The accession was, however, also
considered quite disturbing, as it was quite clear that the level of human rights
protection was not in accordance to the standards that countries acceding to the Council
of Europe were expected to have. According to a UN report from 1994, after a visit by
the Commission on Human Rights in Russia, in order to examine amongst other the
prison conditions and to evaluate whether they were in accordance to international
human rights standards, the Special Rapporteur, after one of the prison visits, states:
"...The Special Rapporteur would need the poetic skills of a Dante or the artistic skills
of Bosch to adequately to describe the infernal conditions he found in these cells...".198
What was considered to be the main issue with Russia's accession and why it did not
happen sooner than 1996 was Russia's military presence in Chechnya. This presence
froze Russia's accession talks and a report by PACE from 1995 states that "...Until the
Chechnyan conflict is solved peacefully, Russia's admission procedure cannot be
continued...".199 In 1996 Russia withdrew its troops from Chechnya. However, a new
war broke out again in 1999.
One of the criteria that the Council demanded before the accession was for Russia to
change the Soviet Criminal Code and the Soviet Criminal Procedural legislation in
accordance to international law and in order to secure better protection for the
individual. Soviet Criminal procedural legislation, which is directly linked to the level
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of human rights protection offered to an individual, was as a result immediately set up
for review in 1991 and by 1994 three drafts on the criminal procedural code had been
produced.200 One of the competing versions was drafted by Yeltsin and his
administration and was generally considered to be the most progressive of the three.
The second one was rather Soviet in its style and produced by the Prosecutor-General’s
office and the third one, which was ultimately chosen for further revisions, was the most
neutral one and drafted by the Ministry of Justice. The new criminal procedural code
was sent to the Council of Europe in 1998, because of some domestic disputes
surrounding the direction that the code was taking, and after having approved a
sufficient amount of the proposals by the Council Russia it was adapted in 2001. 201 The
code had borrowed heavily from both the ECHR and the ECtHR and was considered
very progressive at the time. With regards to human rights it was considered to be a
victory, however, it was a short lived victory since very soon after the suggested
amendments by the Council had been changed it was decided that there was to be a
working group which was to travel in Russia and examine if there was a pressing need
for all of the amendments suggested by the Council. 202 Many of the amendments
suggested both by the working group as well as by the Ministry of Internal Affairs and
the Prosecutor-General’s Office were often very similar to the Soviet code and the
standard of the old days quickly returned. 203 It was clear already in 2001 that the
problems with the new Russian criminal procedural legislation was not only that it
resembled its predecessors code, but also that it was applied by the courts in the same
manner as they had done in the past: often arbitrarily and many of the new democratic
initiatives that the code introduced were rejected by the courts. 204
The first suggestion had been to amend both the criminal procedural legislation and the
criminal code as a unified package. However, the idea was quickly disregarded in 1991
when it very quickly became apparent that there were so many differing views so soon
on.205 Russia's criminal code from 1996 which came into effect on the 1st of January
1997 can be interpreted as a reflection on all the new needs that the newly democratic
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country was lacking206 and although it was amended to a much larger extent than the
criminal procedural legislation the changes made were mostly with regard to economic
and property related crimes. Part II, section 9, chapter 24 on crimes against public
security, in which we find the article on hooliganism, was not amended in any
significant way and article 206, now article 213 in the new criminal code, on the crime
of hooliganism remained the same after the new version was adopted in 1996.207 In the
general part of the code, where the statement on the purpose of the code can be found,
it lets us know that the aim of the code is the "...protection of rights and freedoms of
persons and citizens, property, and public order and security, of the environment and
the constitutional structure of the Russian Federation from criminal attacks, the
preservation of peace and security of mankind and the prevention of crime..." .208
However, chapter 24 on the Crimes Against Public Security, which has been described
as the most Soviet of all of the chapters of the code as it entails the quintessential Soviet
fear of individuals challenging the Soviet order, was not amended but lives on in the
current criminal code as well.209 With regards to the alleged aim of the code to protect
the rights and freedoms of the Russian citizens it raises some questions of compatibility.
In essence, the criminal procedural legislation remained much the same as its Soviet
predecessor and although the Criminal Code went through more successful
amendments, parts such as the chapter on the Crimes against Public Security, in which
we can find article 213 on the crime of hooliganism, also remained identical to the
Soviet code.
1.7.2. State Sovereignty and the Relationship Between National and International
Law
Russia’s accession to the Council of Europe in 1996 and its ratification of the European
Convention on Human Rights in 1998 are considered to be some of the most important
measures taken by Russia regarding human rights protection. 210 The international
community was indeed surprised that a country with a history that so rigorously had
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emphasised the concepts of state sovereignty and non-intervention decided to allow
mechanisms whose main function was intervention and external supervision to not just
influence them but even sanction211 . This surprise was not entirely uncalled for, the
dilemma between state sovereignty and international law has indeed been, and continues
to be, an issue which greatly impacts the current human rights climate as well. Russia
had also been given a rather unfavourable mark with regards to its human rights
protection in a report which was done with the possible accession in mind. 212
Valery Zorkin, Chief Justice of the Russian Constitutional Court, has argued extensively
in favour of Russia deciding independently regarding Russia's level of co-operation with
international courts and laws.213 Although he is considered to be the front-figure of the
sovereignty debate he is not the only one.214 There are numerous intellectuals and
scholars in Russia who have expressed that they share his view, among them Dmitry
Orlov and Vladislav Surkov.215
However, in December 2012, Zorkin seemingly softened his line and now proclaimed
that Russia would have to find a way to adapt the concept of sovereignty with human
rights as no longer was the Westphalian model on sovereignty to be seen as superior in
a globalised world.216 The Russian constitution, like most constitutions, contains many
positive references to the importance of both human rights and democracy. They are,
however, vaguely formulated and have also so far almost never effectively been used in
court if a concern over sovereignty and human rights has risen. 217
When looking for clues regarding the relationship between international human rights
obligations and national law in the Russian constitution, it will at first glance seem as
international law trumps national law. When, however, examining the article 15 of the
constitution more carefully, there is a dilemma.218 The wording of the article is
constructed in a way that makes it difficult to understand exactly where in the hierarchy
of the Russian legal order the international principles and norms fit in and what their
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legal status therefore in reality is. And perhaps most importantly, whether he
international legal norms trump national ones in case of a conflict between them.
The relationship between international and national law in Russia has been, and
continues to be, complex. There has been significant advancement since the Soviet era:
the 1977 Soviet Basic Law gives international law very little, if any room, whereas the
Russian constitution from 1993 at least in its literal form portrays a much more
cooperative stance on the relationship between the two areas of law.219
An example of Russia's rather complex relationship to international law becomes
evident when we examine Russia's relationship to the European Court of Human Rights,
a relationship which has been described as "...rebellious...". 220 For example, The
Supreme Court decree of 2003 stated very clearly the importance for judges to apply
also international law and jurisprudence in the Russian courts, it clearly stated how
ECtHR jurisprudence was to be complementary to national legislation, however in
reality they rarely did and in 2013 the Supreme Court Decree no longer stated the
importance of it in writing but instead deemed ECtHR jurisprudence to be subsidiary to
national law.221
In 2006, Vladislav Surkov, a Russian politician and businessman, introduced the
concept of sovereign democracy to the Russian people. In other words a democracy in
which western influence in all areas is severely limited and where human rights is
limited for the individual because the individual is merely part of a collective, a
collective according to this ideology is significantly lower hierarchy wise to the powers
of the sovereign state.222
During a speech in 2013223 Putin, albeit not in so many words, confirmed the general
principles of sovereign democracy brought forward by Surkov a few years earlier. The
speech entailed strong opinions on the dangers of foreign influence on the national
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identity and emphasised the absoluteness of Russian sovereignty, independence and
integrity.224
1.7.3. The Years Between 2000 and 2012
When Putin was elected president in 2000 the expectations of him being the first
Russian leader to bring Russia to its democratic path were high all over the world. 225
Because of the unstable and rather chaotic years under president Yeltsin Russia and the
rest of the world embraced the new and seemingly strong leader. Putin's first years as
president coincided with the war in Chechnya and this enabled Putin to begin his era as
a strong and powerful leader.226 However, the most important issue during his first and
second term as president was the economic progress that Russia began making which
was significant an the impact that the progress had on Putin's popularity. 227
After serving his two terms as president Putin had to give way to someone else and in
2008 Dmitry Medvedev entered the stage and became president of Russia while Putin
became prime minister. This four year period was often described as a kind of "tandem"
as it was generally accepted that while Medvedev was indeed president it was Putin
who held the reigns.

228

There were some differences to Medvedev's presidency despite

Putin allegedly making most of the decisions and the most important change that
Medvedev brought with him was a new direction towards modernity. During his second
state of the nation address in 2009 he declared a kind of modernisation programme for
the country including promises of better internet connectivity for everyone as well as
better access for small independent political parties. 229 The tandem aspect was never
the less confirmed when Medvedev and Putin informed the Russian society that in the
2012 elections Putin would be the one running for presidency once again and this time
Medvedev would be appointed prime minister. 230
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1.7.4. The Concept of Collective Memory
A transitional justice concept which was less concrete than such as the amendments to
criminal legislation discussed above but which none the less had equally great impact
on the future of the democratic path that Russia was beginning to take in the early
1990's was the concept of the shaping of the collective memory of the past. The main
function of transitional justice is indeed to seek recognition for past human rights
violations and to promote and enable reconciliation and democracy. Transitional justice
is a chance for a state to transition into a democracy by first properly dealing with the
painful legacies of the past. In order for societies to successfully begin their journey
towards becoming functioning democracies the state should adopt a combination of
judicial and non-judicial mechanisms, as well as choose a strategy regarding the shaping
of the collective memory in order to learn from the past instead of repeating it. 231
Mendelson has observed that Russia never made any great attempts at coming to terms
with the human rights violations of the past and it is widely claimed that this inability,
not to have dealt with the atrocities of the past has played a significant part in shaping
Russia's social and political landscape today and that it complicates Russia's
relationship and future understanding of the values of democracy and human rights. 232 It
has been argued that because Yeltsin at the time of the transitioning did not truthfully
confront the past, the Russian people were left with an ambiguous relationship with the
past that has led to a collective memory of the Soviet legacy as something not so terrible
after all.233 Because of Yeltsin's way of not publicly condemning the crimes of the
Soviet past, the collective memory of the Soviet Union as Russia's nostalgic past has
lived on and has been exploited also by Putin when he has made references to the Soviet
past. In his annual state of the nation address in April 2005 Putin told the people of
Russia that "...the demise of the Soviet Union was the greatest geopolitical catastrophe
of the century…” and that “…for the Russian people, it became a genuine
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tragedy…”.234 By having sustained a collective memory tainted by nostalgia for the
Soviet past it has been argued that Russia and president Putin has been able to exploit
that memory of the past for his own political benefits of the present. 235
1.7.5. Conclusion
The very specific situation that Russia found itself in after the disintegration of the
Soviet union in 1991, most importantly setting out on a path of democratisation without
a democratic past to turn to, has led to Russia developing differently than first expected.
With regards to human rights development during the years of transition there were
remarkable advances but there were also areas that have remained much the same or at
least some would argue too much the same if Russia would want to call itself a
democracy as described by the west. While there were significant changes to the
legislation after 1991 there have also been persistent themes that Russia has been unable
to rid itself of since the Soviet years. In addition to legislative similarities between the
Soviet and Russia one of the problems of the transitional justice period was the
indifference to shaping a collective memory for the people which would condemn the
past human rights atrocities and thus ensure that history would not repeat itself and
perhaps most importantly that future authorities could not take advantage of any
nostalgia for the past by using it for their own political benefits. It should none the less
not be forgotten that there have been very concrete steps taken by Russia since the
collapse of the Soviet Union in order to provide better human rights protection for the
individual as well.
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2. "Hooligans, Hooligans, Everywhere" 236- the Analysis

