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Abstract of Dissertation 

Understanding the “Conditionality Gap” in Estonia and Latvia 
The Influence of EU Conditionality and Russia’s Activism on Minority Inclusion 

 

Latvia and Estonia, which joined the EU in 2004, are lauded as “success” cases for those 

scholars concerned with demonstrating the positive effects of EU conditionality on 

democratic nation-building. This is because pressure from European institutions led to 

changes in citizenship and language policies in both states in the late 1990s. However, the 

impact of these policy changes on minority integration actually remains unclear in 

Estonia and Latvia, as the Russian-speaking minority remains marginalized in these 

societies with respect to their economic, political and social standing. The Russian-

speaking minority has responded to this marginalization with expressions of discontent in 

the form of vandalism, demonstrations, and riots, the most recent of which were the 

Bronze Soldier riots in Estonia in April 2007 and the protests over educational reform in 

Latvia in spring 2004. If EU conditionality was supposed to ensure that universal 

standards regarding minority rights were adopted by accession states, then what explains 

these growing expressions that international norms and domestic understandings of those 

norms have not converged?  

Through an analysis of both international conventions and domestic minority policy 

documents, an innovative “Q method” study, and semi-structured interviews with policy 

elites in both states, the dissertation addresses four primary research questions: 1) Are 

domestic policies in the areas of citizenship, language, and education consistent with 

European minority rights standards?; 2) How are European “minority rights norms”,  and 
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“integration”, understood by policy elites and to what extent are these understandings 

consistent with international standards?; 3) How does normative pressure from European 

institutions to integrate the Russian minority influence the development of minority 

policies and elite attitudes toward minority integration in the post-accession period?; and 

4) How does Russia’s activism impact the integration process and the acceptance of 

minority rights norms by elites in these societies?  

The dissertation calls the success of EU conditionality in the area of minority rights into 

question, by pointing to both the shallowness of changes in citizenship and language 

policies in the late 1990s and disagreements over the meaning and importance of minority 

rights norms among Estonian and Latvian elites. In addition, it illustrates that previous 

studies on the comparative impact of kin-state activism and EU conditionality on minority 

policies in these states should not be so quick to dismiss Russia’s influence on attitudes 

toward integration processes. While Russia’s activism may not always have a direct 

impact on changing policies in the direction of greater minority inclusion, it does produce 

a defensive reaction among elites and can cultivate and perpetuate “myths” in society, 

both of which work against the integration process and the development of more inclusive 

minority policies.   
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Chapter 1 
International Pressure, Democratization, and Minority Inclusion:  

The Puzzles of the Estonian and Latvian “Success” Cases 

The accession of ten new states to the European Union in 2004 has drawn attention to 

how the international community can influence nation-building in democratizing states. 

Several studies have heralded the success of the EU in taming nationalist sentiments and 

promoting democracy in post-communist states through the politics of conditionality. 

These studies point to the Baltic States, along with some Central and Eastern European 

(CEE) states such as Bulgaria, Slovakia, and Romania, as success cases for the positive 

effects of EU conditionality on democratic nation-building in Eastern Europe (Cooley 

2003; Gelazis 2000; Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; Schimmelfennig 2002; Vachudova 

2005). Drawing on constructivist theory in international relations, this project calls the 

“success” of EU conditionality in Estonia and Latvia into question by pointing to the lack 

of convergence between international minority rights norms and domestic policies and 

understandings. The explanation for the failure of norm convergence requires examining 

the ways in which Russia’s activism works as a countervailing force to pressure from 

European institutions. Consequently, this project makes a significant contribution to more 

recent literature that argues for a more “sobering” reflection on where and when the EU 

really mattered (Hughes and Sasse 2003; Hughes et al 2004; Rechel 2009).  

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, Estonia and Latvia, like most of the other newly 

independent states, faced the difficult task “of defending statehood and defining 

nationhood, staking out unique claims to ethnic proprietorship over lands that are home to 

manifestly heterogeneous populations” (King and Melvin 1999: 113). The challenge to 
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the newly democratizing, multi-ethnic states of post-communist Europe is to escape the 

communist legacy by reasserting national identities, while at the same time ensuring the 

rights of minority groups living within their borders to reproduce their own cultures. 

There is an inherent tension between the nationalizing approach to state-building taken 

by Estonia and Latvia, which conceives of the state as belonging to the ethnic majority, 

and therefore promotes the cultural and political hegemony of the majority (Brubaker 

1996; King and Melvin 1998), and minority integration, which requires the protection of 

the cultural and political rights of members of minority groups, as well as the creation of 

opportunities for their participation in society (Boswick and Heckman 2006; Esser 2000; 

Isajiw 1999). Thus Estonia and Latvia have been caught between the desire to reassert 

their independence from Russia’s influence, and the desire to “return to Europe,” a 

process which required them to take steps to integrate their large Russian-speaking 

minority. 

EU conditionality entails linking the perceived benefits of membership in the 

organization to the fulfillment of conditions relating to the protection of human rights and 

the advancement of democratic principles (Smith 2001:35). The “success” of EU 

conditionality has traditionally been measured by the ability of the EU to pressure target 

states to make changes in formal policies in order to make citizenship, language, and 

education laws compatible with international minority rights standards (Cooley 2003; 

Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; Vachudova 2005; Rechel 2009). The shortcoming of these 

studies is that they do not extend their analyses to examine whether policy change has led 

to the greater integration of minorities into the socio-political community, or whether the 
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democratic norms that were reflected in accession criteria were internalized by elites in 

these societies so that they might continue to guide the development of minority policies 

after accession.   

 
Latvia and Estonia, which joined the EU in 2004, are lauded as success cases for those 

scholars concerned with demonstrating the positive effects of EU conditionality on 

democratic nation-building. However, the policy changes that accompanied the accession 

process have not translated into minority integration, as the Russian-speaking minority 

remains marginalized in these societies with respect to their economic, political and 

social standing. The Russophone minority has responded to this marginalization with 

expressions of discontent in the form of vandalism, demonstrations, and riots, the most 

recent of which were the Bronze Soldier riots in Estonia in April 2007 and the protests 

over educational reform in Latvia in spring 2004. An analysis of minority policies, as 

well as a Q method study and interviews with elites in Estonia and Latvia, demonstrate 

that understandings of minority rights norms vary considerably across the Estonian and 

Latvian contexts, and national identity has still not evolved in either case so as to 

adequately accommodate the culture and identity of minority groups. If EU conditionality 

was supposed to ensure that universal standards regarding minority rights were adopted 

by accession states, then what explains these growing expressions that international 

norms and domestic understandings of those norms have not converged?  

One explanation for the failure of convergence is the influence of Russia on ethnopolitics 

and attitudes toward integration in these societies. Since the early 1990s, Russia has 
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pressured Estonia and Latvia to adopt more accommodative policies toward the Russian 

minority in the area of citizenship and language through a variety of mechanisms. These 

have included its own citizenship policies, military and economic pressure, and 

propaganda and disinformation campaigns launched in both international institutions and 

the Russian-language media. Previous research on the effect of EU conditionality on 

minority policies may be correct that the desire for membership in Western institutions 

was the primary motivator for the changes to citizenship and language policies in the late 

1990s (Kelley 2004; Galbreath 2005; Vachudova 2005), however Russia’s activism does 

have an effect on interethnic relations and attitudes toward integration in these societies 

in ways that have been overlooked in previous scholarship.  

The reactions of both majority and minority groups in Estonia and Latvia to recent events 

are evidence that Russia does have an impact on policies and attitudes toward integration 

in these cases, even if this impact works at cross-purposes with EU conditionality and 

European norms. Such events include the Bronze Soldier riots in Estonia in April 2007 

and the subsequent cyber attacks launched by Russia on the Estonian government, the 

recent crisis in Georgia, protests over educational reform in Latvia in spring 2004, as well 

as ongoing debates over interpretations of history. These events have had a deleterious 

effect on relations between ethnic Russians and the majority populations in Estonia and 

Latvia and have slowed the process of integration in both cases. Consequently, this 

project takes a more nuanced look at how Russia’s activism affects the development of 

minority policies and understandings of minority rights and inclusion in these societies.  
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The processes of minority integration, the inclusion of minorities into the socio-political 

community, and nation-building along the nationalizing model, have been occurring 

simultaneously in Estonia and Latvia and these processes have an important international 

dimension that has not been adequately studied in the existing literature on minority 

rights in these cases. Hughes et al (2004) argue that conditionality is shaped by the 

interaction of multiple level actors, perceptions, and interests, and that treating 

conditionality as a linear process is problematic. This dissertation responds to the call for 

greater conceptual and empirical elaboration on the influence of international actors on 

minority inclusion in Estonia and Latvia by addressing four specific research questions: 

1) Are domestic policies in the areas of citizenship, language, and education consistent 

with European minority rights standards?; 2) How are European “minority rights norms”,  

and “integration”, understood by policy elites and to what extent are these understandings 

consistent with international standards?; 3) How does normative pressure from European 

institutions to integrate the Russian minority influence the development of minority 

policies and elite attitudes toward minority integration in the post-accession period?; and 

4) How does Russia’s activism impact the integration process and the acceptance of 

minority rights norms by elites in these societies?  

This study goes beyond previous studies on the effects of international pressure on the 

development of minority policies in these states by taking both an objective approach to 

norm compliance as well as a subjective approach that problematizes elite attitudes and 

understandings. The degree of convergence between European minority rights standards 

and domestic policies is established objectively through analysis of international 
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conventions, domestic policies, and ongoing dialogue between international monitors and 

the governments of these states. A “Q method” study and semi-structured interviews with 

policy elites in both states establish subjective interpretations of both the comparative 

impact of European institutions and Russia on integration processes, as well as 

understandings of “minority rights” and “integration” among policy elites. International 

norms can only influence policies through the filter of domestic structures and domestic 

actors which can produce variations in norm interpretation (Checkel 1999; 2001; 

Finnemore and Sikkink 1998).  Therefore, democratization in the area of minority rights 

will only continue in the post-accession period if democratic norms are understood and 

internalized by elites in these cases, and only if these norms continue to guide policy. 

This study calls the “success” of EU conditionality on democratization in the area of 

minority rights into question by pointing to the shallowness of changes in citizenship, 

language, and education policies that resulted from conditionality, as well as by revealing 

disagreements over the meaning and importance of minority rights norms among 

Estonian and Latvian elites. In addition, it argues that previous studies on EU 

conditionality have not paid adequate attention to Russia’s influence on elite attitudes 

(Cooley 2003; Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; Rechel 2009; Vachudova 2005). While 

Russia’s criticism may not always have a direct impact on changing policies in the 

direction of greater minority inclusion, it does produce a defensive reaction among elites 

and can cultivate and perpetuate myths in society that work against integration processes 

and the development of more inclusive minority policies. Consequently, this project 

contributes to constructivist scholarship by pointing to both the importance of norm 
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convergence for the establishment of integrated societies, as well the ability of powerful 

kin-states to impact the process of norm internalization.  

In addition, the results of both the policy analysis and the Q method study point to 

important similarities and differences in Estonia and Latvia with respect to the acceptance 

of minority rights norms. Elites in both societies question both the applicability of 

European minority rights norms to the domestic situation and point to the double-

standard that exists between “old” and “new” Europe regarding expectations about 

minority rights as a justification for not following recommendations in the post-accession 

period. Finally, there is substantial evidence that integration is not understood as a two-

way process between majority and minority communities, despite the emphasis of 

European conventions on the importance of mutual accommodation.  

However, the study also points to significant variations between the two cases. The 

results of the policy analysis show that Latvia has always been more reluctant to comply 

with European recommendations, and as a result, Latvia’s policies are more restrictive 

toward minority rights. In addition, there is a discourse among Latvian elites that still 

questions the loyalty of segments of the Russian-speaking minority, especially those that 

remain non-citizens, and still views these non-citizens as a pawn of Moscow politics. By 

contrast, the Estonian elite are united in the belief that the Russian minority is loyal to the 

Estonian state. In addition, the Estonian elite is less polarized with regard to citizenship 

and language issues than the Latvian elite, which provides opportunities for integration to 

move forward in Estonian society.  
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These variations are important considering that Estonia and Latvia are often treated as 

most similar cases in the literature on international pressure and minority integration 

(Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; and Sasse 2009). The forced and encouraged migration of 

large numbers of Russian-speakers to the Baltic region during the Soviet period, as well 

as the forcible deportation of native populations, has presented a unique set of challenges 

for both democratization and nation-building in these cases. In addition, Estonia and 

Latvia were forced to meet European minority rights standards as part of the EU 

accession process, and both states have been targets of Russia’s activism on the basis of 

its claim to be the protector of the Russophone minority outside its borders. Estonia and 

Latvia therefore represent most-similar cases in terms the challenges to nation-building 

after independence and in terms of international pressure to integrate their large Russian 

minorities (Galbreath 2005: 30).1 Attention to international pressure alone, however, is 

not sufficient for explaining different policy outcomes in the two cases or differences in 

elite attitudes toward their Russian-speaking minorities. Variations across the two cases 

can only be explained with reference to domestic level factors, which points to an 

important avenue for future research.  

Citizenship and Language as Tools of Nation-building  

Both Estonia and Latvia have had relatively short periods of statehood, being 

independent states only in the interwar period between 1917 and 1939. Both of these 

states have spent long periods of their history under Russian control, a fact which figures 

                                                           
1 Galbreath 2005: 30. In addition having similar histories and international pressures, the starting points of 
these states are the closest conditions political science can get to laboratory settings due to their similar 
geographical and population sizes.  
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prominently in the construction of their national identities and their minority policies 

since 1991. Both states were part of the Russian empire until 1917, and while they were 

independent during the interwar period, they were both incorporated into the Soviet 

Union at the end of World War II as a result of the 1939 Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact in 

which Stalin and Hitler carved up spheres of influence in Eastern Europe. Elites in both 

Estonia and Latvia define the Soviet era as occupation and consequently there has been a 

tendency to view Russia as threatening to both state security and national identity. The 

Soviet period is remembered by the ethnic majority in each state as a particularly harsh 

and difficult period of history in which the Soviet Union treated the Baltic States more 

like colonies than quasi-independent states, deporting oppositionists, and embarking on a 

campaign to make Russian the dominant language (Clemens 1991). 

In order to reverse the ethnic hierarchy that was imposed during the Soviet period,  both 

Estonian and Latvian elites followed the traditional nation-state model of state-building, 

which aims to create territorially sovereign, culturally homogenous nation-states, and 

developed a conception of national identity that is based on the idea that the nation is for 

the ethnic majority (Csergo 2007: 31). Brubaker (1996) uses the term nationalizing state 

to denote ethnically heterogeneous states that are “conceived as nation-states, whose 

dominant elites promote (to varying degrees) the language, culture, demographic 

position, economic flourishing, or political hegemony of the nominally state-bearing 

nation” (Brubaker 1996: 57). Hastings (1997) defines the nation-state as “as state which 

identifies itself in terms of one specific nation whose people are not seen simply as 
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‘subjects’ of the sovereign but as a horizontally bonded society to whom the state in a 

sense belongs” (3).2  

The creation of a national identity involves the creation of a political community with “a 

definite social space, a fairly well demarcated and bounded territory, with which the 

members identify and to which they feel they belong” (Smith 1991: 9). In addition to 

having a collective history that connects members of the nation to a specific homeland, 

national identity is built upon common cultural and social mores, values, and tradition 

(Sheffer 2003: 11). National identity is only one type of social identity: “Social identities 

are labels that people assign themselves (or that others assign to them) when they claim 

membership (or are assigned membership) in a social category that they (and others, 

whether members of that category or not) see as plausibly connected to their history and 

present set of behaviors” (Laitin 1998: 16; See also Tilly 1996). National identity, like all 

identities is a self conception that is constructed in dialogue with a particular “other,” 

based on processes of identification with and differentiation from that “other” (Petersoo 

2007: 119).3 The boundaries between “self” and “other” are not always clear-cut, nor are 

these boundaries necessarily enduring as some primordialists would argue. Rather, 

“identity is inherently situational and always changing,” (Hale 2004: 459).4  

                                                           
2 See also Walker Connor. 1994. “A Nation Is a Nation, Is a State, Is an Ethnic Group, Is a…” in Connor 
Ethnonationalism: The Quest for Understanding. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, pp. 90-117; 
Lowell W. Barrington. 1997. “Nation and Nationalism: The Misuse of Key Concepts in Political Science,” 
PS: Political Science and Politics, 30:4, pp. 712-716. 
3 Gellner (1983) notes that there is both a cultural and a voluntaristic aspect to the nation: “1) Two men are 
of the same nation if and only if they share the same culture” and “2) Two men are of the same nation if 
and only if they recognize each other as belonging to the same nation.”  
4 For examples of social constructivist approaches to national identity see: Rogers Brubaker, Nationalism 
Reframed:  Nationhood and the National Question in the New Europe (Cambridge:  Cambridge University 
Press, 1996); David Laitin Identity in Formation: The Russian Speaking Populations in the Near Abroad. 
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While all identities, including national identity, imply a “strongly bounded sense of 

groupness” that rests upon a “powerfully imagined and strongly felt commonality,” the 

nation cannot be assumed to be an internally homogenous group (Brubaker 2000: 20). 

Nor can national identification be assumed to be the only dimension of individual identity 

or the most important part of individual self-identification or self-understanding. Identity 

is therefore best understood as “the complete self-concept of a person, the totality of 

points of personal reference, both thick and thin, defining that person’s relationship to the 

social world” and identification with the nation is only one point of reference (Hale 2004: 

478). Therefore, rather than speaking about individuals as having “multiple identities” it 

is better to speak of “multiple identifications,” or “multiple dimensions of identity” (Hale 

2004: 480).   

Many post-communist states in Eastern Europe followed the nation-state model of state-

building which viewed the state as belonging to the ethnic majority group (Brubaker 

1996; Csergo 2007; King and Melvin 1998) as well as the creation of national identity 

centred around the culture, history, and values of the core ethnic group (Smith 1991). 

Most states included the protection of ethnic majority language and culture into their 

constitutions and developed language and education laws aimed at protecting both 

majority culture and majority ownership over state institutions (Csergo 2007). However, 

Estonia and Latvia took the idea of inheritance further through the development of an 

                                                                                                                                                                             

Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998; J. Fearon & Laitin “Violence and the Social Construction of Ethnic 
Identity,” in International Organization, Fall 2000; Snyder, From Voting to Violence:  Democratization 
and Nationalist Conflict (New York:  W. W. Norton & Company, 2000); Liisa Malkki, Purity and Exile: 
Violence, Memory and National Cosmology among Hutu Refugees in Tanzania; V. P. Gagnon, “Ethnic 
Nationalism and International Conflict: The Case of Serbia, International Security, Winter 1994-95. 
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exclusive citizenship policy which led to the effective disenfranchisement of the Russian-

speaking minority in both societies.  

Citizenship policies have a significant impact on national identity, and the identities of 

various groups in society because “it grants an identity to those who receive it and 

excludes those who do not” (Barrington 1995:742). The exclusion of ethnic minority 

groups from official membership in the state sends a powerful message to these groups 

about the meaning of national identity, even if other policies run counter to this 

“ethnocratic tendency” (Ibid). Citizenship policy in Estonia and Latvia, as in other Soviet 

successor states, has involved “struggles over inclusion and exclusion, over identities and 

loyalties, over the nature and ‘ownership’ of the state, over the proper relation between 

culture and politics, the proper boundaries between private and public spheres, [and] the 

proper bearing of cultural heterogeneity on the organization of public life” (Brubaker 

1992: 273). 

Based on the belief that the Soviet occupation was illegal by standards of international 

law, Estonian and Latvian elites took a restorationist approach to the state in which 

automatic citizenship was granted only to those persons who held citizenship in 1940, 

while all other permanent residents were forced to naturalize. Estonia and Latvia are the 

only two successor states to the Soviet Union who rejected the idea of territorial citizenry 

which granted citizenship to all permanent residents at the time of independence 

(Brubaker 1992: 278).  
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Lithuania took the “zero option,” which was a middle of the road approach between 

granting blanket citizenship to everyone resident in the country, and the more exclusive 

notion of political membership pursued by its Baltic neighbors. The “zero-option” 

granted automatic citizenship to all those who were citizens prior to Soviet incorporation 

and their descendents as well as to persons born in Lithuania and permanently residing 

there. Other permanent residents on the date of the enactment of the citizenship law were 

given two years to freely declare their citizenship, without residence or language 

restrictions (Brubaker 1995: 280). After the two year period, naturalization would be 

subject to residency and language requirements. The fact that Lithuania adopted a more 

inclusive approach to citizenship was both applauded by the international community and 

used as a justification by Russia for its criticism of Estonian and Latvian policies. 

In Estonia and Latvia, knowledge of the official language was made a prerequisite for 

naturalization, and the citizenship laws that were adopted in 1992 and 1994 respectively 

denied certain categories of people, such as retired Soviet military the right to residence 

and naturalization. This approach to citizenship reinforced the ethnic divisions between 

majority and minority groups that were already present as a result of Soviet policies 

because those who were excluded from automatic citizenship tended to be Russians 

(Barrington 1995: 743).  

Separating citizenship policies from language policies in these states is virtually 

impossible as language is used as a gatekeeper for naturalization and for official 

membership in the state (Druviete 2000: 27). Fluency in the national language was made 
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a requirement for the political, economic, social and cultural integration of ethnic 

minorities and for “belonging” to the Estonian and Latvian nation. Soviet occupation and 

subsequent Russification policies in the Baltic States have created a great deal of 

resentment toward the Russian language and a desire on the part of titular elites to elevate 

and protect the state language. Soviet policies in the areas of education, urbanization, and 

media affected the linguistic landscape and caused widespread animosity toward the use 

of the Russian language among the ethnic majority in both Estonia and Latvia. Both the 

demonstrations that broke out in each of the republics in the late 1980s and the ultimate 

rejection of the Soviet system were largely framed in linguistic terms (Grenoble 2003).  

The goal of protecting the state language was clearly stated by elites immediately after 

independence in both the Constitution and in the Language Acts of both countries. 

Widespread resentment over Soviet era policies, especially linguistic policies, led to the 

portrayal of both Russia and Russian culture as “negative” others in the construction of 

both Latvian and Estonian national identity in the early 1990s. In order to protect national 

identity, which is framed primarily in linguistic terms, the state devised citizenship, 

language and education laws with an exclusionist character toward their large Russian-

speaking minorities (Aalto 2003; Aasland and Flotten 2001; Brubaker 1996; Morris 

2004; Muiznieks 2006). In both states, language became the main tool and symbol for 

recreating national identity and for rejecting Soviet occupation and particularly 

Russification. The state language has become one of the clearest markers of national 

identity in these states and has served as a tool for both distancing the titular nations from 

Russia as well as from their large internal Russian-speaking minorities. 
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The idea of constructing national identity on the basis of language is not a new concept in 

Europe. Gellner (1983) argues that language served a central function in the creation of 

the modern European state system because a mass industrialized economy required a 

literate, standardized, interchangeable population in order to function. In a similar vein, 

Anderson (1991) argues that the invention of print capitalism allowed language to serve 

as a central tool in the creation of a large “imagined community” of people, who would 

never know each other personally, but who feel affinity for each other and for other parts 

of the territorial nation that they had never seen. In order to ensure the emergence of a 

single dominant language, “the state marked its ownership in its own language both in 

physical spaces (place names and public signs) and within the public institutions that 

assured state sovereignty (such as public administration, legislation, the judiciary, and the 

military)” (Csergo 2007: 6). The state also used the education system as a tool for 

socializing people to the national ideology (Ibid). Scholars, who link nationalism to the 

emergence of the modern state, suggest that the importance of markers of national 

identity, such as language, should disappear with the process of increasing globalization 

and democratization (Hobsbawm 1990; See also Billig 1995). 

While European integration has diminished the importance of state boundaries, language 

remains an important cultural marker of national identity and loyalty in the secularized 

states of Europe, as evidenced by the many states that still use language tests as 

gatekeepers to full membership in the political community (Csergo 2007; Joseph 2004; 

Laitin 1998; Shohamy 2006). Language standardization remains important for democratic 

states precisely because in modern democracies it is not enough for people “to decide 
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together, people need to deliberate together, as democratic states are constantly facing 

new questions…These deliberations require that other members know one another, listen 

to one another, and understand one another” (Taylor 1998, 145; See also Mill 1861).  

However, in addition to serving as an instrument for the creation of a common national 

identity, language can also be a powerful tool for exclusion in modern democratic 

societies (Csergo 2007; Shohamy 2006; Spolsky 2004; Taylor 1998). This is especially 

true across the Eastern European landscape where the collapse of both empires and 

ethnofederal states has rendered the nation and the state incongruent. In reaction to the 

homogenizing project of the titular majority, language minorities have made demands for 

the rights to protect their own language and culture on territories that they consider to be 

their own national homelands (Csergo 2007; Kymlicka and Patten 2003). The Estonian 

and Latvian cases reveal the tension in democratic societies between the need to create 

social cohesion and the need to safeguard individual rights. The “paradox of modern 

democracies” is that while they are the most inclusive polities in human history, there is a 

tendency toward exclusion resulting from the need for a high degree of social cohesion, 

solidarity, and community among fellow citizens (Taylor 1998). 

The combination of citizenship and language policies that were adopted in Estonia and 

Latvia in the early 1990s fueled perceptions of discrimination on the part of the Russian-

speaking communities in both states. A number of studies conducted in the early 1990s 

point to the fact that the restorationist approach to state-building with its emphasis on the 

titular language was viewed as unfair by the Russian minority because it violated the 

rights of non-titulars and stripped them of rights that they held during the Soviet period 
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(Rose and Maley 1994; Smith, Aasland, and Mole 1994). Accusations of discrimination 

rest largely on the fact that only 15% of ethnic Russians in Estonia, and 22% in Latvia 

could claim fluency in the titular language in 1989, and therefore the new emphasis 

placed on the titular language after independence necessarily excluded the vast number of 

Russian-speakers from participating in society (Kolstoe 1995: 89; See also Chinn and 

Kaiser 1996; Muiznieks 2006a). These perceptions of discrimination on the part of the 

Russian-speaking minority reinforced the identity of Russian-speakers as “others” in 

Estonian and Latvian society, and provided the pretext for both European involvement 

and kin-state activism on behalf of the rights of minorities in these societies. Debates in 

these societies over the linguistic rights of Russian-speakers center on discussions about 

whether this linguistic minority should be considered a national minority or an immigrant 

community.5   

In the early 1990s, the priority of ensuring that national identity reflected the dominance 

and cultural supremacy of the ethnic majority group won out over the need to incorporate 

and integrate the internal Russian minority. The desire for membership in Western 

institutions, primarily NATO and the EU, brought with it attention to the need to 

integrate the Russian minority into Estonian and Latvian society and created new 

challenges for nation-building in these countries. Since 1991, elites in Estonia and Latvia 

                                                           
5 For a discussion on the debate between the linguistic rights of national minorities and immigrant 
communities see Kymlicka 1995. Kymlicka arranges minorities on a moral scale from national minorities 
who should have same rights to cultural autonomy as the minority group to recent immigrants who he 
argues have forfeited their right to cultural autonomy by voluntarily migrating. For a criticism of this 
approach see Parekh, Bhikhu. 2000. Rethinking Multiculturalism: Cultural Diversity and Political Theory. 
London: MacMillan. 
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states face the challenge of constructing a national identity based on the ethnic majority 

culture, while trying at the same time trying to integrate a large Russian-speaking 

minority that is culturally, linguistically, and in the Estonian case, spatially separated 

from the majority ethnic group, into the political and social structures of these societies. 

Consequently, the processes of nation-building and integration have been occurring 

simultaneously in these societies since the mid-1990s. Debates about citizenship, 

language, and education policies are central to understandings of minority integration and 

continue to be the source of tensions within these societies as well as the focus of dialog 

between these governments and international actors (Brubaker 1996; Feldman 2001; 

Kuus 2002; Made 2003; Ozolina and Rikveilis 2006; Petersoo 2007; Tabuns 2006; Vetik, 

Nimmerfeldt, Taru 2006).  

The “Russophone” or “Russian-speaking” Minority in Estonia and Latvia 

The ethnic demography of Estonia and Latvia changed dramatically as a result of Soviet 

era policies which encouraged the migration of ethnic Russians to the Baltic States and 

resulted in the forced deportation of the ethnic Estonian and Latvian populations. The 

Estonian state in the 1930s was almost 90 percent ethnically homogenous however by 

1989 ethnic Estonians comprised only 61.5 percent of the population, with the largest 

ethnic minority, the Russian minority comprising 30.3 percent of the population. The 

situation was even more extreme in Latvia where the percentage of ethnic Latvians 

declined from 75.5% in 1939 to 51.8% in 1989, with Russians comprising approximately 

34% of the population (Kolstoe 1995: 108; See also Aasland and Flotten 2001: 1028; 

Ruddenshold 1992: 610). Although ethnic Russians are the dominant minority ethnic 
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group in Estonia and Latvia, Belarusian, Ukrainian and other smaller post-Soviet groups 

are also present in these societies. Currently, ethnic Russians comprise 26% of population 

followed by Ukrainians (2%) and Belarusians (1%).6 In Latvia, Russians currently 

comprise approximately 28% of the population, followed by Belarusians (3.8%) and 

Ukrainians (2.5%).7 Ethnicity, however, does not determine mother-tongue, as the 

majority of Belarusians and Ukrainians in both states also indicate that Russian is their 

mother-tongue.8  

The question of how to label and classify the large post-Soviet, predominately Russian-

speaking minority in the Baltic States, has been a subject of much debate among scholars. 

Melvin (1995) has used the terms Russified settlers, while Galbreath (2005) uses 

Russophone communities, to capture the ethnic diversity of the various minorities that 

make-up the Soviet era settlers. Laitin (1998) uses the term Russian-speaking minority. 

The latter term has been criticized because it ignores ethnic differences within this 

broader categorization and ignores the fact that many ethnic Estonians and ethnic 

Latvians are also Russian-speakers. Melvin (1995) argues that in addition to using 

                                                           
6 Data of the Statistical Office of Estonia. Population Census 2001. Available at:  Last accessed March 3, 
2009. 
7 Data of the Board for Citizenship and Migration Affairs, January 1, 2006.  
8 According to the 2001 population census, approximately 57% of Ukrainians in Estonia indicate that 
Russian is their mother tongue compared with 41% who indicate that Ukrainian is their mother tongue. 
Approximately 70% of Belarusians in Estonia indicate that Russian is their mother tongue compared with 
approximately 29% that indicate Belarusian as their mother tongue. Available at: http://pub.stat.ee/px-
web.2001/Dialog/Saveshow.asp Last accessed 3/3/2009. In Latvia, 68% of Ukrainians declare Russian to 
be their mother tongue compared with 27% that declare Ukrainian as their mother tongue and 4% who 
declare Latvian as their mother tongue. Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/education/languages/archive/languages/langmin/euromosaic/lat4_en.html Last Accessed 
6/15/2009. Approximately 73% of Belarusians in Latvia declare Russian to be their mother-tongue 
compared with 19% who declare Belarusian as their mother-tongue and 7% who declare Latvian as their 
mother-tongue. Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/education/languages/archive/languages/langmin/euromosaic/lat1_en.html Last 
Accessed: 6/15/2009 
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Russian as their first language Russified settlers were organized not only around ethnicity 

but were part of the Soviet structure and were class conscious in addition to being used as 

a tool of leverage in borderland politics (See also Galbreath 2005). Thus their identity is 

not reducible to language use alone.  

However, because language has been the main instrument of inclusion and exclusion in 

both societies, and because language has been a predominant source of tension between 

the titular nationality and other ethnic groups, the term “Russian-speaking” is useful for 

calling attention to these issues and debates. The largest non-Russian minority groups in 

Estonia and Latvia are also Russian-speaking and they tend to have much in common 

with ethnic Russians (Barrington 1995: 732). In addition, the size of these non-Russian 

Russian-speaking groups is small in both states so that the terms Russian-speaking 

minority and Russian minority in Estonia and Latvia are almost equivalent. Consequently 

this project uses the terms Russian-speaking minority and Russophone minority 

interchangeably to denote those members of the minority community in both states, who 

identify Russian as their mother-tongue or as their second language (only in those cases 

where the titular language is not their mother-tongue). At the same time, recognition is 

given to the fact that this minority is not ethnically homogenous and that while the 

Russian language may be the dominant cultural feature of the group, it is not the only 

feature.   

Brubaker (2000) is critical about the reification of groups and categories in studies of 

nations and nationalism and argues that researchers “should avoid unintentionally 
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reproducing or reinforcing such reification by uncritically adopting categories of practice 

as categories of action” (5). This project neither assumes that the Russian minority is 

homogenous nor that individuals within this group share one common, identity or even 

that being Russian-speaking is the dominant identification for these individuals. Several 

authors have argued that at the start of the 1990s Russians comprised three dominant 

groups on the basis of their political views and their desire to remain in the Baltic States. 

There were those that supported the national fronts and independence as a force for 

democratic change; those that opposed the popular national fronts and preferred a return 

to the previous status quo; and those who formed non-political groups geared toward 

preserving Russian language and culture (Galbreath 2005: 25; See also Rudensky 1994). 

In a similar way, Starr (1994) categorized Russians as one-third who wanted to remain in 

the host country and learn the language, one-third who wanted to return to Russia, and 

one-third who would stay but would remain unhappy (Barrington 1995: 732).  

In addition, different categories of Russian-speakers have been more successful in terms 

of integrating into the political, social, and economic structures of the host-state. While 

some are fully integrated into society, others remain marginalized or separated from the 

ethnic majority and from participation in society, either by choice, or as a result of a 

combination of ethnic policies and language proficiency. Others fall somewhere in 

between these two extremes and are partially integrated. In Estonia and Latvia, these 

differences occur along citizenship, generational and regional lines. 9 

                                                           
9 See Integration of Estonian Society: Monitoring 2005 and Djackova 2003.  
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It would also be wrong to assume that all Russian-speakers self-identify in the same way, 

as identities are multi-faceted and ever-changing. While the process of identity 

construction among the Russian minority is an interesting and much researched topic, it 

currently lies outside the scope of this project.10 The same argument about the reification 

of groups can be made with respect to the titular majorities in Estonia and Latvia as well, 

which are also not homogeneous. However, the primary aim of this project is to look at 

how conceptions of minority inclusion have evolved as a result of external pressure, and 

how minority rights norms are understood by elites in these societies. The Estonian and 

Latvian governments have developed policies and approaches toward the inclusion and 

exclusion of the Russian-speaking community, as well as other minorities as “groups,” 

and Russia has claimed to be the protector of the Russian diaspora as a group. 

Consequently, this project cannot avoid treating majority and minority communities as 

groups in the empirical analysis.  

The demographic changes that occurred as a result of Soviet era policies sparked fears 

among ethnic Estonians and Latvians that they would become a minority within their 

own ethnic homeland, and led to discourses about the Russian-speaking minority as 

“colonizers” and as “fifth columnists” (Aalto 2003; Aasland and Flotten 2001; Kolstoe 

1996; Petersoo 2007: 124). This perception of threat contributed to the creation of 

boundaries between Russian-speakers on the one hand, and the ethnic majority in each 

state on the other. This boundary is primarily linguistic; however, boundary lines are also 

drawn on the basis of religion, history and culture. This boundary construction was fueled 

                                                           
10 See Barrington et al 2003; Brubaker 1996; Laitin 1998.  



23 

 

by a nation-state model of state-building and ethnopolitics designed to protect and 

promote the language, culture, and social hierarchy of the ethnic majority (Petersoo 2007: 

124; Kolstoe 1996: 624; Schopflin 1996: 163; Zepa et al 2005: 37; Zepa and Supule 

2006: 34).  

EU Accession, Democratization and Minority Integration 
 
In the early literature on democratization, international actors and agents were assigned 

an “indirect, usually marginal role,” however in the post-Cold War environment these 

variables have become more important for understanding democratization in Eastern 

Europe (Kubicek 2003: 1; See also Linden 2002; McMahon 2007; Pridham 1994; 2005). 

One of the primary motivations for promoting minority rights norms through EU 

accession criteria was to prevent the rise of ethnic nationalism among majority and 

minority groups and therefore to prevent a situation similar to the conditions that led to 

the violent ethnic conflicts in the former Yugoslav Republics (Brosig 2006). The 

inclusion of the protection of minorities into the Copenhagen Criteria meant that states 

with large internal minorities would now have to make sure that their minority policies 

were in line with European standards before they would be admitted as members of the 

EU.  

