DATASET
ETHNORELIGIOUS HATE CRIME IN THE CITIES, COUNTIES AND TOWNS OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION, 2002-2006

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
We analyze ethnoreligious hate crime in the Russian Federation at the lower level of data aggregation than province in order to increase the probability that our variables may be causally related. Analyses based on this dataset stand to generate more specific, localized risk profiles and policy recommendations. The data was collected for a sample of 102 locations selected from 2,416 Russian cities, counties and towns of the Russian Federation except those located in Chechnya and the immediate war zone in the republics of Ingushetia, Dagestan, and North Ossetia. The rules of scientific inference require that we select cases on the independent variables (demographic change) or randomly. However, the number of locations where hate violence has been reported is considerably smaller than the total number of cities, counties, and towns in Russia. To avoid producing methodologically valid samples with too few hate crime incidents, we use the method of selecting cases on the outcome variable corrected by a sample of cases selected on the causal variables (King, Keohane, and Verba 1994). A four-step procedure was followed: 

(1) We identified 45 locations across Russia with varying levels of ethnoreligious hate violence. Twenty five locations come from provinces with mean rates of hate crime plus or minus one standard deviation from the mean; 11 from areas with hate crime rates one standard deviation or more above the mean; and 9 from areas with hate crime rates one standard deviation or more below the mean. In the dataset, locations from such provinces are coded as HC2, HC1, and HC3, respectively. Of these 45 locations, we picked 10 where ethnic non-Russians comprised the majority (three from Bashkortostan, two from Tatarstan and one each from Dagestan, Kabardino-Balkaria, Karachaevo-Cherkessia, Mari El, and Tyva). This procedure helps us account for the approximately 80:20% split between Russians and non-Russians in the federation.

(2) For all locations outside this first sub-sample we calculated the mean and standard deviation for majority population size in 1989 and percent minority population change from 1989 to 2002. For each of these variables we divide locations into three groups: those with mean scores plus or minus one standard deviation and those with more than one standard deviation above and below the mean. Based on this distribution we grouped cities, counties and towns into a 3 x 3 contingency table, giving us a mix of cases with high, medium, and low levels of majority group homogeneity in 1989 and minority population change from 1989 to 2002. In the dataset these groups in the contingency table are coded as DEM01 through DEM09. DEM01 comprises locations with high levels of homogeneity and large minority population change, DEM09 - locations with low levels of homogeneity and small minority population and DEM05 - locations with medium levels of the former and the latter. Other codes fill in the remaining squares depending on levels of homogeneity and minority population change.
(3) From this set we picked 57 other locations. Of these, in 21 locations (coded DEM05) both variables scored around the mean; in 24 locations (coded DEM02, DEM04, DEM06, DEM08) the score for only one of the variables was around the mean; and in 12 locations (coded DEM01, DEM03, DEM07, DEM09) the score was higher or lower than the mean for both variable. 
(4) By merging the two groups of cases we obtained our sample of 102 locations. 