In order to properly examine whether the application of the charge of hooliganism in
some of the most extreme and therefor attention grabbing cases in Russia today is in
accordance with international legal standards, as well as to what extent it is a result of
poor transitional justice and even a return to Soviet legal practice, this study must
examine what the latest developments in Russia have been and what the situation looks
like at this very moment, with regards to the level of protection of civil and political
rights and more specifically with the right to freedom of expression.
Legally, all the protection of the right to freedom of expression is considered to be in
place: The Russian Constitution from 1993 clearly states that Russia is a democratic
country that adheres to the rule of law and in chapter 2 of the Constitution the rights and
the liberties of the Russian citizens, which are generally considered to be in accordance
with European standards, are also presented. Russia is also signatory to all major
international human rights conventions and according to article 15 of the Constitution
the international legal obligations trump national legislation. 237
This research will examine the level of protection of freedom of speech in more detail in
order to find out what it is in practice, not only in theory, and how the re-introduction of
the criminal charge of hooliganism is contributing to the alleged decline, as well as what
the use of hooliganism in Russia today has to tell us about the alleged statements on
Russia never having transitioned from its Soviet past or that Russia is returning to its
Soviet past.
This chapter will begin by giving an overview of the recent developments with regards
to laws and other mechanisms that are negatively effecting the level of protection of the
right to freedom of expression in Russia today in order to gain a better understanding of
the context to more specific developments such as the alleged use of the hooliganism
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charge with the intent to silence political dissent having emerged into Russian legal
practice.
This will follow with an examination into whether Russia's national laws' protecting
freedom of speech really are as in accordance to the international protection as alleged
in addition to examining what the true relationship to international law is in Russia, in
other words what the reality is in Russia today with regards to the protection of freedom
of speech both on a national level and on an international level. The impact that the
Soviet past has on the current reality regarding the protection of free speech will also be
looked at in further detail.
The paper will also then move on to look more specifically at the charge of
hooliganism, article 213 of the Russian Criminal Code, in order to determine whether
the wording of the charge is in accordance with international legal standards. This will
be followed by an examination of the applicatio n of the charge in the recent extreme
hooliganism cases to see how the application resonates with international free speech
protection. In both the examination of the legality of the wording of the charge of
hooliganism, as well as in the examination of the legality of the application of the
charge in the recent cases, it will also be determined what impact transitional justice has
had in the current developments as well as what the societal effects are on Russia today.
Some ideas regarding future developments and whether the re-introduction of
hooliganism with the intent to silence political dissent can be interpreted as a return to
Soviet legal practice as is so widely suggested today will also be debated.
2.1. Recent Civil and Political Rights Developments in Russia
It would be difficult not to be aware of Putin’s alleged war against freedom of
expression in Russia today. As will be discussed below, articles stating that Russia is on
its way back to the Soviet Union are significantly many. International voices, ranging
from legal scholars to politicians, generally agree that there have been similarities
between the Russian regime and its Soviet predecessor since 1993 when president
Yeltsin had a political stand-off with the Russian parliament which was eventually
resolved through military force and an even more significant increase since Putin was
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elected president in 2000.238 It has also been put to question whether in fact Russia
transitioned at all after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991.
The UK based international newspaper the Independent ran a story on March 4th 2014
with the headline "Is Vladimir Putin Rebuilding the Soviet Union?" 239 and the last year
has seen a dramatic increase in similar claims. A few years earlier, on October 5th 2011
the International newspaper the telegraph ran a story with the headline "Vladimir Putin
is Trying to Take Russia Back in Time". 240 Numerous similar claims are made by the
media on a regular basis but they are not only limited to the press. Public figures such as
the Chancellor of Germany Angela Merkel241 have also made statements and claimed in
relation to Russia's Crimea Occupation that president Putin was "Out of touch with
reality" and "In another world".242 This was interpreted by the press as a reference or
insinuation to president Putin being mentally back in the Soviet time. The President of
the United States Barack Obama who has been president of the US since 2009 243 also
remarked on how in his opinion Putin should stop bringing back elements from the
Soviet past in an interview in March this year "You would have thought that after a
couple decades that there’d be an awareness on the part of any Russian leader that the
path forward is not to revert back”. 244 Merkel and Obama are not the only political
figures who have claimed that Putin is trying bring back elements from the past. The
declining climate surrounding civil and political rights in Russia in the last years have
spurred much public debate, opinion and concern in all areas of the international
society.
After the collapse of the Soviet Union it quickly became obvious that the break between
Russia and the Soviet Union would not be as clear, straight- forward or as final as it first
could have appeared.245 One of the most discussed and debated similarities between the
two have in the recent years been Putin’s alleged crackdown on freedom of expression
through various means.
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In 1991 the general consensus in the world was that Russia was going to be something
entirely different than its Soviet predecessor and that the country was on a fast-track to
becoming a democracy . However, the world experienced what critics would describe as
a crude awakening after 1993 and even more so when Putin entered the political stage at
the dawn of the twenty-first century.246 According to some experts it became more
difficult to argue against the comparison of Russia and the Soviet than it did to find
differences.247 The situation with regards to the level of protection of the right to
freedom of expression has been thought to have declined over the last few years and this
development has been a major foundation for western concern.

2.2. Putin's Era
Because of the rather unstable and tumultuous years of president Yeltsin’s rule both the
people of Russia and the international community were genuinely relieved when Putin
entered the stage in 2000. The hopes were high all over the world that he would finally
bring stability for Russia in order to properly begin their path towards democracy. The
world was not aware at the time that Russia and president Putin would become the focus
of a very heated human rights related debate for many years to come. 248

2.2.1. The Situation since the Re-election: The Legal Development
As has been shown above, the silencing of political critics is nothing new in Russia.
However, the situation today has been described as being at its worst since 1991 and to
have been declining most rapidly since 2012 when president Putin was re-elected.249
The reason for this quoted is the rather sudden introduction of methods that threatens
the right to freedom of expression due to a, albeit still quite limited, growing opposition
in Russia. When Putin was re-elected in 2012 there were claims that the elections were
rigged and ever since the elections there has been more open criticism of Putin than ever
before. Since his re-election there has also, in addition to the Hooliganism headlines,
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been a number of other mechanisms introduced which at least indirectly influence the
right to freedom of expression. They will be described in further detail in order for us to
get a more thorough picture of what the general stance of the Russian state is with
regards to the protection of freedom of expression in Russia today.
2.2.1.1. The NGO Law
A noteworthy development with regards to the alleged crackdown on freedom of
expression by president Putin, in addition to the use of the charge of hooliganism which
will be focused on in greater detail further on, has been the introduction of the Foreign
Agents Law in July 2012. The law requires all those NGOs that receive funding from
abroad and who are interpreted as participating in political activity to register
themselves as foreign agents, a term that in Russian implies the term spy and which
according to many was introduced in order to restrict the interference from abroad. The
same law also makes it legal for Russian authorities to conduct searches and inspections
of the organisations in addition to the organisations being obliged to annually report to
the Duma on their activities.250 The NGOs that do not register are heavily sanctioned,
strangling their activities financially. The UN High Commissioner for Human Rights
Navi Pillay made a statement condemning the discussed law when it was introduced and
stated that there was a “…worrying shift in the legislative environment…”251 and
expressed her fear of how the shift would come to effect the human rights climate in
Russia. The independence of public institutions in Russia, such as the judiciary, is also
very much questioned by experts today. The general consensus today is that the
judiciary is not independent from the executive branch. 252 The UN Special Rapporteur
on the independence on judges and lawyers Gabriela Knaul stated in 2013 that the
impartiality of the Russian judicial system needs to be addressed as a matter of
urgency.253

2.2.1.2. The Public Assembly Law
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In May 2012 yet another law with implications to human rights was bening debated in
the Duma: the law on restricting public assemblies. and only a few weeks later it was
adopted and signed by president Putin. 254 The new law meant in practice that the
already restrictive laws on public assembly in Russia became even more so: the fines
for violating rules of assembly was significantly increased and it made it much more
difficult, with bureaucratic obstacles, in general to organise public events. 255
On March 5th 2013, the Venice Commission made an official statement on the new law
which came into force on June 8th 2012. The report states that "...The Venice
Commission is firmly convinced that the June 2012 amendments to both the Assembly
act and to the Code of administrative offences raise a number of serious concerns and
represent a step backward for the protection of freedom of assembly in the Russian
Federation...".256

2.2.1.3. The Law On Internet Restriction
The journalist Anna Politkovskaya, who was killed in 2006, once stated that at least the
internet in Russia is still free:
“…We are hurtling back into a Soviet abyss, into an information vacuum that spells
death from our own ignorance. All we have left is the internet, where information is still
freely available. For the rest, if you want to go on working as a journalist, it's total
servility to Putin. Otherwise, it can be death, the bullet, poison, or trial—whatever our
special services, Putin's guard dogs, see fit…". 257
Although Politkovskaya never was able to witness it herself, president Putin has of late,
while this paper is being written, enforced new laws restricting also the internet, the last
area of freedom in Russia according to Politkovskaya.
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One of the internet censorship laws, which will enter into force on August 1st 2014,
requires bloggers in Russia to register with Russia’s media oversight office
Roskomnadzor and they will be forced to follow the same rules that larger media outlets
follow, i.e. rules that are also as of late much stricter and which make it nearly
impossible to voice any opposition opinions or other issues deemed inappropriate by the
authorities.258
2.2.1.4. The Blasphemy Law
It has been argued that the cause for the adoption of the 'Blasphemy Bill' in June 2013
was a direct result of the Pussy Riot case the year before, in which the accused were
charged with hooliganism incited by religious hatred after their performance at the
Christ the Saviour Cathedral in Moscow. Despite its alleged negative effects on free
speech, the bill was passed and immeies in practice that anyone who offends the
feelings of religious believers may face fines or even prison sentences. 259 John
Dalhuisen, the director of Amnesty International Europe and Central Asia offices
declared in relation to the law that "...This is the reality of Russia today – the
suppression of any form of dissent or diverging views in all spheres of life, from the
political to the social...".260 As mentioned above, the anti-blasphemy laws are
considered to be some of the most controversial laws with regards to the protection of
free speech today.

2.2.1.5. The Law on Combating Extremist Activity
In August 2012 a new law aimed at restricting extremist activity. In practice, the law
works so that after the government has identified extremist activity by a person or an
organisation, a warning is issued and after that the entity has a certain amount of time to
discontinue whatever activity it was that they were warned over. If the organisation in
question does not obey, it will be banned or other forms of penalties will be
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introduced.261 The Venice Commission issued an opinion on the law in March 2012
which stated that "...The lack of clarity and precision of certain key provisions of the
Law - such as the definition of “extremism”, “extremist actions”, “extremist
organisations” or “extremist materials” - and its potential for an overly broad
interpretation by the enforcement authorities, raise concerns from the perspective of the
human rights standards as enshrined in the ECHR (in particular Articles 6, 9, 10 and
11) and of the principles of legality, necessity and proportionality..." .262

2.3. International Opinions on the Declining Protection of Freedom of Expression
in Russia Today
The latest Universal Periodic Review on Russia from 2013 voiced many concerns with
regards to the level of freedom of expression in the country. The ‘foreign agent’s law’
was deemed risky by many special rapporteur’s as it could in their opinion likely lead to
a strict-control and a close monitoring of the organisations by the state which would
make it difficult for them to function properly and performing their work. 263
Another concern raised was the general atmosphere and climate for human rights
defenders and journalists. The report especially points out the ever increasing
harassment both through violence and judicial mechanisms and for the lack of efficient
investigations by the authorities into these cases. 264 The ill-treatment and excessive use
of force during peaceful demonstrations is also raised in the report and it expresses
genuine concern regarding how this influences the work of the civil society. 265 The
amendments to the public rally law are also brought up in the report, in addition to
several other concerns on Russia’s old-new relationship with freedom of expression.
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In the report by the working group of the UPR states such as the Netherlands and
Germany expressed their concern over the declining level of protection regarding
freedom of expression and freedom of assembly. 266 Austria and Belgium were mainly
concerned about the legal developments which seemed to be restricting the activities of
the civil society and civil liberties. 267
The independence of public institutions in Russia, such as the judiciary, has also been
questioned, the argument being that the judiciary is not independent from the executive
branch.268 The UN Special Rapporteur on the independence on judges and lawyers
Gabriela Knaul stated in 2013 that the impartiality of the Russian judicial system needs
to be addressed as a matter of urgency.269
The international human rights organisation, Amnesty International, claim in their
report from June 3rd 2104 that the recent development in Russia under president Putin
show that there is a sustained attack in force against the use of public space for the
expression of views and opinions and that the real turning point were the so called
Bolotnaya demonstrations that took place on May 6th in relation to the presidential
elections.270
According to a statement by the Venice Commission in a report regarding the
amendments to the law on public assembly from June 2012 Russia has taken a "...step
backward..." with regards to freedom of assembly and freedom of expression.271
However, it is not just international actors who have so actively been expressing their
distress over the declining protection of civil and political rights in Russia. Russian
human rights organisations, e.g. the Moscow Helsinki Group, Golos and Memorial,
have all repeatedly shared their thoughts and severe distress over the latest