The challenges of reforming minority policies differ considerably across the Central and 

Eastern European landscape. Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic do not have any 

large internal minorities, with the exception of the Roma, and they do not have any 

minorities that can claim to be homeland communities. Homeland communities are 
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“groups that claim a lengthy history on a particular territory, and usually have a 

historiography, geography, and literature that tell the link between the community and the 

territory” (Csergo 2007: 7; See also Esman 1994: 6). The main political challenge for 

Hungary is the existence of ethnic Hungarians in all the other states outside its borders, 

which has led Hungary to become active in promoting the rights of ethnic Hungarians 

abroad. By contrast, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovakia, and Romania, do have large 

internal minorities some of which view the territory on which they live as their historic 

homeland. Ethnic heterogeneity makes it possible for elites in these states to resort to 

ethnic nationalism as a viable strategy to secure and maintain power, which could lead to 

ethnic conflict. In addition, most states in Central and Eastern Europe, including Estonia 

and Latvia, have complicated historical legacies in which territory changed hands 

between the current state and a kin-state in the area, making ethnic cleavages more 

intractable and the creation of minority policies more difficult. In ethnically 

heterogeneous states, “the goal of democratic nation-building... is to devise institutions 

that will lead politicians to accommodate rather than exclude the out-group” (Galbreath 

2005: 46). Consequently, the promotion of minority rights norms through various 

European Conventions and through EU accession criteria was a strategy designed to 

mitigate the potential for ethnic nationalism in new accession states and to encourage 

democratization by ensuring that states create policies aimed at integrating their internal 

minorities.  

Recent scholarship has demonstrated that international institutions have played an 

important role in encouraging states to amend their minority policies, ultimately 
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contributing to the increasing democratization of Eastern Europe. These mechanisms 

include control, contagion, convergence and conditionality, all of which will be discussed 

in greater detail in Chapter 2. The standard practice among democratization scholars is to 

divide democratization into three primary stages: Liberalization, transition, and 

consolidation (Huntington 1991; Rustow 1970).11 The final phase – consolidation – 

“refers to the process, often a lengthy one and in a certain sense always ongoing, of 

stabilizing and institutionalizing democratic institutions and practices as well as the 

internalization of democratic norms by elites and masses” (Kubicek 2003: 21). In 

addition to democracy becoming “the only game in town,”12 consolidation requires that 

“a state be accepted by all participants as the only legitimate set of government 

institutions” and that “there can be no questions as to the authority and domain of this 

state because of significant competing identities and loyalties that exist within the nation” 

(Galbreath 2005: 43 citing Linz and Stepan 1996; Rustow 1970; and Schedler 1998). 

                                                           
11 Liberalization is the initial period when political restrictions are relaxed, and alternative voices are 
organized and heard. Transition refers to the process of regime change itself and the creation of democratic 
institutions and processes within each state. This generally refers to the successful establishment through 
competitive elections of a viable and effective government (Huntington 1991). Consolidation has sparked 
the most debate within the theoretical literature on democratization especially with regard to the question of 
how you know when democracy is consolidated. There is a general consensus among scholars that that 
democracy is consolidated when under a given set of political and economic conditions, a particular system 
of institutions becomes “the only game in town,” that is, when no one can imagine acting outside 
democratic institutions, when all the losers want to do is to try again within the same institutions in which 
they have just lost (Przeworksi 1991; See also Huntington 1991; O’Donnell, Schmitter and Whitehead 
1986; Linz and Stepan 1998). Democracy becomes self-enforcing when all relevant political forces have 
the same probability of doing well and when no one can control outcome ex post and the results are not 
predetermined ex ante.  
12 Linz and Stepan 1996.  
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While the EU itself does not have specific minority rights norms13 aside from the 

Copenhagen Criteria, and the “Framework for the Integration of Third Country Nationals 

in the European Union” (2005), the fact that the CoE is a stepping stone to EU 

membership, and that the Commission has encouraged the signature and ratification of 

CoE conventions during the accession process, indicates that these norms are intended to 

guide policies in EU member states. These norms are embodied in the “European Charter 

for the Protection of Regional and Minority Languages” (ECRML) (CoE, 1992), the 

“Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities” (FCNM) (CoE, 1995) 

and the “Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic Rights of National Minorities” 

(OSCE, 1998). These documents recognize the importance of the protection of minority 

languages and culture and require the state to create appropriate conditions for minorities 

to express and preserve their cultural and linguistic identities. In addition, state parties are 

expected to promote in all areas of economic, social, political and cultural life, full 

equality between persons belonging to a national minority and those belonging to the 

majority. Through coordination and monitoring between the Council of Europe (CoE), 

the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the European 

Union (EU) in the accession period, states seeking membership in these Western 

institutions had to create policies aimed at the integration of their internal minorities.  

There are few concepts in political science that have been used in such a varied manner 

or have been the subject of so much debate across the American and European contexts 

                                                           
13 Katzenstein (1996) defines a norm as “collective expectations for the proper behavior of actors with a 
given identity” (See also Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Klotz 1995b). 
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as integration.14 At the most general level, integration may be summarized as the 

ongoing process of mutual inclusion and understanding between the ethnic minority and 

ethnic majority in a given society. Central to the concept of integration is the idea that it 

is a two-way process by which both majority and minority groups engage in mutual 

accommodation. It is also important to note that integration is “ongoing” and therefore 

there is no clear endpoint at which integration is understood to be completed. 

Consequently, integration indicators provide measures for assessing the progress of 

integration rather than the success or failure of the process as a whole. In the “Framework 

for the Integration of Third Country Nationals in the European Union,” the Commission 

emphasizes that “integration is a dynamic two-way process of mutual accommodation by 

all immigrants and residents of Member States” and that “integration implies respect for 

the basic values of the European Union.”15  

Democratization in Eastern Europe involves the integration of minorities into society 

because integration is fundamentally about creating opportunities for the participation of 

minority groups in social and political life. There are four primary aspects to integration: 

structural integration, cultural integration, social integration, and identity integration 

                                                           
14 For debates on the similarities and differences between “assimilation” in the American context and 
“integration” in the European context see: Alba, Richard. 2003. Remaking the American Mainstream: 
Assimilation and Contemporary Integration. Harvard University Press; Alba, Richard D, V. Nee. 1997. 
Rethinking Assimilation Theory for a New Era of Immigration, International Migration Review, 31(4):826-
874; Brubaker, Rogers. 2001. The Return of Assimilation? Changing Perspectives on Immigration and its 
Sequels in France, Germany and the United States, Ethnic and Racial Studies, 24: 531-548;Glazer, Nathan. 
1993. Is Assimilation Dead? Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 530: 187-
202; Mollenkopf, J. 1999. Assimilating Immigrants in Amsterdam: A Perspective from New York, 
Netherlands Journal of Social Science, 36: 126-145;Morawska, E. 2003. Immigrant Transnationalism and 
Assimilation: A Variety of Combinations and the Analytic Strategy it Suggests in Joppke, C. and Morawska, 
E. (eds), Toward Assimilation and Citizenship: Immigrants in Liberal Nation-States. Basingstoke: Palgrave 
Macmillan. 
15 Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, the European Economic 
and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, Brussels, 1.9.2005. COM(2005) 389 Final, pp 4. 
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(Esser 2000; Gordon 1964; Isajiw 1999; Heckman and Schnapper 2003). Structural 

integration is the most directly related to participation because it involves the acquisition 

of rights and equal access to the major institutions of society by all groups (education, the 

housing market, the labour market, the political system, and social services), as well as 

the ability of minorities to shape the structure of those institutions. Participation within 

these structures determines an individual’s socioeconomic status and the opportunities 

and resources available to them for social mobility.  

Cultural integration is defined as the process by which the behaviour and attitudes of 

individuals change as they develop competence in and understanding of the language, 

culture, and social mores of the dominant group in the receiving society (Berry et al. 

2006, Berry 2005; Phinney 2003). Cultural integration is important for both democracy 

and for the multiethnic nation as the ability to communicate is necessarily prior to 

deliberative democracy, and as shared culture is important for creating a shared national 

identity (Anderson 1991; Kymlicka and Patten 2003; Laitin 1998). However, cultural 

integration also implies that the ethnic majority should understand the culture of minority 

groups and develop an open and liberal attitude toward the cultural diversity in society.  

Social integration refers to the degree to which members of different groups are 

segregated and the degree to which they intermix. Social integration involves both the 

frequency and strength of contact between different societal groups and is measured in 

terms of participation in civil society networks that span intergroup divides (Jandt 1998). 

Much theoretical work on social integration has concluded that low levels of social 

integration were likely to result in social conflict between groups which work against 
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democratic processes (Allport 1979; Gordon 1964; Munche and Marske 1981; Rubel and 

Kupferer 1968; Speilberg 1968).  

Identity integration is the feeling of belonging to, and identification with, groups on 

ethnic, regional, local and/or national levels and with the state (Bosswick and Heckmann 

2006: 10; See also Banting et al 2007). The inclusiveness produced through identity 

integration has important implications for the creation of a multiethnic community and 

for democratization because “loyalty to the state is prior to participatory politics in the 

logic of democratization” (Elkins and Sides 2007: 5). Societies that show low levels of 

identification between groups and with the state are more likely to both engage in 

violence and return to violence (Ibid). Each of these different aspects of integration are 

embodied in European minority rights norms and all of them have to do with 

democratization in that they that define various areas of participation for minorities in the 

political and socio-economic life of the societies in which they live. 

This project is not concerned with explaining the various levels of integration of the 

Russian-speaking minority in Estonia and Latvia across these various dimensions of 

integration, but rather to demonstrate that the EU accession process was not sufficient for 

removing the barriers to integration in these cases, or for the internalization of minority 

rights norms by elites. Integration, however, is an important concept in this project 

because understandings of “integration” by elites in Estonia and Latvia are essential to 

the continuing development of minority policies in the post-accession period. While 

several studies have recognized the importance of EU conditionality in the creation of 
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minority policies in the Baltic States, far less attention has been paid to the ideational 

variant of convergence.16  

This project therefore contributes both theoretically and empirically to the literature on 

the influence of EU conditionality on democratization in Eastern Europe by paying 

specific attention to the question of norm convergence in the post-accession period – that 

is, the ways in which international minority rights norms are understood by elites in these 

societies, as well as the effectiveness of normative pressure from European institutions to 

integrate minorities in the post-accession period. Results of field work in Estonia and 

Latvia show that EU conditionality was not sufficient for establishing a common 

understanding of either “integration” or “minority rights norms” among elites in these 

cases, which has significance for the continuing development of minority policies and 

ultimately for the integration of minority groups in these societies.  

EU Conditionality and the Estonian and Latvian “Success” Cases 
 
Of the various types of international pressure mentioned above, membership 

conditionality is the mechanism which has received the most attention in the literature on 

EU expansion and democratization. Conditionality entails linking the perceived benefits 

of membership in the organization to the fulfillment of conditions relating to the 

protection of human rights and the advancement of democratic principles (Smith 2001: 

35; See also Kelley 2004; Schimmelfennig 2002; Vachudova 2005). While there is 

clearly an element of the “return to Europe” and a desire to be viewed as a belonging to 

                                                           
16Hughes et al 2004 do look at the attitudes of Hungarian, Slovenian, Estonian and Polish elites through a 
standardized survey however the study is focused on regional policy and not minority rights and does not 
look at elite attitudes in the post-accession period, as it was conducted 1999-2002.   
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the “democratic club” that accompanied the accession of the Baltic States to the EU, 

previous studies on the comparative effect of normative pressure and conditionality have 

argued that the latter has been the primary motivator for encouraging the shift toward 

more liberal policies in the area of minority rights in the late 1990s (Kelley 2004; 

Galbreath 2005). Whether the internalization of these norms has followed from the 

adoption of these policies is an important question that has been raised by other studies 

and will be explored in this project (See Hugh et al 2004). 

By using a variety of “carrots” and “sticks” an organization attempts to persuade states 

into adopting more democratic policies: “Conditionality thus works on a cost/benefit 

analysis and democracy results from a rational calculation” (Kubicek 2003: 7). Of all the 

international actors involved in the process of democratization many authors have 

assigned an important role to the EU. The EU holds out the greatest reward, membership, 

until the end of the accession process, which makes EU conditionality particularly 

powerful motivator for democratic change. In June 1993, the European Council 

established the Copenhagen criteria for EU accession which requires states to make 

reforms relating to market liberalization, the protection of human rights, and the 

advancement of democratic principles.17 Through coordinated effort between the OSCE, 

the Council of Europe and the European Union, membership in the EU and NATO were 

made conditional on changes in citizenship and language policies in Estonia and Latvia 

(Cooley 2003; Kelley 2004; Rechel 2009; Vachudova 2005).  

                                                           
17European Commission. Accession Criteria Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/enlargement_process/accession_process/criteria/index_en.htm Last 
Accessed: 6/15/2009. 
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The positive effect of the EU accession process on minority policies in Estonia and 

Latvia has been well documented and for the most part evaluated positively. 

Conventional wisdom argues that it was the role of the EU in making clear the 

conditionality of membership that ultimately influenced changes in citizenship and 

language legislation in Estonia and Latvia in the late 1990s, as opposed to normative 

pressure or kin-state activism. The negotiations that took place between European 

institutions and these governments over minority policy prior to EU accession has been 

the subject of a large body of literature which will be discussed more thoroughly in 

Chapter 3 (Brosig 2006; Chinn and Kaiser 1996; D.J. Smith 2003; Hogan-Brun et al 

2007; Kelley 2004; Moris 2004; Muiznieks 2006; Reinikainen 1999). Conditionality did 

result in the abolition of the window-system of naturalization in Latvia, the removal of 

language requirements for candidates running for national and local election in both 

states, the establishment of national integration programs in both states, simplified 

naturalization for children born of stateless parents and attention to the need to make 

language exams more accessible in order to reduce the large number of stateless citizens 

in these states. Consequently, EU accession did affect the nation-building project in 

Estonia and Latvia to the extent that these changes in minority policy contributed to the 

creation of more inclusive minority policies in the area of citizenship and language.  

However, policy change alone is not sufficient for declaring Estonia and Latvia to be 

“success” cases for the positive effects of EU conditionality on democratization in the 

area of minority rights. First of all, the changes that were made to citizenship and 

language laws in Estonia and Latvia in the late 1990s, did not remove all important 
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barriers to integration in these cases and in many instances the Russian minority remains 

marginalized and not integrated in these societies. Secondly, despite the existence of a 

minority rights framework in Europe, interpretations of those norms and the 

implementation of minority policies remain the purview of states alone. Consequently, 

Estonia and Latvia have developed different conceptions with regard to the participation 

of the Russian minority in society, especially with regard to the participation of non-

citizens. As a result, the inability of a large portion of the Russian minority to participate 

in the political process at the local level in Latvia remains a serious challenge for 

democracy. In addition, the changes made to citizenship policies in Estonia and Latvia as 

a result of conditionality were often undercut by either new domestic legislation or by the 

interpretations given to existing legislation. Finally, conditionality did not produce a 

consensus regarding understandings of either “integration” or “minority rights norms” 

among Estonian and Latvian elites which has made the continuing development of 

minority policies in these states highly conflictual, especially in the Latvian case. These 

shortcomings will be explored in greater depth in the chapters that follow.  

If EU conditionality was supposed to ensure that candidate countries comply with 

European minority rights norms, and if accession to the EU was a confirmation of 

success in this domain, then what explains the fact that elites in Estonian and Latvia have 

emerged from the accession process with different and conflicting understandings of 

minority rights and minority integration? Pressure from European institutions alone 

cannot explain the varied outcomes with respect to elite understandings of minority 

inclusion in the Estonian and Latvian cases. Understanding the limited success of EU 



34 

 

conditionality in these cases requires going beyond process-tracing and a focus on policy 

change alone. Previous studies on the importance of EU conditionality for the 

development minority policies in Estonia and Latvia have not paid adequate attention to 

Russia’s influence on integration process. In the wake of the Bronze Soldier Crisis in 

Estonia and protests over educational reform in Latvia, scholars have begun to address in 

a more systematic way the various ways that Russia’s activism can influence majority-

minority relations in these societies (Berg and Ehin 2009; Ehala 2009; Korts 2009; 

Muiznieks 2009; Zepa et al 2004; 2005). By problematizing elite perceptions of 

international pressure, it is possible to determine not simply whether pressure from 

European institutions and Russia affect policy making, but how these pressures interact 

with each other and with domestic variables in ways that shape elite understandings of 

minority inclusion. The ways in which Russia is able to mobilize ethnic fears in these 

societies is an important part of the explanation for why EU conditionality was not 

successful in producing an internalization of minority rights norms among substantial 

numbers of Estonian and Latvian elites.  

Russia’s Activism in Estonia and Latvia 

In addition to pressure from European institutions, Estonia and Latvia also have to deal 

with both criticism and pressure from Russia to change their minority policies. Russia has 

employed a variety of strategies to coerce the Estonian and Latvian governments to make 

Russian a second official language and to allow for dual citizenship. Several authors 

point to the fact that Russia has repeatedly proclaimed itself “the protector” of the 

Russian diaspora throughout the 1990s, and consequently many studies focus on the 
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motivations behind Russia’s actions or the tensions these proclamations produce between 

Russia and its neighboring states (Berg and Ehin 2009; Brubaker 1996; Bugajski 2004; 

Karklins 1994; King and Melvin 2000; Melvin 1995; Muiznieks 2006).  

Immediately after the Baltic States declared independence, Moscow began attacking 

citizenship and language initiatives and delayed withdrawing its army (Brown 2006; 

Ozolins 2003; Rannut 1994; Simonsen 2001; Verdery 1996). In rhetoric, Russian 

politicians linked troop withdrawal to the citizenship legislation in Estonia and Latvia and 

to the situation of the Russian minority in general. Russia has also applied economic 

sanctions against both states several times since 1991 (Morris 2004: 545; Bugajski 2004). 

The primary platform for Russia’s criticisms of Estonian and Latvian policies has been 

European institutions and Russia has brought claims of discrimination repeatedly before 

the UN, the CoE, the OSCE, and the EU. However, despite Russia’s claims of human 

rights abuses, none of the human rights missions dispatched to the region found evidence 

of systematic violations of human rights (Ozolins 2003: 219). Finally, Russia has used 

the Russian-language media to launch propaganda and disinformation campaigns against 

Estonia and Latvia in the hopes of both mobilizing the Russian-speaking minority and 

discrediting Estonia and Latvia in the eyes of Western monitors.  

The newest wave of criticism against Estonia came concerning the removal of the Bronze 

Soldier, a statue to commemorate the Soviet soldiers who died in WWII, from downtown 

Tallinn. The timing of these criticisms coincided with attacks on Estonian governmental 

websites, which led to accusations of Russia’s involvement in the attacks and in 

orchestrating the riots over the statues removal which occurred on April 26-28 2007. 
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Russia has spoken out against school reform in both countries, which requires Russian 

schools to transition to teaching 60% of their curriculum in the titular language, and 

helped to both fund and organize protests against the reform in Latvia in spring 2004. 

This activism intensifies the security discourse concerning the kin-state which is already 

deeply imbedded in Estonia and Latvia as a result of the Soviet occupation (Feldman 

2001).  

Bilateral relations between these states and Russia have been contentious since these 

states gained independence, and disputes over the retreat of the Soviet army, border 

demarcations, interpretations of history, the removal of monuments, and energy 

resources, to name a few, have been continual sources of tension. This fear of Russia is 

historically rooted and the view of Russia as an unstable neighbor that must be viewed 

with suspicion is still very much present among elites and within these societies more 

generally (Brubaker 1996; Made 2003; Petersoo 2007: 129; Tabuns 2006: 25). 

Consequently, those studies which look strictly at the success of Russia’s activism in 

influencing policy changes in the direction of increased minority inclusion in these states 

miss the many varied and subtle ways that Russia is still able to influence the attitudes of 

elites as well as society more generally toward the integration process. 

The nation-building projects of Estonia and Latvia have been complicated by the history 

of foreign domination, particularly by the Russian Empire and later the Soviet Union. 

This history has involved reversals of cultural supremacy between the titular majority and 

the Russian minority, as well as struggles for control over the means of cultural 

reproduction. Consequently, normative pressure to create more inclusive minority 
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policies and the internalization of these norms by elites must be filtered through the 

historical legacies of Soviet occupation, which created challenging ethnic demographies 

and the politicization of minority issues in both cases. 

The question that has not been systematically addressed in the existing literature concerns 

the impact that Russia’s activism has had on the development of minority policies, and 

particularly, the effect this has had on attitudes toward the role of the Russian language in 

society and the inclusion of the Russian-speaking minority more generally. Results of this 

research illustrate that Russia’s activism does have an impact on attitudes toward 

language use and integration in both societies. Russia’s criticism often produces 

reactionary tendencies among titular elites in both states that make the Russophone 

minority distrustful of the government and the ethnic majority population. Events 

surrounding the Bronze Soldier riots in Estonia and protests over school reform in Latvia, 

which will be discussed in-depth in Chapter 4, provide illustrations of how Russia’s 

activism works against the process of integration and mutual accommodation between 

minority and majority communities. Interviews with Estonian and Latvian elites show 

that the Soviet legacy of forced migrations and the accompanying deportations of the 

ethnic majority population are still very present in the mindset of elites and that in many 

cases these historical memories impact the ability of the elite to “sympathize” with the 

situation of the Russian minority and to compromise on language and citizenship issues, 

thereby developing more inclusive conceptions of national identity. In addition, Russia’s 

activism has perpetuated myths in both societies which work against integration 
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processes by creating apathy toward naturalization and language-learning among 

substantial numbers of the Russian minority.  

Methodology 

There is a large body of literature within the constructivist research agenda which 

examines why convergence between international norms and domestic policies may 

remain incomplete despite the official adoption of international norms. The primary 

explanation for this is that the adoption of norms and the understanding of those norms 

by different states can vary in relation to their domestic structures, cultures, and rules 

(Burnell 1994; Checkel 199; 2001; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Pridham 1999; 

Vachudova and Snyder 1997). This literature also considers, in addition to domestic 

structures, such things as the role of domestic agents, the learning capabilities of elites, 

and the framing activities of non-state actors as key variables affecting norm 

implementation (Checkel 2001; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Keck and Sikkink 1998; 

Risse et al 1999; Sikkink 1993). This project makes a significant contribution to the latter 

camp by focusing on the importance of elite understandings for norm compliance. 

In order to determine how international pressure from European institutions and Russia 

affects understandings of minority rights and integration by elites in Estonia and Latvia, 

this project utilizes a mixture of qualitative and quantitative methods. In order to examine 

the comparative impact of European institutions and Russia’s activism on the adoption 

and internalization of minority rights norms both before and after accession, it is 

necessary to utilize both an “objective” approach which measures compliance with 

international standards at the macro policy level as well as a “subjective” micro-level 
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approach which measures the attitudes of elites toward these different types of 

international pressure, as well as their own understandings of minority rights and 

minority inclusion.  

Measuring Norm Compliance and Internalization at the Macro-level 

In a similar project, Checkel (1999) examines how norms promoted by the CoE have 

influenced debates over citizenship in Germany. This project employs his methodology in 

order to examine the convergence between European minority rights norms and domestic 

policies in Estonia and Latvia. Establishing understandings of integration in these cases at 

the macro-level is done through content analysis of official policy documents, including 

Constitutions, language laws, citizenship laws, education laws, and integration programs 

in each case. There is a large literature on this subject and therefore this project makes 

use of both primary and secondary sources. These understandings are then compared with 

an analysis of how norms are understood at the European level, as embodied in various 

European Conventions, recommendations, and accession criteria. Measuring compliance 

with international norms necessitates looking at convergence between international 

standards and existing minority policies, as well the ongoing dialogue between European 

institutions and these national governments regarding national minority policies. This 

dialogue takes place primarily in the form of country reports and official responses from 

governments. Analysis of the continued dialog between the various advisory committees 

on minority rights and the Estonian and Latvian governments in the post-accession 

period, which are also published in regular reports, point to areas of legislation where 

domestic policies are not in compliance with international norms.  
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Measuring Internalization of Norms at the Micro-Level 

Policy change alone is not enough to ensure compliance with international standards in 

the post-accession period. The external or objectivist approach to norm compliance 

examines whether behavior is congruent with international norms, however “comparing 

behavior to norms works only to show the irrelevance of norms, but cannot 

unambiguously demonstrate their positive impact” (Goertz and Diehl 1992: 642). This is 

because it is impossible to determine whether self-interest or norms led to the given 

behavior. Therefore, it is necessary also to take an “internal” or “subjectivist” approach, 

which looks not only at whether domestic policies are congruent with international 

standards, but also whether the beliefs of elites responsible for the continuing 

development and implementation of minority rights standards in these countries are also 

congruent with international standards (Goertz and Diehl 1992: 643). At the micro-level, 

interviews with policy elites and members of civil society grant insights into how 

individuals responsible for the creation and implementation of minority policies 

understand integration and international minority rights norms in these cases. Scholarship 

on norm compliance has been criticized for relying upon correlational arguments 

(Checkel 2001). This project avoids this pitfall by looking not only at the congruence 

between national policies and international minority rights norms, but by exploring the 

motivations and attitudes that affect whether elites choose to abide or not abide by 

international standards in the post-accession period (Checkel 2001: 554).18  

                                                           
18 Checkel (2001) cites as examples John Ikenberry and Charles Kupchan. 1990. “Socialization and 
Hegemonic Power.” International Organization 44(3), pp. 283-315; Abram Chayes and Antonia Handler 
Chayes. 1993. “On Compliance” International Organization 47(2), pp. 175-204.  
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Assessing the Influence of European Institutions and Russia’s Activism: Q 
Methodology  

Understanding not just whether, but how, pressure from European institutions and Russia 

influence understandings of minority integration and the development of minority 

policies requires a multi-method approach. It is possible to determine the comparative 

influence of European institutions and Russia on minority policies by comparing the 

timing of EU conditionality and Russia’s activism to changes in the development of 

minority policies. The problem with this approach is that these pressures were occurring 

simultaneously and therefore it is difficult to disentangle the effect of EU conditionality, 

normative pressure from European institutions and Russia’s activism. The rational 

conclusion to such an analysis is that EU conditionality has the greatest influence because 

it offers the largest benefit for compliance.  

This type of an approach overlooks the ways in which Russia’s activism and historical 

legacies impact the decisions of policymakers and the attitudes of elites toward the 

Russian-speaking minority and integration. Russia’s activism can work in more than one 

direction and have varied effects on the policymaking process. Finally, while several 

studies have pointed to the existence of several discourses in these societies regarding 

Russia, the EU, and the issue of minority integration, there have been no studies which 

have focused on whether these discourses resonate with the elites responsible for creation 

of minority policies and for the ongoing development of integration policies in these 

cases in the post-accession period.  
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Q-methodology makes it possible to ask elites responsible for minority policies how both 

recommendations from European institutions and pressure from Russia affect the 

development of minority policies as well as understandings of integration. Q 

methodology is a technique which asks respondents to sort a series of statements (Q 

sample), drawn from the larger discourse surrounding a given topic, on a scale from agree 

to disagree. Sorting statements along a spectrum is an improvement over techniques that 

ask respondents how strongly they agree or disagree with individual statements, because 

it allows the researcher to examine the comparative importance of different statements for 

the respondents and to establish links between different issues. Q methodology therefore 

takes the value assessment out of the hands of the researcher and puts it into the hands of 

the respondents (Brown 1980). Rather than looking for facts or discourses that confirm a 

priori theoretical assumptions of the researcher, Q methodology allows the respondents 

themselves to determine what is the most important. Once these statements are sorted, the 

Q sorts for each respondent are first correlated with each other and then factor analyzed 

in order to reveal common viewpoints which exist in the population of interest (in this 

case integration elites). The individuals who load highly on a given factor demonstrate a 

high degree of commonality with each other and dissimilarity with individuals on 

different factors or negatively loaded on the same factor. The factors that emerge 

represent viewpoints held in common by different elites involved in the policymaking 

process. It is a method that is extremely relevant for understanding how different issues 

link up to form a unique viewpoint and how different viewpoints or factors relate to one 

another.  
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The Q sample of statements is drawn from the larger concourse surrounding a given topic 

of interest, which consists of the total flow of communicability surrounding any topic 

(Stephenson 1978b). Consequently, the statements that make up a concourse are 

subjective as opposed to statements that are uncontroversial and ostensibly true. Q 

methodology's task is “to reveal the inherent structure of a concourse -- the vectors of 

thought that sustain it and which, in turn, are sustained by it” (Brown 1993). Following 

the example of many prior Q method studies, the media was the primary source used to 

generate the Q sample for this study.  

In this study, the concourse consists of the total discourse in Estonian and Latvian society 

surrounding the EU, Russia, majority-minority relations, integration policies and 

language practices. The primary source of the statements was Aalto’s (2003) Q method 

study in Estonia. Many of the statements included in his Q sample were suitable to the 

present subject matter and additional statements were added to this dataset to reflect more 

recent viewpoints in both Estonia and Latvia. The source for these statements were 

speech acts that appeared in the Estonian, Latvian, Russian, and English language media, 

as well as the text drawn from EU conventions on the rights of national minorities. As 

with sampling persons in survey research, the main goal in selecting a Q sample is to 

provide a miniature which, in major respects, contains the comprehensiveness of the 

larger process being modeled. The representativeness of the sample is “sought through 

the application of principles of variance design (Fisher, 1960) in which the statement 

population is modeled or conceptualized theoretically” (Brown 188). The theoretical 

structure of the Q sample is represented in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1 – Theoretical Structure of the Q Sample 

Attitudes of Policy Elites Toward 
EU (a)                                    Russia (b) 

How relations with EU and Russia Affect Attitudes Toward 
Integration Policies (ac/bc)        Language Practices (ad/bd)        Minority/Majority relations 

(ae/be)      
 
 

Causality is built into the majority of the statements in the sample so that those in groups 

ac and bc are about how the EU or Russia has affected the development of integration 

policies or the future direction of these policies. Those in groups ad and bd are statements 

about the way membership in the EU or relations with Russia have affected attitudes 

toward language use and language practice in these societies. Finally, those statements in 

box ae and be reflect the way the history of relations or with EU and Russia have affected 

perceptions of the Russian-speaking minority or relations between the majority and 

minority groups in society. The statements in groups a and b are a sampling of the 

discourse surrounding the EU and Russia since the early 1990s. The statements reflect 

viewpoints about the EU and Russia as threatening or nonthreatening to the security and 

identity of these states and when compared with the sorting of other statements their 

inclusion into the Q sample helps to give a better picture of how pressure from these 

external actors are perceived by Estonian and Latvian elites.   

A total of 150 statements were gathered and then sorted into the eight categories above 

and circulated among media and policy experts in order to check that the statements were 

representative of the larger concourse in Estonia and Latvia. The size of the Q sample is 

determined by the number of multiples of the basic design (Brown 189). Statements were 
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chosen in even numbers from each of the eight boxes for a total of 56 statements which 

form the final Q sample for this study (See Appendix). Statements were chosen to 

represent the widest spectrum of viewpoints, and so as to be applicable across the two 

cases in order to facilitate comparative analysis: “Given the relative homogeneity of all 

statements within a specific cell (i.e., assuming a greater between-cell than within-cell 

variance), the selection of those which are most different from one another within the 

same cell (heterogeneity) is apt to produce the kind of comprehensiveness that is 

desirable in the sample as a whole” (Brown 1980: 189). These 56 statements were, 

translated, backtranslated, and then proofread by different native speakers of Estonian, 

Latvian and Russian, printed onto cards and presented as decks in random order to the 

respondent. The Q statements and sorting were also pilot tested in each case to make sure 

that the statements were clear, the translations accurate, and that no major viewpoints 

were missing. The reliability of the Q sample was further tested by asking the 

respondents to comment on the Q sample, in order to further confirm that the statements 

were representative of the broader discourse in Estonian and Latvian society and that no 

significant viewpoints were missing.19 

It is important to note that while the categorization of statements by the observer provides 

a useful function in facilitating the selection of a range of viewpoints, it is well-

                                                           
19 All respondents indicated that the statements were broadly representative of the discourse in Estonian 
society. Only one respondent mentioned that there were perhaps not enough statements that reflect the idea 
of “Russians as our friends and neighbors.” In the Latvian study most respondents felt that the statements 
were very representative. Two respondents noted that extreme Latvian nationalist views and extreme 
Russian nationalist views were not represented. In both Estonia and Latvia several respondents noted that 
they agreed with some parts of certain statements but not with other parts of the statements or they clarified 
why they were agreeing or disagreeing with certain statements. All of these comments were taken into 
account in the interpretation of the factor scores. 
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understood in Q methodology that words and phrases may mean different things to 

different people. Consequently, unlike in content analysis where the observer is forced to 

“fall back on categories which are superimposed on the data,” in Q method, the artificial 

selection of the categories by the observer is “replaced by categories that are operant, i.e., 

that represent functional as opposed to merely logical distinctions” (Brown 1993: 191). 

Because the respondent is presented the statements in a random order, the structure that 

guided the researcher in the selection of statements is not readily apparent to the 

respondent who is free to sort the statements in any way they like: “Whatever an 

investigator may define a statement to mean theoretically in no way necessarily enters 

into the subject’s understanding as he scores the same statement in a Q sort” (Brown 

1993: 191). Because the subject is free to sort the statements in a way that conforms with 

his/her own personal viewpoint, the process may produce results that are quite different 

from what the investigator anticipates.  

This study is interested in the respondents’ own point of view, not the view of their 

employer. Consequently, respondents were instructed to sort these statements from “most 

agree” to “most disagree” so that their sort approximates a normal distribution based on 

their own personal viewpoints. Both the range and the distribution shape are arbitrary and 

have no effect on the subsequent statistical analysis (Brown 1993). The shape of the 

distribution is shown below in Figure 2. During the Q sorting process, respondents are 

asked to begin by reading through all fifty-six statements and to group them into three 

piles, those statements that they agree with the most, those they agree with least, and 

those that they are not sure of or have no strong opinion of. Then the respondents are 
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asked to sort the pile of statements they agree with the most more closely by choosing the 

three statements they agree with the most strongly, the next four and so on according to 

the distribution below. This same process is repeated for those statements that they 

agreed with the least. Lastly, respondents are asked to sort the final pile into the spaces 

left in the distribution. 

Figure 2 – Q Sort Distribution 

 
                         Most Disagree                                                  Most Agree 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In Q methodology the P-set refers to the actual respondents who will be asked to 

participate in the study. Unlike in R-methodological studies where large numbers of 

persons are sampled, Q method requires “only enough subjects to establish the existence 

of a factor for purposes of comparing one factor with another” (Brown 1980: 192). 

Because this study is concerned with how the European institutions and Russia affect the 

development of minority policies and the direction of future policies, the P-set in both 

cases consists of Estonian and Latvian elites in charge of both the creation and 
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implementation of minority policies. While the confidentiality of these elites must be 

protected, every effort was made to include all of the most important government 

ministries, think tanks, academic institutions and NGOs that have been involved in the 

creation, implementation, and monitoring of integration policies in these states. Efforts 

were also made to reach the highest possible levels of decisionmaking within these 

various institutions.20 With a few exceptions, interviews were conducted with all relevant 

policymakers who were targeted in the research design. Each respondent has a unique 

viewpoint and therefore it is quite possible that other respondents, who were not included 

in the study, would have sorted the statements differently. However, the purpose of Q 

methodology is not to extrapolate to society on the whole, as is the case in survey 

research and R methodology, but to reveal important viewpoints that do exist within this 

elite community in both cases.  

The Q sorts were factor analyzed to reveal different viewpoints among policy elites in the 

Estonian and Latvian cases. The factors which subsequently emerge represent functional 

categories of the subjectivities at issue, i.e., categories of "operant subjectivity” (Brown 

1993). Interpretation however proceeds not on the basis of factor loadings for each 

respondent, which are correlation coefficients representing the degree to which each 

persons viewpoint is representative of the factor. Rather, interpretation of the factors 

proceeds on the basis of ideal factor arrays for each factor where all statements receive a 

score ranging from +5 to -5 based on the Q sort distribution.21 This method of analysis 

                                                           
20 In this study the P-set in Estonia consists of 33 persons and in Latvian 32 persons (See Appendix).  
21The computation of factor scores is based on those Q-sorts that are solely and significantly loaded on a 
given factor. However, as the factor loadings indicate, some Q-sorts are more closely associated with a 



49 

 

allows the researcher to observe how the viewpoints of elites with respect to pressure 

from Russia and European institutions to integrate the Russian minority differ across 

ministries, as well as along other demographic factors of interest, such as gender, ethnic 

groups or age cohorts. Those respondents located on the same factor sorted the statements 

in a similar fashion and therefore represent a common viewpoint, as well as a different 

viewpoint from those respondents located on different factors or negatively on the same 

factor. Follow-up interviews with these elites also helped to better establish the reasoning 

behind the sorting, the comparative effect of European institutions and Russia both prior 

to and after accession, as well as the major obstacles to the further integration of 

minorities and the continuing development of integration policies in these cases. Both the 

Q method study and interviews establish the interests of elites independent of behavior, 

therefore bringing agency back into accounts of norm adoption and internalization in 

order to better explain the intricacies of compliance and noncompliance in these cases.  