266

UPR, 2013, p. 7
Ibid p. 9, 10
268 Freedomhouse Webpage 2013
269 Gabriela Knaul, 2013
270 Amnesty Report, 2014
271 Venice Commission Opinion Report on the amendments on the federal law on assembly. Doc no:
CDL-AD(2013)003
267

61

developments in Putin's Russia.272 It should also be mentioned that both Golos and
Memorial have recently received court orders to register as 'foreign agents'.273
2.4. The Protection of Freedom of Speech in Russia Today
As shown above, Russia has since the collapse of the Soviet-Union become signatory to
all of the major Human Rights declarations, such as the UDHR, including the ICCPR
and the ICESR, and the ECHR. These International Human Rights Instruments take
precedence over national law according to article 15 of the Russian constitution.
In addition to being signatory to all of the major human rights conventions and
mechanisms, there is no denying that Russia has made significant progress in ensuring
its human rights since the end of the Soviet Union in 1991. 274 There have been several
reform measures taken over the years in accordance with European human rights
standards, which have all significantly improved the human rights protection in Russia,
and the process is still ongoing.275
It is also an undeniable fact that since President Putin was re-elected there have been
new laws and methods introduced at an increasing pace, laws and methods which would
seem to have the aim of controlling the growing opposition from properly gaining
foothold in Russia and silencing political dissent.
In fact, it would seem that in theory the protection of the right to free speech is in place.
But not even in theory is the protection quite as evolved as the international standards
would want them to be. If we simply followed international law which Russia is
applicable to, it would not be a problem for us to do so. However, if we take into
account the margin of appreciation that all states have with regards to their culture, it
does make the issue more complex. Below we will examine what the similarities
between the theoretical protection of freedom of expression is between the Russian law
and international human rights law.
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2.4.1. Article 29 of the Russian Constitution
If we examine article 29 of the Russian Constitution which protects the rights to
freedom of expression and compare it to article 19 of the ICCPR and article 10 of the
ECHR, we are immediately struck by some differences. Whereas article 19 of the
ICCPR and article 10 of the ECHR immediately strike as very specific in their wording
and therefor make it much more clear and much easier for the reader to comprehend
what is and what is not allowed under the articles, article 29 of the Russian constitution
protecting the same right is much shorter and much more vague in its description,
leaving much room for interpretation and therefor also arbitrary abuse. Both article 19
and article 10 that form the international protection for freedom of expression are
presented in a way that makes the protection of the individuals rights to freedom of
expression its focal point, whereas article 29 gives the impression that it exists in order
for the state to be able to claim its rights in limiting freedom of speech for the
individual.

2.5. Putin's Hooligans
As the research has so far demonstrated, the criminal charge of hooliganism has existed
in Russia since the beginning of the 18th century. The wording of the charge, as well as
how it has been applied and against whom, has changed over time depending upon what
the authorities have deemed inappropriate behaviour. The charge has, despite some
changes, always been used to control changes in society and to discipline individuals
with the intent to create boundaries. During the early Soviet years it was mainly used
against petty criminals, but even then it was always with the intent to punish those
whose behaviour threatened the social order. In the late 1960's and early 1970's the
charge was also used against political dissidents when they first emerged, re-curing
during the 2012 presidential elections in post-Soviet Russia.
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One of the first cases of hooliganism after the charge was narrowed in 2007 with the
alleged intent to silence political dissent was a case against the Russian musician Ivan
Aleksandrovich Alekseev who was arrested in 2010 and charged with hooliganism. 276
He was accused of using foul language when he performed a song with lyrics accusing
the police and political officials of corruption and violence. 277 The opposition claimed
that he was arrested not because of the foul language of the song, but as a warning not
to criticise the authorities. The case did however not gain much media attention outside
Russia.
At the time of the re-election of president Putin in 2012 the hooliganism charges began
to emerge properly. It was as if officials seem to have been realising the potential of the
broad charge, easy and quick to apply. During the months coming up to the elections
there was an increase in opposition demonstrations. Under Russian circumstances the
demonstrations were significant as they have not been common in Russia. They led to
the mayor of Moscow, Sergei Sobianin, considered one of president Putin's closest
allies, to give out an official warning stating that anyone who went too far in the
protests would be charged with hooliganism. 278
The Bolotnaya demonstrations against the re-election of president Putin have gained
much publicity also internationally and trials in relations to the demonstrations are
continuing while this paper is being compiled. Twenty seven people were arrested in
relation to a Bolotnaya square demonstration that resulted in clashes between the police
and the demonstrators.279 In relation to the development of the case, the foreign service
of the EU issued a statement, on a human rights consultation, on May 19th 2013 in
which they expressed their concern regarding the legality of the criminal proceedings
against the Bolotnaya demonstrators.
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Another case also directly linked to the 2012 elections was an incident at one of the
polling stations in Moscow right before the elections, when three women who belonged
to the Ukrainian feminist group called FEMEN, performed a topless protest aimed at
gaining attention for the alleged staging of the elections in Putin's favour. 281 They were
likewise charged with hooliganism.
The poet Pavel Arsenyev was also arrested on hooliganism charges on June 12th 2013
for reciting a poem in support of the Bolotnaya demonstrators, who were arrested earlier
that year. The authorities claimed that he was arrested because of a swear word in the
poem that he recited.282
In the following part the focus will be on the three most extreme hooliganism cases of
the recent years in Russia. The most famous is the case of Pussy Riot, but the paper will
also look closer at the Arctic 30 case and the case of Petr Pavlensky, despite the fact that
the hooliganism charges against him were dropped in April 2014 due to a lack of
evidence.
Although the main focus will be on the Pussy Riot case, the Arctic 30 case and the
charges against Petr Pavlensky it should however be pointed out that both the
hooliganism charges against the musician Ivan Aleksandrovich Alekseev and the
charges against FEMEN are controversial, as they were both clearly political acts.
Alekseev was, according the authorities arrested because of his use of foul language, but
as the lyrics that he was arrested for where lyrics that openly and clearly criticised the
authorities. It begs the question whether it was not in fact the political speech that he
was being arrested for. In this case it would be a clear violation of international law
protecting free speech as political speech is allowed large margins and limiting political
speech is very much questioned.
Both article 19 of the ICCPR as well as article 10 of the ECHR also clearly state that
with regards to political speech, acts are also allowed to be both exaggerated and
provocative. The artistic means of expressing political opinions is protected and would
further point out that the charge of hooliganism applied in this case would seem to be
against international law. Similarly the FEMEN women who were charged with
281
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hooliganism were doing so with the specific intent to bring attention to a political issue,
which international law sees much value in and allows much room for. The actual form
of expressing their political views would in accordance with this interpretation fall
under the protection of international law.

2.5.1. The Three Hooliganism Cases in Focus
Petr Pavlensky was charged with hooliganism in November 2013 after he nailed himself
by his scrotum to the Red Square in Moscow as a protest against "... the apathy,
political indifference and fatalism of modern Russian society..." 283 . Pavlensky is a
Russian painter and political activist from St.Petersburg who has become famous in
Russia for his political-activist stunts. Pavlensky was charged with ideologically
motivated hooliganism after his performance on the Red Square. 284 The charges against
him were dropped in April 2014 due to lack of evidence as the documentation by the
police failed to prove his guilt to the alleged crime of hooliganism. 285
The so called Arctic 30 case began when 30 members of the organisation Greenpeace
tried to board a Russian Gazprom oil-rig in order to protest against oil-exploration in the
Barents sea. 286 The members were arrested for having tried to post banners on the
Russian oil-rig Prirazlomnaya and their ship was forcibly taken control of and seized
one day after the attempt on September 19th 2013.287 All 30 of the members were taken
in for questioning and in early October they were all issued a warrant of arrest and were
told that they were being investigated for piracy. 288 However, the piracy charges against
them were dropped and instead they were all charged with aggravated hooliganism on
October 23rd.289 On November 12th they were released on bail but were still facing
court. All 30 members were facing possibly up to 7 years in jail had they been convicted
of aggravated hooliganism until an amnesty declared by president Putin, in order to
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mark the anniversary of the adoption of the 1993 Russian constitution was approved,
had the Arctic 30 members freed of the charges. 290 On March 17th Greenpeace issued a
press release in which they informed the public that they had applied to the European
Court of Human Rights requesting damages to the 30 individuals from the Arctic 30
case from the Russian Federation. The lawyers of Greenpeace argued that the Russian
Federation breached both article 5 of the ECHR on the right to liberty as well as article
10, the right to freedom of expression.291
The most famous of all Russian hooliganism cases is the Pussy Riot case which began
when a group of young women who belonged to a punk band called Pussy Riot staged a
performance in Moscow's Christ the Saviour Cathedral on February 21st 2012 in the
attempt to bring attention to the Orthodox church's support for president Putin in the
upcoming 2012 elections.292 The women were arrested and charged with hooliganism
motivated by religious hatred a few days after the performance and after an extensive
time in detention two of the women were convicted on August 17th 2012 to two years
in prison.293 In December 2013 the two women were released from prison due to the
unexpected amnesty that president Putin declared because of the 20th anniversary of the
adoption of the 1993 Constitution.294 In June 2012 the three women lodged an
application to the European Court of Human Rights against Russia and claimed
violations of articles 3,5,6 and 10 of the ECHR. 295 Two years later, in June 2014,
Nadezhda Tolokonnikova made an official appeal to the Russian Constitutional Court
asking for a review of article 213 in the Russian criminal code as it in her opinion is a
violation to the right to freedom of expression. 296
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2.6. How the Charge Was Used in the Past Compared with Today
When this study examined the Soviet era use of the charge of hooliganism it became
clear that it is a quintessential Russian charge which was most heavily used during the
Soviet years. Both during Stalin's rule as well as during the rule of Khrushchev, and to a
certain extent also during Brezhnev's era, the authorities set up campaigns against
hooligans. During those times the hooliganism cases reached very high numbers. This
would imply a coincidence and a correlation between the amount of hooligans charged
and how much change was occurring in the society. Thus the charge of hooliganism
may be interpreted as to create stability and to define the acceptable boundaries of the
Soviet citizen.
When the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991 there was some significant progress with
regards to the protection of civil and political rights in Russia. The most significant
progress was made due to Russia's accession to the Council of Europe in 1996 because
the Council made demands especially with regards to the human rights protection. 297 As
we have seen the progress was however quite limited in the end. Despite of the demands
made by the Council the changes were not as significant as one would have hoped for.
Bot the criminal procedural legislation as well as the criminal code were indeed revised,
but in the end the changes were not very remarkable. Article 213 in the Russian
Criminal Code was one of many details which was not changed. Despite the charge
being broad and obviously easy to abuse by the authorities, it stayed almost identical to
the hooliganism charge in the Soviet Constitution.
Since the demise of the Soviet Union and up until 2007 the charge of hooliganism had
become what has been described as a waste-basket charge298 and was used mainly for
application against petty crimes. In 2007, when president Putin decided to streamline
the application of hooliganism by amending the article to be more precise and limiting
the possibility of applying it as broadly as it had been done in the past a new kind of
hooligan was being created.299
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It's legal construction may have contracted, but by 2012 it was being applied against
political dissidents once again. Because so much of the Soviet Criminal Code stayed
intact after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the quintessential Soviet crime of
hooliganism also survived and now continues to be applied in Russia, most of the time
against petty crimes, but also against political dissidents.
If we look at how the hooliganism charge has been used before it is hardly a
coincidence that it emerged again, despite its new wording, to silence the political
opposition, around Putin's re-election. Russia was at the time surrounding the reelection of Putin experiencing more opposition than it had during any of the years since
2000.300 When hooliganism was used against political dissidents the first time around it
was also a time of change in the Soviet Union. After the death of Stalin in 1958 and
with Khrushchev becoming the new ruler the Soviet Union slowly began to unfold from
Stalin's iron fist into a society which was more open to foreign influence. 301
While president Putin has been accused of bringing back elements of the Soviet past it
can not be denied that he has also brought much change to Russia. Putin has made
significant progress for the country, especially with regards to the economy. 302 The
change has also brought with it more influence than ever before from abroad and with
the ever expanding power of the internet and social media, Russia is now open to
influence from abroad in an ever increasing amount.
With the death of Stalin, the Soviet Union softened some of its previously hard-core
aspects. Khrushchev was clearly wanting to bring a certain amount of openness to the
country, while still maintaining the power of the authorities.