The Structure of the Dissertation 
 
The remainder of the dissertation project is structured in the following way. Chapter 2 

develops theoretically the process of norm adoption and internalization and includes a 

discussion of the meaning of “minority rights” and their development in the European 

context. In addition, it discusses the various mechanisms that international institutions 

and kin-states may use to socialize target states toward the adoption and internalization of 

                                                                                                                                                                             

given factor than others, and therefore factor weights are computed for each respondent and normalized 
scores are computed for each statement for the purpose of comparing the importance of statements across 
different factors. While factor scores are originally computed as z-scores for each statement, these z-scores 
are then turned back into whole numbers to facilitate the comparison of factor arrays (the two highest 
positive z-scores receiving a score of +5, the next highest receiving a score of +4 and so on according to the 
distribution in Figure 2).  
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international norms. Chapter 3 examines the impact of European institutions on minority 

policies in Estonia and Latvia in both the pre-accession and post-accession periods. The 

fact that the policy changes brought about as a result of political conditionality were 

shallower than the changes called for by European monitors, and that European 

institutions continue to pressure these states for further changes in the post-accession 

period, ultimately calls the "success" EU conditionality on democratization in the area of 

minority rights into question. Chapter 4 traces the types of kin-state activism that have 

been used by Russia to pressure for changes in minority policies in these states since 

independence. The chapter includes case studies of the Bronze Soldier Crisis in Estonia 

and school reform in Latvia in order to illustrate the impact that Russia’s activism can 

have on the integration process in these states. Chapters 5 presents the comparative 

results of the Q method study and interviews with policy elites in both cases. The results 

of this analysis show that the internalization of minority rights norms by elites remains 

incomplete in both cases. In addition, interviews with elites illustrate that Russia’s 

activism does affect the integration process in these states and that this pressure works in 

an opposite direction from European pressure. Chapter 6 discusses the significance of the 

research for international relations theory and points to important avenues for future 

research. The results of the project point to important variation in the Estonian and 

Latvian cases. Future research in these cases should look toward domestic level factors as 

potential explanations for this variation. In addition, further comparative studies of 

similar types of cases, will provide greater theoretical leverage into the varied ways that 

the EU accession process and kin-state activism affects understandings of minority 
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inclusion and the development of minority policies in the post-accession period. While 

not discussed in detail here, possibilities for future research cases are Slovakia, Romania, 

Lithuania, Kosovo and Bosnia-Herzegovina. 
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Chapter 2 
International Institutions and Kin-States as Socializing Forces 

 
The entrance of the Baltic States, along with states like Slovakia and Romania into the 

European Union marks a fundamental turning point for the importance of minority rights 

norms in Europe. The expansion of the EU to include states with sizable internal 

minorities meant that European institutions had to define these norms and set standards 

for minority protection. After the ethnic conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, European 

institutions saw the need to establish a minority rights framework that would prevent the 

outbreak of ethnic violence within the EU. Consequently, it was precisely the 

enlargement of the EU to include Central Eastern European (CEE) states with sizable 

internal minorities that forced European institutions themselves to confront the question 

of what constituted “minority rights” as well as how to ensure compliance with set 

standards. The evolution of these minority rights norms can be seen throughout the 

accession process in the Estonian and Latvian cases, as evidenced by the increasingly 

legalistic formulations of minority rights throughout this period (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 

535).  

The literature on democratization in Eastern Europe has been granting an increasing role 

to international institutions in the process of democratic transition. European institutions 

have affected the process of minority integration by establishing basic standards for 

minority rights and protection in Europe and by requiring candidate states to meet these 

standards. The main institutions involved in the creation and enforcement of the minority 

rights framework in Europe are the Council of Europe (CoE), the Organization for 
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Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and the Europe Union (EU). These three 

institutions have different mandates and different ways of generating compliance with 

minority rights standards ranging from persuasion to political conditionality. However, 

the integration of cultural minorities into the socio-political community has been a 

challenge for most CEE states in the process of democratizing, not the least because of 

the complicated historical legacies and the reversals of ethnic hierarchy which dominate 

the region. Historical legacies, including foreign domination and forced migration, have 

created a situation in which nations and states are not congruent, providing the pretext for 

kin-state involvement in the protection and integration of minorities into their host 

societies. 

This chapter will focus on the role of European institutions and kin-states as socializing 

forces for the adoption of and compliance with international minority rights norms. More 

specifically, it will: 1) Provide a theoretical discussion of norm adoption, compliance and 

internalization; 2) Highlight the important conventions and frameworks that exist in 

Europe regarding the protection of minorities in order to establish the meaning of 

European “minority rights” norms; and 3) Explain the mechanisms by which European 

institutions and kin-states can pressure target states to change their domestic policies to 

conform with international standards.  

The Role of Norms in the International System 

Before proceeding with an examination of what is meant by “minority rights” norms in 

Europe, it is first necessary to define what a norm is. In the descriptive sense, a norm 

“refers to a behavioral regularity” or “the way an actor usually behaves” (Gelpi 
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1997:339; See also Goertz and Diehl 1992). However, “in a prescriptive sense, a norm 

refers to the way an actor ought to behave” (Gelpi 1997: 339). Katzenstein (1996) defines 

a norm as “collective expectations for the proper behavior of actors with a given identity” 

(cited by Weiner 2008: 64; See also Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Klotz 1995). In other 

words, international norms prescribe certain behaviors on the part of states and this 

project refers to norms in this prescriptive sense. Recognizing how states ought to behave 

is only possible by looking at the judgments made by the international community: “We 

recognize norm-breaking behavior because it generates disapproval or stigma and norm 

conforming behavior either because it produces praise, or in the case of a highly 

internalized norm, because it is so taken for granted that it provokes no reaction 

whatsoever” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 892). Norms differ from institutions by their 

level of aggregation: While a norm refers to a single standard of behavior, institutions 

emphasize the way that behavioral rules are structured together (Finnemore and Sikkink 

1998).  

There are two general types of norms, “regulative norms which order and constrain 

behavior and constitutive norms which create new actors, interests, or categories of 

action” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 891; See also Tannenwald 1997).22 European 

minority rights norms are both regulative and constitutive.  In the first case, they 

prescribe rules which states are expected to observe with respect to the treatment of their 

internal minorities, and with regard to the creation of domestic laws and regulations that 

                                                           
22 A third category of norms called evaluative or prescriptive norms have received much less attention 
within constructivist literature (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998:891; for discussion of this third type see 
Katzenstein 1996b or Gelpi 1997). 
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affect those minorities. However, minority rights standards, as embodied in European 

Conventions and documents are also constitutive because they create and legitimate the 

existence of minority rights as a subfield of the larger notion of human rights in Europe. 

The inclusion of minority protection into the Copenhagen Criteria not only led to the 

establishment of norms or standards of appropriate behavior for members of the EU, but 

also placed minority rights on the agenda in Europe as something distinct and separate 

from other types of democratic norms. Whereas, regulative rules are intended to have 

causal effects, “constitutive rules define the set of practices that make up a particular 

class of consciously organized social activity,” by specifying “what counts as that 

activity” (Ruggie 1998: 231).  

The two dominant approaches to norms in international relations theory are regime theory 

and constructivism. A primary difference between neoutilitarian theories, such as regime 

theory, and constructivist theories, is that neoutilitarians concern themselves only with 

regulative norms that coordinate behavior in a preconstituted world and do not accord a 

place to constitutive norms within their ontology (Ruggie 1998: 874).While neoliberal 

scholarship and regime theory does accord a role to norms, this role is limited to the 

ability of norms to constrain behavior among states with common interests, thereby 

facilitating cooperation between states. Norms may serve as focal points thereby solving 

coordination problems or reducing transaction costs (Keohane 1984; Martin 1992; Stein 

1983). These approaches have a tendency to “black-box” the state and therefore cannot 

answer the question of under what conditions norms shape the interests or identities of 

states (Checkel 1999).  
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In contrast with neoutilitarian approaches, constructivism views norms as carrying social 

content, and therefore norms may affect the interests of states independent of underlying 

power distributions (Checkel 1999: 84). There is a large body of literature within the 

constructivist research agenda that grants an important role to norms in both constituting 

and regulating the international system.23 Price (1998) divides the constructivist literature 

on norms into three general camps that address the following questions: Where do 

international norms come from? What impact do norms have on domestic policy and how 

do domestic structures shape norms? How do systemic level factors drive the 

development of norms at both the international and state levels? The first group focuses 

on the role of key individuals as a force for normative change, and the effects they have 

on domestic decision-makers who may be persuaded to elevate issues on the domestic 

agenda. The second group seeks to establish the process by which norms develop through 

various mechanisms at the societal level, as well as how societal actors may invoke 

international norms to garner support for certain policies. The final group gives credence 

to systemic sources of norm development, such as the role of moral persuasion and 

societal pressure arising from identity politics and emulation.  

This project utilizes constructivist theory in order to understand how international actors 

can be socializing forces for norm convergence by examining how they affect the 

compliance with and internalization of norms among actors at the domestic level. More 

specifically, it explores the convergence between European minority rights norms and 

                                                           
23 For examples see Finnemore 1993; 1996a; Katzenstein 1996a, 1996b; Klotz 1995b; Nadelmann 1990; 
Soysal 1994; Strang and Chang. 1993. 
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domestic policies in Estonia and Latvia, as well as the convergence between European 

minority rights norms and understandings of those norms by elites in these societies. The 

central theoretical and methodological contribution of this project is that EU 

conditionality can be successful for ensuring lasting compliance with minority rights 

norms in accession states only if these norms are internalized by elites and only if they 

continue to guide policy in the post-accession period. Consequently, it is necessary to 

take an objective approach that measures convergence on the macro-policy level, as well 

as a subjective approach that measures convergence on a micro-elite level. 

March and Olsen (1989) argue that behavior in the international system is governed by 

two logics: the “logic of consequences” and the “logic of appropriateness,” which 

essentially grant different weights to the roles of agents and structures in determining the 

behavior of actors in the international system. While neoutilitarian theories, such as 

neorealism and neoliberalism, are based upon the logic of consequences, constructivist 

theories pay special attention to the logic of appropriateness. The logic of consequences 

is entirely instrumental or agent driven, and behavior results from a cost-benefit 

calculation on the part of individuals. According to the logic of appropriateness social 

institutions as well as the values and rules they embody may channel behavior, and 

therefore, notions of duty, responsibility, principled belief, and identity may drive 

behavior as well as self-interest and gain. Therefore there is a structural component to the 

logic of appropriateness (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 912) and the impact of norms is 

predominately structural (Checkel 2001b: 180, 182). Because norm-like behavior may be 

driven by self-interest, it can be difficult to disentangle whether “rule-like regularity in 
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behavior” is driven by the logic of consequences or the logic of appropriateness (Goertz 

and Diehl 1992:637). Because norms and self-interest may or may not be coterminous, 

and therefore may or may not result in similar behavior, it is necessary to operationalize 

norms in a way that is distinct from behavior by looking at the various justifications that 

actors make for certain behaviors (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 892 citing Legro 1997; 

Goertz and Diehl 1992: 637).  

This project makes use of this method by asking elites responsible for the creation of 

minority policies, about how they understand their obligations to international standards 

as well as how those standards guide policy development. In the Estonian and Latvian 

cases, compliance with European minority rights standards during the accession period 

was clearly driven by the “logic of consequences” as a result of the politics of 

conditionality and was based on the rational cost-benefit calculus of elites. However, in 

the post-accession period, conditionality is no longer applicable and the greatest reward, 

membership in the organization, has been granted. This makes it difficult for the 

European institutions to force compliance through leverage and the effective use of 

carrots and sticks. Whether states comply with minority rights norms in the post-

accession period depends on whether elites accept and internalize these norms, and 

therefore depends upon the extent to which domestic actors are driven by the “logic of 

appropriateness.”  

The Norm Cycle 

Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) argue that there are three primary phases of the norm 

cycle: norm emergence; norm cascade; and internalization (894). In the case of minority 
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rights norms, the emergence of these norms in Europe and their institutionalization can be 

seen in the early 1990s with the creation of a number of European Conventions and the 

inclusion of minority rights protection in the Copenhagen Criteria. While it is often 

difficult to talk about the emergence of norms or the efforts of norm entrepreneurs 

without reference to empathy, altruism or ideological commitment (Finnemore and 

Sikkink 1998: 898), the emergence of minority rights norms in Europe clearly has an 

important strategic aspect. 

While the desire to promote common values regarding the rights of minorities, the value 

of diversity, and respect for democratic equality in new member states is present in the 

emergence of the minority rights framework, the primary motivation for enshrining these 

norms in a number of European Conventions as well as in the accession criteria, was to 

promote security and stability in new member states. This was largely a result of the 

desire to prevent the rise of ethnic nationalism among majority and minority groups and 

therefore to prevent a situation similar to the conditions that led to the ethnic conflicts in 

the former Yugoslav Republics. As the preamble to the Framework Convention for the 

Protection of National Minorities (FCNM) states, “The upheavals of European history 

have shown that the protection of national minorities is essential to stability, democratic 

security and peace in this continent.”24 It is therefore difficult to disentangle the more 

altruistic motivation to create a Europe based on democratic values, from more strategic 

security motivations on the part of both norm setters and norm followers. While there is 

no reason to find incompatibility between rational strategic action and norm development 

                                                           
24 The Framework for the Protection of National Minorities, Council of Europe, Strasbourg 1.II.1995. 
Available at http://conventions.coe.int/treaty/en/Treaties/Html/157.htm. Last accessed 2/5/2008. 
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and compliance (Klotz 1995; Price 1998), the strategic environment in which these norms 

were both created and adopted by member states must be taken into account when 

assessing the internalization of these norms by elites, and the legitimation of these norms 

in various domestic contexts.  

The first and second phases of the norm cycle are separated by a threshold, or tipping 

point, in which a critical number of states accept the norm, which in turn prompts a sharp 

increase in the rate of acceptance. In most cases, in order “for an emergent norm to reach 

a threshold, and to move toward the second stage, it must become institutionalized in 

specific sets of international rules and organizations” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 

900). Institutionalization helps to establish what the norm is, what constitutes violation of 

the norm, as well as the specific procedures of disapproval and sanction for violation 

(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 900). Europe, with its dense array of overlapping 

institutions is fertile ground for the emergence and institutionalization of norms. Once a 

sufficient number of “critical” states endorse the new norm, appropriate behavior is 

redefined for those states with a certain identity, for example “liberal” states or 

“European” states (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 902).  

When the internalization of a norm is complete the norm acquires a taken-for-granted 

quality and is no longer a matter of broad public debate (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 

895). Professional training is an important mechanism of internalization as it socializes 

people value certain ideas or principles over others (Finnemore and Sikkink: 1998: 905). 

The other mechanism is iteration or habit: “procedural changes that create new political 

processes can lead to gradual and inadvertent normative, ideational, and political 
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convergence” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 905). This of course does not mean that 

norms, once internalized, will remain stable. Norms are historically contingent and 

therefore can and do evolve over time (Weiner 2008: 67; See also Klotz 2001: 229). 

The Institutionalization of Minority Rights in Europe 
  
In order for an emergent norm to reach a threshold, by being adopted by a critical number 

of states, it needs to be “institutionalized in specific sets of international rules and 

organizations” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 900). International norms are therefore 

most likely to be promoted where institutionalization is thick. Because Europe is a 

densely institutionalized region it is likely that transnational normative processes will 

affect the policies of states that are embedded in this environment (Checkel 1999 citing 

Weber 1994 and Risse-Kappen 1995). In the arena of minority rights in Europe, there 

were a number of European institutions that worked in concert to both create 

international standards in the area of minority rights and also to monitor and encourage 

compliance with these standards. The three institutions that collectively provide the 

framework for European minority rights are the Council of Europe (CoE) and the 

Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and through direct 

cooperation with these institutions, the European Union (EU) (Thiele 2006: 121). To a 

lesser extent the United Nations (UN) has also spoken out on the issue of minority rights, 

however, the UN has had less direct impact on the Eastern European landscape.  
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On its home page, the EU declares its respect for the linguistic and cultural diversity of 

Europe and a desire to protect this diversity.25 The recognition of the need to both respect 

and incorporate different cultures into the social fabric of European states developed in 

response to Yugoslav conflicts of the 1990s: “Minority rights have been designed to 

prevent the outbreak of violent conflicts and discrimination on racial grounds through 

social integration, equal treatment, and cultural protection of national minorities” (Brosig 

2006: 26). Increasing economic interdependence and widespread immigration has 

contributed to an ethnic demography in which nations and states are not congruent. As a 

result, the model of one state-one nation-one language is no longer the only model 

available for nation-building, or necessarily the most effective one for the democratic 

societies of Europe. Respect for cultural diversity in terms of language, religion, or 

practice, as well as mutual accommodation between majority and minority groups has 

become the cornerstone of the minority rights framework in Europe. 

While European norms in the area of minority rights have been criticized for being too 

vague to ensure effective compliance, there is a general agreement among scholars and 

practitioners as to what these standards entail. In Europe, minority rights documents and 

conventions do not refer directly to the rights of minorities as “groups,” but rather to the 

“maintenance and further realization of human rights and fundamental freedoms” (Thiele 

2006: 121). The core values included in the idea of minority rights are non-

discrimination, preservation of ethnic identity, the protection of language, and political 

and societal participation (Brosig 2006: 27). The EU, the CoE and the OSCE have 

                                                           
25 Available http://europa.eu/pol/cult/overview_en.htm Last Accessed 12/27/2008. 
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institutionalized minority rights norms in a variety of documents which differ in terms of 

their content and legal character (Thiele 2006: 122). While the Framework Convention 

for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM) (1994) and the European Charter for 

the Protection of Regional and Minority Languages (ECRML) (1992) are legally binding 

instruments of the Council of Europe, the EU has encouraged candidate countries to sign 

and ratify both conventions. The main instrument of the EU is the Copenhagen Criteria 

for accession, and the OSCE has been given the primary task of monitoring minority 

rights in states seeking membership. In its Helsinki Decisions of July 1992, the OSCE 

established the office of the High Commissioner on National Minorities (HCNM), to 

serve as an instrument of conflict prevention. The HCNM is primarily responsible for 

monitoring the compliance of EU candidate countries with European minority rights 

standards. Minority rights standards in the area of language were clearly laid out in the 

“Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic Rights of National Minorities” (Oslo 

Recommendations) (1998). While not a specifically “European” document, the UN 

“Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National, Ethnic, Religious and 

Linguistic Minorities” (1992) served as an important guide for the drafting of European 

minority rights standards. The discussion of minority rights documents and conventions 

will proceed in chronological order below in order to highlight the developmental 

sequence of minority rights in Europe.  

While the UN has not pressured the Baltic States to make changes to their minority 

policies in the same way as European institutions, the UN “Declaration on the Rights of 
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Persons Belonging to National, Ethnic, Religious and Linguistic Minorities” (1992)26 

provides an important basis for the minority rights regime in Europe as well a basis of 

legitimacy for the regime. Legitimacy is the normative belief by an actor that a rule of an 

institution ought to be obeyed on the basis of a belief in the rightness of the rule, or a 

belief in the rightness of the institution that imposes the rule (Hurd 1999). The fact that 

the UN is the largest multilateral institution grants a large degree of legitimacy to the 

norms it advocates and therefore provides European organizations with an important 

precedent in the area of minority rights on which to build common standards. Article 1 

and Article 4 require states to respect the rights of minorities and to provide the 

conditions that enable minorities to maintain their cultural identities. Article 2 establishes 

the rights of minorities to participate in public life (For discussion see Meijknecht 2004). 

Article 27 of the “International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights” (ICCPR) (1966)27 

declares: “In those States in which ethnic, religious, or linguistic minorities exist, persons 

belonging to such minorities shall not be denied the rights, in community with the other 

members of their group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess and practice their own 

religion, to use their own language” (Ibid 115-116).  

What is distinctly different is that, unlike CoE conventions, UN documents pertain to the 

rights of all people to enjoy these freedoms regardless of whether they are members of 

the national minority as so defined by individual states. Those entitled to protection are 

“those who belong to a group and who share in common a culture, a religion, and or a 

                                                           
26 G.A. res. A/47/135 adopted 18 December 1992 Available at: 
http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/47/a47r135.htm. Last Accessed 6/10/2009. 
27 GA res 2200A (XXI) of 16 December 1966. Available at: 
http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/a_ccpr.htm. Last Accessed 6/10/2009. 
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language” and need not be citizens of that state (Brosig 2006 citing UN Human Rights 

Committee). The release of the UN report on the Baltic States in 2008 provided an 

impartial benchmark for judging the compliance of these states with international 

minority rights norms. It not only cited weaknesses in certain areas but also set future 

goals. While the impact of this report on policymaking is difficult to determine, it 

nevertheless warrants attention not only for the fact that the Baltic States are signatories, 

but for the fact that it calls international attention to the issue of minority rights in these 

states.  

While both the EU and the OSCE have articulated the need to protect minority rights and 

cultural diversity in Europe, the CoE is the only institution that dedicates whole 

conventions to national minorities and creates legally binding rules on human rights 

protection (FCNM and ECRML). The European Convention on the Protection of Human 

Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, due to its human rights character, contains no specific 

provisions for national minorities and is therefore restricted to the prohibition against 

discrimination in Article 14.28 The “European Charter for Regional and Minority 

Languages” (ECRML) was adopted as a Convention in 1992 by the Committee of 

Ministers of the Council of Europe and entered into force on March 1, 1998. Currently 

twenty-two states have signed and ratified the Charter, and eleven states have signed it 

but not ratified it. None of the Baltic States have signed or ratified the Charter, and given 

the sensitivity of language policies in the Baltic States, it seems unlikely that these states 

                                                           
28 ETS No. 157. Explanatory Report of Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities. 
Available at  http://conventions.coe.int/treaty/en/Reports/Html/157.htm  Last Accessed 2/5/2008. See also 
Thiele 2006: 123-126. 
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will sign or ratify the Charter in the near future. Nevertheless, the Charter represents an 

important piece of legislation which is intended to protect the cultural diversity of Europe 

and therefore it is an important element of the minority rights regime.  

The Charter differs from the other main CoE convention, the FCNM, in that its domain 

applies exclusively to minority languages, defined as languages “traditionally used within 

a given territory of the state by nationals of that state, forming a group numerically 

smaller than the rest of state’s population and different from the official language of the 

state.”29 By implication, the Charter does not include dialects of the official language, or 

the languages of migrants, and does not establish individual or collective rights for the 

speakers of minority languages. States themselves are allowed to determine to which of 

the regional or minority languages spoken on their territory they will apply the Charter to, 

much in the same way that States are allowed to provide their own definition of what 

constitutes “national minority” in the FCNM. The Charter does not provide any single 

blueprint for minority languages and states are free to develop their own models as they 

see fit. In the most general sense, the Charter “provides guarantees for the benefit of 

historical, regional or minority languages in Europe, and multilingualism in general”  

(Thiele 2006: 125 citing Pentassuglia 2002: 130). 

The Charter is divided into three sections. Part I provides definitions of regional and 

minority languages, the undertakings of each party to the Charter, the practical 

arrangements, and the obligations to existing regimes. Part II, Article 7, reiterates the 
                                                           
29 Article 1, Part A. European Charter for Regional and Minority Languages. Council of Europe, Strasbourg 
5.XI.1992. European Treaty Series 148. 
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objectives and principles of the Charter, particularly the recognition of the importance of 

diversity in Europe and the creation of the atmosphere and institutions to support the 

maintenance of regional and minority languages. The third part of the Charter consists of 

a list of measures for minority language protection. The parties to the Charter may choose 

which measures in Part III they will adopt and to which minority languages they will 

apply. 

The specific aim of the Charter is cultural rather than political. Its aim is to protect the 

cultural diversity of Europe rather than to protect minorities as such, making it quite 

different from the FCNM. 30 The well-defined cultural purpose has made it a lower 

priority for states to sign and ratify. While states are encouraged to sign the Charter, it has 

not been made a requirement for membership in European organizations. As a result, the 

Charter remains a cultural-linguistic document rather than an effective human rights 

instrument (Brown 2006: 49). The fact that none of the Baltic States have signed the 

Charter provides support for Kelley’s (2004) argument that normative pressure was not 

enough to bring about changes in minority rights legislation in this region of the world, 

but that direct pressure through conditionality was necessary.  

The fact that the Baltic States have not signed the Charter is also significant for 

understanding the particularly divisive nature of language rights in these societies. This 

                                                           
30 Preamble. European Charter for Regional and Minority Languages. Council of Europe, Strasbourg 
5.XI.1992. European Treaty Series 148. “Considering that the protection of the historical regional or 
minority languages of Europe, some of which are in danger of eventual extinction, contributes to the 
maintenance and development of Europe’s cultural wealth and traditions.” “Realizing that the protection 
and promotion of regional or minority languages in the different countries and regions of Europe represent 
an important contribution to the building of a Europe based on the principles of democracy and cultural 
diversity within the framework of national sovereignty and territorial integrity.” 
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reluctance of the Baltic States to sign the Charter is a bit puzzling given that it does not 

apply to immigrants or dialects and that the preamble expressly states that the 

“encouragement of regional or minority languages should not be to the detriment of the 

official languages and the need to learn them” (Preamble). The Charter also envisages its 

application to less widely used official languages (Explanatory Report, paragraph 51). In 

Estonia and Latvia, the large number of Russian-speakers who arrived during the Soviet 

period, are considered immigrants, however there is an historical Russian minority in 

both states. The reluctance to sign the Charter can be interpreted as a reluctance to grant 

non-historic Russian-speakers more language rights (Brown 2006: 69). Why the Baltic 

States should believe that the Charter would somehow grant greater privilege to Russian 

or other languages spoken in their states does not follow from the language of the charter 

itself, but rather from the fear of Russian-language dominance that historically rooted in 

the Russification policies of the Soviet period, and the belief in the need to protect the 

native language and culture.  

The EU has been the most conservative of all European institutions in both setting 

standards regarding minority rights and monitoring compliance with minority rights 

norms in member states. The primary mechanism that the EU has for ensuring the 

protection of national minorities is the Copenhagen Criteria (1993) which requires that 

applicant countries have “stability of institutions guaranteeing democracy, the rule of 

law, human rights, and respect for and protection of minorities.”31 However, the 

                                                           
31 Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/enlargement_process/accession_process/criteria/index_en.htm.  Last 
Accessed 12/27/2008. 
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Copenhagen Criteria is only applicable to states seeking membership in the EU and it can 

only be effectively applied through the politics of conditionality prior to accession. The 

Treaties of the EC and EU still do not contain a catalogue of human rights and 

fundamental freedoms, but contain only generally worded provisions on fundamental 

rights and freedoms, for example in the preambles of the Single European Act (SEA) 

(1986),32 the Maastricht (1992)33 and the Amsterdam (1997)34 Treaties. The Nice Treaty 

(1991)35 refers only to the European Convention of Human Rights of the Council of 

Europe (Thiele 2006: 121). The reluctance on the part of the European Council as well as 

                                                           
32 The preamble states: “Determined to work together to promote democracy on the basis of the 
fundamental rights recognized in the constitutions and laws of the Member States, in the Convention for the 
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, and the European Social Charter, notably freedom 
equality and social justice.” Available at: 
http://www.unizar.es/euroconstitucion/library/historic%20documents/SEA/Single%20European%20Act.pd
f Last accessed 12/27/2008 
33 The preamble states: “Confirming their attachment to the principles of liberty, democracy and respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms and of the rule of law.” Article F, Provision 2 states: “The Union 
shall respect fundamental rights, as guaranteed by the European Convention for the Protection of Human 
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms signed in Rome on 4 November 1950 and as they result from the 
constitutional traditions common to the Member States, as general principles of Community law.” In the 
area of development cooperation Article 130u states: “Community policy in this area shall contribute to the 
general objective of developing and consolidating democracy and the rule of law, and to that of respecting 
human rights and fundamental freedoms.” Article J.1 with respect to foreign and security policy also states 
the goal of consolidating democracy with respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. Article K.2 
on the free movement of persons will be developed in compliance with the European Convention for the 
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950). Available at: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/en/treaties/dat/11992M/htm/11992M.html#0001000001 Last accessed 12/27/2008. 
34Article F, paragraph 1 states: “The Union is founded on the principles of liberty, democracy, respect for 
human rights and fundamental freedoms, and the rule of law, principles which are common to the Member 
State”; Article J.1 states: “The Union shall define and implement a common foreign and security policy 
covering all areas of foreign and security policy, the objectives of which shall be: 2) to develop and 
consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms”; The 
Protocol on Asylum states respect for fundamental rights as guaranteed by the European Convention for the 
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1950) as does the abolition of the death penalty. 
Available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/topics/treaty/pdf/amst-en.pdf Last accessed 12/27/2008. 
35 Article 181a regarding economic, financial and technical cooperation with third countries states: 
“Community policy in this area shall contribute to the general objective of developing and consolidating 
democracy and the rule of law, and to the objective of respecting human rights and fundamental freedoms.” 
In the declaration on the future of the Union, 23 paragraph 5 states: “The process should address inter alia 
the following questions: the status of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, 
proclaimed in Nice, in accordance with the conclusions of the European Council in Cologne;” Available at: 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2001:080:0001:0087:EN:PDF  Last 
Accessed: 12/27/2008 
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member states to advance EU legislation on minority issues became most visible during 

the drafting of the EU Constitution in which minority protection is not given a single 

paragraph (Brosig 2006 citing Hughes and Sasse 2003: 10-12). In the Treaty Establishing 

a Constitution for Europe (2004), The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European 

Union entails no legal obligations and has no specific minority article. Instead the EU has 

taken an anti-discrimination approach to the protection of national minorities, namely, 

that individuals cannot be discriminated on the basis of ethnic or racial origin.36  The 

Charter of Fundamental Rights also states that the Union shall respect cultural, linguistic 

and religious diversity (Article II-82). Article I-2, concerning the Union’s values states:  

The Union is founded on the values of respect for human dignity, freedom, 
democracy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human rights, 
including the rights of persons belonging to minorities. These values are 
common to the Member States in a society in which pluralism, non-
discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality between women 
and men prevail. 
  

These provisions on discrimination are preserved in the Lisbon Treaty (2007) (See Part 

II, Articles 18 and 19).37 

As a result of the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, and the fear that other European 

countries also have the potential for the outbreak of ethnic violence, the CoE developed a 

                                                           
36 Brosig 2006:27. See Directive 2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 implementing the principle of equal 
treatment between persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin and directive 2000/78/EC of 27 November 
2000 establishing a general framework for equal treatment in employment and occupation.  The Charter of 
Fundamental Rights states: “Any discrimination based on any ground such as sex, race, colour, ethnic or 
social origin, genetic features, language, religion or belief, political or any other opinion, membership of a 
national minority, property, birth, disability, age or sexual orientation shall be prohibited (Article II-81, 
paragraph 1). Part III, Title II of the Constitution (2004) deals specifically with non-discrimination and 
prohibits discrimination on the basis of nationality, ethnic origin, or race. Available at: 
http://www.unizar.es/euroconstitucion/library/constitution_29.10.04/part_II_EN.pdf Last Accessed 
12/27/2008. 
37 Available at: http://www.unizar.es/euroconstitucion/Treaties/Treaty_Lisbon%20Treaty.htm Last 
Accessed 12/27/2008. 
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convention to deal specifically with the protection of national minorities and to formulate 

minimum standards for minority protection (Brosig 2006: 28). The Framework 

Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM) was adopted as a 

convention by the Council of Europe in 1994 and entered into force on February 1, 1998. 

The FCNM is unique in that it is “the most comprehensive and legally binding piece of 

minority legislation produced by an international organization” (Brosig 2006: 28). 

Currently, thirty-nine states have signed and ratified it and four states have signed but not 

yet ratified it. All three of the Baltic States have both signed and ratified the 

Convention.38 Its main purpose “consists in the protection of national minorities as an 

integral part of the protection of human rights,” which does not fall within the reserved 

domain of states.39 Because of its human rights approach the Convention “does not imply 

the recognition of collective rights” (Explanatory Report, paragraph 13). The emphasis is 

placed on the protection of persons belonging to national minorities, who may exercise 

their rights “individually and in community with others” (Article 3, paragraph 2). The 

desire to establish cultural diversity as a positive rather than divisive force in Europe is 

clearly evident in the Preamble of the document. 

Considering that a pluralist and genuinely democratic society should not 
only respect the ethnic, cultural, linguistic and religious identity of each 
person belonging to a national minority, but also create appropriate 
conditions enabling them to express, preserve and develop this identity; 
Considering that the creation of a climate of tolerance and dialogue is 

                                                           
38 Estonia signed the FCNM 02/02/1995 ratified it on 01/06/1997 and it entered into force on 02/01/1998. 
Latvia signed the FCNM on 5/11/1995 ratified it on 06/06/2005 and it entered into force on 10/01/2005. 
Lithuania signed the FCNM on 02/01/1995 ratified it on 03/23/2000 and it entered into force on 
07/01/2000. 
39 Article 1. The Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities, Council of Europe, 
Strasbourg 1.II.1995. Available at http://conventions.coe.int/treaty/en/Treaties/Html/157.htm. Last accessed 
2/5/2008. 
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necessary to enable cultural diversity to be a source and a factor, not of 
division, but of enrichment for each society.40  

The first two sections of the Framework Convention lay out the rights that should be 

enjoyed by national minorities and the obligations of the state parties to protect these rights. 

Each of the Articles (4-18) deals with different subsections of minority rights.41 Section III 

Articles 20- 23 require that the national minority respect national legislation and the rights 

of others, especially the ethnic majority, and to comply with the fundamental principles of 

international law, particularly that of territorial integrity and the political independence of 

the state parties. Sections IV and V of the FCNM, set out the legal obligations of 

signatories to the convention, as well as issues of compliance, monitoring and full 

disclosure of information. 

                                                           
40 Preamble.The Framework for the Protection of National Minorities, Council of Europe, 
Strasbourg 1.II.1995. Available at http://conventions.coe.int/treaty/en/Treaties/Html/157.htm. Last 
accessed 2/5/2008. 
41 Article 4 speaks to equality before the law and the prohibition against discrimination in economic, social, 
and political life. Article 5 grants minority members the right to maintain their culture and is the general 
proscription against forced assimilation of minority groups and states the right of national minorities to 
preserve the essential elements of their identity including religion, language, traditions, and cultural heritage. 
Article 6 encourages parties to promote the spirit of tolerance and intercultural dialogue as well as mutual 
respect, understanding, and cooperation on among persons living on their territory irrespective of cultural, 
linguistic, or religious identity. Article 7 grants the freedom of assembly, association, expression, thought, 
conscience, and religion, Article 8 the right to religious belief and the establishment of religious institutions; 
Article 9 protects the rights of national minorities to impart information and ideas in their own minority 
language and to have access to the media. Article 10 ensures the right to use the minority language in public 
and private as well as the right to use the minority language with administrative authorities in areas inhabited 
by national minorities or in substantial numbers. Article 11guarentees the right to use surnames and first 
names in the minority language and in areas inhabited by substantial numbers to display traditional local 
names and street names in the minority language.  Article 12 the right to education at all levels. Article 13 
preserves the right s of national minorities to set up their own educational institutions and Article 14 preserves 
the right to use and learn the minority language without prejudice to the learning of the official language or 
the teaching in this language. Article 15 guarantees the right to ensure the conditions for the effective 
participation of national minorities in cultural, social, economic and public affairs. Article 16 states that 
Parties should refrain for altering the proportion of persons in areas inhabited by national minorities with the 
aim of restricting application of the convention to those areas. Articles 17 and 18 preserve the rights of 
minorities to maintain peaceful contacts with the people with whom they share ethnic cultural, linguist, 
religious or cultural heritage.  
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The “Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic rights of National Minorities and 

Explanatory Note” (OSCE 1998) specifically addresses “those situations involving 

persons belonging to national/ethnic groups who constitute the numerical majority in one 

State but the numerical minority in another (usually neighboring) State, thus engaging the 

interest of government authorities in each State” (Introduction). The adoption of the Oslo 

Recommendations became one of the criteria for candidacy in European organizations 

(Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 536). The OSCE’s office of the High Commissioner for 

National Minorities (HCNM) is responsible for monitoring EU candidate states in the 

area of minority rights, and the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, 

monitors elections and democratization, as well as the state of tolerance, non-

discrimination, and human rights in member states.   

As ethnic conflict has been one of the main sources of large scale violence in Europe, the 

aim of the OSCE in the area of minority rights is to prevent the outbreak of interethnic 

tensions that may occur along cultural, linguistic or religious lines and to set standards for 

the rights of persons belonging to minority groups.42 The Oslo Recommendations 

guarantees minority members the rights to: practice their culture; use their language; set 

up minority institutions; participate in public life including self-governance; and non-

discrimination. In addition it requires the state to provide special protection of minority 

culture (Brosig 2006: 28). The Oslo Recommendations take up the special issue of the 

linguistic rights of national minorities and their right to use their language in both the 

private and public spheres. The document recognizes language both as “a personal matter 
                                                           
42 See Minority Rights Activities Available at: http://www.osce.org/activities/13045.html Last Accessed 
12/27/2008. 
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closely connected with identity” and as “an essential tool of social organization which in 

many situations becomes a matter of public interest”.43 The failure to adequately 

accommodate linguistic diversity is viewed as a potential source for inter-ethnic tensions. 

More specifically, the document covers the rights of national minorities, and all other 

minorities, to use their language in names, religion, community life and NGOs, media, 

private enterprises, and with administrative authorities and public services, as well as 

with judicial authorities and prison authorities.44 

More recently, the EU Commission responded to suggestions from the European Council 

to create a coherent European framework for the integration of third-country nationals in 

the European Union. While other minority rights documents talk about non-

discrimination, equal opportunities, and the rights of minority groups to participate in 

society, the Framework for the Integration of Third Country Nationals in the European 

Union (FITCN) (2005) is the only document that deals specifically with the integration of 

minority groups. In the FITCN, the Commission emphasizes the need “to promote equal 

opportunities for all in order to tackle the structural barriers faced by migrants, ethnic 

minorities, and other vulnerable groups.”45 The document contains a list of actions 

suggested to strengthen integration processes in member states. The Common Basic 

                                                           
43 Introduction. The Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic Rights of National Minorities and 
Explanatory Note. Foundation on Interethnic Relations, The Hague, February 1998. Available at 
http://www.unesco.org/most/ln2pol7.htm. Last accessed 02/06/2008. 
44 Introduction, (final paragraph). The Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic Rights of National 
Minorities and Explanatory Note. Foundation on Interethnic Relations, The Hague, February 1998. 
Available at http://www.unesco.org/most/ln2pol7.htm. Last accessed 02/06/2008. “Although these 
recommendations refer to the use of language by persons belonging to national minorities, it is to be noted 
that the thrust of these Recommendations and the international instruments to which they derive could 
potentially apply to other types of minorities”. 
45 COM(2005) 389 Final.  Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament, 
the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, Brussels, 1.9.2005. Pg 4. 
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Principles (CBPs) 1-9, on which the integration framework is based defines integration as 

a two-way process between minority groups and their host societies and clearly states the 

obligation of both groups in the creation of an integrated society. While immigrants are 

expected to learn the language and history of the host society, it is incumbent upon the 

governments of the host state to facilitate this learning, and to allow equal access to 

public goods and services, as well as the institutions of the host state, and to involve 

immigrants in the democratic process, including discussions surrounding integration. 46  

However, while these principles are meant to guide practice, the determination of which 

principles and activities associated with them are applicable to the national context is the 

decision of member states themselves.  

The Mechanisms of Socialization  

Cortell and Davis (2000) argue that international norms may enter the domestic political 

arena via four primary mechanisms: the national political rhetoric, the material interests 

                                                           
46 Ibid, 5-11. The Common Basic Principles (CBPs) on Integration were adopted by the Council in 
November 2004. The CBPs are as follows: 1)Awareness that integration is a dynamic two-way process of 
mutual accommodation by all immigrants and residents of Member States; 2) Integration implies respect 
for the basic values of the European Union; 3) Employment is a key part of the integration process and is 
central to the participation of immigrants, to the contributions immigrants make to the host society, and to 
making such contributions visible; 4) Basic knowledge of the host society’s language, history, and 
institutions is indispensible to integration and enabling immigrants to acquire this basic knowledge is 
essential to successful integration; 5) Efforts in integration are critical to preparing immigrants, and 
particularly their descendants, to be more successful and more active participants in society; 6) Access for 
immigrants to institutions, as well as to public and private goods and services, on a basis equal to national 
citizens and in a non-discriminatory way is a critical foundation for better integration;  7) Frequent 
interaction between immigrants and Member State citizens is a fundamental mechanism for integration; 8) 
The practice of diverse cultures and religions is guaranteed under the Charter of Fundamental Rights and 
must be safeguarded, unless practices conflict with other inviolable European rights or with national law; 9) 
The participation of immigrants in the democratic process and in the formulation of integration policies and 
measures, especially at the local level, supports their integration; 10) Mainstreaming integration policies 
and measure in all relevant policy portfolios and levels of government and public services is an important 
consideration in public-policy formation and implementation; and 11) Developing clear goals, indicators 
and evaluation mechanisms are necessary to adjust policy, evaluate progress on integration and to make the 
exchange of information more effective. The Handbook on Integration provides a number of integration 
indicators.      
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of domestic actors, domestic political institutions, and socializing forces (73). While the 

first three mechanisms are domestic in nature, socializing forces include those agents that 

both establish and enforce norms and norm compliance at the international level. This 

project is concerned with how European institutions and Russia may act as socializing 

forces for the adoption and internalization of European minority rights standards in 

Estonia and Latvia. While the topic of how norms emerge and how they become 

immersed in international politics is an interesting and fruitful avenue of research, it is 

not a central concern of this project.   

Realists, liberal institutionalists, and constructivists all point to different mechanisms to 

explain compliance with international standards and regulations. Realists point to the 

linkage between state interests and the rules of the international system, neoliberal 

institutionalists point to the important role of international organizations in solving 

coordination problems and reducing transaction costs, while constructivists point to the 

role of learning in the socialization process. The primary divide in the literature on norm 

compliance is between rationalists who emphasize the role of coercion, material 

incentives and cost/benefit calculations on the part of elites, and constructivists who 

emphasize the role social learning, socialization and social norms in the process of norm 

compliance (Checkel 2001). Socialization is “the process by which new members come 

to adopt a society’s preferred ways of behaving” and therefore it is “the process by which 

norms become internalized by domestic actors” (Cortell and Davis 2000: 81; Risse and 

Ropp 1999: 237).     
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Both neoliberal institutionalists and constructivists have focused on the role of nonstate 

actors in encouraging compliance with international regulations (Cortell and Davis 2000: 

83).47 In the process of seeking membership in Western institutions, particularly the EU 

and NATO, Eastern European states have been required to adopt democratic norms and 

practices. There are a variety of mechanisms through which international institutions can 

influence the domestic policy of states and socialize them toward new standards of 

behavior. The socializing mechanisms used by international organizations have been 

highlighted in much of the literature on democratic waves and democratic transitions.  

Control, which entails the institution actually taking over the state’s political institutions, 

is the most direct mechanism of socialization. While the EU does not directly control the 

political institutions of member sates “incorporation into the EU implies a certain degree 

of EU control over state policy” (Kubicek 2003: 4). This oversight capacity could help to 

“underwrite democracy” once a state becomes an official member, however, “there is no 

direct control mechanism by which the EU can impose democracy on any state, while it 

is still struggling to consolidate a new political regime” (Ibid).  

Contagion refers to a situation in which events or systems in one country, or group of 

countries, spread across borders because of their appeal (Kubicek 2003: 5). In the 

literature on democratic waves, contagion has also been termed diffusion or 

demonstration effects. Diffusion has been defined as “the transfer or transmission of 

objects, processes, ideas, and information from one population or region to another” 

                                                           
47 For examples see Finnemore 1993;  Keck and Sikkink 1998 (Cited in Cortell and Davis 2000).  
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(Checkel 1999: 85 citing Hugill and Dickson 1988: 263-264). Contagion works with a 

geographical logic because events or ideas are more likely to spread to states that border 

the country of origin (Kubicek 2003). Contagion effects are discussed to a great extent in 

the literature on democratic waves; however contagions can run contrary to democracy 

and may include such things as intolerant ethnic-based nationalism.48 In the case of 

democratic transition, contagion most likely works along with other causal mechanisms, 

such as conditionality, as contagion alone cannot explain democratic outliers in a specific 

region: “Contagion may play some role in the initial transition phase but after that a host 

of internal and external factors help to account for different outcomes” (Kubicek 2003: 5-

6). Where there is a high level of cultural match between international norms and 

domestic norms and where domestic structures and power configurations are conducive 

to democratic transition, diffusion is more likely to happen (Checkel 1999: 86 citing 

Meyer and Strang 1993: 503-4).  

The concept of convergence has emerged as a refinement of the contagion concept. 

Whitehead defines it as “the enlargement of a pre-existing democratic community of 

sovereign states,” and Pridham has defined it as a “gradual movement in system 

conformity based upon established democracies with power to attract and assist regimes 

in transition” (Kubicek 2003: 6). There are two mechanisms at work in convergence. The 

first is the rational variant, where policy change occurs as a result of cost-benefit 

                                                           
48 For classic works on democratic waves see Samuel Huntington: Third Wave.1991. 1991. McFaul, 
“Fourth Wave of Democracy and Dictatorship,” World Politics, 2002. For an explanation of how 
nationalism spreads see Mark Beissinger. 1996.  “How Nationalisms Spread: Eastern Europe Adrift the 
Tides and Cycles of Nationalist Contention” in Social Research, 63:1, pp. 97-146. For a discussion of 
intolerant nationalism see Michael Hechter. 2000. Containing Nationalism. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press.  
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calculations on the part of elites in response to either social or material pressures 

(Checkel 1999: 556). These pressures may be in the form of incentives to lower 

transaction costs or as a result of direct pressure applied by external actors. This rational 

variant is most often termed conditionality.  

Conditionality is the mechanism which has received the most attention in the literature on 

EU expansion and democratic transition in Eastern Europe. Conditionality entails linking 

the perceived benefits of membership in the organization to the fulfillment of conditions 

relating to the protection of human rights and the advancement of democratic principles 

(Smith 2001: 35). These perceived benefits, or “carrots”, may be in the form of political 

support, economic aid, or simply membership in the organization, while the “stick” is 

most often exclusion from the organization and its benefits. Economic conditionality may 

also involve the withholding of economic aid or economic sanctions (Kubicek 2003: 7). 

Direct military intervention or threats of military action that violate the principle of 

sovereignty are not consistent with the definition of conditionality. By using these 

“carrots” and “sticks” an organization attempts to persuade, and at times coerce states 

into adopting more democratic policies. This mechanism is based upon a cost/benefit 

analysis, in which “actors maximize utility based on exogenous, self-interested political 

preferences” (Kelley 2004: 38 citing Elster 1982: 22; See also Rechel 2009), and 

democracy is the result of rational calculation on the part of elites (Kubicek 2003:7; See 

also Schimmelfennig 2002). Consequently, the conditionality mechanism is not 

concerned with whether actors alter their beliefs after altering their actions, but is simply 

concerned with how “incentives can alter states’ behavior by changing the international 
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payoff structure facing states” (Kelley 2004: 38). The factors that make conditionality 

more or less effective will be discussed in greater detail below. 

The other variant of convergence is a more ideational, constructivist approach based upon 

learning, socialization, and the internalization of democratic norms (Kubicek 2003:6). 

Socialization to international norms by normative pressure occurs as a result of 

“diplomatic praise or censure, either bilateral or multilateral, which may be reinforced by 

material sanctions and incentives” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 902; See also Johnston 

2001). This pressure can be top down, originating from international organizations that 

exist above the level of states, or it can be bottom-up and can originate through domestic 

level actors working through transnational advocacy networks to put pressure on elites. 

Either way, socialization is analogous to “peer pressure” and complying with this 

pressure often involves an important identity aspect or feeling of belonging to a group of 

states (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 902). Normative pressure implies that there is no 

reward other than the approval of the institution itself (Kelley 2004: 3). Conformity with 

international norms is an important source of domestic legitimation and prestige and 

therefore the incentive to comply can be ideational as well as material (Finnemore and 

Sikkink 1998: 903 citing Axelrod 1986 and Fearon 1997).49 Acharya (2004) argues that 

new democracies may adopt human rights norms because it legitimizes their authority 

and new identity.   

There are two mechanisms that have been identified in constructivist accounts of norm 

compliance. The first mechanism, “strategic social construction,” relies on a cost-benefit 

                                                           
49 See also Gelpi 1997 on the reputational effects of norm violation. 
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calculus that is similar to the mechanism in neoutilitarian explanations; the difference 

being that the constructivist ontology allows for the pursuit of nonmaterial, or value 

driven interests on the part of agents, as well as the evolution of those interests (Checkel 

2001: 559; See also Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 910). The other mechanism of 

socialization in constructivist approaches is social learning. There are two different types 

of social learning. Simple learning, which is used in rational-choice explanations, is the 

process by which agents change their strategies and tactics as a result of new information, 

while their preferences remain constant (Checkel 2001: 561). By contrast, complex 

learning occurs when, in the absence of material incentives, agents acquire new values, 

interests and identities as a result of interaction (Checkel 2001: 561). Finnemore and 

Sikkink (1998) argue that the reason that states decide to comply with norms in the 

second phase of the norm cycle is because of their identity as members of an international 

society. The identity of states “fundamentally shapes state behavior, and that state 

identity is, in turn, shaped by the cultural-institutional context within which states act” 

(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 902). The mechanism by which complex learning occurs 

is argumentative persuasion which is “a process of convincing someone through 

argument and principled debate” rather than through overt coercion or manipulations 

(Checkel 2001: 562).  

The Mechanisms of Effective Conditionality 
 
In the post-Cold War era, international institutions have frequently resorted to various 

forms of conditionality in order to promote certain policies in target states (Checkel 2000; 

Grabbe 2006; Hughes et al 2004; Kelley 2004; Rechel 2009; Schimmelfennig 2002; 
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Vachudova 2005). Both the European Union and NATO applied political conditionality 

to Eastern European states during the enlargement process, and international financial 

institutions, like the World Bank and the IMF, have increasingly been attaching 

conditionality to lending. Conditionality, however, is not always effective and depends 

upon three interrelated factors: Leverage; asymmetrical interdependence; and 

meritocracy.   

Leverage refers to the material or political incentives that the international organization 

can offer the target state in exchange for policy change. The greater the material or 

political incentives offered by the institution, the greater the degree of leverage that the 

institution has over the target state. There are two distinct types of leverage at work in the 

conditionality mechanism: passive leverage and active leverage (Vachudova 2005). The 

passive leverage of the institution consists of the attractiveness of membership, mainly 

the political and economic benefits that come with membership as well as the costs of 

exclusion (Vachudova 2005: 71). Active leverage refers specifically to the deliberate 

pressure exercised by the institution during the accession process, usually during 

negotiations between the target state, and the institution.  

The degree of leverage that the institution has depends upon the level of asymmetric 

interdependence between the target state and the institution, the enforcement capabilities 

of the institution, and the meritocracy surrounding the invitation process (Vachudova 

2005: 108-112). Asymmetric interdependence implies that the target countries have more 

to gain from complying with the demands of the organization than the organization 

stands to gain from their compliance. The asymmetric relationship is what allows for the 
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enforcement of the conditionality, namely, that if the conditions are not met, the target 

state will be excluded from the material or political benefits offered by the organization. 

The final element, meritocracy, is what makes the conditionality effective (Checkel 2000; 

Vachudova 2005). Meritocracy implies that the same criteria and conditions apply to all 

target countries.  

In the case where conditionality is applied to membership in the institution, as is the case 

with NATO and the EU, meritocracy affects the credibility of the link between behavior 

and institutional membership (Kelley 2004: 41 citing Shelling 1966 and Putnam 1988). 

The preference order for the state seeking admission is as follows: “The state prefers to 

be admitted without having to comply, but given the choice between complying and 

being admitted versus not complying and not being admitted, it prefers the former. Its 

fear, of course, is to comply without being admitted” (Kelley 2004: 42). This means that 

the greater the concessions that institution requires of the state seeking accession, the 

greater the institutions credibility must be: “The credibility, however, refers not only to 

how credible it is that admission follows compliance, but also to how credible it is that 

rejection follows non-compliance” (Kelley 2004: 46; See also Schimmelfennig 1999; 

Schimmelfennig et al 2002).  

While conditionality is a powerful mechanism to get states to adopt international norms, 

it is not always effective. Many international institutions ranging from international 

financial institutions (IFIs) such as the IMF and the World Bank, to security 

organizations such as NATO, to large regional organizations such as the EU, have 

employed conditionality to encourage democratic reforms in target states with greater and 
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lesser degrees of success. In fact, it has been argued that conditionality leads to 

compliance only sixty percent of the time (Kelley 2004: 39 citing Gilbert et al 1997: 

509). Cooley (2003) examines the relative transformative impact of INGOs, MNCs, IFIs, 

the EU, and NATO on post-communist transitions in Eastern Europe and concludes that 

because the EU and NATO have the strictest conditionality, they have been the most 

successful in encouraging meaningful democratic reforms in post-communist states 

(Cooley 2003). The fact that the EU and NATO have been the most successful in 

encouraging changes in domestic policy through the mechanism of conditionality implies 

that these organizations exhibit the greatest leverage over target states, the highest levels 

of asymmetrical interdependence, and are the most meritocratic.  

The IMF and the World Bank have been increasingly attaching political and economic 

criteria to their lending although making loans conditional upon changes in domestic 

policy was not a part of their original mandates (Woods 2001; Stiglitz 2001). The roles of 

both institutions evolved when World Bank began lending exclusively to developing 

countries after the Marshall Plan, and when the role of the IMF increased after the 

collapse of the Bretton Woods system in the 1980s. Membership in both organizations 

increased dramatically in the era of decolonization and both institutions are now engaging 

governments in negotiations which cover areas of good governance, rule of law, and 

judicial reform – this is far from their original mandates which were meant to cover a 

narrow range of technical issues.  
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These organizations however are not able to use political conditionality effectively 

because there are no institutional mechanisms for holding target states accountable 

(Cooley 2003: 31; Stiglitz 2001; Woods 2001).50 The relationships between the executive 

directors of the IMF and the World Bank and the actual member governments are too 

weak to ensure effective accountability and compliance (Woods 2001). In addition, the 

largest carrot, “economic aid”, is given at the beginning of the process, thereby 

decreasing the incentives for governments to institute the suggested reforms. Efforts have 

been made within both organizations to reform both horizontal accountability structures 

within the organizations, and vertical accountability structures between member 

governments and the institution, by increasing transparency and by making governments 

more accountable to their own people. The IMF has had some success exercising the 

“stick” by refusing to release subsequent loan installments to countries perceived to be 

lagging in the implementation of agreed-upon reforms, however the conclusions with 

regard to the effectiveness of this conditionality are unclear.51  

Both NATO and the EU are able to utilize conditionality more effectively because both 

institutions hold out the greatest carrot, “membership”, until the end of the conditionality 

period. In other words, democratic reforms must be completed before countries are 

admitted into the organization, and thus before they can share in the benefits of 

                                                           
50 For literature on the problems of aid and conditionality see Peter Baehr. 1997. “Problems of Aid 
Conditionality: The Netherlands and Indonesia. Third World Quarterly, 18:22, pp. 363-376; Graham Bird. 
2001b. “IMF Programs: Do They work? Can They Be Made to Work Better? World Development 29: 11, 
pp. 1849-1865; and Paul Collier et al. 1997. “Redesigning Conditionality,” World Development 25:9, pp. 
1399-1407.  Cited in Kelley 2004. 
51 For example, the IMF completely cut payments to Belarus in 1995 after only 6 months for 
noncompliance, and it has delayed loan dispersals to Albania, Georgia, Moldova, Romania, Russia and 
Ukraine. 
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membership. It is for this reason that NATO and the EU have had the largest 

transformative impact on democratization in Eastern Europe. In the case of NATO, 

membership criteria include: transparency in defense planning; parliamentary oversight 

of national defense structures; minimal standards of defense planning to operate with 

NATO structures; and a commitment to leaving the door open to future enlargement. 

However, NATO conditionality can be viewed as weaker than EU conditionality for two 

reasons. The first is that meritocracy is looser in NATO. Conditions for membership were 

made explicit only after the decision to enlarge NATO was already made and only after 

Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic were invited to join. These states were chose in 

part because they were geo-strategically important in addition to being widely perceived 

as being Eastern Europe’s liberal democratic forerunners. Democratic criteria was 

important, however it was not the only consideration. The politicization of conditionality 

hurts the credibility of the institution by giving the impression that the membership is not 

explicitly linked to policy changes (Kelley 2004: 41).52 The second reason is that the 

specific democratic requirements for NATO membership pertained to a much smaller 

portion of domestic policy-making, ultimately contributing to the impression that NATO 

is a stepping stone for EU membership. 

Of all the international actors involved in the process of democratization in Eastern 

Europe, the EU has been the most influential. Like NATO, the EU holds out the greatest 

                                                           
52 Kelley (2004) also argues that EU members have at times politicized conditionality, such as  when 
Europe needed Romania’s cooperation in the war in Bosnia: “Six months before the European Council 
decided on the progress of Romania in the accession process, British Prime Minister Tony Blair essentially 
promised to support Romania in exchange for cooperation in Bosnia” (41).  
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carrot, membership, until the end of the accession process: “Accession will take place as 

soon as an associated country is able to assume the obligations of membership by 

satisfying the economic and political conditions required.”53 However, the domestic 

reforms required for membership, commonly referred to as the Copenhagen Criteria, are 

much more far-reaching than those required by NATO. The EU also makes use of a 

staged or gradual admission process, which enhances the credibility of the institution by 

making assurances to candidates that they are moving in the right direction and for 

stalling the admission process for candidates that are not progressing according to the 

desired reforms (Kelley 2004; Sasse 2009).  

Along with the prospect of enlarging the Union to include Central and Eastern European 

countries, EU member states decided to spell out the political and economic conditions 

for membership. In June 1993, the European Council established the Copenhagen criteria 

for EU accession which requires states to make reforms relating to market liberalization, 

the protection of human rights, and the advancement of democratic principles. In the 

economic realm, states must demonstrate the existence of a functioning market economy 

and the capacity to cope with competitive pressure and market forces within the Union. 

In the political realm, the existence of stable institutions ensuring democratic 

government, the rule of law, human rights, and the protection of minorities are required. 

And finally all states must set a time frame for the adoption, implementation, and 

enforcement of the body of EU law and institutional provisions known as the acquis 

communautaire (European Council 1993). The fact that admission criteria are clearly 
                                                           
53European Commission. Accession Criteria. 
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/enlargement_process/accession_process/criteria/index_en.htm 
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articulated and well-known lends credibility to the institution and to conditionality by 

making clear that membership is related to progress along these different criteria. In cases 

where candidate countries did not met accession criteria their membership in the EU has 

been delayed, as in the case of Romania. 

As previously mentioned, passive leverage depends in part upon the level of 

asymmetrical interdependence between the institution and the target states. Asymmetrical 

interdependence implies that the magnitude of the benefits of membership is greater than 

the magnitude of the entry requirements (Vachudova 2005: 108). The fact that Eastern 

European states were willing to meet so many domestic requirements is itself evidence of 

the high level of asymmetrical interdependence between the European Union and 

candidate countries (Grabbe 2006). These benefits include security, economic 

advantages, and the important reputational signal it sends to investors about political 

stability, as well as the reputational effects of being a part of the liberal democratic club 

(Kelley 2004: 21; See also Jubulis 1996).54   

The active leverage of the EU depends primarily upon its ability to monitor and enforce 

compliance. The gradual admission process aids the ability of the institution to monitor 

progress and to enforce compliance. The Commission assesses the readiness of all 

candidate countries, and during the fifth round of enlargement, issued regular reports on 

the candidates’ progress towards membership. The Commission is involved throughout 

the negotiation process and through its delegations in candidate countries, collects 

                                                           
54 Jubulis 1996: 68. Due to the legacy of the Soviet past, the Latvian government did not have experience in 
dealing with human rights issues which necessitated relying on foreign assistance. 
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information and holds discussions with various stakeholders in society. The Council of 

Ministers meets regularly to negotiate enlargement-related issues among member states 

and with candidate countries. The European Council retains the ultimate responsibility 

for directing the enlargement process by setting the political framework for enlargement, 

allaying the fears of neighboring countries and acting as the official “face” of the Union 

(Dinan 2006: 279). The EU Commission relies primarily on monitoring by the OSCE and 

the CoE in the area of minority protection during the accession process to draft its Annual 

Regular Reports on candidate countries. Membership in CoE and compliance with OSCE 

recommendations have become unofficial prerequisites for EU accession (Brosig 2006; 

Dinan 2006). In the fifth round of enlargement, these institutions provided important 

information about the situation of minorities to the Commission which was used in its 

regular reports on each of the candidate countries.  

European Institutions as Socializing Forces for Minority Rights 

Each of the European institutions that deal specifically with the rights of minority groups 

(EU, CoE, and OSCE) operates according to a different mandate, or purpose. This 

mandate affects their ability to pressure states to comply with minority rights norms and 

therefore to act as a socializing force for democratization. Understanding minority rights 

norms and compliance in Europe necessitates an examination of how these organizations 

work in concert to both create and enforce common standards.  

The OSCE, which was created as an instrument for conflict prevention, has primarily 

used normative pressure in the form of persuasion and social influence, rather than 

membership conditionality to encourage policy development in target states (Kelley 
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2004: 15). The OSCE has three primary mechanisms for addressing the minority rights 

issues: short-term fact finding missions to participating states; field offices for long-term 

conflict prevention, crisis management, and conflict resolution; and the HCNM. The fact 

that the EU relies on the OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities as an expert 

on minority rights during the accession process, means that the OSCE has been able to 

influence domestic minority policies in Eastern Europe in significant ways. The HCNM 

is an independent and impartial early warning and early action “in regard to tensions 

involving national minority issues which have not yet developed beyond an early warning 

stage, but in the judgment of the High Commissioner have the potential to develop into a 

conflict within the OSCE area,”55 and “an instrument of conflict prevention at the earliest 

possible stage.”56  

The CoE did use membership conditionality to influence citizenship legislation in Latvia 

by delaying its admission until it developed an appropriate citizenship law, however it 

more often relies on “commitments from states to take certain actions by specific dates 

with regard to human rights and the treatment of non-citizens” (Kelley 2004: 17). The 

Commissioner for Human Rights of the Council of Europe is an independent institution 

within the CoE whose mandate is to promote awareness and respect for human rights 

through dialogue with governments and country visits. The country visits contribute to a 

comprehensive evaluation of human rights practices in member states and the 

Commissioner makes recommendations for improvements on the basis of these visits. 

                                                           
55 Thiele 2006: 128 citing Helsinki Document of 1992: 8. 
56Introduction. The Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic Rights of National Minorities and 
Explanatory Note. Foundation on Interethnic Relations, The Hague. Available at 
http://www.unesco.org/most/ln2pol7.htm. Last accessed 02/06/2008. 
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The European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRI) is a CoE institution 

designed “to combat racism, xenophobia, anti-Semitism, and intolerance in Europe 

though necessary measures against violence, discrimination and prejudice faced by 

persons or groups of persons, notably on grounds especially of race and national or ethnic 

origin” (Thiele 2006: 129). The implementation of the FCNM and the ECRML treaties is 

monitored by the committee of ministers. The Advisory Committee was created to 

oversee the FCNM and it has the right to visit the state parties after the state provides an 

initial report, and the Committee of Experts was created to monitor the implementation of 

the ECRML.  The CoE also sends fact finding missions to countries before membership 

is granted, as well as after admission, in order to ensure that states fulfill the promises 

they made when joining the organization. These fact finding missions issue reports and 

recommendations to governments as well as provide aid in the drafting of legislation.  

The EU does not have many instruments for monitoring minority rights as a result of the 

fact that the protection of minority rights was not emphasized until the creation of the 

Copenhagen Criteria for accession in 1993. Consequently, the primary mechanism by 

which the EU can influence minority policies in member states is through political 

membership conditionality in candidate states (Kelley 2004: 18). While the European 

Court of Justice (ECJ) has made reference to the protection of human rights in several 

decisions, it is not an organ for supervision of human rights or minority rights (Thiele 

2003: 130). Membership conditionality on the basis of human rights, and more 

specifically minority rights, was made explicit in the EU Commission’s official 

evaluation of countries preparedness to join the EU in 1997. The final reports considered 
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whether candidate countries adhered to the European Convention on Human Rights and 

the UN instruments related to human rights and minority rights. The fact that political 

criteria would be taken seriously was made more explicit when the EU chose not to open 

negations with Slovakia on the basis of the July 2000 Commission opinion (Kelley 2004: 

19).  

The primary ways that the EU addresses minority issues is through annual reports and 

official declarations, as well as through local missions and  joint-committee meetings at 

various levels in EU candidate countries (Kelley 2004; Sasse 2009). While the EU had a 

direct impact on the development of integration policies in Estonia and Latvia in the pre-

accession period through the politics of conditionality, it is much harder for the EU to 

influence the integration policies of these states post-accession. This is due in large part 

to the fact that membership itself is viewed as a confirmation of the fact that accession 

states have met EU norms and standards in the area of minority rights. Consequently, the 

biggest contribution that the EU can make in the post-accession period is to encourage 

continuing integration of minorities by providing financial support to integration 

programs in member states through the European Social fund (ESF) and the European 

Fund for the Integration of third-country nationals.    

 
Kin-State Activism as a Socializing Force 

Several authors have studied the complicated relationship that exists between diasporas - 

ethnic communities divided by state frontiers – host-states – the states in which they live 

– and kin-states – states that make an historical or cultural claim to represent them (King 

and Melvin 1999: 108; See also Barrington et al 1993; Brubaker 1998; Chinn and Kaiser 
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1996; Kolstoe 1996; Smith 2002). Ethno-national diasporas may be created by voluntary 

or forced migration, and they consist of members who “regard themselves as of the same 

ethno-national origin and who permanently reside as minorities in one or several host 

countries” (Sheffer 2003: 9). These diasporas may maintain regular or occasional 

contacts with their homeland, or kin-state, as well as with individuals or groups of the 

same ethno-national origin residing in other host countries, thereby creating a complex 

network of relationships between disaporas, their host countries, their homelands and 

international actors (Sheffer 2003: 10). Many scholars have focused on the ways in which 

diasporas may be sources of insecurity,57 while others have attempted to explain why the 

“beached diasporas”58 which emerged after the collapse of the Soviet Union, particularly 

Russians, have not had a significant impact on security in the region. 59 The fact that kin-

states use their diasporas as a tool of foreign policy is well-known: however, what is 

important to this study is how diaspora politics affect nation-building projects and 

minority inclusion in the host-state. Several studies have argued that powerful kin-states 

can influence the minority policies of other states by preventing the creation of nationalist 

policies that favor the ethnic majority, thereby acting as a socializing force for greater 

                                                           
57 See V.P Gagnon, Jr. 1994. “Ethnic Nationalism and International Security: The Case of Serbia,” 
International Security 19: 3, pp. 130-166; Stephen Saideman. 1997. “Explaining the International Relations 
of Secessionist Conflicts: Vulnerability vs. Ethnic Ties,” International Organization 51:4, pp. 721-753; 
Jack Snyder. 1993. “Nationalism and the Crisis of the Post-Soviet State,” in Michael E. Brown, ed. Ethnic 
Conflict and International Security. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, pp. 79-101; David Carment 
and Patrick James. 1995. “Internal Constraints and Inter-state Ethic Conflict: Toward a Crisis-Based 
Assessment of Irredentism,” Journal of Conflict Resolution, 39: 1, pp. 82-109. Cited in King and Melvin 
(1999) pp. 108-109. 
58 The term is from David Laitin. 1995. Identity in Formation. 
59 See Anatol Lieven. 1998. Chechnya: Tombstone of Russian Power. New Haven, CT: Yale University 
Press, pp. 243-268.  
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minority inclusion (Brubaker 1995; Csergo and Goldgeier 2004a; 2004b; Dawisha and 

Parrot 1994; Karklins 1994; Marshall 1993; Taras 1993). 

Transsovereign nationalism, “refers to nations that reach beyond current state boundaries, 

but forgo the idea of border changes, primarily because it is too costly to pursue border 

changes” (Csergo and Goldgeier 2004a: 26). Kin-states do at times intervene militarily on 

behalf of their ethnic kin, as in the case of Serbian and Croatian intervention in Bosnia-

Herzegovina during the 1990s, and Russia’s intervention in Georgia in 2008, however 

such cases are rare in the field of diaspora politics. Kin-states have a number of non-

military tools at their disposal that they can use to reach out to their ethnic kin in 

neighboring states. These include: electoral rules; regulations on repatriation (legal 

guarantees on the right of return to the homeland); citizenship laws (dual citizenship); the 

establishment of cultural centers or consulates in the host state; support for cultural 

exchanges or for increased opportunities for bilingual education in the host-state; 

economic incentives to cooperate with co-ethnic entrepreneurs; advocacy within 

international forums to ensure the protection of the cultural and political rights of the 

diaspora; and the media (King and Melvin 1999).  

The ability of kin-states to pressure other states depends upon their ability to make 

credible threats and to use military, political and economic pressure effectively. 

Proximity and power are likely to effect the credibility of kin-state pressures, meaning 

that close and powerful kin-states are more likely to influence the policies of other states 

toward greater inclusion of their diaspora (Kelley 2004: 166; See also Brubaker 1998). 

Despite the various tools that kin-states have at their disposal, they are often constrained 



95 

 

by domestic politics and interest groups, resource scarcity, and competing foreign policy 

priorities. Consequently, instances of kin-states cultivating strong ties with their diasporas 

are rare, and instances of military intervention to protect them are even more rare.  

While previous studies have argued that European institutions have been more successful 

than kin-states in pressuring governments in host-states to change their minority policies, 

there is an important relationship between kin-state activism and political conditionality 

that should not be overlooked. The inclusion of minority rights protection into the 

Copenhagen Criteria and the linking of policy changes with EU and NATO admission, as 

well as the establishment of monitoring mechanisms within the OSCE and the Council of 

Europe; legitimates the interest of kin-states in their diaspora (Barrington 1995). This 

legitimation is further reinforced by the numerous bilateral treaties on “good 

neighborliness” that acknowledge the mutual interests of states in their cultural 

diaspora.60 Consequently, domestic debates over cultural reproduction and the creation of 

an inclusive or exclusive conception of the nation are “increasingly shaped by complex 

patterns of action and reaction involving the state, national minorities within the state, 

external homelands claiming a special interest in the fate of cocultural minorities abroad, 

and international norms and institutions” (King and Melvin 1999: 113; See also Smith 

2002).  

                                                           

 
60 For example see “Treat of Understanding, Cooperation, and Good Neighborliness between Romania and 
the Republic of Hungary,” Romanian Embassy, Washington, DC, 1996 (Cited in King and Melvin 1999: 
112). 
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The collapse of the Soviet Union brought with it the emergence of new states that defined 

themselves as ethnic homelands, even though their core nations stretched across newly 

formed state boundaries (Brubaker 1998; King and Melvin 1999; Kolstoe 1995; Melvin 

1995). As a result of Soviet era policies, which included, forced internal labor migration 

as well as resettlement and deportation of native populations in the Soviet republics, the 

demographic boundaries of ethnic groups spanned state boundaries. In 1989, one quarter 

of all Soviet citizens lived outside the borders of the administrative regions that were 

defined as their ethnic homelands, and therefore the collapse of the Soviet Union resulted 

not only in the creation of newly independent states but also new diasporas (King and 

Melvin: 117; See also Brubaker 1995). After the collapse of the Soviet Union it is 

estimated that twenty-five million ethnic Russians were residing outside Russia’s borders 

(Brubaker 1995). 

Despite the fact that the Soviet Union was based upon the idea that ethnic allegiances 

would wither away, policies privileged ethnic identity: “Within the republics, other 

institutional structures, from local parliaments and councils of ministers to folk 

ensembles and “national” restaurants, reinforced the image of fifteen union republics as 

the homelands of distinct historical nations” (King and Melvin 1999: 117). The regime 

“carved up Soviet territory into more than fifty putatively autonomous national 

‘homelands,’ each ‘belonging’ to a particular ethnonational group” (Brubaker 2000: 26). 

The designation of republics as belonging to particular ethnic groups was further 

reinforced on the individual level by ethnic designations at birth, in encounters with 

government officials, and on personal identity documents including internal passports, all 
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of which set the stage for the emergence of kin-state activism and diaspora politics after 

the Soviet collapse (Brubaker 2000: 26).  

In the Baltic States, as in other post-Soviet states, independence brought with it the 

emergence of ethnonationalist movements that transformed ethnic power relations 

domestically. Russians went from being the privileged class to being the underclass, as 

the newly independent governments of Estonia and Latvia sought to reassert their control 

over the means of cultural reproduction and to create national identity on the basis of 

native language and culture. Ethnonationalism on the part of the titular majority in these 

states cannot be understood merely as the return of strong national identities that were 

“rooted in the pre-communist history of the region” and “frozen or repressed by a 

ruthlessly antinational regime”, but must be understood, at least in part, as a product of 

Soviet reconstruction of persons and places as national (Brubaker 2000: 26).   

The “national renaissance” that occurred in the Baltic Republics, especially in Estonia 

and Latvia provided the pretext for Russian activism on behalf of its ethnic kin in those 

states. While several authors have debated the motivations behind Russia’s decision in 

the early 1990s to institute diaspora politics as a cornerstone of its foreign policy, the 

consensus within this literature is that the use of the Russian diaspora was a strategic 

move on the part of the government that served to refocus Russia’s identity as an ethnic 

homeland, to satisfy nationalistic factions within the domestic arena,61 and to provide a 

                                                           
61 King and Melvin (1999) argue: “The success of Vladimir Zhirinovsky and the Liberal Democratic Party 
in the parliamentary elections of December 1993 and the nationalist opposition’s strong stance in support of 
the diaspora prompted the Russian government to adopt and even more active policy toward Russians and 
russified settlers abroad” (121).( See also Barrington 1995; Bugajski 2004). 
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pretext for intervention in the post-Soviet states (Berg and Ehin 2009; Bugajski 2004; 

Karklins 1995; King and Melvin 1999; Muiznieks 2006; Simonsen 2001).  

What has not been studied adequately in the Estonian and Latvian cases is the effect that 

Russia’s activism has on the internalization of minority rights norms among elites in 

these cases. Kelley (2004) argues that Russia’s activism throughout the 1990s did not 

result in the creation of more inclusive policies toward minorities. Researchers have 

acknowledged that this pressure may have the reverse effect in Estonia and Latvia of 

creating more resentment toward minority inclusion (Barrington 1995; Kelley 2004). 