303 It

was clearly a

schizophrenic time for the Soviet Union and in many ways it resembles the situation in
Russia today.
President Putin has indeed brought the country to a level of openness never
experienced in Russia before, but since his re-election in 2012 he has also made it clear
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that he wants to maintain control of the society by the authorities to a higher degree than
perhaps anticipated. In practice, as was the case during the Soviet years, this is a very
difficult situation to maintain and it is obvious that Putin's regime has taken advantage
of the old trusted favourite, the hooliganism charge, as one of the methods to bring
stability and control to an otherwise rumbling society.
In the Soviet era the collective was always emphasised as being more important than
the individual. The hooliganism charge was an example of this, as it stigmatised people,
individuals, who challenged the authorities. 304
Because the Russian society is still based on collectivism305 , this kind of stigmatising
works even more efficiently. In societies were individuality is regarded higher it matters
less, but in collective societies becoming an outcast is much worse. Also, Russians feel
that they and the state work together for a greater good, and working against the state is
seen as a very serious threat to the whole society. By creating a strong state ideology
president Putin clearly thinks that he can keep the society together. 306 The way Putin
acts in relation to hooliganism and the west/international legal entities, invokes a
Russian tradition of a strong political centre.
By now the most famous hooliganism case is by far the Pussy Riot case, which has
spurred much debate over the last couple of years regarding Russia's protection of
freedom of speech and freedom of assembly. The case took place at a tumultuous time
in Russia, Putin and his predecessor, Dmitry Medvedev had recently announced that
Medvedev would not be running in the next presidential elections, but that instead Putin
would be running and Medvedev would be supporting him while also being appointed
Prime Minister.307 For the first time a few more than just the very limited opposition
that is usually active in Russia began to voice their opinions against this and Putin's
popularity was not considered as guaranteed and safe. This emerging opposition and
the general openness of the society have certainly contributed to the re-emergence of the
hooliganism charge in a very similar manner as during the 1960's and 70's.
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2.7. Transitional Justice and the Effects on Putin's Re-Introduction of
Hooliganism - An Examination of the Wording of the Charge and its Accordance
to International Legal Standards
As we have learnt, transitional justice was not performed in what could be considered a
very successful way after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. There was a general
lack of interest by the authorities at the time to properly deal with the past in order to
more efficiently begin the journey towards becoming a democratic state.308 However,
Russia was in a unique position after the collapse and if there had been more political
will the transitioning would have most likely proved difficult as there was no
democratic past to refer to.
The poor transitioning cannot itself be blamed for all the difficulties that Russia has had
in finding its democratic path, but it is unquestionably one of the reasons. Despite there
having been significant progress since the disintegration of the Soviet Union, there are
still severe problems, most of them political. The lack of political will to deal with the
past has been a major obstacle over the years and it has not changed under president
Putin, quite the opposite.309 President Putin has made it clear that under his presidency
the past is something to be proud of, even if the details have to be manipulated in order
for it to be possible.310
If we examine what impact the transitioning has had on the re emergence of the use of
the charge of hooliganism to silence political dissent, it is obvious that had there been a
clear cut between the Soviet past and the Russian present the use, or perhaps even the
very existence, of the hooligan charge would be questionable. When Russia joined the
Council of Europe in 1996 there had been demands by the Council regarding changes
that had to be made for the protection of human rights in order for Russia to be
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considered and accepted.311 However, because the political will of Europe to include
Russia was so strong, Russia was accepted despite many areas of concern still
persisting. The Russian Criminal Code was amended, but the amendments mostly dealt
with economic crimes and Chapter 24 dealing with public security and in which we find
article 213 on hooliganism stayed almost entirely the same as its Soviet predecessor.312
The charge of hooliganism had been abused heavily by the authorities during the Soviet
years, but despite this it remained untouched and ready to be used by the next regime. In
spite of Russia and the Soviet Union being different countries, Russia is none the less
the legal successor of the Soviet Union, a fact even more so evident when taking into
account how much of the legislation, despite the many changes that also took place, has
stayed intact since the years before 1991.
When it comes to the responsibility of transitional justice practices and the reemergence of the charge of hooliganism it is not only the practical possibility of
Russian citizens being charged with this quintessential Soviet charge which had been a
political tool used by the authorities over the years. If it was not for the poor efforts to
create a collective memory of the Soviet past which condemns the human rights
violations that took place, the society could not be manipulated with the same tools that
were used by the previous regimes to the same extent. Because the authorities have ever
since the collapse in 1991 emphasised the nostalgic aspect to their past, they have
managed to create a collective memory for the Russian society which instead of
condemning the Soviet past, looks back at it with a sense of nostalgia. 313 This has
enabled Putin to use the charge of hooliganism, used so heavily in the past to create
boundaries for acceptable behaviour for the Soviet man, to appeal once again to the old
notion of a strong collective society in which the norms must be carefully protected
from misbehaviour and deviancy by defining those who try to defy the authority as
hooligans; once enemies of the Soviet society and now enemies of the Russian society.

311

Kahn, 2008, p. 532

312

Observation based on a comparison between the two codes and their articles
Toymentsev, 2011, p. 310

313

72

The wording of the charge of hooliganism is also an issue which should be examined in
order to conclude whether it is in accordance with international law. Article 213 does
strike as being quite vague, deemed a problem by international law, as laws which could
be used with the aim of restricting free speech need to be clear and easy to understand
and the limits need to be clearly defined in order for individuals to comprehend what
kind of behaviour is and is not allowed under that specific article. When examining the
article on hooliganism in the Russian criminal code it is obvious that it is difficult to
understand the boundaries of it and it comes across as a convenient charge to use as it
can cover a whole range of crimes due to its vague definition.

2.8. The Application of Article 213 and its Legality with regards to International
Legal Standards
I will now move on to examine the modern hooliganism cases in more detail in order to
establish how the way that the Russian authorities have applied the hooliganism charge
complies to international legal standards that Russia is applicable to.
As has been demonstrated, the hooliganism charge first emerged in modern day Russia,
with the similar intent to silence political opposition as during the Soviet years, around
the time of Putin's re-election in 2012.
All the cases discussed in this research were media stunts, performed with the
intention of gaining attention for their political cause. None of the acts could be
described as very serious as such. They did not pose as a threat to anyone else, nor did
they destroy any property. They can all, however, be interpreted as humiliating acts,
acts that were made not only in order to gain attention for the political wrongs that they
were fighting, but also with the intent to humiliate the authorities, clearly not highly
appreciated, especially not by a figure of authority, such as president Putin, who entirely
relies on the societies admiration of him as a strong leader and a very masculine and
protective father figure. Public humiliation does not fit well in this strategy of rule
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2.8.1. Petr Pavlensky
The act or performance which Pavlensky performed that day on the Red Square was a
solitary and peaceful action. He simply placed himself naked on the ground and nailed
his scrotum to the ground and stayed there, sitting. When he was removed and detained
but released without charges pressed against him, this was done without any resistance
by him.314 In an interview Pavlensky informed that he first received of the charges
against him from the Interfax news agency and only then from his lawyer. 315 This
clearly implies that the media attention that the performance got after Pavlensky had
been detained and released had impacted the investigations against him and the pressure
to charge him with something in order to make clear that his behaviour was
inappropriate was deemed as necessary. By charging Pavlensky with hooliganism
charges, which at it's worst could mean 7 years in prison, but not even informing him
directly, but rather letting the press get the information first and making no efforts in
detaining him or even restricting his right to leave the country, points at the main reason
of him being charged: to warn other dissidents of what they have to fear if they
participate in something similar, rather than actually punishing him. Considering that
the charges against Pavlensky were also dropped confirms that the process of charging
him was deemed necessary for the authorities to react in order to set an example.
The performance by Pavlensky was a clear example of a political speech act, where
Pavlensky through artistic means wanted to demonstrate and express his opinion on, as
he has explained, the corruptness of the authorities and the passiveness of the society.
316

The fact that he was removed from the Red Square and detained was not very

surprising or shocking. Most state authorities in Europe would probably have done the
same. The hooliganism charges brought against him is, however, problematic, as they
must be interpreted as much too severe in comparison to the act and implies that the
whole case can have been fabricated. Pavlensky himself has chosen to see the charges
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as part of his performance, only highlighting the message and legitimising his
criticism.317
As discussed above, according to international law protecting the right to freedom of
expression, there is not much room for limitation by the state when it comes to political
speech, speech that adds to the public political debate and therefore seen as essential to
the proper functioning of a democratic state. International law also does not allow for
restrictions by the state used in order to silence further individuals from speaking freely
in the future. According to both article 10 of the ECHR and article 19 of the ICCPR,
many different forms of expression are allowed, including artistic forms, such as the
performance by Pavlensky referred to above. The law further emphasises that even
speech or acts that provoke should be allowed. The law does also set limitations. In this
particular case it could be argued that what Pavlensky did was morally offensive as he
was naked in a public space. However, as it was part of a performance and a political
speech act, which is given very little room for restrictions, it would never the less be
very difficult to argue. By charging Pavlensky with hooliganism, even if the charges
against him were dropped, his rights to free speech were violated, as this could be
interpreted as persuading him from not speaking freely or demonstrating his opinions in
the future. By stigmatizing Pavlensky and by pointing him out as an outsider of the
Russian society, which values collectivism over individualism, with the hooliganism
charge the authorities also violated the right to freedom of expression in general, as it
functioned as a silencing method for the society over all. The performance also brings to
mind another act on the Red Square, when Mathias Rust was arrested and charged with
hooliganism when he landed his plane on the square in 1987. 318 Both acts have an aura
of humiliation about them for the authorities, or at least it is likely that the authorities
interpret it that way. They both performed acts on the countries main square, which is
loaded with symbolism of Russia as a great power and both acts openly defied that
power. The Russian authorities react to critique today in the same way as 30 years ago,
by turning the attention away from the political message that the acts are trying to
portray and instead putting the focus on the actors and portraying them as hooligans,
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outsiders in the Russian society, that show disrespect for the authorities, to societal
norms, and therefore need to be punished.
2.8.2. Arctic 30
Another case which gained significant attention internationally and in which the
defendants were also charged with hooliganism was the so called Arctic 30 case,
already referred to above. The quite rash way in which the charges were changed from
piracy to hooliganism demonstrates in my opinion the want and need of the Russian
authorities to charge the defendants with ‘ at least something’ once the piracy charges
were dropped. That even the hooliganism charges were eventually dropped makes it
difficult not to wonder whether the charges against them were not in fact fabricated
from the beginning in order to set an example of what not to do and how not to behave
by the authorities. There seems to be a similar pattern to the Pavlensky case in the sense
that the hooliganism charge was in neither of the cases something that the accused were
immediately charged with but rather something that after some time, and after extensive
media coverage and attention, were applied to both cases. That neither of the cases
actually lead to a sentence strengthens the argument that the charges were fabricated
and hooliganism was used because it is broad and easy to apply and hold certain
symbolism to the Russian society which can be easily taken advantage of when the
authorities want to deem something unacceptable behaviour.
According to Greenpeace international and the individuals themselves they were
stopped from demonstarting by masked men in balaclavas firing warning shots with
automatic weapons.319 On September 19th all 30 individuals are seized by FSB agents
as they boarded the Greenpeace ship, a boarding which has generally been accepted as
illegal according to international law as the Arctic Sunrise was in fact not in Russian
waters during the boarding of the agents but in international.
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would have been interpreted as a threat to security then under international law the
authorities would have had the right to remove and charge the individuals. Or had the
message that was being portrayed through the demonstration been proven to have
caused moral damage or had it been interpreted as hate speech there could have been a
possibility by the state to restrict it as these are instances were the law allows for state
interference to a certain degree. However, this was an example of a peaceful protest in
which the message could be deemed as very important for the public debate and
therefore to the level of democracy of the state and court decisions and interpretations
all confirm that when it comes to political speech and even if the speech is performed in
an alternative way, states are allowed very little possibility for restrictions.
On September 25th president Putin stated in a speech at the plenary session of the third
international Arctic forum that the individuals held in custody and charged with piracy
"...were obviously not pirates..." but went on to state that publicity stunts like the Arctic
30 stunt were to be seen as threats to lives' and peoples health, although he did not
expand on exactly whose lives and health could have been harmed by the hanging of
banners on the side of a rig structure.321 None the less, on October 23rd Greenpeace was
told in an oral hearing that the piracy charges against the accused are dropped and
instead they were to be replaced with charges of hooliganism.
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Despite the hooliganism charges being less severe than the prior piracy charges they
were generally deemed entirely disproportionate to the act. In relation to the changed
charges the European Parliament issued a statement on October 24th in which it read
that in addition to the charges being disproportionate they could also be "...seen as a
threat to democracy, freedom of expression and freedom of demonstration...". 323
The Arctic case became one of the most media attention grabbing cases of those months
in the autumn of 2013 and it would be difficult not to take that into account when
analysing; why were the 30 peaceful protesters who were first charged with piracy, but
once they were deemed as too severe, were charged with the, albeit less severe, much
more ambiguous and broad charge of hooliganism. This also underscores that, due to
the media attention, it would have been impossible for the Russian authorities to simply
321