However, these studies have tended to focus on either conditionality or kin-state pressure 

and have not adequately explored the ways in which international institutions and kin-

states may work at cross purposes, thereby influencing minority integration in opposite 

directions, despite the similarity of their objectives. Kin-state activism can affect not only 

minority policies themselves, but also the attitudes of elites regarding the importance of 

integrating minorities, as well as the validity and applicability of minority rights norms to 

the domestic context. In this way, kin-states may have an effect on the socialization to 

and internalization of minority rights norms among elites in target states. This may result 

in a backsliding away from the effective implementation of minority rights standards, 

particularly in the post-accession period, where normative pressure is the only socializing 

mechanism that European institutions have at their disposal.   

Domestic Filters and Socialization 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the adoption of norms and the understanding of 

those norms by different states can vary in relation to their domestic structures, cultures, 
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and rules (Brosig 2006: 139). Therefore international norms can influence domestic 

policies only “through the filter of domestic structures and domestic norms which can 

produce important variations in compliance with and interpretation of these norms” 

(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 893).62 Checkel (1999) argues that “domestic norms 

shaping the preferences of agents predict the degree to which international norms 

resonate and have a constitutive effect, while domestic structures identify those key 

agents and how they will vary cross-nationally” (Checkel 1999: 84). These types of 

arguments, which focus on the role of domestic actors bring agency back into 

constructivist accounts and enable an explanation of why the constitutive impact of 

international norms varies across cases (Ibid: 84). The results of the analysis demonstrate 

that the domestic contexts in Estonia and Latvia are crucial for understanding both the 

lack of convergence between international norms and domestic policies and for the 

different understandings given to minority rights norms by elites. 

The two domestic-level factors that have been shown to have a significant impact on the 

effects of international norms on the domestic policies are “the domestic salience or 

legitimacy of the norm, and the structural context within which the domestic policy 

debate transpires” (Cortell and Davis 2000: 66; See also Gourevitch 1978). Domestic 

structures matter because they determine who is a part of the policy debate as well as 

which group has the most decision-making power. The salience of a domestic norm 

                                                           

 
62 For literature on the importance of domestic structures for norm adoption and compliance see Barnett 
1999; Bohman and Rehg 1997; Checkel 2001a; Crawford 2004; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Milliken 1999; 
Risse et al 1999; Sikkink 1993; and Weldes and Saco 1996 
. 
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“requires a durable set of attitudes toward the norm’s legitimacy in the national arena, 

such that the norm is presumptively ‘accepted as a guide to conduct and a basis for 

criticism, including self criticism’” (Cortell and Davis 2000: 69 citing Fallon 1992).  In 

order for compliance with international norms to continue in the post-accession period, 

elites responsible for the creation of policies must accept the international norm as 

legitimate. 

Checkel (1999) argues that the diffusion of international norms to target countries “is 

more rapid when a cultural match exists between the systemic norm and a target country, 

in other words, where it resonates with historically constructed domestic norms” (87). 

Culture, in this sense, refers to the beliefs, understandings, and obligations that are widely 

held by a society, and is the medium into which international norms are infused. When 

the level of cultural match is high the international norm will be salient and will have a 

taken for granted quality for domestic actors. However when the level of cultural match 

is low, that is when the international norm conflicts with domestic culture, 

understandings, or obligations, there may be resistance to the adoption and internalization 

of the international norm. Resistance to or rejection of the international norm, may also 

vary with relation to different societal groups (Cortell and Davis 2000: 74).63  

Because culture and domestic norms are conditioned by the historical context of the 

target country (Checkel 2001), and because domestic discourse conditions the meaning of 

international norms in the domestic context (Cortell and Davis 2000: 73), historical 

legacies are important for understanding the internalization of norms in different 

                                                           
63 For examples see: Goertz and Diehl 1992 and Keck and Sikkink 1998 (Cited in Cortell and Davis 2000).  
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societies. In Estonia and Latvia, the historical context, particularly the legacy of Soviet 

occupation, has produced fear of both Russian culture and Russian intervention in 

domestic politics. In the post-independence period, Russia’s activism has continued to 

stoke these fears, especially in the early 1990s, which has hindered the adoption and 

internalization of minority rights norms.    

Norms that are clear and specific, those that have been around for awhile, and those that 

make universalistic claims, are more likely to be influential than norms that are 

ambiguous, new, or particularistic (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998:  907; See also Chayes 

and Chayes 1993; Legro 1997). In cases where there is an absence of preconceptions 

about the international norm, it may be easier for proponents to establish the legitimacy 

of the norm in the domestic context (Cortell and Davis 2000 citing Haas 1992; See also 

Checkel 2001). However, where beliefs and understandings regarding the normative 

context are already defined, new norms must compete with older or alternative 

conceptions of interest: “Efforts to promote a new norm must take place within the 

standards of appropriateness defined by prior norms” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 

897). Where these pre-existing domestic norms are institutionalized (embedded in 

organizations or laws), socialization to new international norms will be more difficult 

(Checkel 2001: 565). Acharya (2004) argues that in cases where local actors desire to 

enhance their prestige through the incorporation of international norms into the domestic 

arena, they may “localize” or actively construct foreign ideas so that they are congruent 

with local beliefs and practices: “The stronger the local norm, the greater the likelihood 

that new foreign norms will be localized rather than accepted wholesale” (248).  
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Competition between new and existing norms as well as contestation over their meaning 

and implementation is simply part of the normative landscape. Because domestic and 

international norms are by their very nature constantly contested and also evolving, the 

degree of cultural match and the domestic salience of the international norm can change 

over time, in the direction of either greater consonance or greater dissonance (Cortell and 

Davis 2000). However, more research is needed into how this contestation can leave 

room for considerable variations in interpretation on the part of norm-setters and norm-

followers, resulting in involuntary noncompliance. Wiener (2008) argues that this may be 

the case with a number of norms, especially those in the area of human rights, 

environmental standards, or minority rights.  

Conclusion 

While several authors have recognized the importance of EU conditionality in the 

development of minority policies in the Baltic States, far less attention has been paid to 

the ideational variant of convergence. In addition to the adoption of commensurate 

policies, it is important to examine whether minority rights norms have been internalized 

by elites. In the post-accession period, continuing socialization through normative 

pressure is crucial, as conditionality is no longer available and as European institutions 

lack effective “sticks” after membership has been granted. This project therefore pays 

specific attention to this ideational variant – that is - the ways in which international 

minority rights norms are understood and internalized by elites in these societies, as well 

as the effectiveness of pressure from European institutions in the post-conditionality 

period.  
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In addition, kin-states can also act as socializing forces and encourage and pressure for 

changes in minority policies through a variety of mechanisms from citizenship laws, 

bilateral agreements, economic pressure, speech acts, and by lodging complaints in 

international institutions. Both Europeans institutions and Russia have lobbied the 

Estonian and Latvian governments to develop more inclusive minority policies and 

Russia has even used European minority rights norms as a justification for intervention, 

and European institutions as a staging ground for lobbying the rights of the Russian 

minority. In the Estonian and Latvian cases, what has not been adequately studied is how 

the socializing effects of European institutions and Russia’s activism interact to influence 

policy decisions and norm internalization on the domestic level in these states. While 

pressure from European institutions has moved minority policies toward greater 

inclusion, Russia’s activism often aggravates historical memories and strengthens 

previously established domestic norms regarding minority rights, in ways which work 

against the internalization of minority rights norms by elites in these societies. 
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Chapter 3 
Compliance and Noncompliance: Conditionality and Normative Pressure 

 
The “liberal community hypothesis” argues that “regional organizations represent 

international communities of values and norms” and that the expansion of the EU to 

Eastern Europe involves the spread of norms and values form West to East 

(Schimmelfennig 2002: 598). Estonia and Latvia are interesting cases for examining the 

adoption and internalization of minority rights norms, because European minority rights 

norms are “new” norms. It was during the fifth round of EU enlargement that the issue of 

minority inclusion became a crucial issue for accession, and also where minority rights 

norms were given meaning and importance through the politics of membership 

conditionality. For both Estonia and Latvia, meeting accession criteria in the area of 

minority rights involved an agreement to continue to work toward the creation a 

multicultural integrated society.  

Normative pressure alone was not enough to bring about changes in citizenship and 

language policies in either case, and it was only after policy reform was explicitly linked 

to CoE, EU, or NATO membership that policy changes were executed (Kelley 2004; 

Vachudova 2005). As a result, Latvia and Estonia are regarded as “success cases” for the 

positive effects of EU conditionality on democratization in the area of minority rights. In 

many respects, Estonia and Latvia constitute democratic success stories, especially 

compared to most other former Soviet states. In Estonia and Latvia there is political 

pluralism, regular elections are held, civil rights are respected, economic reforms have 

progressed, and there has for the most part been an absence of political violence since 
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independence. In addition, they have both met democratic requirements to be accepted 

into European institutions. However, the question remains whether these policy changes 

alone are enough for continuing democratization in the area of minority rights in the post-

accession period, given the complicated historical legacies and the claims to cultural 

reproduction among both the Russian-speaking minority and the titular majorities in these 

states. 

Evaluating the success of EU conditionality on democratization in the area of minority 

rights requires examining the continuing development of minority policy and compliance 

with minority rights norms in the post-accession period (Hughes et al 2004; Rechel 

2009). Measuring compliance is a two-stage process which involves examining the 

degree of convergence between international minority rights norms and domestic 

minority policies, as well as the continuing dialogue between European institutions and 

the Estonian and Latvian governments in the post-accession period (Checkel 1999; 

Cortell and Davis 2000). While an analysis of minority policies documents in each case 

illustrates the ways in which international standards have been incorporated into domestic 

policy, the latter points to areas where European standards and domestic policies may not 

be congruent.  

These cases also raise the question of whether norms can be assumed to be domestically 

legitimate when coercion, or conditionality, was used during the process of adoption 

(Wiener 2008). If norms are legitimate, then the development of policies in the post-

accession period will continue to reflect these norms. International norms that are 

adopted or embraced on purely instrumental grounds may become domestically salient 
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because the speech acts of elites “establish intersubjective understandings and 

expectations at both the domestic and international levels, and constrain policy options” 

(Cortell and Davis 2000: 76). Consequently, “their normative pronouncements may 

become part of the society’s legitimating discourse” (Cortell and Davis 2000: 76).64 In 

addition, when the international norm becomes enmeshed in domestic institutions, and 

domestic bureaucracies are granted responsibility for seeing that the norm is 

implemented, habitual compliance can lead to domestic salience (Cortell and Davis 2000; 

Klotz 1995). This process however is complicated in the Estonian and Latvian cases as a 

result of the short-period of statehood and the interruption of statehood by the Soviet 

occupation. Norms that were established during the interwar period were reinstated after 

1991 however occupation introduced new norms regarding the social hierarchy of ethnic 

groups. Consequently, the salience of European minority rights norms in these societies is 

weakened by the low level of cultural match between European norms and pre-existing 

domestic norms.  

While in principle, minority polices in Estonia and Latvia do not violate international 

minority standards, a detailed picture of policy performance in these states reveals areas 

in which compliance with international standards is not fully reached. First, not all the 

recommendations made by European institutions during the accession process have been 

                                                           
64 See Thomas Risse. 1998. “The Socialization of International Norms into Domestic Practices: Arguing 
and the Strategic Adaptation in the Human Rights Area”, paper presented for the conference on “Ideas, 
Culture and Political Analysis,” Princeton University, May 15-16, 1998. See also Jeffrey Checkel. 1997. 
“International Norms and Domestic Politics: Bridging the Rationalist-Constructivist Divide,” European 
Journal of International Relations 3, pp. 473-495. Darren Hawkins, “Domestic Responses to International 
Pressure: Human Rights in Authoritarian Chile,” European Journal of international Relations 3, pp. 403-
434. (Cited in Cortell and Davis 2000: 76). 
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adopted, and therefore policy reforms were shallower than desired by European 

institutions. Secondly, in the areas where the minority rights regime is left open to the 

interpretation of state parties, Estonian and Latvian elites have interpreted norms in ways 

that do not promote the integration of minorities into society. Deets (2002) argues, that 

while governments in CEE often do not violate their obligations to international norms, 

their policies nevertheless create opposition among minorities. These issues will be 

discussed with respect to the three policy areas that were the focus of international 

pressure during the 1990s: citizenship policies; language policies; and the development of 

national integration programs. 

Latvia: The Reluctant Reformer65 

The debate over citizenship and language policies was intense during the 1990s and the 

ratification of European Conventions and the incorporation of European norms into 

official polices was protracted. As a result, Latvia attracted a great deal of criticism and 

pressure from both the European community and from Russia. While Latvia adopted a 

restorationist approach to state-building after independence, it did not immediately pass a 

citizenship law that set criteria for the naturalization of non-citizens.66 The Latvian 

Supreme Council determined that it lacked the legal authority under the restored 1922 

                                                           
65 English translation of all Latvian Laws and Acts available at: 
http://www.lexadin.nl/wlg/legis/nofr/oeur/lxwelat.htm Last accessed: 4/12/2009. 
66 Galbreath 2005: 173. In 1990, the Latvian Supreme Council passed the Resolution, “On the Renewal of 
the Republic of Latvia’s Citizens’ Rights and Fundamental Principles of Naturalization,” which stated that 
“despite the illegal occupation of Latvian by the Soviet Union, the Republic of Latvia had not ceased to 
exist. Logically this meant that there still existed a Latvian citizenry that had either lived in Latvia before 
the occupation or were descendants of pre-war Latvian citizens.” 
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Constitution to adopt either a citizenship law or naturalization procedures.67 This 

ultimately rendered a quarter of the population unsure of their identity and without a 

means to acquire Latvian citizenship (Kelley 2004: 1; See also Barrington 1995; 

Commercio 2004). As a result, the CoE refused to grant Latvia admission in 1992, 

making it clear that Latvia would not be accepted as a member until it adopted a 

citizenship law (Barrington 1995; See also Kelley 2004; Muiznieks and Kehris 2003).68 

The HCNM also pressured Latvia to adopt a citizenship law and advised the government 

not to make naturalization requirements too difficult.69 This was an important early 

lesson for the Latvian government that there were real consequences to not conforming to 

the democratic norms required by European institutions (Muiznieks and Kehris 2003: 

33).  

After prolonged consultations with the CoE and the OSCE, the Latvian parliament 

adopted the Law on Citizenship in June 1994.70 The influence of European institutions 

was clearly evident when President Ulmanis returned the draft of the citizenship law to 

parliament for further consideration. He urged parliament to “take into account the 

recommendations of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe and the 

                                                           
67 OSCE, 18 April 1993, Letter to the High Commissioner of National Minorities, Reference No. 
238/93/L/Rev. Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Republic of Latvia. 
68 See also “Lack of Citizenship Law Mars CE Membership Hope”, FBIS Daily Report: Central Eurasia, 1 
February 1994, pp. 69; Saulius Girnius, “Relations Between the Baltic States and Russia,” RFE/RL 
Research Report, 3, 33, 26 August 1994, pp. 29-33 cited in Barrington 1995: 738.              
69 OSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter to the Latvian Foreign Minister, Reference No. 238/93/L/Rev, OSCE High 
Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague. In particular the HCNM recommended that the waiting 
period for citizenship not exceed five years, that language requirements not exceed the ability to conduct a 
simple conversation in Latvian, that the Constitution exam not be a major obstacle to the acquisition of 
citizenship, that disabled persons and persons over 60 be exempt from language requirements; OSCE, 10 
December 1993, Letter to the Latvian Foreign Minister, Reference No. 1463/93/L, OSCE High 
Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague. 
70 OSCE, 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian Foreign Minister, Reference No. 1463/93/L, OSCE 
High Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague.  
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Council of Europe” (Barrington 1995: 754).71 Prime Minister Birkavs echoed this advice: 

“We shall not allow this law to bar our way to Europe, the only place where Latvia can 

survive” (Barrington 1995: 754).72  

This new law granted certain categories of the population priority in naturalization 

process, such as ethnic Latvians, spouses of citizens, and those who had completed 

Latvian language schools, but barred other categories, such as retired soviet military 

officers, KGB officials, and convicted pro-Soviet activists from the naturalization 

process. All applicants would have to pass a Latvian language test, as well as a test on 

Latvian history and culture (Galbreath 2005: 175). Most controversially, the law set strict 

quotas, which allowed only 2000 persons per year to be naturalized (See Barrington 

1995; Kelley 2004; Muiznieks and Kehris 2003). The law was protested by Western 

governments, and was vetoed by the President in its original form because of its 

restrictive nature. As a result of recommendations from the HCNM, the final version of 

the Citizenship Law that was passed in July 1994 replaced the quotas with a window 

system (Galbreath 2005: 179).73 The window system treated all categories of non-citizens 

equally, however all non-citizens were forced to naturalize on the basis of a timetable, 

between 1996 and 2003, provided they passed examinations on Latvian language, history, 

and the Constitution (Commercio 2004: 148; Muiznieks and Kehris 2003). The timetable 

gave consideration to the age and place of birth of the applicant however it did not 

                                                           
71 Barrington 1995 citing “Saeima to Review Ulmanis Demand on Citizenship Law,” FBIS Daily Report: 
Central Eurasia, 1 July 1994, pp. 60. 
72 Barrington 1995 citing “President, Government to Review Citizenship Law,” FBIS Daily Report: Central 
Eurasia, 11 August 1992, pp. 69. 
73 OSCE, 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1463/93/L, 
OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague. 
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contain a fixed quota limiting the number of applications that could be accepted in a 

given year.74  

The Latvian Law on Citizenship was the most restrictive citizenship law that was adopted 

in any of the Soviet successor states (Chin and Kaiser: 1996). Most ethnic Russians were 

not eligible for automatic citizenship and could not apply for naturalization until 2000. In 

addition, naturalization was only possible for those individuals who were registered as 

residents of Latvia, excluding those who were denied residency status.75 The legal status 

of non-citizens was regulated by the law, “The Status of those Former USSR Citizens 

Who Do Not Have Citizenship of Latvia or Any Other State,” and was adopted in April 

1995.76 This law granted non-citizens the status of permanent residents and issued 

internationally recognized non-citizen travel documents. Non-citizens could not vote in 

local or national elections, be elected to parliament or municipal office, or work in most 

civil service jobs. In addition, there were restrictions on land ownership and private 

sector jobs linked with judiciary, such as notaries and sworn advocates (Muiznieks and 

Kehris 2003). The ECRI criticized the law claiming that barring non-citizens from certain 

                                                           
74 Barrington 1995: 739.  For example, “starting in 1996, applications from those born in Latvia who were 
16-20 yrs old would be considered; in 1997, those born in Latvia who were up to 25 years old would be 
considered, and so on.”  
75 Barrington 1995: 739. “Tat’yana Zdanoka, adviser of citizenship issues to the Equal Rights faction of the 
Saeima, told me that up to 150,000 people residing in Latvia were denied official residency status. These 
are called ‘people with round stamps’ since their passports were stamped only with a round stamp and not 
with the additional rectangular registration stamp.” 
76 Text of the Law available at:  http://www.coe.int/t/e/legal_affairs/legal_co-
operation/foreigners_and_citizens/nationality/documents/national_legislation/Latvia%20-
%20Law%20on%20non-citizens.pdf Last accessed 3/15/2009. 
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professions, such as barrister and lawyer’s assistant, captains of aircraft, private 

detectives, and armed security guards was unjustified and discriminatory.77  

While Latvian leaders did heed the advice of international institutions to develop 

citizenship legislation, the first laws that were put into place clearly contradicted the 

recommendations of the HCNM. The citizenship law did not grant mandatory citizenship 

to persons meeting all requirements, or exempt the elderly from language tests.78 On 

several occasions, the international community expressed concern over the slow rate of 

naturalization in Latvia and the HCNM noted that the state fee was prohibitive and that 

both the language and civics exams were too difficult.79 Due to the slow rate of 

naturalization the HCNM began recommending in 1996 that the “window-system” of 

naturalization was no longer necessary, a recommendation which was echoed by the EU 

Commission in its regular reports on Latvia.80  

The government refused to grant automatic citizenship to children born in Latvia, despite 

repeated recommendations to do so, and only allowed for this possibility after it was 

explicitly linked with EU membership.81 The government had resisted granting automatic 

                                                           
77 ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 13 March 1999 CRI (99) 8. Paragraph 20. 
78 OSCE, 14, March 1996, Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 516/96/L, 
OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague. OSCE, 22 April 1996, Letter to the High 
Commissioner for National Minorities, Reference No. 31/335-2818, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Republic 
of Latvia. 
79 OSCE, 14, March 1996, Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 516/96/L, 
OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague. OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter to the 
Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1085/96/L, OSCEW High Commissioner for National 
Minorities, The Hague; OSCE, 23 May 1997, Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference 
No. 376/97/L, OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, The Hague. 
80 Commission of the European Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession.  
81  OSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter to the Latvian Foreign Minister, Reference No. 238/93/L/Rev. OSCE High 
Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague; OSCE, 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian 



112 

 

citizenship to children born of stateless parents on the grounds that children were not 

denied access to citizenship and could naturalize either with their parents or 

independently at age 16.82 Nevertheless, both the EU and the HCNM continued to 

pressure the Latvian government to amend citizenship legislation, especially with regard 

to granting citizenship to stateless children.83 The initial version proposed by the Peoples 

Harmony Faction in 1997, granted citizenship to all stateless children that had been born 

since independence, however this version was defeated. Following protests in Riga in 

1998, the government established a working group for changing the citizenship law 

(Galbreath 2005: 177). The governing coalition was divided over whether stateless 

children born after independence should be subject to an age and language requirement, 

as well as a residency requirement of five years for their parents. (Galbreath 2005: 178). 

However, the amendment to the Citizenship Law passed in November 1998 without the 

additional requirements. The amendment made citizenship available for children born in 

Latvia after August 21, 1991 to parents without any citizenship, through an application 

procedure. In addition, the amendment abolished the window-system of naturalization. 

                                                                                                                                                                             

Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1463/93/L, OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, 
The Hague; OSCE, 14 March 1996, Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 
516/96/L, OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, The Hague; OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter 
to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1085/96/L, The Hague; OSCE, 23 May 1997, 
Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 376/97/L, OSCE High Commissioner on 
National Minorities, The Hague. 
82 OSCE, 11 September 1997, Letter to the High Commissioner for National Minorities, Reference No. 
31/666-5680, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Republic of Latvia.  
83 OSCE, 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1463/93/L, 
OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague; OSCE, 23 May 1997, Letter to the Latvian 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 376/97/L, OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, 
The Hague; of the Commission of the European Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress 
towards Accession. 
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International observers stressed the need to make sure that naturalization exams were 

standardized and administered fairly, and that the Latvian government provide language 

education classes free of charge.84 The government defended the exams, arguing that they 

had already been simplified. The number of possible questions on the history test was 

reduced from 300 to 150, and then further reduced to 93 in accordance with 

recommendations from the OSCE.85 In 1998, an amendment did simplify the language 

test for people over sixty-five, and in June 2001, the Citizenship Law was further 

liberalized by reducing the standard naturalization fee by one third (Galbreath 2005: 179; 

See also Muiznieks and Kehris 2003). In addition, the 2001 amendment instituted a 

further reduction for specific categories of people including the unemployed, disabled 

and school-aged children, and exempted those who had successfully passed the 

centralized Latvian language examination for graduation from the language proficiency 

exam.86 While the changes to citizenship legislation were welcomed by the international 

community, European institutions continued to express concern over the slow rate of 

naturalization, the need to educate minorities in the Latvian language, to simplify 

                                                           
84 OSCE, 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1463/93/L, 
OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague; ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 13 
March 1999 CRI (99) 8. Paragraph 13. 
85OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1085/96/L, 
OSCEW High Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague;  OSCE, 11 September 1997, Letter to 
the High Commissioner for National Minorities, Reference No. 31/666-5680, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, 
Republic of Latvia; Commission of the European Communities. 1999 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress 
towards Accession. 
86 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23, July 2002, CRI (2002) 21, paragraph 12. 
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naturalization exams, and to develop more lenient requirements for older people, persons 

of lower education, and long-term residents.87  

Because the primary concern of European institutions was with the naturalization of the 

large number of “stateless” persons in Latvia, the focus of international pressure was on 

citizenship legislation. Language laws did not become a focus of international pressure 

until October 1997. The 1989 Language Law adopted by the Latvian Supreme council 

established bilingualism as the official policy. It instituted a three year transition period in 

which Russian-speakers in the public sector would have to learn Latvian at the level 

required by their occupation (Galbreath 2005: 180). The 1992 Law on Language 

stipulated the following: It terminated the use of Russian as the language of interethnic 

communication and deprived the Russian language of legal status; appeals to state 

agencies could be made in Russian, only if the appeal was accompanied by a notarized 

translation in the state language; it required all employees of state agencies to use the 

state language and to document in it; and it required the establishment of a State 

Language Commission to ensure policy implementation (Commercio 2004: 150). In 

October 1997, the Latvian parliament passed, in the first reading, a new draft language 

law that expanded government regulation of language use to the private sector. It was 

only with the extension of language regulation to the private realm that EU membership 

was made conditional upon changes in language legislation. In February 1999, a bill was 

                                                           
87 Commission of the European Communities, 1999 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession; Commission of the European Communities, 2000 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress toward s 
Accession; ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 13 March 1999 CRI (99) 8. Paragraph 2. ECRI, “Second 
Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23, July 2002, CRI (2002) 21, paragraph 13; See also Open Society Institute 
2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 273. 
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passed that allowed businesses to terminate employees who had insufficient knowledge 

of the Latvian language and amendments to the Administrative Violations Code 

introduced in June 2001, stipulated fines of up to 450 euros for a variety of violations of 

the Language Law, including “disrespect towards the state language.”88 These laws 

adversely affected the ability of Russians to maneuver within Latvian society, and 

actually restricted them to certain occupations on the basis of their language skills. 

In 1998, representatives of the EU Commission, the CoE, and the OSCE formed an 

expert group that criticized the new Language Law for taking insufficient account of the 

distinction between public and private spheres, and for contravening international legal 

standards on human rights.89 The ECRI declared that the Language Law was too “far-

reaching” and that it needed to be kept in line with CoE conventions including the 

protection of contractual rights, private life, and the freedom of expression and 

association.90 The expert group recommended either “limiting the scope of the draft Law 

on the State Language exclusively and clearly to the public sphere,” or “identifying all 

situations where a legitimate public interest can be demonstrated for measures requiring 

the (additional) use of the State Language” (Muiznieks and Kehris 2003: 44). The 

Latvian government decided to implement the latter option, which in essence granted 

lawmakers and implementers a wide birth for interpretation (Ibid 44).  

                                                           
88 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
287. See also Galbreath 2005: 182. 
89 Commission of the European Communities, 1999 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession.  
90 ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 13 March 1999 CRI (99) 8. Paragraph 21. 
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The EU Commission warned the Latvian government several times in its regular reports 

to make sure that the State Language Center “only apply and enforce the Language Law 

and its implementing regulations to the extent required by a legitimate public interest, 

having regard to the principle of proportionality… and in view of Latvia’s obligations 

under international human rights instruments and the rights and freedoms guaranteed 

under the European Agreement.”91 The commission also recommended that guidelines be 

established to help language inspectors apply the Language Law. In 2002, the ECRI 

commented that the Language Law adversely affected the ability of non-Latvians to 

access public institutions, and encouraged the State Language Center to limit sanctions to 

cases that are in the “legitimate public interest”.92 In 2002, when the State Language 

Center wanted to introduce new professions that should be regulated in accordance with 

the public interest, “only the cold calculation of the potential loss of international prestige 

– not the internalization of Western norms - stayed the hand of those wanting to regulate 

language use in a manner inappropriate for a democracy in the EU” (Muiznieks and 

Kehris 2003: 51).93  

Language laws also adversely affected the political participation of non-Latvians. In 

1994, the government passed a law on local elections that prevented non-citizens from 

                                                           
91 Commission of the European Communities, 2000 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession; Commission of the European Communities, 2001 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession. Commission of the European Communities, 2002 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession.  
92 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23 July 2002 CRI (2002) 21, paragraph 17, 19.   
93 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
337. “An attempt by the State Language Centre to broaden its authority to regulate language use in the 
private sector through the elaboration of amendments to the State Language Law stipulating a new list of 
professions in local governments and private sector has been unsuccessful due to the intervention by the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs who argued that this would cause a negative international reaction.” For 
description see LCHRES, Human Rights in Latvia, 1 January 2002 – 30 June 2002, pp. 3.  
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voting or standing in national elections and made language knowledge a prerequisite for 

standing in local and national elections. This policy was criticized by European 

institutions because it was an additional barrier to the participation of non-Latvians in 

Latvian society, which was already low.94 In its regular report in 2001, the EU 

Commission criticized the language requirements for candidates in local and 

parliamentary elections, and cited the European Court of Human Rights case and the UN 

Human Rights Committee decision in 2001, both of which ruled against the Latvian State 

in two cases involving insufficient language skills on the part of national and local 

candidates.95 The removal of language requirements for candidates in elections occurred 

in 2002, only after the amendment was clearly linked to NATO membership (Sarv 2002: 

105; See also Kelley 2004).  

The Constitution was amended in April 2002 in order to strengthen the state language in 

the context of the change in the election laws. The amendment introduced a loyalty oath 

for MPs and made Latvian the official procedural language of parliament and 

municipalities.96 Allowing non-citizens the right to vote in local elections was never 

linked directly to EU or NATO membership and consequently, pressure to change the 

law on local elections did not result in policy change.97 This illustrates the reluctance of 

Latvian elites to develop inclusive policies for the participation of minorities in society, 

                                                           
94 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23 July 2002 CRI (2002) 21, paragraph 21.  
95 Commission of the European Communities, 2001 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession.  
96 Commission of the European Communities, 2002 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession.  
97 ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 13 March 1999 CRI (99) 8. Paragraph 2; ECRI, “Second Report 
on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23 July 2002, CRI (2002) 21. Paragraph 34. 
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and further demonstrates the importance of political conditionality for policy reform in 

Latvia.  

European institutions applied only normative pressure in the area of education policy and 

consequently had less impact on policy development. In 1991, the Supreme Council 

established an education law that guaranteed the right of education in the Latvian 

language only.98 In March 1992, amendments were made to the Language Law that 

required all state financed higher education institutions to teach in Latvian beginning 

from the second year onward. In August 1995, the Education Law was also amended 

requiring at least two subjects to be taught in Latvian in all minority schools from the first 

to the ninth grade, and for three subjects to be taught in Latvian in grades 10-12. In 1998, 

the new Language Law required that in all general schools at least half of the subjects be 

taught in Latvian.  

While the Language Law was criticized by the CoE and the OSCE, the majority of the 

criticisms focused on the regulation of language in the private sector and ignored the 

provisions regarding education. The HCNM did send letters to the government 

emphasizing that the current Education Law was not in line with international standards 

and that ethnic minorities should have the right to primary education in their native 

language. The letter also recommended reducing the requirement that half of the subjects 

be taught in Latvian. These recommendations were ignored by the Latvian government 

and a separate education law was passed in October 1998 which called for the transition 

                                                           
98 “The Republic of Latvia Education Law,” Act 174 of 1991, June 19. See Article 5, paragraph 1. “The 
right to acquire education in the state language is guaranteed,” but with regards to other languages the law 
stated, “The state makes every effort to guarantee this right”(Cited in Kelley 2004: 77).  
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of all state secondary and vocational schools to teaching in Latvian by 2004. By 2008, 

Latvian was to become the sole language of instruction in state-funded schools.  

In 1999, the Law on General Education was softened to allow for state-language 

programs to be accompanied by education in the minority language, as well as minority 

language instruction in such subjects related to cultural identity (Galbreath 2005: 185). 

All schools with a language of instruction other than Latvian had to choose one of four 

bi-lingual teaching models by August 1999, or to submit their own model which would 

be subject to approval.99 Teachers had to demonstrate a certain level of proficiency in 

Latvian, or else be subject to dismissal. In its regular reports, the EU Commission 

recommended that more funds needed to be allocated to the training of teachers and that 

the use of minority languages should be maintained at all schools as far as possible.100 In 

2002, the ECRI again recommended that the transition to Latvian-only language teaching 

in upper secondary schools be postponed until 2008, due to the need to provide sufficient 

resources and training for teachers, however the recommendation was ignored.101 

European institutions did however recognize the importance of the creation of the 

National Programme for Latvian Language Training (NPLLT) in 1996. The program was 

set to run for a ten year period (1996-2006) and focused on: The training of teachers in 

                                                           
99 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23 July 2002, CRI (2002) 21. Paragraph 42. In the 
appendix to the report the Latvian government indicated that the Ministry of Education will allow 
secondary schools to teach 30-35% of subjects in the minority language. The Ministry of Education and 
Science determines the range of subjects which are to be studied in Latvian in the schools working with 
minority education programs, although individual schools were allowed to select the precise subjects. 
100 Commission of the European Communities, 1999 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession; Commission of the European Communities, 2000 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession; Commission of the European Communities, 2001 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession. 
101 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23 July 2002, CRI (2002) 21. Paragraph 42.  
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Latvian as a second language and in bilingual teaching; the production of teaching 

materials; and adult language training.102 The EC Phare Program provided substantial 

funds to the NPPLT, however in 2001, the Ministry of Education and Science took over 

responsibility for the program and the government began allocating direct state funding 

for the first time.  

In addition, to pressuring for changes in citizenship and language policies, European 

monitors also encouraged the creation of new domestic institutions to safeguard minority 

protection. The HCNM pressured the Latvian government to create a “National 

Commissioner on Ethnic and Language Questions.”103 In early 2001, discussions were 

launched to transform the National Human Rights Office (NHRO) into an ombudsman 

institution with a broader mandate, and on January 1, 2007, the National Human Rights 

Office became the Ombudsman.104 The EU also encouraged the Latvian government to 

implement concrete measures for the integration of non-citizens, particularly in the area 

of language training and financial support.105 The “National Programme for the 

Integration of Society in Latvia” was adopted by the government in February 2001, a 

department was set up within the Ministry of Justice to co-ordinate activities, and an 

advisory council on social integration issues was established. A law was adopted by 

parliament in July 2001 providing for the creation of a Social Integration Foundation, 

                                                           
102 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23 July 2002, CRI (2002) 21. Paragraph 76. 
103 OSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter from the HCNM to the Latvian Foreign Minister, Reference No. 
238/93/L/Rev. 
104 Commission of the European Communities, 2001 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
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121 

 

which is in charge of selecting projects and securing financing.106 In addition, the 

Minister for Special Assignments for Society Integration was created to oversee the 

implementation of the Integration Program. European institutions encouraged the 

program to address: Discrimination in Latvian society; the serious underrepresentation of 

the Russian-speaking community in political and administrative positions; the problem of 

unemployment, which disproportionately affects the Russian-speaking population; and 

the separation of the Russian and Latvian language media.107 

Estonia: A Push in the Right Direction108 

Estonia, unlike Latvia, did develop a clear citizenship and naturalization policy in the 

early years of independence. On February 26, 1992, the Estonian Supreme Council issued 

a decree establishing Estonia’s citizenship guidelines.109 Following a restorationist 

approach to the state, the Citizenship Law reinstated the 1938 citizenship policy. It 

                                                           
106 Commission of the European Communities, 2001 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession. 
107 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23 July 2002, CRI (2002) 21. Paragraph 60-69. The 
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speakers which is an improvement from the March 2001 municipal elections. According to a survey 
conducted by the Latvian Naturalization Board, among those whose native language was not Latvian, 38% 
of non-citizens and 22% of citizens indicated that they could not work in a job requiring Latvian language 
skills. According to a survey conducted by NHRO in 2000, 18% of all Latvians and 31% of non-ethnic 
Latvians indicated that had experienced discrimination in the last three years, especially in the areas of 
employment and access to social services. Language and ethnicity were the most often cited reasons for the 
discrimination. See also Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority 
Protection in Latvia, pp. 275, 281. Despite the fact that experiences with discrimination appear to be 
widespread in Latvian society, there have been no successful court cases concerning discrimination on the 
basis of language or ethnicity in Latvia; See also Commission of the European communities. 1999 Regular 
Report on Latvia’s Progress towards Accession. 
108 English translations of all Estonian Laws and Acts available at: 
http://www.lexadin.nl/wlg/legis/nofr/oeur/lxweest.htm; Last accessed 4/12/2009. 
109 For discussion see “Human Rights Watch World Report 1993- Estonia Latvia and Lithuania” UNHCR 
Available at: http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/publisher,HRW,,EST,467fca6e23,0.html Last accessed 
03/12/2009. 
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granted automatic citizenship to those who were citizens in June 1940 and their 

descendants, and established naturalization procedures.110 Those not eligible for 

automatic citizenship could apply for citizenship after two years of residency starting 

from March 30, 1990. Citizenship was conditional on a loyalty oath and a language 

examination however the initial version of the law did not set clear standards for 

language proficiency and left evaluation open to the discretion of local government 

officials (Barrington 1995: 736; See also Galbreath 2005: 161). While the Estonian 

Citizenship Law was more inclusive than its Latvian counterpart, due to the fact that it 

did not set quotas or a timetable for naturalization, it still meant that three-quarters of the 

non-Estonian population was not eligible for automatic citizenship (Barrington 1995: 

736).111  

Several amendments were made to the Citizenship Law in 1993 that aimed at the greater 

inclusion of minority groups. Among the most important was the provision that excluded 

certain categories of people from the language requirement. Anyone registered for 

citizenship prior to the election of the Congress of Estonia, as well as disabled persons 

could have the language requirements for naturalization waived. It also included a 

provision that citizenship could be passed through either the maternal or paternal side of 

                                                           
110 Galbreath 2005: 159-160. At the start of the 1990s there were three different citizenship proposals put 
forward. The Russophonic politicians favored an inclusive citizenship policy which allowed all permanent 
residents to become citizens. The radical nationalists were firmly against the idea of allowing “colonists” to 
become citizens and even discussed repatriation campaigns. Moderate nationalists favored allowing 
residents to choose Estonian or Soviet citizenship, thereby demonstrating their loyalty. As a result of the 
grievances over Soviet occupation and the fact that Russian troops were still stationed on Russian soil 
many perceived that Russophones would not be loyal to an independent Estonia leading to the adoption of 
the more exclusive version of citizenship. 
111 Barrington 1995: 736. Of the nearly 150,000 non-Estonians eligible for citizenship, only 12,000 became 
citizens by June 1993 and at least 30,000 Russians had resettled from Estonia by January 1993. 
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the family (Barrington 1995). The Estonian Constitution, which was adopted in June 

1992, did grant non-citizens the right to vote in local elections as well as the rights to 

unemployment benefits and social services. Therefore Estonian laws only excluded the 

non-citizen population from political participation at the national level.112 Despite the fact 

that the chances for automatic citizenship were still exclusive and that citizenship policy 

excluded almost the entire minority population from participating in the first 

parliamentary elections, the CoE accepted the Estonian Citizenship Law and admitted 

Estonia as a member in 1993.113 While exclusion from the CoE was an important lesson 

for Latvia about the necessity of observing international norms, joining the CoE was 

viewed by Estonians as a confirmation of their nationality policy and of legal 

restorationism” (Brosig 2006: 146 citing D.J. Smith 2003: 30).  

Several authors have argued that the effects of citizenship legislation in Estonia on 

interethnic relations were devastating, as citizenship policy in effect created two types of 

Estonian citizens: “real Estonian citizens” and “second-class” Estonian citizens.114 The 

perception among non-citizens that the Estonian government did not want them to stay in 

the country was reinforced when, in 1995, parliament passed amendments to the 

Citizenship Law that extended the residency requirement to five years and added a test on 

the Constitution and a loyalty oath to the naturalization process. In addition, the new law 

eliminated the waiver provision on the language exam for persons residing in Estonia for 

                                                           
112 ECRI, “Report on Estonia” Strasbourg, 26 January 1999, CRI (99) 2, paragraph 3.   
113 Galbreath 2005: 278. In October 1992, the Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe visited 
Estonia and criticized the Estonian government for not allowing non-citizens to vote in the national 
elections that were held the previous month.  
114 Barrington 1995: 737 citing “New Citizenship Laws in the Republics of the Former USSR,” Helsinki 
Watch, 4, 7, 15 April 1992, pp. 1-8. 
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ten years, and established that the new waiver provision applied only to the hearing or 

visually disabled. Lastly, the law stated that “citizenship could not be granted to persons 

who had acted against the State of Estonia and its security, or been employed by the 

intelligence or security service of a foreign state, or served in a career position in the 

armed forces of a foreign state” which had implications for those who had entered 

Estonia as part of the Soviet armed forces (Kelley 2004: 222). 

As in the Latvian case, both the CoE and the OSCE had a direct effect on Estonian 

ethnopolitics by pressuring Estonian elites to make language and citizenship policies 

more inclusive (Brosig 2006: 146). Soon after Estonia’s admission to the CoE, the 

organization began pressuring Estonia to develop a more inclusive citizenship law and 

President Meri refused to promulgate the Law on Aliens until the CoE and the OSCE had 

commented on the act.115 The initial version of the Alien Law, which was passed in June 

1993, was very restrictive, requiring non-citizens to apply for residence permits and 

requiring them to reapply every five years. The fact that non-citizens had to submit new 

applications opened up the possibility that the applications could be rejected. In addition, 

the failure to submit an application meant that the Soviet passport holder was an illegal 

immigrant and therefore subject to possible deportation (Galbreath 2005: 161). In 

addition, the law prohibited retired Soviet military and security personnel from applying 

                                                           
115 (See Galbreath 2005: 243). The OSCE began pressuring Estonia to change its citizenship law as early as 
1993. See CSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter from the HCNM to Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, No. 
206/93/L/Rev.  The HCNM offers 13 recommendations including the creation of a “Commissioner on 
Ethnic and Language Questions”; a recommendation that children born in Estonia who would otherwise be 
stateless be given citizenship; and that language examinations be administered fairly and that applicants 
should only have to be able to conduct a simple conversation in Estonian (knowledge of 1500 words). See 
OSCE, 1 July 1993, Letter of HCNM to President of the Republic of Estonia. In the letter the HCNM 
praises the President for returning the Alien Law to parliament pending a professional assessment of COE 
and OSCE. 
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for residency, which opened the door for the possible expulsion of a large number of 

Russians residing in Estonia. CoE experts were not satisfied with the law, which rendered 

Soviet era residence permits null and void and forced non-citizens to clarify their status 

within twelve months or risk deportation. The issue of demonstrating lawful employment 

as a requirement for receiving a permanent residence permit was also a cause for concern, 

due to the high levels of unemployment in certain regions.116 Finally, the 1993 Law 

allowed only .05% of the population to apply for permanent residency in a given year 

(Galbreath 2005: 164). The strict and discriminatory nature of the Alien Law sparked 

protests from the non-Estonian community117 and produced an outcry from Western 

governments and from Russian officials, who decried the law as a form of ethnic 

cleansing (Kelley 2004).118 

In light of criticism from the international community, the parliament reviewed the Alien 

Law and instituted amendments to the Citizenship Law in 1994. The revised version 

granted residence permits to all those living in Estonia before July 1, 1991 and allowed 

those remaining to apply for temporary residence permits by July 1995 (Chin and Kaiser 

                                                           
116 OSCE, 1 July 1993, Letter to President of the Republic of Estonia, OSCE High Commissioner on 
National Minorities, Tallinn. 
117 Galbreath 2005: 162. As a result of both economic restructuring which produced high levels of 
unemployment in North-Eastern Estonia, and the outcry over the discriminatory nature of the Alien Law, 
industrial strikes were organized on April 23, 1992 in Narva, Sillamae and Tallinn. The strikes did not 
produce any change from Laar government and consequently the Narva and Sillamae City Councils held 
referendums for autonomy within the Estonian Republic: “In Nava, 57.4% of eligible voters when to the 
polls and more than 97% supported the move for autonomy. In Sillamae, 61% of the eligible population 
participated and 98% chose autonomy.” In response the government decided to revoke the promise of 
simplifying the naturalization procedure.   
118 Galbreath 2005: 246. The HCNM played an important role in mitigating the “Aliens Crisis” by acting as 
a mediator and facilitating correspondence between the government and the city Councils. 
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1996: 102; See also Galbreath 2005: 163).119 On recommendations from the HCNM, the 

government dated all residency requirements from March 30, 1990.120 While the law was 

softened, it still placed restrictions on those seeking naturalization by stipulating that 

those applying would have to certify that they have a job, housing, and local registration 

and by subjecting military and security personnel to special regulations (Chin and Kaiser 

1996: 102).121 In addition, many legal ambiguities existed in the law, which allowed the 

government to appease Western organizations while still allowing the administration to 

interpret the law conservatively (Galbreath 2005: 163 citing Smith 2002: 86). Despite the 

amendments, the CoE and OSCE continued to voice concern about low rate of 

naturalization and the high number of “stateless” persons of primarily Russian descent in 

Estonia (Brosig 146 citing Reinikainen 1999: 17).122 In addition, the HCNM expressed 

concern over the choice of Russian citizenship among the non-citizen population, who 

                                                           
119 OSCE, 9 March 1994, Letter from the HCNM to the Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, No 
3005/94/L; OSCE, 4 April 1994, Letter from the Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs to the HCNM, OSCE 
Ref. Com no. 20. The Estonian government recognized that an extension of the registration deadline is 
necessary however, the announcement had to be made at the last possible moment in order to allow the 
registration process to gain momentum and also so that it would not give the impression that it was not 
necessary to register and that the Government was incapable of enforcing its own regulations.  
120 OSCE, 8 December 1994, Letter to Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, reference No. 3053/94/L, 
OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, The Hague.  
121 ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 12. The report 
expresses concern that the spouses and children of military personnel should not be deprived of the 
opportunity to become Estonian citizens and that the decision to refuse citizenship on the grounds of former 
military or security service activity should be made on an individual case by case basis. 
122 OSCE, 21 May 1997, Letter from the HCNM to the Estonian Foreign Minister, No. 359/97/L.  Advisory 
Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Opinion on Estonia. 
Adopted September 14, 2001. Council of Europe. ACFC/INT/OP/I(2002)005; . ECRI, “Report on Estonia” 
Strasbourg, 26 January 1999, CRI (99) 2;  ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002, 
CRI (2002) 1; Commission of the European Communities, 2001 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress 
towards Accession; Commission of the European Communities, 2002 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress 
towards Accession; Open Society Institute, “2001 Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority 
Protection in Estonia,” pp. 178. Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: 
Minority Protection in Estonia, pp. 213.  
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viewed the naturalization requirements, particularly the language test, as too difficult.123 

The Estonian government responded that the decision of individuals to take Russian 

citizenship should not be viewed as a negative development.124 At the suggestion of the 

HCNM, alien passports were issued for both domestic and travel purposes in 1996 (Sarv 

2002: 101),125 and an amendment was passed in 1997 that allowed non-citizens who 

applied for temporary residence permit before July 12, 1995 to obtain a permanent 

residence permit after July 12 1998.126 In 1999, the Alien Law was changed to exempt 

spouses and children of citizens from annual quotas.127  

While the OSCE mission in Estonia and the HCNM began advising Estonia to grant 

automatic citizenship to children born of stateless parents as early as 1992, it was only 

after the EU made membership contingent upon the reform of the Citizenship Law that 

the Estonian government decided to grant citizenship to children born of stateless parents 

(Kelley 2004; See also Galbreath 2005: 267).128 European institutions argued that 

                                                           
123 OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter from the HCNM to the Estonian Foreign Minister, No. 1084/96/L. 
124 OSCE, 27 November 1996, Letter from the Estonian Foreign Minister to the HCNM, No. 1/19028. 
125 OSCE, 7 February 1996, Letter from Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs to HCNM, Nr.6/10580. The 
categories of people eligible to receive an alien’s passport was extended to those people who possess 
permanent registration in the former Estonian SSR to receive a residence permit, while those who do not 
have a valid passport or similar document may apply for an alien’s passport. The government of Estonia 
also called upon the HCNM to encourage those OSCE member states which still have not recognized the 
alien’s passport to do so. See OSCE, 14 February 1996, Letter to the members of the Permanent Council of 
the OSCE, Ref no.  1996 314/Bis/96/L.  
126 Permanent residents who had lived in Estonia for at least three years and who had permanent 
accommodation and regular income were eligible for permanent residence permits. Those excluded 
included foreign workers or students temporarily in Estonia, retired military officers, and criminals 
sentenced for more than one year. This move was praised by the EU Commission. Commission of the 
European Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards Accession. 
127 Commission of the European Communities, 2000 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards 
Accession.  
128 See CSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter from the HCNM to Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, No. 
206/93/L/Rev; The Estonian government did not address the recommendations regarding the granting of 
automatic citizenship to children born of stateless parents in their reply to the CSCE HCNM. See also 
OSCE, 21 May 1997, Letter of the HCNM to the Estonian Foreign Minister, No. 359/97/L. In this letter the 
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denying citizenship to children born of stateless parents was in violation of the ICCPR 

(Art 24.3) and the Convention on the Rights of the Child (Art 7.1), both of which had 

been ratified by Estonia (Thiele 1999: 18).129 The Law on Citizenship was amended on 

December 8, 1998 and entered into force on July 12, 1999, so that children born in 

Estonia after February 26, 1992 are entitled to Estonian citizenship if both their parents 

are stateless and have been residents of Estonia during the previous five years (Galbreath 

2005: 165). However, as in the Latvian case, citizenship is not automatic and parents 

must apply for citizenship on behalf of their child before the child turns 15. Once the 

child turns 15 years of age, they must go through the naturalization process, however they 

may be exempt from the language examination if they have attended a school where 

Estonian was the primary language of instruction (Thiele 1999: 18). This application 

procedure for children born of parents with undetermined citizenship continues to be 

criticized by the international community (Kelley 2004).  

In 1989, the Language Law was adopted which established Estonian as the only State 

language and required all public officials to learn Estonian at the basic level within three 

years (Galbreath 2005: 166). The Language Act that was passed on February 21, 1995, 

                                                                                                                                                                             

HCNM appeals to the Estonian government to make the possibility of children born of stateless parents 
available upon application and dismisses the argument that most stateless children have parents who as 
former USSR citizens have the option of acquiring the citizenship for the Russian Federation on the basis 
that the Convention on the Rights of the Child cannot be dependent upon the possible exercise of an option 
available to the parent. For reply See OSCE, 4 June 1997, Letter from the Estonian Foreign Minister to the 
HCNM. In this reply the Estonian government argues that several current OSCE members do not abide by 
this recommendation and therefore granting citizenship to children born of stateless parents is not based on 
universal principles or obligations of the OSCE nor on the basis of common practice in OSCE states. For 
effect use of membership conditionality see also, Commission of The European Communities, 1997 
Opinion on Estonia’s Application for EU Membership; Commission of the European Communities, 1998 
Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards Accession; Commission of the European Communities, 1999 
Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards Accession. 
129 OSCE, 21, May 1997, Letter to the Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 359/97/L, 
OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, The Hague.  
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and its subsequent amendments, reaffirmed the status of Estonian as the official language 

of the state and established requirements for public servants and local administrators so 

that everyone in Estonian could enjoy the right to receive answers from the state agencies 

and local government in Estonia. In cases where the inhabitants do not know Estonian, 

they have the right to communicate in any language the administrator can speak, or to pay 

for their own interpreter (Korts 2005: 30). In regions where the minority comprises more 

than 50% of the population, inhabitants also have the right to receive answers in the 

minority language, and these administrations may also apply for a permit allowing them 

to use the minority language as the language of inner communication. This last provision 

has caused a great deal of controversy, as the Sillamäe Council has had its application to 

use Russian as the language of inner communication denied several times (Korts 2005: 

30). In August 2001, after four deputies on the Narva city council submitted a proposal, 

the Minister of Population Affairs reportedly stated that the Estonian government would 

have to ensure that officials be fluent in Estonia at the level required by the Language 

Law before it could approve the proposal.130 The 1995 Language Law also requires that 

public signs, signposts, announcements, notices, and advertisements must be in the 

Estonian language. This article of the language law drew criticism from the Advisory 

Committee of the FCNM because the interpretation of “public” applies also to 

information provided by private actors and therefore restricts the rights of minorities.131 

                                                           
130 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp. 
192. 
131 FCNM Advisory Committee 2001 Opinion on Estonia, para. 43, p. 12. 
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In addition to guaranteeing the dominance of the Estonian language in the administration 

of the state, language policy also established a close link between language, citizenship, 

and political participation. Estonian language proficiency is a prerequisite for citizenship 

and only citizens are allowed to participate in national elections. The naturalization 

exams in Estonia in the early 1990s were arguably at a higher education level that went 

beyond general knowledge, and therefore international actors pressured Estonia to 

decrease their difficulty.132 The HCNM commented that with respect to the Constitution 

exam, there were a considerable number of questions that even persons with a university 

education would find difficult to answer, and that the requirement of knowledge of 2500 

words exceeded the expectation that the applicant should be able to conduct a simple 

conversation in Estonian.133 The Estonian government defended the level of language 

required by the civic examination on the grounds that candidates are given copies the 

Constitution and the Citizenship Law, and emphasized that the priority of the language 

exam is in ensuring that applicants can understand “the content of messages” as opposed 

to “the art of expression”.134 Nevertheless, international observers continued to comment 

                                                           
132 For international pressure to reduce the level of language proficiency required in naturalization exams 
see: OSCE, 8 December 1994, letter to Estonian Minister of Foreign affairs, Reference No. 3053/94/L, 
OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, The Hague; OSCE, 11 December 1995, Letter to the 
Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1340/95/L, OSCE High Commissioner on National 
Minorities, The Hague. Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National 
Minorities Opinion on Estonia. Adopted September 14, 2001. Council of Europe. 
ACFC/INT/OP/I(2002)005. ECRI, “Report on Estonia” Strasbourg, 26 January 1999, CRI (99) 2, 
paragraph 10.  
133 OSCE, 11 December 1995, Letter to the Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1340/95/L, 
OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, The Hague. 
134OSCE, 7 February 1996, Letter from the Estonian Foreign Minister to the HCNM, No. 6/10680, Tallinn. 
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that the language and Constitution examinations were prohibitive, as language training 

was inadequate and expensive.135  

The requirement of the written examination was abolished for elderly applicants in 1995, 

and in 2002, graduates from upper secondary schools who have passed the school exam 

in civics were exempted from the Constitution exam.136 In 2004, an amendment was 

passed exempting disabled persons from having to take the language and Constitution 

tests. In addition to requesting the Estonian government to ease the language proficiency 

requirement, the international community also urged the Estonian government to provide 

language training for applicants free of charge.137 The EU donated substantial money 

toward improving Estonian language skills among the minority community through the 

PHARE program (Galbreath 2005: 270).138 In 2003, an amendment to the Citizenship Act 

                                                           
135 OSCE, 21 May 1997, Letter from the HCNM to the Estonian Foreign Minister, No. 359/97/L. In this 
letter the HCNM expressed that the language exam required a level of knowledge that cannot reasonably be 
considered as too high, however the Constitution and the Law on Citizenship exam remained too difficult 
and more attention should be paid not to the high percentage of people who pass the exam but how these 
exams deter people from applying for citizenship. See also ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 
23 April 2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraphs 9 and 10. 
136 OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter from the HCNM to the Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, No. 
1084/96/L; Commission of the European Communities, 2002 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress 
towards Accession. 
137 Commission of The European Communities, 1997 Opinion on Estonia’s Application for EU 
Membership; Commission of the European Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress 
towards Accession. As early as 1994, the Estonian government acknowledged the desire to fund such 
language training programs and called upon the HCNM to encourage the funding of such opportunities. 
OSCE, 4, April 1994, Letter of the Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs to the HCNM, OSCE Ref. Com 
no. 20; ECRI, “Report on Estonia” Strasbourg, 26 January 1999, CRI (99) 2, paragraph 12; ECRI, “Second 
Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 11. Commission of the European 
Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards Accession; Commission of the European 
Communities, 1999 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards Accession. 
138 OSCE, 21 May 1997, Letter from the HCNM to the Estonian Foreign Minister, No. 359/97/L; OSCE, 4 
June 1997, Letter from the Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs to the HCNM. The 1.4 million Euros 
received under the EU-PHARE program was allocated to implementing the language strategy both through 
the standard school system and through adult education aimed at acquiring citizenship. In addition, 
compensation would be granted to applicants who passed the citizenship exam.  



132 

 

provided for up to 100% of the cost of language training to be reimbursed to successful 

applicants.  

In addition to acting as a gatekeeper for official membership in the state, language 

proficiency requirements were also specifically tied to the right to participate in political 

life. Despite the fact that the Constitution guaranteed the right of non-citizens to vote in 

local elections, which was reaffirmed in the May 1993 Law on Local Elections, non-

citizens were not allowed to stand in local elections, to be members of political parties, or 

to occupy posts as civil servants.139 In April 1996, in order to further restrict the 

participation of Russian-speakers in local elections, the parliament passed a law 

stipulating that candidates for local elections that had not graduated from an Estonian 

language elementary school, high school, or university had to pass a language exam to 

prove their language proficiency (Kelley 2004: 98).140 President Meri returned the law to 

parliament however a version of the law passed in 1998 that retained the language 

requirements for candidates in local and national elections (Sarv 2002: 104). While the 

requirement of the test was dropped, candidates had to certify that they met the language 

requirements (Kelley 2004: 98). In 1997, the National Election Committee brought action 

against two elected deputies of local councils, one in Sillamäe and one in Maardu, for 

insufficient Estonian language knowledge, with the result that the deputy’s mandate in 

Sillamäe was revoked. The impact of these laws was a severe blow to democracy, 

especially in the Northeast region of Estonia, in cities like Narva, where 80-90 percent of 

people are Russian, and where most people did not have the language skills necessary to 

                                                           
139 ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 40. 
140 OSI 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Estonia,” pp. 199. 
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participate in politics (Kelley 2004: 97). The CoE and the OSCE strongly criticized the 

establishment of language requirements for candidates in local elections, as did the EU 

Commission and Minorities Roundtable (Galbreath 2005: 258).141 

In December 1998, despite protest from international bodies, parliament passed 

amendments to the Language Law requiring members of parliament and local 

government to have sufficient knowledge of Estonian in order to take part in the work of 

those bodies. In addition, the amendment allowed the government to enforce language 

proficiency for public officials. In May 1997, the state prosecutor dismissed four 

Russian-speaking district attorneys in the northeast of the country for insufficient 

language knowledge and the Justice Ministry called for the prosecution of two Russian-

speaking judges in Narva and Kohtla-Jarve for insufficient Estonian (Galbreath 2005: 

167). In 1999, three hundred policemen were dismissed as a result of not having 

sufficient knowledge of Estonian (Galbreath 2005: 168), and several jail guards were 

fired because of inadequate language skills in January 2004 (Korts 2005: 31).   

Despite the fact that the HCNM had cautioned Estonia in the early 1990s to avoid 

regulation of language in the private sphere, in February 1999, the Estonian government 

passed amendments to the Language Law that also made it mandatory for private sector 

employees, NGOs, and self-employed entrepreneurs to use Estonian at the proficiency 

level required by the government (Kelley 2004: 100). Anyone who had not been educated 

in the Estonian language was required to take a new language exam (Poleshchuk 2002: 

                                                           
141 Commission of the European Communities, 2000 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards 
Accession. See also Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority 
Protection in Estonia,” pp. 178. 



134 

 

3). In May 2001, the Estonian government issued new regulations specifying language 

proficiency requirements in the private sector.142 Estonian leaders were concerned over 

the fact that the state language was not being used, and therefore revised the law in the 

hopes that it would lead to greater Estonian language knowledge among the population, 

however these concerns came up against a growing consolidation of views that regulation 

of language in the private sphere was undesirable (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 532). The EU 

condemned the 1999 Language Law “as a step backwards”143 and the Advisory 

Committee for the FCNM expressed concern at the high number of violations that were 

reported by the Language Inspectorate.144 The Advisory Committee cautioned that the 

mandatory levels of Estonian language proficiency in the private sphere must be 

restricted to situations where they are necessary to protect a specific public interest 

(Paragraph 60). The OSCE and other European bodies sent delegates to Estonia to 

discourage the regulation of language use in the private sphere, which resulted in 

extensive consultations between the EU, the OSCE and the Estonian government (Hogan-

Brun et al 2007: 532; See also Galbreath 2005: 271).145 

                                                           
142 OSI 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Estonia,” pp. 201. Middle 
level language proficiency was required of all private employees involved in the sale of goods or services if 
they are “dangerous for one’s life or health, social safety and environment” and for people selling 
compulsory insurance policies. 
143 Commission of the European Communities, 1999 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards 
Accession; Commission of the European Communities, 2000 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards 
Accession. 
144 Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Opinion 
on Estonia. Adopted September 14, 2001. Council of Europe. ACFC/INT/OP/I(2002)005. The Language 
Inspectorate found 1600 violations in 2000 and there was a marked increase in the number of fines given to 
violators in the first half of 2001. Report 2001, Paragraph 39. 
145Commission of the European Communities, 1999 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards 
Accession. 
 ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 14. 
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The decision to eliminate language requirements for local and national candidates was 

made only after the issue was linked to prolonging the mandate of the OSCE mission in 

Estonia and the effects of this on the prospects of EU membership (Hogan Brun et al 

2007: 534; Sarv 2002: 603).146  When the President returned the law to parliament in the 

summer of 1999, he emphasized that the parliament had to “eliminate all ambiguities 

connected with possible corruption, inaccuracies and objections from the European 

Community” (82). Similarly, the chairman of the Estonian parliamentary committee on 

culture sent an amendment on language laws to parliament on May 16, 2000, announcing 

that the amendments “were meant to harmonize the law with the demands of the EU, 

other European organizations, and international conventions” (Kelley: 2004: 92). The 

language requirements for local and national candidates were removed in 2001 (Kelley 

2004: 96). Nevertheless, the representation of non-ethnic Estonians in the local and 

national government and that the proportion of non-ethnic Estonian citizens occupying 

posts within the public administration has remained low and has drawn concern from the 

international community.147 

As in the Latvian case, European institutions have placed less pressure on Estonia with 

respect to education laws. Education reforms were meant to harmonize the parallel school 

systems for Russian and Estonian language that were inherited from the Soviet period, to 

create common standards and to reduce language as a barrier between ethnic Estonians 

and Russian-speakers (Galbreath 2005: 170). In the summer 1993, parliament passed a 

                                                           
146 Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Opinion 
on Estonia. Adopted September 14, 2001. Council of Europe. ACFC/INT/OP/I(2002)005. 
147 ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 41.  
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law stating that Estonian was the official language of instruction in all schools, although 

other languages could be used at the elementary level. In addition, the law stated that all 

students would be taught in the state language by 2000. The primary pressure from 

European institutions came in the form of recommendations from the HCNM to extend 

the deadline for the transition to Estonian language instruction in Russian-language 

secondary schools. In fall 1997, parliament moved the deadline from 2000 to 2007, and it 

was determined in 2000, that at least 60% of subjects must be taught in Estonian, while 

the remaining 40% could be taught in another language, with the completion of the 

transition set for 2011 (Korts 2005: 32). In November 1997, the Education Act was 

amended to establish new state language teacher posts that were to be filled by qualified 

and experienced teachers of Estonian.148 The CoE, however, continued to voice concerns 

over the preparedness of Russian secondary schools to transition to teaching in Estonian, 

as well as what would happen to the surplus of Russian-language teachers once the 

transition was complete.149 In 2007, all secondary schools began teaching courses in 

Estonian, however, Russian-language instruction in primary municipal schools is possible 

with permission from the local government, and in state schools with permission from the 

central government. 

Pressure also came to create new institutions to represent the interests of minority groups 

and to work toward integration. The HCNM began pressuring Estonia to create an office 

                                                           
148 Commission of the European Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards 
Accession. 
149 ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 46. See also 
OSI 2001, Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp. 195. 
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of a “National Commissioner on Ethnic and Language Questions” as early as 1993.150 

The Estonian government had already created a Minister responsible for Inter-Ethnic 

Affairs however, the HCNM worried that this position would be too closely tied to the 

official views of the state (Sarv 2002: 96).151 In addition, the Presidential Roundtable for 

Minorities, which was established in summer 1993, was a body for enhancing dialogue, 

rather than an institution that had the capability to deal effectively with complaints from 

the minority community.152 In February 1999, a law was adopted that vested the Legal 

Chancellor with the powers of an Ombudsman (Sarv 2002: 99). The delay in the creation 

of the office was due to debates over whether the Constitution allowed for the creation of 

an ombudsman’s office. In 2000, as a result of pressure from the EU, the Estonian 

government adopted an integration strategy “Integration in Estonian Society 2000-

2007”and the Non-Estonian Integration Foundation was setup in 1998, to oversee the 

implementation of the program which was placed under the responsibility of the Minister 

for Ethnic Affairs (Sarv 2002: 105).153 The program aimed at the three main areas of 

integration: cultural-linguistic, legal-political, and socio-economic. The creation of the 

program was received positively by international monitors as a signal of sincerity in the 

efforts to integrate both ethnic Estonians and ethnic minority groups into one society.154 

                                                           
150 OSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter from HCNM to Estonian Foreign Minister Mr. Trivimi Velliste, No. 
206/93/L/Rev.  
151 OSCE, 21 May 1997, Letter from the HCNM to the Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, No. 359/97/L.  
152 Sarv 2002: 96. The amendments to the Electoral Law and Language Law were made without prior 
consultation with the Roundtable leading for prominent Russian-speaking members to declare that they 
would resign. While the Roundtable was later reorganized in 2001, this event illustrated that the 
Roundtable was not an effective counter weight to the Estonian government. 
153 Commission of the European Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards 
Accession. 
154 ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 59. 
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Post-Accession Dialogue and National Policies: Interpretation or Non-Compliance? 

Evaluating the success of normative pressure in the post-accession period requires 

acknowledging that minority rights norms are vague in a number of areas and therefore 

leave interpretation of key clauses and concepts to the contracting parties. The vagueness 

of such concepts provides elites the opportunity to interpret European minority rights 

norms in a restrictive manner. The most problematic aspect of the European minority 

rights framework is that none of the key Conventions or documents, including the 

Copenhagen Criteria, the FCNM, or the ECRML, provides a definition of “minority” 

leaving it as an issue for states themselves to decide. There is no international consensus 

on a single approach to defining national minority and it appears unlikely that such a 

consensus can be readily reached in the future (FCNM Explanatory Report, paragraph 12; 

See also Brosig 2006: 28). 

When Estonia ratified the FCNM it included a declaration in the instrument of 

ratification. The declaration was adopted directly from the legal definition of “national 

minority” provided in the Law on Cultural Autonomy for National Minorities (first 

passed 1925 and then again in 1993).  It defines “national minority” to be those citizens 

of Estonia who: reside on the territory of Estonia; maintain longstanding, firm, and 

lasting ties with Estonia; are distinct form Estonians on the basis of their ethnic, cultural, 

religious or linguistic characteristics; are motivated by a concern to preserve together 

their cultural traditions, their religion or their language, which constitute the basis of their 
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common identity.155 The Law on Cultural Autonomy allows persons belonging to a 

recognized national minority to establish cultural self-governments, to promote their 

constitutional rights in the field of culture, and to establish minority cultural and 

educational institutions. German, Swedish, Jewish or Russian cultural self-governments 

may be formed, and other ethnic groups of more than 3,000 citizens may also apply, 

however, only the Ingrian Finns have formed a cultural autonomy.156 As a result, 

European institutions have repeatedly called for an amendment to the Law in order to 

broaden its scope and to allow non-citizens to vote or be elected to cultural self-

governments, however no such amendment has been passed.157 The CoE has also 

recommended that Estonia needs to pass a law on the status and rights of national 

minorities in order to help their integration into Estonian society. While this issue has 

been raised a number of times within the President’s Roundtable for National Minorities, 

no draft proposal has been put forward.  

Latvia also included a similar declaration in the instrument of ratification. It defined 

“national minority” as “citizens of Latvia who differ from Latvians in terms of their 

culture, religion, or language, who have traditionally lived in Latvia for generations and 

consider themselves to belong to the State and society of Latvia, who wish to preserve 

                                                           
155 Law on Cultural Autonomy for National Minorities. Article 1. Declaration of Estonia to FCNM 
available at http://www.coe.int/t/human_rights/minorities/Country_specific_eng.asp. Last accessed 
2/5/2008. 
156 Open Society Institute 2001, Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp. 
190; , ECRI “Appendix: Comments by the Government of Estonia on ECRI’s Third Report,” Strasbourg, 
21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 43. In 2004, the first national minority group, the Ingrian Finns 
established a cultural autonomy. 
157Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Second 
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted  24 February, 2005. Council of Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 8;  ECRI, 
“Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 11-12. 
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and develop their culture, religion or language.”158 However, Latvia also declared that 

“persons who are not citizens of Latvia or another State, who do not belong to a national 

minority within the meaning of the FCNM as defined in this declaration, but who identify 

themselves with a national minority that meets the definition in this declaration, shall 

enjoy the rights prescribed in the FCNM, unless specific exceptions are prescribed by 

law”.159 In this way the provisions of the FCNM could be applied to stateless persons 

living in Latvia.160  

The inclusion of citizenship criteria into the definition of national minority has been 

criticized by several international institutions because it excludes both stateless persons 

and those with citizenship of other states from the protection owed to national minorities. 

Other states, including Austria, Germany, Luxembourg, Poland and Switzerland also 

included unilateral declarations restricting the application of the FCNM to nationals of 

the state. However, the fact that some state parties provided unilateral declarations 

indicates that “the States parties interpret the Framework Convention as applying to non-

citizens” (Thiele 2003: 126).  The wording in the Convention ‘every person belonging a 

national minority’ indicates the inclusion of every human being without discrimination. 

The approach to national minorities taken by Estonia and Latvia contradicts the view of 

the Advisory Committee of the FCNM, the UN Human Rights Committee and the 

recommendations of the OSCE High Commissioner of National Minorities, all of which 

                                                           
158 Declaration of Latvia to FCNM available at 
http://www.coe.int/t/human_rights/minorities/Country_specific_eng.asp Last accessed 2/5/2008. 
159 Ibid. 
160 Latvia also included two more declarations along with their ratification stating that they would apply 
Article 10 paragraph 2 and Article 11 paragraph 3, of the FCNM to the Constitution and to the legislative 
acts governing the use of the State language. 
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favor an inclusive approach that grants rights and protections to everyone belonging to a 

national minority regardless of citizenship (Thiele 2006).161  

European minority rights conventions also contain a great deal of “vague” wording that 

leaves interpretation open to the contracting parties. For example, the FCNM contains 

many escape clauses that water down the rights of minorities – phrases like “where 

relevant”, “where necessary”, “as far as possible” or “where appropriate” (Brosig 2006: 

28). In addition, the FCNM calls in general for “appropriate” or “necessary” measures to be 

taken, however what may be deemed “appropriate” or “necessary” is for the parties 

themselves to determine. While the FCNM is the most developed legal document for 

protecting the rights of national minorities in Europe, it consists of broad recommendations 

and general principles that are meant to guide minority rights in Europe, rather than 

provisions with detailed rights for minorities (Thiele 2006: 125). The fact that much of the 

Framework Convention is left open to interpretation cripples its legally binding nature:  

“The vague wording of the FCNM makes it almost impossible to go to the Strasbourg 

Court for Human Rights, the rights set up in the convention are not justiciable and no 

individual complaint mechanisms have been developed, largely ruling out litigation as a 

further tool of norm promotion” (Brosig 2006: 29 citing Gilbert 1996: 175; Thiele 2006: 

125). 

                                                           
161 See OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter from the HCNM to the Estonian Foreign Minister, No. 1084/96/L; 
ECRI, “Report on Estonia” Strasbourg, 26 January 1999, CRI (99) 2, paragraph 16; Advisory Committee 
on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Second Opinion on Estonia. 
Adopted  24 February, 2005. Council of Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 18. 
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The Oslo Recommendations are another example where vague wording grants a great 

deal of interpretation to state parties. For example, the Recommendations state: “In areas 

inhabited by significant numbers of persons belonging to national minorities and when 

there is sufficient demand…”; however there is no threshold given for what might 

constitute “significant number” or “sufficient demand.” These terms are left open to 

interpretation on the part of State authorities. In addition, according to the Oslo 

recommendations, the regulation of language in the private economic sector is 

“undesirable,” however recommendations in the private sector remain unclear and 

comprise only one paragraph (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 532). Recommendation 12 

stipulates that national minorities should have the right to conduct private enterprises in 

the language of their choice. However, it also stipulates that the State may require the 

additional use of the official language “only where a legitimate public interest can be 

demonstrated.” The Explanatory Note describes these situations as “life-threatening 

emergencies and situations which pose a threat to the rights and freedoms of others, or 

situations which threaten public morals, public health, national security and the general 

welfare in a democratic society.” While the Explanatory Note also cautions that 

restrictions on freedoms should be interpreted restrictively, what constitutes “legitimate 

public interest” is of course widely open to interpretation. The Oslo Recommendations 

give no explanation of what should be done in complicated situations where commercial 

enterprises may be dominated by a linguistic groups or what to do when public sector 

enterprises become privatized (Hogan-Brun et al: 2007: 536).  
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Consequently, determining noncompliance with minority rights norms involves 

navigating the difficult terrain of determining the intentions of both norm-setters and 

norm-followers and establishing the difference between deliberate noncompliance and 

restrictive interpretation on the part of norm-followers. In the post-accession period, 

dialogue between European institutions and national governments continues in the form 

of reports made after country visits as well as commentary on these reports by national 

governments. This dialogue highlights discrepancies between the actions of state parties 

(norm-followers) and the expectations of European institutions (norm-setters), as well as 

the reluctance of state parties to make further reforms in the area of minority rights. In the 

post-accession period, the Commissioner for Human Rights, the Advisory Committee of 

the FCNM, the ECRI, as well as the UN and other international NGOs have issued 

reports on the minority rights situation in Estonia and Latvia, thereby providing insight 

into the areas where minority rights norms have not been adequately incorporated into 

domestic legislation.  