Video on RT.com, 2013
Based on a email exchange with a lawyer from Greenpeace
323 Press release by the EP on the piracy and hooliganism charges by Raluca Viviana Huluban
322

77

drop the piracy charges and letting the accused go free, as this would have implied that
the authorities were wrong and that the accused were in fact not guilty of any crime.
Such a procedure would have made the Russian authorities look incapable, something
that a strong regime would rather not be identified as. Hooliganism was a convenient
and quick tool to maintain the reputation of the authorities in the media and to
stigmatise the accused by portraying them as the worst kind of threats to Russian
society: hooligans.
2.8.3. Pussy Riot
The intent of the performance of Pussy Riot during their performance in Moscow's
Christ the Saviour Cathedral was, according to the women, to bring attention to the
Orthodox Patriarch's call, which asked all believers to vote for Putin in the upcoming
presidential elections. They defied the accusations of purposely offending the Orthodox
believers with their performance and claimed that their song was not, "...motivated by
hatred for Russian Orthodoxy..." .324
The young women were detained in early March 2012, after a complaint had been
lodged by the acting director of the Christ the Saviour Cathedral fund three days after
the attempted performance by Pussy Riot. 325 After several extensions to their detention,
they finally went to trial on July 20th, over four months after their initial arrest. On
August 17th, two of the women - the third participant released earlier as she was seen as
not having participated in the act to the same extent - were sentenced to two years in
prison.326
The performance that the women had tried to act out in the Cathedral had clear political
intentions, according to themselves, evident in the wording of the song and the
circumstances under which it was performed. The presidential elections in March 2012
had stirred unconventionally much opposition in the Russian society and many people
openly expressed their frustration with what was considered to be a pre-arranged result,
when Putin was elected. This was not the first time that Pussy Riot demonstrated
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political disbelief

327

and critique which should also be taken into account when

debating whether their performance was politically motivated or not and the wording of
the song repeatedly refers to president Putin and his regime in a critical tone,
emphasising the political message of the performance. 328 This was, however, strongly
opposed by the prosecution who maintained that the political message of the song was
simply a pretence for religious hatred that the women trying to convey through their
performance.329
By entering a part of the Cathedral which is considered holy, and to which women are
according to Orthodox traditions and beliefs, not allowed, the women were also
protesting against the discrimination of women when they decided to perform in this
specific part of the church. The women claimed that their words were not meant to
offend Orthodox believers in any way. One of the accused, Nadia Tolokonnikova,
admitted to making a mistake by taking a political performance into the Cathedral, but
insisted in her statement that "...the ethical and legal aspects of our case must be
separated from each other..." .330
What the women and their lawyers claimed was, that while they could admit to having
made a mistake in the choice of venue, the hooliganism charges against them were still
entirely disproportionate to the act performed and that by charging them with
hooliganism motivated by religious hatred for a political demonstration, they were
violating their right to freedom of expression and de-politicising the case. When the
women took the case to the European Court of Human Rights they claimed that the
detention and conviction had "...amounted to a gross, unjustifiable and disproportionate
interference with their freedom of expression..." .331
It is an undeniable fact that a performance such as the one in the Cathedral by Pussy
Riot would most likely create a stir in most countries. It is also very likely that some
believers would find the act offensive in almost all countries, especially since the actors
were women and they performed in a place where women are traditionally not allowed.
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What the women and their lawyers claimed and have claimed since, is that the political
message of the performance was entirely ignored and the charges against them, as well
as their sentences, were significantly disproportionate to the act performed and that
international law is very clear on the point, that when it comes to political speech, the
states have much less room for limitations. 332
However, it is a fact that states are allowed a certain margin of appreciation when it
comes to interpreting international law. In the Pussy Riot case, the margin of
appreciation would be regarding the claimed distress, that the witnesses had been
succumbed to by the performance in the cathedral and the damage that it might have
caused. The margin of appreciation that states are allowed must, however, be exercised
in a way which does not result in abuse of the allowed discretion. 333 As it is quite
evident that the performance by Pussy Riot was a political critique considering the
context, the upcoming presidential elections and the past political stunts that the group
had participated in before, as well as the lyrics of the song performed, the alleged
religious hatred is likely to have been a pretence for the legal arrest and punishment of
the women. By arresting, charging and sentencing the women to prison for their act, the
authorities used legal means to justify their arbitrary punishment. By de-politicising
their performance and instead claiming religious hatred, the authorities were able to
avoid the sensitive subject of political critique and they were able to punish the women
by appealing to religion, which immediately makes it easier to appeal to cultural and
religious norms and the margin of appreciation that states enjoy in relation to them.
The performance by Pussy Riot was , however, a clear act of political speech. Article 19
of the ICCPR and article 10 of the ECHR, and their interpretations by courts and legal
texts, confirm that political speech enjoys significant protection and opposition speech
even more so.
Blasphemy laws, which hooliganism motivated by religious hatred inevitably resembles
and becomes when put in practice, are deemed as very problematic, as it gives religion
the same rights as the believer, violating international law as it creates boundaries to the
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topics allowed to be debated and thus restricts the right to freedom of expression. 334
Blasphemy laws are often abused by authorities wanting to limit free speech, as it is an
easily applicable charge and tool of repression. 335 Hooliganism motivated by religious
hatred is in fact almost identical to a blasphemy law and it is therefore questionable
whether even the charge itself, in addition to the wording being vague and open to
abuse, is in accordance with the right to freedom of expression.
When it comes to the performance itself, international law allows for alternative
methods of demonstration and even methods which shock or offend. Many of the
witnesses in the Cathedral claimed that they had been deeply offended and shocked by
the performance because of the women's attires, short skirts and colourful balaclavas. 336
However, the claims of the women's attires being too radical seems disproportionate and
would seem to fall under the allowance of various means of artistic expression, deemed
acceptable under articles 19 and 10.
By charging the women with hooliganism motivated by religious hatred the authorities
not only stripped the women's performance of all its political meaning, but also created
a political trial as a criminal trial as was common during the Soviet years. 337 A political
trial was disguised as a criminal trial and the women were not offered political status.
According to one of the accused, Nadezhda Tolokonnikova said in her closing statement
that the trial "...this poor excuse of a judicial process approaches Stalin's Troikas...". 338
Similarly to the Pavlensky case and the Arctic 30 case , Pussy Riot received its fare
share of media attention. It has been the most followed case in from Russia since
Mikhail Khodorkovsky's case in early 2000. 339 Like with Pavlensky and the Arctic 30,
the media attention is likely to have played its part in the subsequent hooliganism
charges. When the women were briefly detained and then set free immediately after
their attempted performance of their Punk Prayer, it took less than 15 minutes for a
tweet to appear about their performance and less than 24 hours for them to have
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uploaded their video of the performance online. 340 This immediately got the attention of
journalists and cannot have gone unnoticed by the authorities for long. It is plausible
that if there had been no media attention at all after the act, the women would never
have been arrested and charged. The media attentions aggravated the authorities more
than if there had been no media attention at all. But the media was not just used by
Pussy Riot for the dissemination of their performance, it was also used by the
authorities.341 By publicly charging the women with hooliganism the authorities were
able to appeal to the symbolism of the outcast hooligan and use it to create a shared
enemy out of Pussy Riot. This brings to mind the hooliganism cases which were most
common during the Soviet years whenever too much change was occurring in the
society and there was a need to emphasise the societal norms. Pussy Riot can be
interpreted as the beginning of a modern hooliganism campaign, similar to those used
by Soviet rulers, which consequently continued with Arctic 30 and Pavlensky, as they
were all brutally stigmatised as outsiders and enemies in much of the state owned media
and thus have come to serve the purpose of the authorities as the common enemy of the
people and the state.342
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Conclusions
As has been argued and we have found out, the Russian crime of hooliganism, which
has been used to control individuals seen as threats to the social order over the years,
was not left in the Soviet past.
The charge, which was used arbitrarily against political dissidents amongst others
during the 60's and 70's in the Soviet Union, is now being used against political
dissidents once again.
It was in relation to the presidential elections in 2012 that the charge re-emerged as a
tool to control political dissidents and since 2012 there have been several other
repressive tools introduced in addition to hooliganism which all stifle free speech. The
introduction of measures limiting the right to freedom of expression can be interpreted
as a response to the emerging opposition in Russia, which although still very limited,
has reached a significant enough size to create worry in the Kremlin.
The changed context in Russia since the collapse of the Soviet Union and perhaps
especially since Medvedev's presidency, when Russia was given its final push into
modernity, can also be interpreted as one of the reasons for the re-introduction of
hooliganism and other measures intending to limit free speech.
The similarities this development has with the time of the emergence with hooliganism
used against political dissidents during the Soviet era is striking. It would seem that
hooliganism, like before, is indeed a convenient tool when the Russian society is
experiencing significant change and when the authorities deem it necessary to keep the
boundaries of appropriate behaviour in increasing control by the state.
We can also draw the conclusion, that had Russia had a more successful transitioning
from its Soviet past, the charge of hooliganism would most likely have been much more
difficult to re-introduce in Russia today. Not only because of the fact that the charge
itself, which had been used as a kind of catch-all charge through out Russian history, is
very broad and vague and not in accordance with international legal standards, but had
there been more pressure from the CoE in 1996 when Russia applied for membership to
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conform the Russian Criminal Code more extensively, the charge should have been
changed so that it would be more difficult to use it arbitrarily today. 343
As demonstrated above, the biggest impact that transitional justice practices, or the lack
of them, has had on the re-emergence on the charge of hooliganism, has more to do with
the concept of collective memory than with the actual practical issue of legal reform.
Because there have been no real attempts to create a collective memory of the Soviet
past and the human rights violations that occurred as something to learn from, in order
not to commit the same mistakes again, it has been all too easy for president Putin to
bring back elements from the past, such as hooliganism, and appeal to the same Soviet
values that rulers appealed to in the past when the charge was used to punish crimes
against society.
Today, the majority of the Russian people still look back at their past with a sense of
nostalgia and this nostalgia is easily tapped into by the authorities when they bring in
repressive methods and elements all too familiar from the past.
When we examined how the charge had been applied in the recent media attention
grabbing cases there were a few noteworthy observations made. First of all, what the
cases, similarly to the most famous hooliganism cases from the Soviet years, all had in
common was, that while none of them could be interpreted as dangerous or threatening,
they all shared an element of humiliation aimed at the authorities and they all gained
significant media attention.
In fact, in both the Pavlensky and the Pussy Riot case, it is possible that had it not been
for the extensive media attention also abroad, the charges of hooliganism against them
would never have occurred. The public opinion can be interpreted as very important for
Putin, as has been the case of Russian rulers of the past as well.
The centralisation of power which Putin enjoys relies heavily on public opinion of him
as a strong leader. Publicity stunts, which all the three hooliganism cases discussed in
this paper were, aiming at publicly criticising and in a sense humiliating the authorities,
is interpreted as a serious threat. As a consequence, all three cases were treated entirely
disproportionately and the "crimes" which should have been punished as administrat ive
343
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offences at worst, were de-politicised and turned into criminal cases, in which the
accused were portrayed as serious threats to the Russian society.
The hooliganism charge is evidently an easy way for the authorities to de-politicise
cases, stripping away the political critique of the acts and instead turning them into
normal crimes, dealt with through criminal trials. By doing this, the authorities are
minimising the damage caused, because when the political connotations are removed
and the acts are treated as regular crimes, the accused become criminals instead of
opposition activists and thus it is justified to punish them. All the while, the authorities
are able to pretend that there is no opposition which could jeopardise their power.
The frivolity and inconsistency with which the charge has been applied in all three cases
inevitably also brings to mind a game of some kind, in which the charge of hooliganism
is simply a political tool of the authorities, easily applicable and not taken too seriously.
Petr Pavlensky found out about the charges against him through the media and as
suddenly as the charges had been brought against them they were dropped. The Arctic
30 were first charged with piracy, but when the charges were deemed too severe, they
were changed and during a oral hearing the accused were suddenly informed that they
were all charged with hooliganism instead. The charges were then dropped due to an
amnesty by president Putin which was changed in order for the Arctic 30 case to fall
under the scope. While the Pussy Riot case was the one case with the most serious
consequences, the two women were none the less freed earlier due to the amnesty as
well.
This inconsistent way is typical of the authorities in Russia. President Putin is very often
keeping everyone guessing on his next moves, almost as a deliberate power strategy.
Dr. Jarno Limnell states in an article regarding Russia and the recent events in Ukraine
and why Russia has not yet made a cyber attack on Ukraine that "...There is strategic
advantage in keeping the rest of the world guessing...". 344 A strategy that Putin seems to
apply to most of his endeavours these days, including the use of hooliganism for his
own political benefits.
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Because of the connotations that hooliganism bears for the Russian people, it is also a
very effective tool to use in order to warn other dissidents of what would happen if they
would ever decide to take part in anything similar.
When the women of Pussy Riot were charged with hooliganism and propaganda
immediately surmised describing them as inappropriate and as outcasts and threats of
the society in the state owned media, it bore many similarities to the hooliganism
campaigns, popular during the Soviet years, as they were a way of informing the society
of what appropriate behaviour was for a Soviet citizen. Thus they were also warnings to
the society of what behaviour threatened the regime and the consequences of the
behaviour.
The modern hooliganism campaign, which begun around the 2102 elections,
culminating with the arrest of Pussy Riot, continued when both Pavlensky and the 30
individuals of the Arctic 30 case were charged with hooliganism and is an example of
the similarities that the use of the charge today has with its use in the Soviet past.
The charge of hooliganism is clearly intimately connected with the general state of the
right to freedom of expression in Russia. The gradually introduced laws and practices
mentioned earlier are all part of a closing circle, the aim of which is to intimidate and
silence opposition to the existing rule.
Hooliganism is, as has been demonstrated in this paper, a very convenient charge to use
to control inconvenient people. It is easily applicable, due to its broad and rather vague
perimeters and as it holds special meaning for the Russian society, which the
authorities are able to take advantage of due to the nostalgic collective memory of the
past.
As we have found out states are indeed allowed a certain margin of appreciation
regarding the possible limitations to the right to free speech according to international
law.345 However, despite the limits not being clearly stated it is possible by examining
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the commentaries and previous cases to set certain perimeters on how far the state can
go in limiting the right.346
Having examined the three cases in this study and how they were dealt with by the
authorities it becomes clear that the Russian state crossed the line of acceptable
limitations to the right to free speech.
The right to freedom of expression is considered to be a fundamental human right and
one which is vital for the practice of other rights as well as for the functioning of a
democratic society.347 International law also offers especially broad perimeters to acts of
political speech as it is seen as essential for the public debate and thus to democracy. 348
The alternative methods that all three cases delivered their messages through are also
protected under international law as is the possibly shocking or exaggerated way that
they were presented.349
The balancing of, on the one hand the rights to free speech of the individual and on the
other hand matters of protecting other rights, are very complex issues for all states but
in this specific case it became clear after careful consideration that the Russian state had
gone too far in its restrictive measures and they can be considered as violations of both
article 10 of the ECHR and article 19 of the ICCPR.
As for practical issues of this paper, had the time and space constraints been less
constraining it would in my opinion have been very interesting to elaborate on the
analysis of how the hooliganism charge has been applied in Russia today by examining
the developments by using theory such as Emile Durkheim's Social Deviancy theory350
as well as sociological labelling theory351 , as this could have given some more insight to
the benefits the authorities get from applying the charge arbitrarily, as well as offering
the possibility for some more general predictions of future developments.
An aspect which could be interesting for future studies on the topic could be to examine
what impact the changed context in Russia today, compared to the context during the
346
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Soviet years, has had on the re-emergence of restrictive measures such as hooliganism.
For example, was the amnesty that freed Pussy Riot and Arctic 30 an example of how
Putin, because of the Olympic games, felt the pressure from abroad and decided that it
was in Russia's interest to play by the international rules? One can not imagine that this
kind of pressure from abroad would have had any effect on the rulers of the Soviet
Union.
The hooliganism cases both past and present, in which the authorities applied the charge
with the intent to silence political dissent, may seem trivial as such, but judging by the
reaction of the authorities they are deemed as more threatening than they would want
the society to know. This stifling and stigmatizing of dissent through the use of the
hooliganism charge can be interpreted as a clear indication of a new 'freeze' period for
Russia. The 'thaw'352 that Russia saw during the early years of Putin's presidency and
perhaps especially during the years of Medvedev would seem to be over. Just as the last
pages of this paper was written yet another law was introduced by Putin. This time a
law that banns all swearing in all available media in Russia 353 and as we have found out
only one of several aiming at restricting free speech since 2012.
Creating these kind of restricting methods inevitably makes one understand that even
Putin himself knows that his power is not unconditional. As Nadezhda Tolokonnikova
writes in one of her columns "...When the authorities have to crack down so hard for
such small violations, it is hard to escape the conclusion that someone in our country is
very much afraid..." 354

352

Neumann, 1996, p. 141
BBC Newsdesk, 2014, Russian Law Bans Swearing in Arts and Media
354 Tolokonnikova, 2014, Putin is Afraid of Any real Opposition - Just Like He Was Afraid of Pussy Riot
353

88

Bibliography

Books and articles :

Allo, Kassim Awol, 2010, "The 'Show' in the Show Trials: Contextualising the
Politicization of the Courtroom", in Barry Law Review, Volume 15, No 1, The London
School of Economics and Political Science

Antonov, Mikhail, 2014, "Conservatism in Russia and Sovereignty in Human Rights",
in Review of Central and East European Law, Volume 39, Issue 1

Andrieu, Kora, 2011, "An Un-finished Business: Transitional Justice and
Democratization in Post-Soviet Russia", in the International Journal of Transitional
Justice, Volume 5, Issue 2, Oxford Journals

Barahino de Brito et al, 2001, The Politics of Memory and Democratization:
Transitional Justice in Democratizing Societies, OUP Oxford

Berman, Harold J. & James W. Spindler, 1966, Soviet Criminal Law and Procedure:
The RSFSR Codes, Russian Research Center Studies

Boyle, Kevin in Moeckli Daniel et al, 2010, International Human Rights Law, Oxford
University Press

Bowring, Bill, 2013, A, Law, Rights and Ideology in Russia: Landmarks in the Destiny
of a Great Power, Routledge

89

Clements, Luke J, 1994, European Human Rights: taking a case under the Convention,
Sweet & Maxwell

Copeland, Emily.A, 1991, "Perestroika and Human Rights: Steps in the Right
Direction", in collection: Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, 1983-2000, Volume 15,
Issue 2

Davidson, Bo & Runa Patel, 2003, Forskningsmetodikens grunder, Studentlitteratur AB

Feldtbrugge, Ferdinand Joseph Maria, 1975, Samizdat and Political Dissent in the
Soviet Union, Springer

Feldbrugge, Ferdinand Joseph Maria, 1980, ”The Soviet Human Rights Doctrine in the
Crossfire Between Dissidents at Home and Critics Abroad”, in Vanderbilt Journal of
Transnational Law Vol. 13: 451

Forsberg, Tuomas, 2003," The Philosophy and Practice of Dealing with the Past", in
Nigal Biggar Burying the Past: Making Peace and Doing Justice after Civil Conflict,
Georgetown University Press

Fryer, Eugene D, 1979, "Soviet Human Rights: Law and Politics in Perspective", in
Law and Contemporary Problems Journal, Volume 43, No 2,Duke Law

Gessen, Masha, 2014, Words will break cement:The Passion of Pussy Riot, Granta
Books

Gessen, Masha, 2012, Mannen utan ansikte, Brombergs

90

Goldman, Wendy Z, 2011, Inventing the Enemy, Denunciation and Terrror in Stalin's
Russia, Cambdridge University Press

Jacobs & White,2006, The European Convention on Human Rights, Oxford University
Press

Jacobs, White & Ovey, 2010, The European Convention on Human Rights, Oxford
University Press

Kahn, Jeffrey, 2008, "Vladimir Putin and the Rule of Law in Russia", in Georgia
Journal of International and Comparative Law, Volume 36, Number 3

Kasekamp, Andres & Lauri Mälksoo ed., 2014, The Estonian Foreign Policy Yearbook
2013, Eesti Välispoliitikka Instituut/Estonian Foreign Policy Institute

LaPierre, Brian, 2012, Hooligans in Khrushcev's Russia, Defining, Policing, and
Producing Deviance during the Thaw, University of Wisconsin Press

Lucas, Edward, 2007, The new cold war, Bloomsbury

Lynch, Allen, 1983, A Policy Perspective on Dissent and Repression in the Soviet
Union, The Fletcher Forum

Mendelson Sarah Elizabeth and Gerber Theodore P, 2005, "Soviet Nostalgia: An
Impediment to Russian Democratization", in The Washington Quarterly, Volume 29,
Number 1, MIT Press

Minan John.H and Morris Grant H, 1985, Unraveling an Enigma: An Introduction to
Soviet Law and the Soviet Legal System, George Washington University

91

Neuberger, Joan. H, 1993, Hooliganism: Crime, Culture and Power in St.Petersburg
1900-1914, University of California Press

Pellonpää, Matti, 2005, Euroopan ihmisoikeussopimus, Talentum

Politkovskaya, Anna, 2011, Nothing But the Truth, Random House

Pussy Riot, 2012, Pussy Riot a punk prayer for freedom, The Feminist Press

Romashkin, P.S. ed., 1961, Fundamentals of Soviet Law, Foreign Languages
Publishing House Moscow

Rudinsky, F.M, 2007, Civil Human Rights in Russia: Modern Problems of Theory and
Practice, Transaction Publishers

Sharlet, Robert,1978, "Dissent and repression in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europé:
changing patterns since Khrushchev", in International Journal, Volume 33, Issue 4,
International Journal

Shatz, S, 2009, Soviet Dissent in Historical Perspective, Cambridge University Press

Shevtsova, Lilia, 2010, Putin’s Russia, Carnegie Endowment

Shlapentokh Vladimir & Arutunyan Anna, 2013, Freedom, Repression, and Private
Property in Russia, Cambridge University Press

Snyder, Sarah B, 2013, Human Rights Activism and the end of the Cold War: A
Transnational History of the Helsinki Network, (Human Rights in History),Cambridge
University Press

92

Starzhenetskii, Vladislav, 2012, " Not to Miss the Forest for the Trees", in Review of
Central and East European Law, Volume 37, Issue 2-3

State Report by the USSR to the UN Human Rights Committe from 1978,
CCPR/C/1/Add.22, Human Rights Committee Third Session, 31 January 1976

Tiilikka, Päivi, 2008, Journalistin sananvapaus, WSOYpro, Helsinki

Toymentsev, Sergey, 2011, "Legal but Criminal: The Failure of the "Russian
Nuremberg" and the Paradoxes of Post-Soviet Memory", in Comparative Literature
Studies, Volume 48, Number 3

Tsypkin, Mikhail, 2006, "Russia's failure", in Journal of Democracy, volume 17,
Number 3, The John Hopkins University Press

Woods, Lorna, 2006, "Freedom of Expression in the European Union", in European
Public Law, Volume 12, Issue 3, Kluwer Law International

Resources retrieved online (books, articles, news articles, news items, others) :

Abashidze, Aslan, 2013, ”The Relationship Between International Law and Municipal
Law: Significance of Monism and Dualism” http://www.intlaw-rudn.com/researchen/library/publications/ponyatie- mezhdunarodnogo-prava-ego-predmet-obekty-sistema
(retrieved 15.6.2014)

Alexander, Harriet, 2013, "Vladimir Putin creating worst human rights climate since
Soviet times", http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/vladimir93

putin/10015065/Vladimir-Putin-creating-worst-human-rights-climate-since-Soviettimes.html (retrieved 11.7.2014)

Amnesty International, 2013, ”New laws an affront to basic human rights” ,
http://www.amnesty.org/en/news/russia- new- laws-affront-basic-human-rights-2013-0701 (retrieved 14.5.2014)

Amnesty International, 2014, ”Russian Federation: A right, not a crime: violations of
the right to freedom of assembly in Russia”
http://www.amnesty.org/en/library/info/EUR46/028/2014/en (retrieved 7.6.2014)

Artguide.com, 2014, ”Criminal Case Against Performance Artist Petr Pavlensky is
Dropped”, http://www.artguide.com/en/news/ugholovnoie-dielo-v-otnoshieniiaktsionista-pietra-pavlienskogho-priekrashchieno.html (retrieved 15.4.2014)

BBC.com, 2014, ”Russian Law Bans Swearing in Arts and Media”,
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-27286742 (retrieved 10.5.2014)

BBC.com, 2011, ”Russia's Putin set to return as President in 2012”,
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-15045816 (retrieved 14.3.2014)

BBC.com 2013, ”Russia 'seizes' Greenpeace ship after Arctic rig protest”,
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-24170129 (retrieved 14.3.2014)