Citizenship Policies 

There are no clear international conventions on citizenship and therefore decisions 

regarding citizenship remain the purview of sovereign states. Consequently, citizenship 

policies in Europe constitute a spectrum from liberal and inclusionary, such as the case of 

France, to more exclusionary as illustrated by cases such as Germany. However, there is 

a consensus that state actions should not deliberately leave people stateless and that 

naturalization requirements should be made clear (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 530 citing de 

Varennes 1996). The battles over citizenship policy in Estonia and Latvia were not 
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arguments over what international law prescribed, but were rather the result of 

asymmetrical dependency and the recognition of leverage by European institutions 

(Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 531). It was during the fifth round of enlargement that the EU 

was forced to define “European standards” with regard to citizenship and therefore 

“measures were applied to candidate countries that had never been invoked in relation to 

other member states” (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 531 citing Johns 2003). The recognition of 

this fact by Estonian and Latvian elites has been used to justify their reluctance to make 

further policy changes in the post-accession period.    

The inclusion of language requirements as a component of the naturalization process has 

been the source of debate between international monitors and these states since the 

adoption of their citizenship laws. There are no specific international conventions that 

mandate a certain approach on these matters, and therefore practice varies significantly 

across European states. Many states include language tests as a component of 

naturalization and in some cases there is no clear indication of how competence will be 

assessed. By contrast, Estonia and Latvia have developed relatively explicit requirements 

(Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 532). While international institutions have periodically made 

recommendations to soften the language requirements of the naturalization exam, 

accommodations have only been made for the elderly and disabled (Hogan-Brun et al 

2007: 531 citing Rannut 2004a: 10).  

Reiterating the previous suggestion of the HCNM in 1996, the Commissioner again 

suggested that Estonia abolish the oral language test for the elderly and that the State 
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reimburse all language courses whether or not the person passes the citizenship exam.162 

This suggestion has been partially implemented by the Estonian government. 

Amendments to the Citizenship Law, which entered into force in March 2004, shortened 

the overall length of the naturalization process and exempted those people born before 

1930 from the written portion of the exam. However, elderly persons are still required to 

take the oral portion of the exam. The Estonian Citizenship Act was further amended in 

April 2005 to include a simplified naturalization procedure for persons with disabilities, 

and to allow persons with a severe disability or with a visual, hearing, or speech disability 

to be exempted from the examination.163  

Despite these amendments, international monitors continue to express concern over the 

large number of stateless persons in Estonia due to their difficulty in receiving adequate 

free of charge preparation for the citizenship examination, and the failure of amendments 

to significantly increase the number of citizenship applications.164 In 2006, ECRI also 

noted that the attitude of Estonian authorities toward stateless people was not conducive 

toward their integration into Estonian society. Despite the fact that 52% of 139,000 

stateless persons were born in Estonia, “there is a strong feeling on the part of the 

                                                           
162 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Report by Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles Commissioner for 
Human Rights, on his visit to Estonia 27-30 October 2003,” Strasbourg 12 February 2004, CommDH 
(2004) 5, paragraph 15; See also Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of 
National Minorities Second Opinion on Estonia. Adopted  24 February, 2005. Council of Europe. 
CM(2005)57, paragraph 49. 
163 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Memorandum to the Estonian Government: 
Assessment of the progress made in implementing the 2004 recommendations of the Commissioner for 
Human Rights of the Council of Europe,” Strasbourg, 11 July 2007, CommDH(2007)12, paragraph 10-12. 
164 Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Second 
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted  24 February, 2005. Council of Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 10; ECRI, 
“Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 6, 32; UN Human Rights 
Council, “Report of the Special Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial discrimination, 
xenophobia and related intolerance, Doudou Diène: Mission to Estonia,” 17 March 2008, 
A/HRC/7/19/Add.2, pp. 14. 
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Estonian authorities, which was confirmed by NGOs, that stateless people have in fact no 

right to be in Estonia and should therefore seek to return to the Russian Federation.”165  

In Latvia, the Commissioner for Human Rights as well as the CoE continue to express 

concern over the declining naturalization rate due to the requirements of the 

naturalization exam as well as the belief among non-citizens that citizenship should be 

automatic and that the advantages of citizenship are insignificant.166 In order to improve 

the naturalization rate, the 2004 Report from the Commissioner suggested lowering the 

requirements for the language exam, especially for older people, and abolishing the 

naturalization charge.167 On August 8, 2006 simplified procedures were adopted for the 

elderly and disabled, and while the charge for naturalization was not removed entirely, it 

has been reduced.168 The Latvian authorities have expressed a reluctance to modify 

naturalization requirements further, as the decision to acquire citizenship is an individual 

choice and a demonstration of loyalty to the state.169 

The reluctance of both states to follow the recommendations of the international 

community in the post-accession period is evident in the continual refusal of both states 

to make citizenship automatic for children born of stateless parents. In the 2004 report on 

Estonia, the Commissioner for Human Rights criticized the practice of requiring that 

                                                           
165 ECRI , “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 31. 
166 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12 February 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 6, 33. 
167 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Report by Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles, Commissioner for 
Human Rights on his visit to Latvia 5th- 8th October 2003.” Strasbourg February 12, 2004.  
CommDH(2004)3, paragraph 49. 
168 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Memorandum to the Latvian Government: Assessment 
of the progress made in implementing the 2003 recommendations of the Council of Europe Commissioner 
for Human Rights.”. Stasbourg, May 16, 2007, CommDH(2007)9, paragraph 39. 
169 ECRI, “Appendix: The Third Report on Latvia: Comments by the Latvian Government,” Strasbourg, 12 
February 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 43, 52. 
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parents with no citizenship apply for citizenship on behalf of their children. Because 

many parents were not taking this option, the Commissioner argued that “a state should 

not accept a situation where newborn children are rendered stateless on the basis of a 

mere option available for the parents to apply for another citizenship.”170 The 

Commissioner suggested that the Law on Citizenship be reinterpreted so that “the 

registration of a new-born child of non-citizens would be automatically considered as an 

application for Estonian citizenship, unless the parents of the child declare in writing that 

they have applied for citizenship of another state, under which laws the child is entitled to 

acquire citizenship of that country.”171 This suggestion has also been supported by the 

UN Human Rights Council.172 While this suggestion has received some support among 

political parties in Estonia, the amendment was recently defeated in parliament and the 

application procedure continues to be criticized by international monitors.173 ECRI also 

criticized the procedure for the fact that even when it is utilized by stateless parents it 

results in some members of the same family having citizenship and others remaining 

stateless.174   

                                                           
170 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Report by Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles Commissioner for 
Human Rights, on his visit to Estonia 27-30 October 2003,” Strasbourg 12 February 2004, CommDH 
(2004) 5, paragraph 11. 
171 Ibid, paragraph 12. 
172 UN Human Rights Council, “Report of the Special Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial 
discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerance, Doudou Diène: Mission to Estonia,” 17 March 2008, 
A/HRC/7/19/Add.2, pp. 22. 
173 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Memorandum to the Estonian Government: 
Assessment of the progress made in implementing the 2004 recommendations of the Commissioner for 
Human Rights of the Council of Europe,” Strasbourg, 11 July 2007, CommDH(2007)12, paragraph 14; 
ECRI , “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 32. 
174 ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 33.  
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The same suggestion regarding children born of stateless parents was made to the Latvian 

government. These applications are reviewed under a simplified procedure as recognition 

to be a citizen rather than as an application for naturalization. An awareness campaign 

was organized in 2004 by the Ministry of Integration and the Ministry of Family Affairs, 

which did result in the naturalization of 5000 children. Nevertheless, the fact that over 

13,000 children remain non-citizens and that children are still being born as non-citizens 

has resulted in criticism of Latvia’s policy and a reiteration of the recommendation to 

make the choice of citizenship for children part of the registration process. 175  

In both states, political participation at the national level remains the privilege of citizens, 

as non-citizens are not allowed to join parties or to vote in national elections. In Latvia, 

non-citizens are denied the right to vote in municipal elections as well, despite the 

continued recommendations of international observers that granting this right to non-

citizens would send a positive message about their inclusion into the political community. 

The Commissioner for Human Rights expressed concern in 2004 that non-citizens could 

not vote in municipal or national elections, or hold certain occupations in the public and 

private sector, stating that “in order for democracy and integration to progress in Latvia, 

history should not be used as a justification for preventing the integration of those people 

                                                           
175 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Report by Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles, Commissioner for 
Human Rights on his visit to Latvia 5th- 8th October 2003.” Strasbourg February 12, 2004.  
CommDH(2004)3, paragraph 49. UN Human Rights Council, “Report of the Special Rapporteur on 
contemporary forms of racism, racial discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerance, Doudou Diène: 
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without citizenship into Latvian society.”176 Restricting non-citizens from participating in 

municipal elections is not in line with European standards where foreigners who are long-

term residents of municipalities should have the right to participate in municipal 

elections.177 The Latvian government responded to the recommendation by arguing that 

allowing non-citizens the right to vote would not strengthen the incentive for non-citizens 

to naturalize.178 In 2008, ECRI and the UN Human Rights Committee again urged the 

Latvian government to allow non-citizens the right to vote in municipal elections. 179  

Kelley (2004) argues that the amendments that were made to Estonia’s Alien Law were 

not very significant and that the effect of the changes was debatable, despite the praise 

that the amendments received from the EU (Kelley 2004: 113). The amendments still 

required non-citizens to apply for residency permits and therefore still considered them to 

be illegal residents (Kelley 2004: 112). She also argues that it is hard to regard this as a 

clear case of conditionality as Russia clearly imposed threats and cut off the gas supply in 

response to the passage of the Alien Law in 1993 (113). Estonia is one of the few EU 

member states that still uses a quota to control immigration rates, however, as of January 

                                                           
176 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Report by Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles, Commissioner for 
Human Rights on his visit to Latvia 5th- 8th October 2003.” Strasbourg February 12, 2004.  
CommDH(2004)3, paragraph 35.  
177 Ibid, paragraph 62. 
178 Annex to the Report CommDH(2004)3, Section 65. “The affect of regional aspects on tackling 
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A/HRC/7/19/Add.3, pp. 22. 
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2008, the annual immigration quota was doubled from .05% (approximately 670 persons) 

to .1% of the population (approximately 1340 persons). There are several categories of 

people who are exempt from the quota: ethnic Estonians; most family members entering 

the country following the family reunification procedure; citizens of the United States of 

America and Japan; specific persons in the national interest for economic, educational, 

scientific or cultural development; persons who apply for a residence permit for studies; 

and aliens holding an EU long-term residence permit. 

Language Policies 

The idea of linguistic rights for minorities is a tricky one in Europe and has been one of 

the most divisive issues in the Baltic States, particularly in Estonia and Latvia. While 

there are other cultural differences between Russian-speakers and the titular majorities in 

Estonia and Latvia, including religion, cultural heritage, and understandings of history, 

language has continually been the most divisive and contentious issues between ethnic 

groups. Consequently, the weaknesses in the minority rights regime are especially salient 

in the field of linguistic rights in these cases. The ECRML, the FCNM, the Oslo 

Recommendations, and the Copenhagen Criteria all mention the need to protect 

minorities, including their linguistic rights, however they also emphasize the importance 

that learning the state language has for integration and that linguistic rights for minorities 

should in no way supplant the need for a sound knowledge of the official languages.180 

This latter point has been used by elites in Estonia and Latvia to justify their conservative 

                                                           
180 See Oslo Recommendations Explanatory Note; FCNM; ECRML. 
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approach toward granting greater control to the Russian-minority in language and 

education policies.  

The various treaties of the European Union support multilingualism but not specific 

implementation of linguistic minority rights. The action plan “Promoting Language 

Learning and Linguistic Diversity” is based on the principle that “every European citizen 

should have meaningful communicative competence in at least two other languages in 

addition to his or her mother tongue” as well as a commitment to life-long language 

learning.181 While this concept speaks to the importance of maintaining linguistic 

diversity and preserving communication across member states, it is silent on the issue of 

the protection of linguistic rights for national minorities. Consequently, European 

organizations provide a framework for discussing language policy while state 

governments are the primary players in the development of language policies (Brown 

2006: 50). EU conditionality in the area of language policy is rather limited because 

issues of culture and education are excluded from the acquis. The Commission 

encouraged Estonia and Latvia to ratify the ECRML and the FCNM , however after 

accession there is little that these organizations can do to influence language policies in 

ways that are more favorable to minorities (Brown 2006: 52).  

Framing the linguistic issue as a minority rights issue is complicated in the Estonian and 

Latvian cases as a result of the Russification policies and the demographic changes of the 
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European Commission’s philosophy and the context for the actions proposed. 
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Soviet period. Druviete (1997) has argued that the problem is not that the Russian 

minority cannot find staff competent in the Russian language in public institutions, but 

rather that the minority demands the right to remain monolingual, which makes Estonia 

and Latvia unique in the study of linguistic rights in Europe (Druviete 1997: 181; See 

also Hogan-Brun et al 1997: 536; Karklins 1994: 157-158). Nevertheless, post-accession 

dialogue between international institutions and Estonia and Latvia point to important 

differences between international norms and domestic policies with respect to language 

policies and the interpretation of language rights (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 470). There is a 

tendency among both Estonian and Latvian elites to disregard the recommendations of 

international bodies in the post-accession period, by arguing that these institutions do not 

understand the current situation in Estonia or Latvia or their unique historical 

circumstances (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 535).  

The development of language policies in Estonia and Latvia since the early 1990s has 

been a controversial and contradictory process. The removal of language requirements for 

candidates in national elections was an important issue in the negotiations between 

European institutions and national parliaments prior to EU accession. However along 

with these amendments, both parliaments introduced legislation making the State 

language the language of parliament, effectively undercutting the changes made as a 

result of conditionality (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 534; See also Galbreath 2005: 170).182 

                                                           
182 Galbreath 2005:170. In Estonia there was a struggle in parliament over the amendment to remove 
language requirements for candidates in national elections. While the pro-amendment group argued that the 
amendment would convince the OSCE to end its mission in Estonia, the Fatherland Union faction opposed 
the amendment. The Centre Party also opposed the amendment stating that it would jeopardize the position 
of the Estonian language in society, despite the fact that Foreign Minister Ilves spoke out in favor of the 
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With respect to the regulation of language in the private sector, Estonia and Latvia did 

change their legislation as a result of international pressure, however the final versions of 

the laws retained the ability of governments to influence language issues in the private 

economic sector (Hogan-Brun 2007: 533).  In both Latvia and Estonia, amended 

language laws in 1999 and 2000 respectively, required language proficiency in jobs that 

were in the area of “justified public interest.”  

While these amendments satisfied European institutions, this change has really only 

shifted the debate to the interpretation of what “justified public interests” entails (Hogan-

Brun 2007: 533; Poleschuk 2003). Poleschuk (2003) argues that the language 

requirements for certain professions in Estonia remain problematic, particularly the high 

proficiency requirement for minority school teachers (7). The Commissioner for Human 

Rights, the ECRI and the Advisory Committee for the FCNM continue to express 

concerns over the actions of the Language Inspectorate.183 In the Latvian case, it is 

questionable whether leaving the question of what occupations lie within the realm of 
                                                                                                                                                                             

amendment. The Pro Patria faction pointed out that other bills had been put in motion that would officially 
establish Estonian as the language of parliament and all state councils and the amendment passed through 
the Constitutional Commission by a slim margin. Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU 
Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 352. In Latvia, amendments to the Constitution were 
passed in April 2002 in order to strengthen the position of Latvian language and to compensate for the 
amendment to the language law. 
183 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Report by Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles Commissioner for 
Human Rights, on his visit to Estonia 27-30 October 2003,” Strasbourg 12 February 2004, CommDH 
(2004) 5, paragraph 22; ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 
11; Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Second 
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted  24 February, 2005. Council of Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 93.  
Considering the strict regulation of language, the Report also noted the need to provide quality free of 
charge language training to the adult population; Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for 
the Protection of National Minorities Second Opinion on Estonia. Adopted  24 February, 2005. Council of 
Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 163-165. In 2003, the Inspectorate carried out 2400 inspections and found 
1899 violations. When checking the Estonian language skills of Kohtla-Järve town officials between 1997 
and 2003 the Inspectorate concluded that 83% of them did not have adequate skills. The Estonian 
government replied in the Addendum to the report that it would not be possible to have different standards 
for different areas as this would lead to the further isolation of Ida-Virumaa County, pp. 7. 
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“justified public interest” is really an improvement over its much more general 1992 law 

which demanded “republican language capacity of any personnel in any enterprise whose 

professional responsibilities involved communication with the public” (Hogan-Brun et al 

2007: 533; See also Ozolins 2003). During interviews with Russian minority leaders in 

Latvia, they expressed the view that the practice of fining people for their inadequate 

language skills does not create a positive attitude toward learning the Latvian language 

and is counterproductive to the integration process. In 2008, the ECRI cautioned Latvia 

about the “over-zealousness” of state language inspectors as well as the need to address 

discrimination resulting from language in employment.184 

While the state language remains the only “official” language in both states, Article 10 of 

the FCNM states that if minority members inhabit an area in “substantial” numbers they 

have the right to communicate in the minority language. The problem is that the term 

“substantial” is open to interpretation by the states themselves and Estonia sets this 

threshold at 50%, despite the fact that the EU Commission, the Advisory Committee of 

the FCNM and the Commissioner for Human Rights have expressed the opinion that this 

                                                           
184 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12 February 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 34. 
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is a prohibitively high standard.185 In 2008, ECRI urged the Latvian government to allow 

Russian-speakers to communicate in Russian in areas where they live compactly.186  

In its second report on Estonia the Advisory Committee for the FCNM commended the 

Language Inspectorate for the fact that it no longer considers using other languages along 

side Estonian on public signs as a violation, despite the fact that Article 23 of the 

Language Act remains unchanged.187 In March 2007, the Language Act was amended to 

state: “A regional variety or translation into a foreign language may be added to the 

Estonian text of public information however, the text in the Estonian language shall have 

precedence and must not be less visible than the regional variety or translation into a 

foreign language.”188 Article 21 of the Latvian Language Law states that: signs, 

billboards, posters, announcements, and notices must be in the state language, if the 

content concerns legitimate public interest and is meant to inform the public. The Cabinet 

of Ministers shall determine whether the use of foreign languages alongside the state 

language is permissible.189 

                                                           
185 Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Opinion 
on Estonia. Adopted September 14, 2001. Council of Europe. ACFC/INT/OP/I(2002)005; Advisory 
Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Second Opinion on 
Estonia. Adopted  24 February, 2005. Council of Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph  18; Report by Mr. 
Alvaro Gil-Robles, Commissioner for Human Rights on his visit to Estonia 27th-30th October 2003. 
Strasbourg February 12, 2004.  CommDH(2004)5. Paragraph 24; Commission of the European 
Communities, 2002 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards Accession. 
186 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12 February 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 34. The Latvian 
government replied that it should be noted that in municipalities with a large percentage of national 
minorities (Riga, Daugavpils), the local government provides translation services free of charge to persons 
who do not speak Latvian (Appendix 54). 
187 Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Second 
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted  24 February, 2005. Council of Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 104. 
188 Language Act, Article 23. 
189 Language Law, Article 21. 
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The transition toward bilingual education was deemed as necessary by international 

monitors so long as the reform is well-prepared and the state ensures continued access to 

education in the minority language. While the EU has been silent on education issues, the 

CoE and other international monitors have urged the Estonian and Latvian government to 

monitor school reform closely. In order to continue to allay fears of the Russian-speaking 

community about the reform, ECRI recommended that Russian-speaking teachers should 

continue to receive on-the-job training in Estonian and to ensure that the Russian-

speaking community can still have access to high quality education in the language of 

their choice, even for those who cannot afford private education.190 Similar 

recommendations were made to the Latvian government about the need to train teachers 

and to open dialogue between teachers, parents, and the state.  

National Integration Programs 

The enlargement of the European Union to include Eastern European states with large 

internal ethnic minority groups necessitated the creation of criteria that would prevent 

internal conflicts as well as conflicts between bordering states, by ensuring the 

integration of these minorities into society. “The Framework for the Integration of Third 

Party Nationals into the European Union” consists of a list of Common Basic Principles 

(CBPs) which are meant to guide EU member states in integrating minority groups, 

particularly new immigrants. Classifying the Russian-speakers who have lived in the 

Baltic States for the past fifty years, as well as children born to Russian-speaking parents 

                                                           
190 ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 26, 27; See also 
Advisory Committee on the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities Second 
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted  24 February, 2005. Council of Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 11-13. 
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in these countries as “new immigrants” is problematic. The CBPs do not provide 

guidance on how to integrate “involuntary migrants” who find themselves as foreigners 

as a result of border changes. The Framework’s program activities focus primarily on 

how to bring immigrants into the socio-economic community, the emphasis being on 

immigrants’ adaptation to the host society in terms of language, history, and institutions. 

However, in Estonia and Latvia the situation is one in which both history and institutions, 

especially the education system, has supported the development of two very distinct 

communities each with claims to their own cultural reproduction 

While there is a strong norm in Europe against assimilation in favor of integration as a 

two-way process between majority and minority communities, a close reading of 

integration programs in Estonia and Latvia cast doubt upon whether these governments 

are pursuing integration as a two-way process. The first national program “The 

Integration of Society in Latvia” was adopted in February 2001 and addressed four 

primary areas of integration: Civic Participation and Political Integration; Social and 

Regional Integration; Education, Language and Culture; and Information. The program 

does not focus specifically on minorities but rather covers a broad range of issues aimed 

at the formation of a democratic society founded on common shared values. The first 

program has been criticized widely for: Inconsistent notions of the concept of integration 

in different chapters; the lack of coordination between various authorities; the lack of a 
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clear implementation strategy; as well as for the failure of the program to adequately 

involve minorities in the implementation process.191  

The program defines integration as a process by which “diverse groups within the society 

must reach understanding among them and learn to work together in one single country” 

and that “development means not only enjoying the right to preserve ethnic identity but 

also accepting Latvian as the only state language, to learn this language and to use it in 

public life.”192 However, given the emphasis in the program on the importance of the 

Latvian language for integration and the lack of specific measures to promote minority 

ethnic and cultural identities, it is understandable that minority NGOs have questioned 

whether an assimilationist scheme is lurking beneath the surface.193 While the program 

does acknowledge mutual enrichment between cultures, the emphasis of the program is 

on the integration of non-Latvians into Latvian society rather than on integration as a dual 

process: “An integrated civil society is one where non-Latvians have a command of the 

Latvian language, having overcome alienation from Latvian cultural values, and are 

involved in realizing the common goals of Latvian society; and where non-Latvians have 

the right to preserve their native language and culture.”194 While the integration program 

does acknowledge that Latvians must cultivate an attitude of “receptiveness” toward non-

                                                           
191 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
305. 
192 National Program: “The Integration of Society in Latvia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 7, 9. Available at: 
www.np.gov.lv. 
193 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
310 
194National Program: “The Integration of Society in Latvia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 8.  
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Latvians, there are no specific programs aimed at increasing tolerance and understanding 

among ethnic Latvians specifically.195 

As a result of resistance from nationalist politicians, particularly the “For Fatherland and 

Freedom Party”, the program does not reference international minority rights standards 

such as the FCNM, the ECRML or anti-discrimination directives.196 The program 

therefore does not address internationally recognized minority rights, such as “the right to 

use one’s mother tongue in various spheres of life, the right to mass media in the minority 

language, or the right to participate in public life,” but rather refers to the rights of 

minorities “to preserve their native language and culture” and to “maintain their ethnic 

identity.”197 Yet even these rights are not supported by specific initiatives within the 

integration program.  

The program was also criticized for not reflecting the concerns of minorities especially 

with respect to educational policy which is seen as a threat to both ethnic Russian identity 

and the quality of education for Russian-speakers.198 The measures in the area of 

education, which were created to support the 1998 Education Law, were by far the most 

controversial aspect of the program, both as a result of perceived threats to Russian 

culture and identity as well as the fact that the reform itself was not well-prepared.199 The 

                                                           
195 National Program: “The Integration of Society in Latvia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 11. 
196 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
310-311. 
197 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
340 citing Integration Program, pp. 88.  
198 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
310. These opinions were voiced at OSI Roundtable, Riga, June 2002. 
199 Baltic Institute of Social Sciences, Canadian International Development Agency, OSCE, SFL, “Analysis 
of the Implementation of Bilingual Education,” Riga, 2002, pp. 20. For discussion of the survey see Open 
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right to greater access to education in the mother tongue and the promotion of minority 

languages is therefore not adequately addressed by the integration program.200 The ECRI 

noted that the massive protests and demonstrations against school reform that occurred in 

2003 and 2004 were due in large part to the fact that the government did not sufficiently 

involve the Russian-speaking population in the rushed adoption of the reform. Tensions 

still remain due to the fact that many teachers are not adequately prepared to teach in 

Latvian and the shortage of adequate teaching materials.201 In addition, while the 

Integration Program acknowledges the importance of minority education programs for 

learning about minority culture, traditions, history, and native language, there are no 

specific programs geared at increasing the interest of ethnic Latvian children in minority 

cultures and histories, again giving the impression that integration is really a one-way 

process.202 The initiative on intercultural education emphasizes “Latvian life,” “the values 

of civic society,” and “democratic interaction.”203  

The greatest weakness of the Integration Program is with regard to the issues that it does 

not address. The problem of greater unemployment among minority groups, and 

particularly non-citizens, as well as the underrepresentation of minority groups in State 

                                                                                                                                                                             

Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 327. 
Approximately half of minority school students, teachers and principals generally support a bilingual 
approach to education (equal numbers of subjects taught in Latvian and the minority language, while 41% 
of students, 37% of teachers, 34% of principals, and 31% of parents prefer the majority of classes to be 
taught in the minority language. As regards the transition to Latvian secondary education by 2004 about 
half of minority parents, school directors and teachers are opposed to the reform. 
200 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
360. 
201 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12 February 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 18. 
202 National Program: “The Integration of Society in Latvia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 56. See also Open 
Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 341. 
203 National Program: “The Integration of Society in Latvia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 57. 
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institutions and decision-making bodies are reduced to problems with Latvian language 

proficiency. No measures for eliminating discrimination on the job market are included in 

the program, despite the fact that both Latvians and non-Latvians reported experiencing 

discrimination. In addition, no initiatives to promote the participation of minorities in 

public life or to promote dialogue between the State and minorities are included in the 

program.204  

The “Society Integration Policy Basic Principles 2008-2018” is a state policy planning 

document in the area of societal integration that was created in consultation with NGOS. 

The new program faces many of the same criticisms, namely it remains too much focused 

on the promotion of the State language and does not deal effectively with ethnic 

integration or the integration of newcomers into Latvian society.205 However, the 

development of the National Programme for the Promotion of Tolerance in Latvia (2005-

2009), which aims at the formation of a tolerant Latvian society and the further 

development of a multicultural society through education and information on intolerance, 

has been welcomed by international minority rights observers. This program is especially 

important considering the rise of intolerance toward visible minorities in Latvian society, 

as well as the tendency of Latvian and Russian-speaking politicians to stir up interethnic 

tensions in order to attract voters.206 
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The Estonian government has instituted two integration programs, “Integration in 

Estonian Society 2000-2007” and “Integration in Estonian Society 2008-2013.” While 

the programs envision the promotion of integration in the legal-political, the socio-

economic, and the linguistic-communicative fields, the focus of both integration 

programs has been on increasing Estonian language proficiency among the non-Estonian 

population as the key to integration. The texts of both integration programs define 

integration as a two-way process between majority and minority communities, in which 

minorities increase their participation in Estonian society and loyalty to the Estonian 

State, while at the same time preserving their own ethnic identity. Integration takes place 

around a common core of Estonian values including, democratic values, a shared 

information sphere, an Estonian language environment, common government institutions, 

and the involvement of both majority and minority communities in a bilateral process.207  

However, the focus on the Estonian language as the key to integration suggests that 

integration is a one-sided process in which minorities must integrate into Estonian 

society. In the first program, three-quarters of all funding was allocated to measure in the 

educational and linguistic sectors.208 This has been criticized by both international 

observers and minority representatives for neglecting other important aspects of 

integration, such as discrimination issues and political participation.209 In his first report 

on Estonia in 2004, the Commissioner for Human Rights commented on problems 

                                                           
207 State Programme. Integration in Estonian Society 2000–2007,Tallinn, 2000, p. 15. 
208 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp. 
194. 
209 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp. 
208; Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, 
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involving “the practical implementation of the laws and policies,” as well as difficulties 

“in the efforts to reduce the socio-economic differences between the different groups of 

the population, as well as in the protection of the minority languages and identity.”210 The 

ECRI, criticized the focus on the linguistic aspect of integration to the detriment of other 

issues which demand attention, such as employment, education and the need to bring 

Estonian-speaking and Russian-speaking communities together and to teach young 

people about the benefits of living in a multicultural society.211 The Advisory Committee 

for the FCNM noted these deficiencies as well as a need for greater representation of the 

minority community in high levels of administration.212  

The first integration program also drew criticism from both minority representatives and 

international observers for not focusing on the naturalization process. This was especially 

problematic considering that the Estonian government defines minority as “citizens.”213 

Despite the fact that the program calls for projects aimed at increasing tolerance in 

Estonian society, these projects are aimed at increasing tolerance in the future and not at 

addressing problems of intolerance that currently exist in society.214 The programs aimed 

                                                           
210 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Report by Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles Commissioner for 
Human Rights, on his visit to Estonia 27-30 October 2003,” Strasbourg 12 February 2004, CommDH 
(2004) 5, paragraph 7.   
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213 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp. 
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at the education and culture of ethnic minorities received considerably less funding than 

those aimed at improving language skills among minorities.215  

As in the Latvian case, the first integration program was strongly criticized for not 

involving minority representatives in the design and implementation of government 

programs, creating the impression that Estonia’s minorities are merely the objects of 

integration, rather than partners in a shared social project.216 The draft program was 

presented to the public in December 1999 and a slightly amended version was adopted in 

three months later, however appeals by minority organizations and representatives for 

further deliberation were ignored by the government.217 The ECRI noted in 2006 that 

minority representatives were dissatisfied with the fact that issues of concern to them are 

treated only on a project basis, rather than as part of a long-term government policy, and 

that greater efforts should be made to involve minority groups in the development of the 

Integration Program (2008-2013).218 
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the program of being overly language-oriented and did not address the real problems of Russian-speakers in 
terms of access to citizenship and underrepresentation of Russian-speakers in the labor market and state 
institutions. 
218 ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 34. 



165 

 

In response to criticism over the lack of involvement of minority groups in the drafting of 

the first integration program, greater efforts were made to solicit a wider range of 

opinions on the second integration program. One such effort included an international 

conference held in Tallinn October 18-19, 2007, which involved over 150 participants 

from eight countries. The purpose of the conference was to receive feedback on the draft 

of the integration strategy and to compare the strategy to integration strategies in other 

countries. Members of minority groups and civil society as well as other important 

stakeholders were present. On December 14, 2007, the integration strategy was presented 

and negotiations with various stakeholders were led by the Minister for Population and 

Ethnic Affairs. Despite these efforts, representatives of minority groups continued to 

question their role in the process, particularly with respect to whether their views were 

adequately reflected in the new strategy.219 

Despite the criticism regarding the first program and recommendations from international 

actors to broaden the scope of the strategy, the primary focus of the second Integration 

Program (2008-2013) continues to be on language learning. The program states: “The 

process of integration of the population of Estonia is a long-term one and its ultimate goal 

is a culturally diverse society with a strong Estonian state identity, sharing common 

democratic values in which, in the public sector, permanent residents communicate in 

Estonian.”220 While the second integration program does emphasize the need to increase 

tolerance in society and to promote contact between ethnic groups, negative stereotyping 

                                                           
219 Interviews with representatives of the Russian-speaking minority in Spring 2008. 
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due to negative contacts are attributed to misunderstandings due to insufficient or non-

existent knowledge of the language.221 In the field of educational and cultural integration, 

the emphasis is on teaching Estonian at all levels of education, while the promotion of 

minority cultures is advocated outside of the formal education system through the 

activities of the Ministry of Culture.222 In addition, the only real measures in the legal-

political sphere are aimed at increasing the naturalization rate among non-citizens.  

One substantial improvement in the second integration program is the idea that 

citizenship and language knowledge, while important for creating a sense of belonging to 

Estonian society among Russian speakers, are not the only necessary requirements for the 

creation of an integrated society. In addition, the program acknowledges the need to 

involve Russian-speaking citizens in the Estonian public life and decision-making 

processes. The hesitant attitude of many members of the Estonian-speaking community 

toward the greater involvement of other nationalities is also noted, and changing these 

attitudes is highlighted as a goal of the integration program.223 However, the issue of the 

underrepresentation of minorities in the state agencies and ministries is not addressed in 

any targeted programs. In addition, the program sets as a goal the need to increase ties 

between ethnic communities and to decrease the gap in terms of unemployment between 
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the two communities.224 While the program does grant a role to ethnic Estonians in the 

integration process, especially in terms of developing more open and tolerant attitudes 

toward non-Estonians and their involvement in society, there are very few programs 

geared at the ethnic Estonian community, and these only include raising the level of 

information in society. Despite the acknowledgement that other substantive areas are 

important for encouraging integration, the majority of funding is still allocated toward 

efforts to improve language skills among non-Estonians. 

Conclusion: Effective Conditionality or Selective Compliance? 

This chapter has taken an objectivist approach to examining the degree of convergence 

between European minority norms and domestic policies in Estonia and Latvia, by 

examining the degree to which recommendations made by European institutions have 

been incorporated into domestic policies. The focus of recommendations during the 

accession period were aimed at reducing the large number of stateless persons in both 

states, the removal of language requirements for candidates in elections, and the 

regulation of language in the private economic sector. These are the policy areas that 

were explicitly discussed by both the EU and its partner institutions in regular reports, 

and as a testament to the power of EU conditionality, these are the places where the most 

significant policy reforms were made. However, as the previous discussion indicates, the 

OSCE and the CoE made a number of recommendations that were not highlighted by the 

EU in its regular reports on the accession process, with the result that these 

recommendations have not been incorporated into domestic legislation. Muiznieks and 
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Kehris (2003) have labeled Latvia an “issue-specific reluctant democratizer” as a result of 

the difficulties that persist in the realm of minority policies (30). In a similar manner, 

Brosig (2006) and Poleschuk (2002) have suggested that in Estonia minority right norms 

have not always been interpreted liberally with respect the Russian-speaking minority. 

Nevertheless policy changes did have a significant impact on naturalization rates in both 

countries. There has been a steady decrease in the number of stateless persons in Estonia 

from 494,000 in 1992 to 134,000 in 2005 to 112,000 in 2007.225 In Latvia, the number of 

non-citizens declined from 740,000 in 1992 to 392,816 in 2007, however only 127,244 

persons have been granted citizenship since 1995, indicating that the decrease in the 

number of non-citizens is more linked to demographic factors than the rate of 

naturalization.226 The naturalization rate has decreased significantly in Latvia from 16, 

439 persons per year in 2006 to 6,826 in 2007 (Sasse 2009: 25). Approximately 18% of 

the population in Latvia and 9% in Estonia remain stateless.  

Despite amendments made to naturalization procedures, language requirements are still 

cited as barriers to naturalization in these societies, especially among older generations, 

and the naturalization process is largely viewed as both humiliating and unnecessary by 

the Russian minority.227 In addition, the impact of granting citizenship to children born of 

stateless parents has not had as large an impact as was anticipated due to the lack of 

                                                           
225 ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 32; UN Human 
Rights Council, “Report of the Special Rapporteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial discrimination, 
xenophobia and related intolerance, Doudou Diène: Mission to Estonia,” 17 March 2008, 
A/HRC/7/19/Add.2, pp. 13. 
226 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12 February 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 32. 
227 Estonian Integration Monitoring 2005; Baltic Social Science Institute “On the Way to a Civic Society 
2000. 
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information about the process. The recommendations of European institutions to make 

this procedure automatic, as well as to further simplify naturalization procedures has not 

been received positively by either government in the post-accession period. It is difficult 

to call the process of EU conditionality “successful” when it has left so many persons 

stateless (Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009: 140 citing Hughes 2005: 140) 

Language policies have been more contradictory and have continued to draw criticism 

from the international community in the post-accession period. While the most 

controversial aspects of language policies in both countries were removed prior to EU 

accession, in both cases, the government retains the ability to regulate language use in the 

private sector at its own discretion (Sasse 2009). European institutions and domestic 

minority representatives have continued to question whether language inspectorates in 

both countries apply the appropriate degree of proportionality. While the removal of 

language requirements for candidates in local elections was welcomed by European 

institutions as contributing to the ability of Russian-speakers to participate in the public 

sphere, the passage of amendments in both countries to strengthen the national language 

and to make it the official language of both parliament and local councils, effectively 

undercut the ability of Russian-speakers to participate in the political process.  

Due in large part to the linguistic requirements for elected officials to function in public 

life, the representation of minorities in political life remains weak. In Latvia, the ECRI 

noted in 2008 that only 18 MPs out of 100 belonged to ethnic minorities, despite the fact 



170 

 

that ethnic minorities comprise 35% of the total population.228 In Estonia, the number of 

non-Estonians MPs is currently 6 out of 100.229 While non-Estonians are generally better 

represented in local government, non-Latvians in local governments have remained 

underrepresented.230 In addition, minorities remain underrepresented in state ministries in 

both countries.231 The under-representation of minorities in public life is compounded by 

the fact that neither the Estonian or Latvian government has adequately involved minority 

groups in consultation over issues that are of direct interest to them, such as in the area of 

education reform. While there are no clear norms regarding autonomy and political 

participation for national minorities beyond non-discrimination, the involvement of 

minority groups in decision-making processes lies at the heart of democratization (Deets 

2002: 44). Consequently, European institutions have repeatedly recommended that 

Estonia and Latvia make stronger efforts to incorporate minorities into decision-making 

processes with limited results. 