BBC NEWS, 2005, ”Putin Deplores Collapse of the USSR.”
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/4480745.stm (retrieved 14.3.2014)

Bakircioglu, Onder, 2007, "The Application of the Margin of Appreciation Doctrine in
Freedom of Expression and Public Morality Cases", in German Law Journal Volume 8,
No 7, available at
http://www.germanlawjournal.com/index.php?pageID=11&artID=846

94

Bratersky, Alexander, 2010, ”Irate Cops Jail Rapper for Hooliganism”
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/irate-cops-jail-rapper- forhooliganism/411638.html (retrieved 15.5.2014)

Brooks, Cortney, 2012, "Calls for Blasphemy Ban Resurface at UN",
http://www.rferl.org/content/un-hears-calls-for-blasphemy-ban/24721995.html,
(retrieved 5.5.2014)

Bolotnaya Square Case, 2012, http://bolotnoedelo.info/en/the-bolotnaya-square-case
(retrieved 18.6.2014)

Bowring, Bill, 2009, ”Russia and Human Rights: Incompatible Opposites”, Göttingen
Journal of International Law,
http://www.academia.edu/180060/Russia_and_Human_Rights_Incompatible_Opposites
(retrieved 29.3.2014)

Bowring, Bill, 2013, B, Socialism and Rights: A Reply to David Renton's 'Do Socialists
Still have an Alternative Concept of Rights?',
http://criticallegalthinking.com/2013/11/19/socialism-rights-reply-david-rentonssocialists-still-alternative-concept-rights/ (retrieved 11.7.2014)

Burgess, Anthony, 2012, The Clockwork Condition
http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2012/06/04/120604fa_fact_burgess (retrieved
28.4.2014)

Burnham, William, 2000, ”The New Russian Criminal Code: A Window Onto
Democratic Russia”,
http://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/rsl26&div=31&id=&pag
e= (retrieved 27.3.2014)

95

Chaykovskaya, Evgeniya, 2012, ”Bare-breasted protest wreaks havoc at poll”,
http://themoscownews.com/news/20120306/189515263.html (retrieved 25.5.2014)

Chernov, Sergey, 2013, ”Artist and Poet Face Trial”,
http://www.sptimes.ru/story/37637?page=1 (retrieved 25.5.2014)

Chtodelat News, 2012, ”Yekaterina Samutsevich: Closing Statement at the Pussy Riot
Trial”, http://chtodelat.wordpress.com/2012/08/08/yekaterina-samutsevich-closingstatement/ (retrieved 17.3.2014)

Cohen, Nick, 2012, ”An evil collusion between a tyrant and a man of God”,
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2012/aug/19/nick-cohen-pussy-riot-putin
(retrieved 9.3.2014)

Coleman, Jasmine, 2013, ”Greenpeace Arctic 30: A Shift in Focus for Campaigners”,
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-25024719 (retrieved 14.3.2014)

Cooper, Ann, http://www.cpj.org/in-the- news/2006/06/a-difficult-journey- fromrepression-to-democracy.php (retrieved 27.5.2014)

Council of the European Union, 2014, ”EU Human Rights Guidelines on Freedom of
Expression Online or Offline ” ,
http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/documents/eu_human_rights_guidelines_on_freedom_
of_expression_online_and_offline_en.pdf (retrieved 12.3.2014)

CSIS.org, Center for Strategic International Studies, 2014, ”Economic Change in
Russia”, http://csis.org/program/economic-change-russia (retrieved 15.6.2014)

Directorate General of Human Rights Council of Europe Publishing, 2009,
http://global.asc.upenn.edu/fileLibrary/PDFs/CaseLawArt10.pdf (retrieved 18.3.2014)

96

Encyclopeadia Britannica, http://www.britannica.com/

Englund and Lalley, 2014,The Washington Post, "In Ukraine Protestors Seem to be
Preparing for Battle", http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/in- ukraine-protestersappear-to-be-preparing-for-battle/2014/01/20/904cdc72-81bd-11e3-9dd4e7278db80d86_story.html (retrieved 11.7.2014)

EU Human Rights Guidelines on Freedom of Expression Online and Offline, 2014,
http://ec.europa.eu/digital-agenda/en/news/eu-human-rights- guidelines- freedomexpression-online-and-offline

European Court of Human Rights, The Court in Brief,
http://www.echr.coe.int/Pages/home.aspx?p=court&c=#n1354801701084_pointer
(retrieved 18.3.2014)

Feldbrugge, Ferdinand & Simmons, William B, Russia and Eastern Europe, Essays in
Honour of Ger P van den Berg,
http://books.google.be/books?id=pbp51bthZucC&pg=PA13&lpg=PA13&dq=Russia+an
d+Eastern+Europe,+Essays+in+Honour+of+Her+P+van+den+Berg&source=bl&ots=o2
neiLqUIs&sig=F2Nejtt-pNQVFIVT7bcnQ4EylaI&hl=nl&sa=X&ei=gLBU6fVJqnS4QSQ1ICQBw&ved=0CCsQ6AEwAQ#v=onepage&q=Russia%20and%
20Eastern%20Europe%2C%20Essays%20in%20Honour%20of%20Her%20P%20van%
20den%20Berg&f=false (retrieved 14.5.2014)

Firstnews.ru, 2012, http://www.firstnews.ru/articles/palatka-nomer-nol (retrieved
4.3.2014)

Freedom House, 2013, ”Russia, Trend Arrow”,
http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-world/2013/russia (retrieved 23.4.2014)

Galperina, Marina, 2013, ”An Interview with Petr Pavlensky: Anarchist Artist Nails his
Balls to the Red Square, so You Don't Have to”

97

http://animalnewyork.com/2013/interview-petr-pavlensky-anarchist-artist-nailed-ballsred-square-dont/ (retrieved 7.5.2014)

Gessen, Masha, 2013, ”Hooligans Hooligans Everywhere”,
http://latitude.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/11/18/hooligans- hooligans-everywhere/
(retrieved 24.5.2014)

Giddens, Anthony, 2014, ”The Big Questions: Is Vladimir Putin rebuilding the Soviet
Union? How will the populist parties fare in the European elections?”
http://www.independent.co.uk/voices/comment/the-big-questions- is- vladimir-putinrebuilding-the-soviet- union-how-will-the-populist-parties- fare- in-the-europeanelections-9177255.html (retrieved 12.5.2014)

Graham, L.Bennett, 2010, ”No to an international blasphemy law” ,
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/belief/2010/mar/25/blasphemy-law-adhoc-committee (retrieved 15.6.2014)

Greenpeace.org., 2014, ”'Arctic 30' jailed in Russia to take case to European Court”,
http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/press/releases/Arctic-30-jailed- in-Russia-totake-case-to-European-Courtof-Human-Rights/ (retrieved 20.4.2014)

Greenpeace.org, 2013, ”Updates from the Arctic Sunrise activists”,
http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/news/features/From-peaceful-action-todramatic-seizure-a-timeline-of-events-since-the-Arctic-Sunrise-took-action-September18-CET/ (retrieved 14.3.2014)

Gutterman, Steve, 2013, ”Russia charges Greenpeace activists with piracy ”,
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/10/02/us-russia- greenpeaceidUSBRE99107520131002 (retrieved 19.3.2014)

Herszenhorn, David M., 2012, ”Putin Wins presidency but Opposition Keeps Pressing”
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/05/world/europe/russia-votes- in-presidentialelection.html?pagewanted=all (retrieved 15.3.204)
98

Hoyle, Ben, 2013, ”What Happened to Pussy Riot”
http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/magazine/article3805004.ece (retrieved 7.7.2014)

Human Rights Education Associates, ”The European Human Rights System”,
http://www.hrea.org/index.php?base_id=143 (retrieved 15.3.2014)

Human Rights Watch, A, 1993, Report : The Former Soviet Union,
http://www.hrw.org/reports/1993/WR93/Hsw-07.htm (retrieved 14.4.2014)

Human Rights Watch, B, Report, ”The Soviet Case: Prelude to a Global Consensus on
Psychiatry and Human Rights”, http://www.hrw.org/reports/2002/china02/china080202.htm (retrieved 14.4.2014)

Human Rights Watch, 2013, ”Laws of Attrition,Crackdown on Russia’s Civil Society
after Putin’s Return to the Presidency” http://www.hrw.org/reports/2013/04/24/lawsattrition (retrieved 14.4.2014)

Indexoncensorship.org, ”Russia: rolling back free expression” ,
http://www.indexoncensorship.org/2013/08/russia-rolling-back-free-expression/
(retrieved 17.3.2014)

Knaul, Gabriela, 2013,
http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp?NewsID=44771&Cr=judicial&Cr1=#.U4GvbE
2KC71 (retrieved 14.3.2014)

Kravtsova, Yekaterina, 2013, ” 'Blasphemy Bill' Passes Duma Unanimously”,
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/blasphemy-bill-passes-dumaunanimously/481495.html (retrieved 15.6.2014)

99

Labeling theory of deviance, http://education-portal.com/academy/lesson/labelingtheory-of-deviance-definition-examples-quiz.html#lesson, (retrieved 10.7.2014)

Limnell, Jarno, 2014, ”Why hasn't Russia released a cyber attack on Ukraine?”
http://www.cbsnews.com/news/why-hasnt-russia-unleashed-a-cyber-attack-on- ukraine/
(retrieved 4.7.2014)

Littman, David, 1999, "Islamism Grows Stronger at the United Nations", Article
published in the Middle East Quarterley, http://www.dhimmi.org/Islamism.html
(retrieved 11.7.2014)

Lower, Matthew, 2013, "Can and Should Human Rights be Universal?", http://www.eir.info/2013/12/01/can-and-should-human-rights-be-universal/ (retrieved 11.7.2014)

Lozansky, Tania, E, 1989, ”The Role of Dissent in the Soviet Union since 1953”,
http://www.tcr.org/tcr/essays/Web_Dissent.pdf (retrieved 18.3.2014)

Långström, Tarja, 2003, Transformation in Russia and International Law, Martinus
Nijhoff Publishers, http://www.brill.com/transformation-russia-and- international- law

Meikle, James, 2014, Arctic 30 protesters seek damages from Russia
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/mar/17/arctic-30-activists-damagesrussia-court-greenpeace (retrieved 6.5.2014)

Mendelson, Sarah E. and Theodore P. Gerber, 2005, ”Soviet Nostalgia: An Impediment
to Russian Democratisation”, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 29, No. 1
http://csis.org/publication/soviet-nostalgia- impediment-russian-democratization
(retrieved 17.3.2014)

Mishina, Ekaterina, 2012, ”A Rough Road to a Democratic Criminal Justice System”,
http://imrussia.org/rule-of- law/182-a-rough-road-to-a-democratic-criminal-justicesystem

100

(retrieved 18.3.2014)

Mullen, Jethro, Diana Magnay and Jason Hanna, 2013, ”Imprisoned Pussy Riot Band
Members Released”, http://edition.cnn.com/2013/12/23/world/europe/russia-pussy-riotmember-freed/ (retrieved 6.3.2014)

NBC News, 2014, "New anti-protest law triggers violent clashes in Ukraine: Klitchko
warns of civil-war, http://worldnews.nbcnews.com/_news/2014/01/20/22367310-newanti-protest-law-triggers-violent-clashes- in-ukraine-klitschko-warns-of-civil-war
(retrieved 11.7.2014)

Newsru.com, 2013, ”Акцию художника Павленского, прибившего свою мошонку к
брусчатке на Красной площади, назвали "новой строкой" в истории искусства”
http://www.newsru.com/cinema/12nov2013/pavlensky.html (retrieved 12.3.2014)

Openculture.com, a History of Pussy Riot, http://www.openculture.com/2014/03/ahistory-of-pussy-riot.html, (retrieved 2.5.2014)

Osce.org, Factsheet, http://www.osce.org/secretariat/35775
http://www.osce.org/secretariat/35775http://www.osce.org/secretariat/35775
(retrieved 2.5.2014)http://www.osce.org/secretariat/35775

Osce.org, ”Signing of the Helsinki Final Act”, http://www.osce.org/who/43960
(retrieved 2.5.2014)

Osce.org, Joint Declaration on Crimes Against Freedom of Expression,
http://www.osce.org/fom/91595?download=true (retrieved 2.5.2014)

OSCE, Permanent Council Decision No. 193, http://www.osce.org/pc/40131

101

Patenaude, Bertrand M, 2012, ”Regional Perspectives on Human Rights: The USSR and
Russia, Part One- The USSR” (PDF) http://iisdb.stanford.edu/docs/708/RPHR_part1.pdf
(retrieved 16.4.104)

Podrabinek, Alexander, 2013, ”Soviet Forever”, http://imrussia.org/en/society/432soviet-forever (retrieved 15.4.2014)

President Putin's Annual Address to the Federal Assembly of the Russian Federation in
April 2005,
http://archive.kremlin.ru/eng/speeches/2005/04/25/2031_type70029type82912_87086.s
html (retrieved 2.5.2014)

Radsch, Courtney C, 2012, "The Trouble with Blasphemy Laws",
http://www.freedomhouse.org/blog/trouble-blasphemy- laws#.U8OqH40ivIV, (retrieved
5.5.2014)

Ragozin, Leonid, 2013, ”Artist who nailed scrotum to Red Square is charged with
hooliganism”, http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/nov/15/artist-scrotum-redsquare-charged-hooliganism-petr-pavlensky (retrieved 2.4.2014)

Rapsinews.com, A, Russian Legal Information Agency,”Putin signs law equating
popular bloggers to media professionals”,
http://rapsinews.com/legislation/20140506/271261404.html (retrieved 15.5.2014)

Rapsinews.com, B, "Case Dropped Against Self-Mutilating Russian
Artist"http://rapsinews.com/judicial_news/20140416/271153586.html, (retrived
16.5.2014)

Report of the special rapporteur to the Commission on Human
RightsE/CN.4/1995/34/Add.1, http://daccessods.un.org/TMP/3987949.7885704.html
(retrieved 4.5.2014)

102

Report on Russia's request for membership in the light of the situation Chechnya to
PACE 1995, http://assembly.coe.int/ASP/XRef/X2H-DWXSL.asp?fileid=16476&lang=en (retrieved 4.5.2014)

Robinson Neil, 2008, "A review of Lilia Shevtsova's Russia-Lost in Transition.The
Yeltsin and Putin Legacies,2007", Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, PDF
file from wwww.dissentmagazine.org

Rossiskaya Gazeta, 2007, Постановление Пленума Верховного Суда Российской
Федерации от 15 ноября 2007 г. N 45 г. Москва, "О судебной практике по
уголовным делам о хулиганстве и иных преступлениях, совершенных из
хулиганских побуждений" http://www.rg.ru/2007/11/21/sud-dok.html (retrieved
3.3.2014)

RT.com, 2013 , video, ”Putin: Greenpeace activists not pirates, but they violated intl
law”
http://rt.com/news/putin- greenpeace-pirates-arctic-323/ (retrieved 2.3.2014)

Runningen, Roger, 2014, ”Obama Suggests Putin Should Get Over Loss of Soviet
Union”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2014-03-28/obama-suggests-putin-shouldget-over-loss-of-soviet-union.html (retrieved 28.3.2014)

Samutsevitch, Yekaterina, closing statement at Russian trial,
https://chtodelat.wordpress.com/2012/08/08/yekaterina-samutsevich-closing-statement/

Schwirtz, Michael, 2012, ”With Some Dissent, Russia's Parliament Confirms
Medvedev” http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/09/world/europe/slight-hiccup-as-putinand-medvedev-switch-jobs- in-russia.html?_r=0 (retrieved 3.3.2014)

103

Spillius, Alex, 2011, ”Vladimir Putin is trying to take Russia back in time”,
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/russia/8808712/Vladimir-Putin- istrying-to-take-Russia-back-in-time.html (retrieved 2.3.2014)

Starzhenetskii, Vladislav, Review of Central East European Law, Volume 37, Issue 2-3,
2012, pp 349-356, ”Assessing Human Rights in Russia: Not to Miss the Forest for
Trees, A Response to Preclik”,
http://booksandjournals.brillonline.com/content/journals/15730352/37/2-3

Talanova, Irina, "What does the coverage of the Pussy Riot story in Russian and UK
news media show us about the public sphere, and the type of stories that are in the
public interest, in each country?"
http://www.academia.edu/3703808/What_does_the_coverage_of_the_Pussy_Riot_story
_in_Russian_and_UK_news_media_show_us_about_the_public_sphere_and_the_type_
of_stories_that_are_in_the_public_interest_in_each_country

The European House for Culture Meeting, 2012, Meeting on Arts, Human Rights and
Social Justice in the framework of theEuropean Platform on Access to Culture
http://www.access-to-culture.eu/accesstoculture/14/calendar/?calendar_id=16 (retrieved
4.5.2014)

The Independent, 2010, ”Russian Rapper Jailed for Anti-Police Song”
http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/russian-rapper-jailed- for-antipolicesong-2042514.html

(retrieved 4.5.2014)

The Guardian, 2013, ”Russian artist nails scrotum to Red Square cobbles – video”
http://www.theguardian.com/world/video/2013/nov/11/russian-artist- nails-testicles-redsquare-cobbles-video (retrieved 2.3.2014)

The Guardian, Mikhail Khodorkovsky, http://www.theguardian.com/world/mikhailkhodorkovsky, (retrieved on 5.5.2014)

104

The Moscow Times, Newsdesk, 2014, ”Pussy Riot's Tolokonnikova Wants
Hooliganism Charge Removed from Law Books”
http://www.themoscowtimes.com/news/article/pussy-riots-tolokonnikova-wantshooliganism-charge-removed- from- law-books/501469.html (retrieved 5.6.2014)

Tolokonnikova, Nadya, 2014, ”Putin is afraid of any real opposition - just like he was
afraid of Pussy Riot”, http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2014/jun/18/putinpussy-riot-moscow-city-duma-elections (retrieved 20.6.2014)

Tolokonnikova, Nadezhda, closing statement at Russian
trial,http://www.slate.com/blogs/xx_factor/2012/08/10/pussy_riot_trial_closing_stateme
nt_certainly_makes_one.html

Traynor, Ian and Patrick Wintour, 2014,”Ukraine crisis: Vladimir Putin has lost the
plot, says German chancellor”
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/mar/03/ukraine-vladimir-putin-angela- merkelrussian (retrieved 4.5.2014)

Tumanov, Grigory, 2014, ”Is Russia's foreign agent's law illegal?”
http://www.opendemocracy.net/od-russia/grigory-tumanov/is-russia%E2%80%99s%E2%80%98foreign-agent%E2%80%99- law- illegal-FARA-Golos-Memorial (retrieved
3.5.2014)

UNDOC, Offical Documents System of the United Nations, http://daccess-ddsny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N12/501/25/PDF/N1250125.pdf?OpenElement (retrieved
2.4.2014)

Universal Periodic Review, Russia (UPR), 2013,
http://www.ohchr.org/EN/HRBodies/UPR/Pages/RUSession16.aspx

Vidal, John, 2014, ”Arctic 30: Russia releases Greenpeace ship”,
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/jun/06/arctic-30-sunrise-russia-torelease-greenpeace-ship (retrieved 15.6.2014)

105

Walker, Shaun, 2013, ”Protest in Russia: an activity only for the brave and foolhardy”
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/nov/03/russia-alexei-navalny (retrieved
2.3.2014)

Walker, Shaun, 2013, ”Arctic 30: Russia changes piracy charges to hooliganism”
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2013/oct/23/arctic-30-russia-chargesgreenpeace (retrieved 2.3.2014)

Walker, Shaun, 2014, ”Petr Pavlensky: Why I nailed my scrotum to Red Square”,
http://www.theguardian.com/artanddesign/2014/feb/05/petr-pavlensky-nailed-scrotumred-square (retrieved 2.3.2014)

Warrell, Helen, 2013, ”Greenpeace 'Arctic 30' arrive home from Russia”,
http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/820d4f84-6ef3-11e3-bc9e00144feabdc0.html#axzz35dJquXh2 (retrieved 5.3.2014)

Wilkinson, Carl, 2002, ”What happened next?”
http://www.theguardian.com/theobserver/2002/oct/27/features.magazine137 (retrieved
5.3.2014)

Yarovitsyn, Roman and Maria Tsvetkova, 2013, ”Russia mmnesty could free Pussy
Riot, benefit Greenpeace activists”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/12/10/usrussia-amnesty- idUSBRE9B90GC20131210 (retrieved 2.3.2014)

YLE, TV1, Panel discussion, June 2014, Kultaranta-keskustelut,
http://areena.yle.fi/tv/2269511 ( high level Finnish politicians and opinion leaders
debating the current situation in Russia and more specifically about Finland's future
relations with Russia) (retrieved 15.6.2014)

106

Legal Acts (Including Soft Law)

The Russian Federation Constitution (1993),
http://archive.kremlin.ru/eng/articles/ConstIntro01.shtml

The USSR Constitution (1977),
http://www.departments.bucknell.edu/russian/const/1977toc.html

The Russian Criminal Code (1996), http://www.russian-criminal-code.com/

The United Nations Declaration on Human Rights
(1948),http://www.un.org/en/documents/udhr/

The European Convention on Human Rights (1950)
www.echr.coe.int/Documents/Convention_ENG.pdf

The Internationl Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
(1966),http://www.ohchr.org/en/professionalinterest/pages/ccpr.aspx

General Comment No. 34 to Article 19 of the ICCPR,
www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrc/.../GC34.

General Comment No. 27 to Article 12 of the ICCPR,
http://www.refworld.org/docid/45139c394.html

The Helsinki Final Act, http://www.osce.org/mc/39501

The Human Rights Council Resolution 7/36,
http://www.google.fi/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=1&ved=0C

107

B4QFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fap.ohchr.org%2Fdocuments%2FE%2FHRC%2Freso
lutions%2FA_HRC_RES_7_36.pdf&ei=GWvDU4yNEsmBywPd8YDYBg&usg=AFQj
CNHwwCNxomvo1xZeZCwYuuc3WW_FHQ

The Magna Carta, 1215, http://www.constitution.org/eng/magnacar.htm

Draft Opinion by the Venice Commission on federal law no. 65-FZ of 8 June 2012 of
the Russian Federation, http://www.venice.coe.int/webforms/documents/?pdf=CDLAD(2013)003-e

Federal Law on Combating Extremist Activity of the Russian Federation, translation
offered by the Council of Europé. Document No: CDL-REF(2012), Opinion no:
660/2011

Venice Commission Draft Opinion on the Federal Law on Combating Extremist
Activity of the Russian Federation from March 7th 2012, document No:
CDL(2012)011,
http://www.google.fi/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=1&ved=0C
B4QFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.venice.coe.int%2Fwebforms%2Fdocuments%2
Fdefault.aspx%3Fpdffile%3DCDL(2012)011reve&ei=JXnDU6OwCaOAywPc2oGQAg&usg=AFQjCNHM8CpEOZkaIVq2v4euPcLuui
V8dw&bvm=bv.70810081,d.bGQ

Venice Commission Opinion Report on the amendments on the federal law on
assembly. Doc no: CDL-AD(2013)003,
http://www.google.fi/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=1&ved=0C
B4QFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.venice.coe.int%2Ffiles%2Fcdl-ad(2013)003e.pdf&ei=unnDU6zHDIaDzAPChYDwDQ&usg=AFQjCNGaskHem5nuz6T8wR1oGdKwwIhuA&bvm=bv.70810081,d.bGQ

Cases

108

The Russian case file against Pussy Riot retrieved from www.consultant.ru
Постановление Верховного Суда РФ от 10.12.2013 N 5-Д13-67 Приговор: По ч. 2
ст. 213 УК РФ за хулиганство, ВЕРХОВНЫЙ СУД РОССИЙСКОЙ ФЕДЕРАЦИИ
ПОСТАНОВЛЕНИЕ от 10 декабря 2013 г. N 5-Д13-67

Maria Vladimirovna Alekhina and others against Russia (19 June 2012) No: 38004/12,
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/sites/eng/pages/search.aspx?i=001-139863

Case of De Haes and Gjisels v. Belgium (24 February 1997) No: 19983/92,
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/sites/eng/pages/search.aspx?i=001-58015

Case of Karatas v. Turkey (8 July 1999) No: 23168/94,
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/sites/eng/pages/search.aspx?i=001-58274

Case of Ceylan v. Turkey (8 July 1999) No: 23556/94,
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/sites/eng/pages/search.aspx?i=001-58270

Case of Incal v. Turkey (9 June 1998) No: 22678/93,
http://hudoc.echr.coe.int/sites/eng/pages/search.aspx?i=001-58197

109

110

111

Global Campus
Open Knowledge Repository

http://globalcampus.eiuc.org

02. Theses

Global Campus Europe: EMA

2014

þÿThe concept of hooliganism in Putin s
Russia: a conveniant charge to control
inconveniant people?
Zilliacus, Karin
https://doi.org/20.500.11825/475
Downloaded from Open Knowledge Repository, Global Campus' institutional repository