European minority rights norms are explicitly vague in a number of areas including 

naturalization procedures and the linguistic and cultural rights of minorities. In these 

                                                           
228 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12 February 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 36. 
229 Lauristin, M. & Kristina Kallas. 2008. “The Participation of Non-Estonians in Estonian Social Life and 
Politics” in Estonian Human Development Report 2008. Tallinn. In 1995, there were 6 non-Estonian MPs; 
1999: 6; 2003: 5; 2007: 6.  
230 Kristina Kallas. 2008. “Political Participation of National Minorities in Decision-Making Process: Cases 
of Estonia and Latvia,” Paper presented at  Paper presented at the international workshop focusing on 
Effective Political, Economic & Social Participation of Minorities Closing conference 29 – 30 September 
2008, Forum Minority Research Institute, Šamorín, Slovak Republic, pp. 6. In 2008, 24 of the 63 members 
(38 per cent) elected to the Tallinn City Council in 2005 are non-Estonian, and Estonians tend to be even 
better represented in areas where they form a majority of the population such as Narva and Sillamäe. In 
Latvia, minority representatives make up 12.3 per cent in city councils and 11 per cent in administrations. 
In Riga, however, minority representatives make up only 4 per cent in city council and 7 per cent in city 
administration (Pabriks 2002). 
231 Kallas 2008: 7. See also Nestra 2008 and Pabriks 2002.  3). In Estonia 2.8 per cent of employees of 13 
ministries and central state administrative bodies are minority representatives (7.6% of all central state 
institutions). In Latvia, in 2002, minorities made up less than 8% of employees in state ministries.  
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areas, both the Estonian and Latvian governments have interpreted these norms 

conservatively with respect to granting rights to national minorities. Both Estonia and 

Latvia define the term “national minority” as applying only to citizens however Latvia 

extended this to apply also to permanent residents who have no citizenship. This 

interpretation has drawn criticism from the CoE and the Commissioner for Human 

Rights, as well as from other international monitors such as the UN and OSI. In addition, 

the failure of both governments to adequately involve minority groups in the drafting of 

the integration programs and to effectively address the concerns of minority groups, as 

well as the continual emphasis on language learning as the path to integration, are all 

evidence that elites have not embraced integration as a two-way process between 

majority and minority groups, despite rhetoric to the contrary. These findings support the 

arguments of other major studies that have argued that the “thinness” of minority rights 

norms, particularly in the acquis, have led to a “conditionality gap” in which elites are 

able to interpret norms selectively and restrictively toward minority groups (Hughes et al 

2004: 174; See also Rechel 2009; Sasse 2009).     

Neither government has been eager to incorporate recommendations from European 

institutions in the post-accession period, as evidenced in policies toward national 

minorities, stateless children, and the further simplification of naturalization procedures 

(Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009; Pettai and Kallas 2009). EU support for language 

learning as the key component of integration in both societies during the accession period 

to the detriment of other policy areas has created a situation in which integration 

programs are not responsive to the needs of minority communities. While EU 
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conditionality was successful in bringing about important changes in citizenship and 

language policies in both states, it did not pay adequate attention to many areas that 

impact the integration process in these countries, such as discrimination and the cultural 

and linguistic rights of minorities, as well as policies aimed at increasing tolerance among 

the ethnic majority community.  

In Estonia, significant numbers of Russian-speaking youth still do not have the skills 

needed to compete on the job and educational markets, as reflected by markedly higher 

unemployment rates among ethnic Russians in Estonia (Hallik et al 2002; Lauristin and 

Vetik 2000; Vetik 2006). While proficiency in the Latvian language does not generally 

affect income levels, and while the employment rate is similar for citizens and non-

citizens in Latvia, ethnic minorities have greater difficulties in finding jobs than ethnic 

Latvians (Djackova 2003: 33). The Russian minority in both states perceives 

discrimination from the ethnic majority community on the job market on the basis of 

ethnicity and language (Baltic Social Science Institute 2000; Hallik, Klara, J. Kruusvall, 

I. Pettai, M. Pavelson, I. Proos, R. Vetik. 2002; Lauristin and Vetik 2000; Vetik 2006). 

Tolerance is also an issue for both societies and the threat posed by both the Russian-

speaking minority and by foreigners in Estonian and Latvian society has been noted by 

several studies. In 2003, Estonia and Latvia were cited as the two candidate countries 

most resistant to the creation of a multicultural society. Similarly, both countries also 

exhibited a preference for exclusionist stances regarding granting civil rights to 

immigrant minorities (EUMC Report 3 2003). Integration monitoring indicates that the 

number of Estonians irritated by the different kind of behavior and lifestyle of Russians 
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has even risen from 46% (2002) to 59% (2005). The isolation of the Russian community 

has therefore been viewed a threat to social stability in Estonia (Aalto 2003; Vetik 2006).   

Finally, there are important differences between the Estonian and Latvian cases at the 

level of policies. The fact that the development of a citizenship law was not seriously 

discussed until membership in the CoE was made contingent on its development is 

evidence that Latvian elites were reluctant to develop policies aimed at minority inclusion 

(Galbreath 2005: 176; Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009). The adoption of the Law on 

Citizenship in 1994 demonstrates that “elites accepted international standards only 

reluctantly and saw their adoption as a price to be paid for the acceptance and 

cooperation of Western nations” (Muiznieks and Kehris 2003: 34).  The greater 

reluctance on the part of Latvian elites to grant rights to minority groups is also evident in 

the delay in ratifying the FCNM. In the first Regular Report issued at the end of 1998, the 

EU criticized Latvia for failing to ratify the FCNM.232 The Latvian parliament rejected 

the ratification on three separate occasions, in May 2000, March 2001, and September 

2002 (Galbreath 2005: 275). While the rejection was justified on the basis of poor 

translation, speech acts of MPs and high ranking officials demonstrate that the failure of 

ratification had much to do with the ethno-demographic situation in Latvia and the 

“unnatural way” it had been created.233 In March 1999, a high ranking Ministry of Justice 

official argued that ratification of the FCNM “could even be dangerous for the further 

                                                           
232 Commission of the European Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards 
Accession.  
233 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
278. Citing MP and representative of the ruling coalition Inese Birziece (Latvia’s Way Party) in “Chas” 
(“The Hour”, a daily newspaper, 9 March 2001.  
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development and welfare of ethnic Latvian people as well as for non-Russian minorities 

(Polish, Belorussian, Roma etc.), therefore we believe that signature of this Convention 

was a mistake.”234  

Estonia’s policy allows for a greater amount of participation in the democratic process by 

allowing non-citizens to vote in municipal elections. The failure of the Latvian 

government to allow non-citizens the right to vote in municipal elections has drawn a 

good deal of criticism from the international community; however it seems unlikely that 

this right will be granted in the near future. There is also some evidence that Estonian 

elites have acknowledged that integration requires more than just language learning, even 

if significant funds have not yet been allocated toward other objectives. Consequently, 

political conditionality and normative pressure on the part of European institutions is not 

sufficient for explaining the differences that exist between the Estonian and Latvian 

cases, necessitating a look at alternative explanations, including kin-state pressure and 

domestic politics. 

While policy change and the incorporation of international norms is an important stage in 

the norm cycle, the internalization of these norms by elites ensures continuing 

compliance in the post-accession period. Studies on the effect of EU conditionality in 

other Eastern European states have pointed to the importance of domestic elites as filters 

between international pressure to incorporate minority rights norms and domestic policy 

outcomes (Hughes et al 2004; Sasse 2009). Mečiar’s government in Slovakia, Croatia 

                                                           
234 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 
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under Franjo Tudjman and Ukraine in its first decade of independence are examples 

where conditionality has fallen short of expectations (Kelley 2004; Kubicek 2003; Rechel 

2009). While European institutions are clearly committed to the broad notion of 

substantive democracy, the EU may find it more difficult to deal with states “whose 

leaders may formally embrace democratic norms but argue that special circumstances 

limit the applicability of some democratic principles (especially minority rights) to their 

country” (Kubicek 2003: 19). This issue has relevance for both Estonia and Latvia, where 

historical legacies make the application of minority rights norms to the political situations 

in their countries problematic. Chapter 5 will take a subjective approach to norm 

compliance by examining how these norms are understood and internalized by elites in 

each of these societies as well as the comparative impact of EU institutions and Russia on 

the integration process. The next Chapter will turn toward examining how Russia’s 

activism has affected integration processes and understandings of minority inclusion in 

these societies. 
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Chapter 4 
The Compatriot Issue: Russia’s Kin-state Activism  

 
It is impossible to understand ethnopolitics in Estonia and Latvia without reference to the 

multiple, overlapping interactions between Russia, European institutions, the Estonian 

and Latvian governments, and the Russian-speaking minorities that live in these states. 

The complicated nexus of relations between these various actors has been the subject of a 

large body of literature; however previous studies have focused primarily on the impact 

of international actors on policies in Estonia and Latvia during the accession period 

(Barrington 1995; Ehin and Berg 2009; Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; Muiznieks and 

Kehris 2003; Smith 2002). While Estonian and Latvian leaders had hoped that accession 

to the EU and NATO would help to ease and restructure their “historically burdened 

relationship” with Russia, old issues such as the status of their Russian-speaking 

minorities have not disappeared, and EU membership has actually “added new conflict 

dimensions and expanded the arenas of contestation” between kin-state and host states 

(Ehin and Berg 2009: 3). What has not been adequately studied is the effect of Russia’s 

activism on the attitudes of elites toward minority inclusion as well as integration 

processes more generally during both the accession and post-accession periods.  

The literature on democratization in the area of minority rights, as outlined in the 

previous chapter, has accorded the primary influence on policy changes to European 

institutions and political conditionality. In these assessments, Russia has been accorded a 

marginal role in the process of policy change, namely drawing the attention of these 

institutions to possible minority rights violations in Estonia and Latvia (Galbreath 2005; 
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Kelley 2004; Morris 2004). The impact of European institutions on ethnopolitics and the 

internalization of minority rights norms in Estonia and Latvia cannot be understood apart 

from Russia’s activism and the historical legacy of Soviet occupation (Karklins 1994: 

133). It is not possible to clearly separate the impact of European minority rights norms 

from Russia’s activism, as a crucial strategy of the Russian government was to appeal to 

the Estonian and Latvian governments as well as to international institutions on the basis 

of Baltic commitments to European institutions and norms. European institutions became 

an important arena for conflict, in which Russia, Estonia, and Latvia, have all sought 

recognition for their respective historical narratives and to justify their policies (Ehin and 

Berg 2009: 5). Consequently, international pressures are overlapping and intertwining 

and therefore ignoring the influence of Russia’s activism on domestic norms and 

understandings leaves a large part of the explanation for the lack of norm convergence at 

the European and domestic levels unexplained. 

Brubaker (1995) argues that the emergence of Russia as a revisionist state in the early 

1990s is not surprising considering its radical decline as a Great Power, the presence of 

nearly twenty-five million Russians in non-Russian successor states, and the reversals of 

ethnic hierarchy that occurred in these states (45). As discussed in Chapter 2, the ability 

of a kin-state to pressure target states to develop accommodative policies toward its 

diaspora are affected by both the power and proximity of the kin-state. The proximity and 

power of Russia should “lead prudent successor state elites to avoid alienating their 

Russian minorities (and provoking the Russian state) by an overzealous program of 

nationalization” (Brubaker 1998: 47). However, as noted in the previous chapter, both 
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Estonian and Latvian elites developed an approach to nation-building that attempted to 

reverse the ethnic hierarchy that prevailed during the Soviet period, by excluding the 

Russian-speaking minority from political and decision-making processes, and by 

requiring them to demonstrate loyalty to the newly restored Estonian and Latvian states. 

(Aalto 2003; Aasland and Flotten 2001; Kolstoe 1996: 624; Kuus 2002; Melvin 1998; 

Petersoo 2007: 124; Spruds 2009; Zepa et al 2005: 37; Zepa and Supule 2006: 34). 

Estonia and Latvia were the only two Soviet successor states that introduced restricted 

citizenship which provided the pretext for Russia’s activism on behalf of the Russian-

speaking minority in Estonia and Latvia. The fact that Lithuania developed an inclusive 

citizenship policy has created a contrast that has been endlessly exploited by Moscow 

(Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 522).235 Despite the fact that Moscow vehemently opposed 

Lithuania’s independence, in the period after independence, there was a complete 

turnaround of relations between the two states. After guaranteed access to Kaliningrad 

was negotiated, Moscow began praising Lithuania’s approach to citizenship, and was 

virtually silent on Lithuania’s language laws, which in reality did not differ significantly 

from the language policies of Estonia and Latvia (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 522). Thus the 

restrictive approach to citizenship adopted by Estonia and Latvia, in essence set the stage 

for the complicated relations with Russia that still persist today. 

                                                           
235 “Enlarged News Briefing on Foreign Policy Aspects of the Address of the RF President to the RF 
Federal Assembly (Foreign Ministry),” Official Kremlin International News Broadcast, March 3, 1994; 
“Press Briefing by RF Foreign Ministry (Mid Press Center),” Official Kremlin Int’l News Broadcast, July 
14, 1994; “Moscow trying out policy of differentiation,” Monitor, April 9, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 69. 
Jamestown Foundation.  
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This nationalizing approach to nation-building drew heavy criticism from Russian elites, 

who have attempted to influence domestic politics in these states through a variety of 

mechanisms since the early 1990s. Relations between Russia and these states have been 

“dominated by manifestations of distrust and animosity ranging from undeveloped 

cooperation, limited interaction, and icy silence to scathing rhetoric, sanctions, and 

heated crises” (Ehin and Berg 2009: 3). Russia has repeatedly linked the status of the 

Russian-speaking minority in Estonia and Latvia to other foreign policy issues, such as 

troop withdrawal, border demarcations, Soviet era monuments, and the accession of 

Estonia and Latvia to the EU and NATO.  

At the heart of the many confrontations between Russia and the two Baltic States is the 

issue of conflicting interpretations of history. While the Russian Federation established 

itself as the legal successor of the Soviet Union, and has praised the greatness and 

accomplishments of the Soviet Union, Baltic statehood is based on the doctrine of legal 

continuity and their re-emergence from fifty years of illegal Soviet occupation. As a 

result, “the restitutionist logic of legal continuity which treats the restoration of the status 

quo ante as the reference point for justice collides head on with the elements of Soviet 

restorationism in the Russian construct of self” (Ehin and Berg 2009: 10; See also 

Bugajski 2004; Morozov 2008). Because of the inherent conflict between the grand 

narratives of Russian statehood on the one hand and Baltic statehood on the other, any 

reinforcement of these narratives through policies or discourse produces conflict as each 

side accuses the other of either denying history or attempting to rewrite it (Ehin and Berg 

2009: 10). The question of historical interpretation regarding the incorporation of the 
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Baltic States into the Soviet Union underwrites the confrontation between Russia and 

these states over the status of the Russian minority, border demarcations, debates over 

language and citizenship policies, and the war over monuments. Conflicts over historical 

interpretation are reproduced within Estonian and Latvian society between the titular 

majority and the Russian-speaking minority, and are manifested in confrontations 

between the two communities.  

The development of the Russian diaspora as a central feature of Russia’s foreign policy 

was accompanied by the expansion of the categories of persons to which Russia owed its 

protection. There were multiple declarations made by the Russian government at the 

beginning of the 1990s that establish Russia as the protector of the Russian nation, 

including those that were left outside of its borders after 1991.236 By late 1992, the 

Russian government had taken a clear stance on the Russian diaspora abroad and Yelstin 

issued the decree “On the Protection of the Rights and Interests of Russian Citizens 

outside the Russian Federation” (King and Melvin 1999: 120). In the mid-1990s the 

discourse shifted from the protection of ethnic Russians and Russian citizens to the 

protection of all “compatriots,” including Russian-speakers or russified settler 

                                                           
236 King and Melvin (1999) cite as examples: “Yeltsin Gives New Year Address with Pledge to Stand by 
Russian Citizens Abroad,” BBC Summary of World Broadcasts – Soviet Union (SWB-SU), January 3, 
1994; “Yeltsin’s New Year Address,” SWB-SU, January 3, 1995; “Kozyrev Details Russian Foreign Policy 
Agenda,” Foreign Broadcast Information Service Daily Reports – Soviet Union (FBIS-SOV), February 10, 
1994, pp. 12-14; “Foreign Minister Kozyrev Outlines Parliament’s Role in Foreign Policy,” SWB-SU, 
February 5, 1994; and “Kozyrev Warns against Violations of Rights of Russian Minorities in Former 
USSR,” SWB-SU, January 21, 1994.  (121); See also “New Russian Nationalities Policy Programme,” 
BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, October 2, 1992; R. Batyrshin’s “Russian Federation,” report, 
“Nationalities policy concept exists. State Committee for Nationalities Policy ants to become 
‘superministry,’” Nezavisimaya Gazeta, Moscow, 26 September 1992; “Press conference with Presidential 
human rights commission chair,” Official Kremlin Int’l New Broadcast, April 14, 1998. 
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communities237 (Melvin 1998: 37). In 2000, the definition of the Russian diaspora was 

again expanded when the chairman of the International Affairs Committee and the CIS 

Affairs Committee Dmitry Rogozin, declared that Russia’s 25 million compatriots in the 

near abroad is Russia’s number one national security problem. Rogozin began using the 

terms “Russian citizens,” “ethnic Russians,” “our compatriots,” “Russian-speakers,” 

“Russian subjects,” and “Russian diaspora” interchangeably, thereby expanding the 

categories to which Russia owed protection, and ultimately increasing Russia’s 

opportunities to meddle in the former Soviet Republics.238 Several authors argue that 

genuine concern for the situation of the Russian diaspora is secondary to Russia’s 

manipulation of the issue for geopolitical gains. The emphasis on the diaspora issue as a 

central feature of foreign policy was the result of pressure from nationalist groups inside 

Russia, who increasingly called on the government to protect Russians in the ‘near 

abroad’ at the start of the 1990s. In addition, Russia hoped that by pointing to Estonian 

and Latvian failures in the minority rights arena it could prevent their membership in 

Western institutions (See Barrington 1995; Bugajski 2004; Karklins 1994; King and 

Melvin 1999; Melvin 1998; Simonsen 2001).239 

                                                           
237 “Russians may carve out autonomous areas, Moscow warns,” Monitor, March 15, 1996, Volume 2, 
Issue 52. Jamestown Foundation. Abduallah Mikitayev, chairman of Russia’s commission on citizenship 
matters attached to the office of President Yeltsin “justified autonomy as quite natural on the grounds that 
ethnic Russian and “Russian-speakers” must be considered indigenous to the Baltic States…He also claims 
a right for Moscow to represent the global category of “Russian-speakers.”  
238 “Ethnopolitics distorting foreign policy,” Monitor, February 18, 2000. Volume 6, Issue 3. Jamestown 
Foundation. 
239 “Kozyrev outlines priorities in field of human rights,” BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, December 
13, 1993. “’Out and out demagogy’ was the description given by Kozyrev at the press conference to 
Vladimir Zhironovskiy’s remarks in which he ‘makes threats against Russia’s neighbours under the pretext 
of defending the Russian-speaking population there…Kozyrev emphasized that the theme must generally 
be excluded from the election campaign.” 
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Russia has used a variety of mechanisms to pressure Estonia and Latvia to adopt more 

inclusive citizenship and language policies including: Citizenship policy; military and 

economic pressure; border agreements; international institutions; and propaganda 

campaigns.240 In the hopes of weakening Baltic solidarity, Russia’s pressure on Estonia 

and Latvia alternated, with Moscow sometimes being more critical of one state than the 

other.241 Rather than providing an exhaustive account of relations between Russia and the 

two Baltic states in the post-independence period, this chapter will provide a general 

picture of how Russia has used these types of activism to promote the rights of Russian-

speakers in Estonia and Latvia since 1991, and the consequences this had on interethnic 

relations in Estonia and Latvia. The chapter will discuss two prominent and recent 

examples of Russia’s ability to destabilize interethnic relations in these states: 1) Protests 

over school reform in Latvia in 2003-2004; and 2) The Bronze Soldier Crisis in Estonia 

in April 2007.   

 
Russia’s Citizenship Policy  

Kin-state citizenship policies can affect the ability of newly independent states forge new 

identities (Barrington 1995). As mentioned above, Estonia and Latvia took a 

restorationist approach to the state in the early 1990s which excluded large numbers of 

ethnic Russians and Russian-speakers from obtaining automatic citizenship, thereby 

excluding them from many political and economic rights. This fueled perceptions of 

discrimination against Russians in each of these states and reinforces ethnic divisions 
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along linguistic, religious, historical and cultural lines (Petersoo 2007: 124; Barrington 

1995; Kolstoe 1996; Schopflin 1996; Zepa et al 2005; Zepa and Supule 2006). Barrington 

(1995) argues that the inclusive approach to citizenship taken by the Russian Federation 

actually increased the “Russianness” of ethnic Russians in Estonian and Latvia precisely 

because so many of them were excluded from obtaining Estonian and Latvian citizenship 

(731).  

The first version of Russia’s citizenship policy was passed in November 1991, and stated 

that “those residing in the Russian Federation or anyone residing in a republic of the 

USSR could receive Russian citizenship provided they registered with the Russian 

government and did not take citizenship of another state” (Barrington 1995: 739). Dual 

citizenship was only permitted in the case of those who wished to keep their Soviet 

citizenship. The law was cited as part of the government’s strategy to protect the interests 

of Russian citizens both within Russia and abroad.242 After the collapse of the Soviet 

Union, a new law was published in February 1992, which removed the dual citizenship 

clause and set February 1992 as the starting date for the three years in which citizenship 

by registration was possible for citizens of the former USSR. The law stipulated that 

Russian citizenship was available only for those who live in republics which are now, or 

were on September 1, 1991, a part of the USSR.243 The choice of September 1, 1991, had 

implications for Russians in the Baltic States because the Baltic governments had all 

declared independence before September 1, even though independence was not 

recognized by Soviet officials until September 6 (Barrington 1995: 740). This law was 
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amended in June 1993 making Russian citizenship available to “citizens of the former 

USSR living in those territories of states that formed part of the former USSR as well as 

those who arrived to live in the territory of the Russian Federation after 6 February 1992, 

if within three years of entry into force of this law they declare their wish to acquire 

citizenship of the Russian Federation.”244  

In addition to allowing stateless citizens in Estonia and Latvia to receive Russian 

citizenship by application before February 6, 1995, it also allowed those who had 

citizenship in their state of residence to acquire Russian citizenship in addition to their 

existing citizenship (Barrington 1995: 740). Moscow was highly critical of the refusal of 

Estonia and Latvia to allow dual citizenship for Russian-speakers on the grounds that it 

“deprived them of civic rights.”245 Citizenship and repatriation has remained a tenet of 

Russia’s approach toward its compatriots abroad. In October 2007, President Putin 

announced the government’s plan to allocate 4.6 billion rubles in 2007 on a voluntary 

repatriation program for Russians living abroad: “They [compatriots] will be assisted 

with their travel arrangements and primary accommodation, including the registration of 

their legal and social status, as well as with jobs, municipal and pension services, 

preschool, school and profession education.”246  

Russia actively pursued the registration of many ethnic Russians living in the former 

Soviet Republics by setting up additional consulates and by sending embassy officers out 
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to register ethnic Russians.247 Due to the fact that Russians felt alienated and unwanted 

by the Estonian and Latvian governments, the inclusiveness of Russian citizenship was 

an attractive alternative to “statelessness”. By July 1, 1994, the Russian government 

estimated that 40,000 residents of Latvia, 15,000 in Lithuania and over 42,000 in Estonia 

had registered as citizens of Russia.248 The number of Russian citizens currently residing 

in Estonia and Latvia has never been officially revealed by the Russian government and 

estimates vary. In 2008, the Russian embassy in Washington estimated the number of 

Russian citizens in Estonia at approximately 114,000.249 According to the 2000 national 

census, approximately 6.3% of the population, or 86,067 had Russian citizenship 

(Poleschuck 2004). The Estonian government, in 2006, estimated the number of foreign 

citizens in Estonia at 8% of the population, or approximately 104,000.250 A study of the 

Russian diaspora commissioned by the Russian Foreign Ministry in 2004 estimated that 

40,000 Russian citizens reside in Latvia.251  

As noted in the previous chapter, the choice of Russian citizenship was not necessarily 

seen as a negative development by elites in these states in light of the fact that it 

contributed to the reduction of stateless people. Elites in both Estonia and Latvia tend to 
                                                           
247 “Russian Foreign Ministry reaches out to Russians abroad,” Monitor, August 3, 1995, Volume 1, Issue 
66. Jamestown Foundation. The article reports that Moscow will establish 18 additional consulates over the 
next three years and that the Russian embassy in Estonia has already sent embassy officers around the 
country to sign up ethnic Russians who would like to become citizens of the Russian Federation.  
248 “Press Briefing by RF Foreign Ministry (Mid Press Center),” Official Kremlin Int’l News Broadcast, 
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interpret the choice of Russia citizenship as evidence of greater loyalty to Russia than to 

the Estonian or Latvian state among Russian-speakers and therefore further justified 

“decolonization” discourses by some nationalist elites.252  Estonian and Latvian elites do 

not explicitly acknowledge the interaction between the exclusive nature of their own 

citizenship policies and the inclusive nature of the Russian citizenship policy in 

influencing the decision of “stateless” persons to obtain Russian citizenship. Nevertheless 

Russia’s citizenship policy and the decision of many Russian residents to obtain Russian 

citizenship gave Russia a further justification to interfere in Estonian and Latvian politics 

on the basis of protecting not only their ethnic kin but also their own citizens (Barrington 

1995: 740).     

 
Military Pressure 

Military pressure on Estonia and Latvia came in the form of delaying the withdrawal of 

Red Army troops from Estonia and Latvia in the early 1990s. This issue was sensitive for 

both Estonian and Latvian elites because they considered the Soviet military to be an 

occupation force (Karklins 1994:121). The withdrawal of Soviet troops was discussed 

several times in bilateral talks and multilateral negotiations at the start of independence 

however these talks met with limited success.253 On October 29, 1992, Yeltsin issued a 

decree suspending the withdrawal of Russian troops due to “profound concern over the 

numerous infringements of the rights of the Russian-speaking population in the Baltic 

                                                           
252 Barrington (1995) argues that this worked to the advantage of some Estonian and Latvian elites because 
it allowed them to more easily justify steps toward “decolonization” if Russian residents were also Russian 
citizens (740). 
253 Karklins 1994: 121 citing Dzintra Bungs, “Soviet Troops in Latvia,” RFE/RL Research Report, 28 
August 1992, pp. 18-27; Dzintra Bungs, “Progress on Withdrawal from the Baltic States,” RFE/RL 
Research Report, 18 June 1993, pp. 50-59. 
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countries” (Karklins 1994: 122).254 The Russian government began linking troop 

withdrawal to the fate of army pensioners left in the Baltic States, as well as to the fate of 

the non-citizen Russian population in general.255 In April 1993, Yeltsin stated at a press 

conference in April 1993: “We will be scheduling the actual withdrawal in line with what 

[Estonia and Latvia] decide in the human rights field.”256 

As discussed in the previous chapter, the initial version of Estonia’s Alien Law restricted 

military personnel from applying for residence permits, thereby subjecting them to 

possible deportation. Yeltsin reacted to the restriction while the legislation was still on 

the agenda in June 1993 stating: “The Estonian government has misjudged Russia’s 

goodwill and, giving way to the pressure of nationalism, has ‘forgotten’ about certain 

geopolitical and demographic realities,” and warning that “the Russian side has means at 

its disposal to remind Estonia about these [realities].”257 A few days later, agreements 

were made between Russia and Estonia government concerning the pullout of Russian 

troops by the end of August 1994, on the condition that Estonia consider the applications 

for residence by military personnel on an individual basis.258  

In Latvia, agreements on troop withdrawal by the same August 31 deadline were signed 

in March 1994 and included guarantees for the Russian military pensioners who had 
                                                           
254 See New York Times, October 30, 1992; See also Muiznieks 2006.  
255 “Press Briefing by RF Foreign Ministry (Mid Press Center),” Official Kremlin Int’l News Broadcast, 
July 14, 1994. 
256 Kelley 2004: 167 citing “Latvian Chronology,” Monthly Survey of Baltic and Post-Soviet Politics, May 
1993, p. 15.  
257 Kelley 2004: 167 citing “The Russian President’s Statement on Estonian ‘ethnic Cleansing’ and 
‘Apartheid,’” ITAR-TASS News Agency, June 25, 1993, as translated in the BBC Survey of World 
Broadcasts, SU/1726, June 28, 1993. 
258 Kelley 2004: 168. The Estonian commission would consist of a representative from the OSCE and 
Estonia would reserve the right to reject any applicant considered a threat to Estonian security; Russia 
would pay a pension to the military retirees regardless of citizenship and some social guarantees. 
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retired before January 28, 1992. The pensioners were granted the status of permanent 

residents and were allowed to naturalize (Kelley 2004: 168). When Yeltsin later tried to 

push back the deadline by linking troop withdrawal to the passage of citizenship 

legislation in Latvia, the international community weakened Russia’s leverage. The 

international community, particularly the United States, was “consistent and 

uncompromising in their call for the withdrawal of Russian troops, and criticized efforts 

to link it with human rights” (Kelley 2004: 167). Throughout the 1990s, Russia would 

continue to express disapproval over the outcomes negotiated by international institutions 

however Russia never again applied direct military pressure on Estonia or Latvia. 

Nevertheless, Russia continues to stage military operations along the border with Estonia 

in order to intimidate Estonian elites (Bugajski 2004; Simonen 2001). In a famous 

example, in the fall 1998, Russian troops stationed close to the Estonian border undertook 

a war game in which they conquered a small country. The name of the exercise, 

“Operation Return” was considered a major provocation by Estonian elites. In addition, 

Baltic leaders have been alarmed over the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons to 

Kaliningrad in 2001 (Bugajski 2004: 117), as well as Russia’s suspension of participation 

in the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE) in 2007.  

Russia has also engaged in nonconventional forms of warfare against the Baltic States. A 

cyber-attack against Estonia on April 29 and 30 was determined to have originated from 

specific persons and computers in Russian government agencies, including the 
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administration of the President of the Russian Republic.259 The attack crippled Estonia’s 

largely paperless government and followed on the heels of the deterioration of relations 

between the two governments following the removal the Bronze Soldier war memorial, 

which is discussed in greater detail below.260 Throughout May 2007, the attacks 

continued coming in waves that were launched against banks, newspapers, schools and 

other institutions. While the first wave of attacks was traced directly to Russian 

government computers, the subsequent attacks originated from around the world. Despite 

their origin, Estonian experts still believe that the attacks had Russian roots, owing to the 

numerous instructions on the internet, detailing in Russian, how to inflict damage on 

Estonian cyber-space.261 Moscow officials denied involvement and refused to cooperate 

in the investigation to find perpetrators.262 In response to the attacks, top military 

commanders from seven NATO countries and the Allied Command Transformation 

signed an agreement on May 15, 2008 to create a Cooperative Cyber Defense Center in 

Tallinn.263  

Economic Pressure 

Throughout the course of the 1990s, Russia threatened economic sanctions several times 

in connection with the treatment of Russian-speakers in Estonia and Latvia. In April 

1996, the chairman of the Russian Duma, Gennady Selznev criticized the “discrimination 
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against Russians” in Latvia and the “consistently anti-Russian course and mass-scale 

oppression” of Russians and Orthodox believers in Estonia” and threatened Russian 

economic retaliation if the situation did not improve.264 In June 1996, the Russian State 

Duma adopted a resolution to impose restrictions on trade-economic relations to protest 

the education law, which “the Duma characterized as the beginning of a program to 

forcefully integrate the Russians in Latvia” (Kelley 2004: 170). In response to Latvia’s 

declaration on occupation, the Russian Duma adopted a resolution on October 4, 1996 

calling for economic sanctions against Latvia in order to effect a “radical improvement in 

the situation of Russian-speakers.”265  

When many older Russian residents in Riga protested the pension policy in the summer 

1998, the police responded with crowd control methods. Russian officials reacted 

strongly: “Moscow’s mayor accused the Latvian government of ‘pursuing a consistent 

policy of ‘genocide’ against the Russian-speaking population and compared Riga’s 

policies to events in Cambodia during Pol Pot’s rule” (Kelley 2004: 170; See also 

Muiznieks 2006: 121).  The Mayor of Moscow also expressed concern about the 

treatment of Russian-speakers in Latvia during meetings with acting Russian Prime 

Minister Sergei Kirienko and UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan on March 25 and 29, 

respectively. Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin, proclaimed that the “Russian people 

[are] in shock” over Latvia’s policy of “apartheid.”266 A week later, on April 8, President 
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Yeltsin announced targeted economic pressures against Latvia in order to pressure Latvia 

to change its policy toward the treatment of the Russian-speaking minority.267 The 

pressures involved scaling back the transit of Russian exports through Latvia, reducing 

Russian use of Latvian ports and cutting Russian oil deliveries in April and May 1998 

(Kelley 2004; See also Bugajski 2004).268 In July 1998, Russia imposed new sanctions, 

including a 20% transportation surcharge on most goods shipped to, from or through 

Latvia.269  

The international community condemned Russia’s mixing of economics with politics, 

however “the threat of Russian sanctions both contributed to internal political crisis in 

Latvia and increased the European institutions’ focus on the issue” (Kelley 2004: 171). 

The Saimnieks party quit Latvia’s coalition government blaming Prime Minister Guntars 

Krasts and the Fatherland and Freedom party for the situation.270 As discussed in the 

previous chapter Latvia amended the citizenship law after intense pressure from the EU 

and other international actors, however, Russia’s political maneuvering had an effect on 

drawing international attention and increased pressure to the issue.271 In November 1999, 
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Russia again threatened Latvia with sanctions over the new language law. In 2002, 

Russian companies severely cutback oil supplies to the Ventspils terminal, the largest oil 

port in the Baltic region (Bugajski 2004: 123).  

Vladimir Zhironovsky’s Liberal Democratic Party often initiated the threats of economic 

sanction against Estonia. On March 24, 1995, the Duma passed the resolution on 

sanctions against Estonia “to protest Tallinn’s decision to deport Russian nationalist Petr 

Rozhok. Yeltsin ignored the Duma’s recommendation, but Russia remained very 

involved with the case. A year and a half later, a court ruled in Rozhok’s favor. This is 

the only case in which sanctions were directly linked to an outcome in Russia’s favor. 

Van Houten (1998: 139) argues that Russia’s halt of natural gas supplies to Estonia at the 

end of June 1993 to protest the Law on Aliens was somewhat successful because it 

achieved some concessions in the law, however the concessions were moderate (Kelley 

2004: 171; See also Bugajski 2004). For the most part, Russia’s economic pressure on 

Estonia has consisted of periodic bans on food imports and the imposition of double 

customs duties on Estonian products (Bugajski 2004: 118). 

In 2005, Russia began using its status as a leading energy producer to put pressure on 

Estonia and Latvia. Russia’s state-run energy giant, Gazprom, announced that it would 

end subsidies to former Soviet states in order to boost profits. The chairman of the State 

Duma Foreign Affairs Committee, Konstantin Kosachev, stated that Moscow will 

continue to subsidize energy supplies to its “allies,” but will apply “market principles 
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while doing business with those countries with which we don’t have an alliance-type 

relationship.”272 Estonia and Latvia were not considered allies. Finally, in response to the 

Bronze Soldier Crisis in April 2007, Russia began imposing hidden economic sanctions 

on Estonia including the reduction of passenger rail services and oil transit through 

Estonia, as well as by encouraging Russians to boycott the purchase of Estonian products. 

These efforts did not have an impact on changing Estonia’s policy toward the monument; 

however they did serve as a further condemnation of government actions. In reality, 

Russia’s use of economic pressure against Estonia and Latvia actually convinced Baltic 

leaders of the necessity of belonging to Western institutions so that they could reduce 

their dependence on Russia, thereby speeding up the accession process (Bugajski 2004: 

118). 

Border Agreements 

The settlement of borders between the two Baltic States and Russia has been problematic 

as a result of different versions of history on each side of the Baltic-Russian border. 

Moscow refuses to recognize the mutual borders established by the 1920 treaties which 

granted Estonia and Latvia independence from the Russian Empire. In the 1920 treaties, 

Russia renounced any future claim on their territories. On September 10, 1996, the 

Russian Foreign Ministry spokesman issued the statement claiming that the 1920 peace 

treaties with the Baltic States lost all validity when they voluntarily joined the USSR in 
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1940.273 The refusal of Russia to recognize the 1920 peace treaties is a cause of concern 

for both states because the illegality of the 1940 Soviet occupation is the basis for the 

restorationist approach to statehood.274  

In response to Moscow’s position, the Latvian parliament adopted a “Declaration on the 

Occupation of Latvia” which stated for the record the fact that Latvia was occupied in 

1940 by the USSR. Russia’s official news agency responded that the document 

condemned “the Red Army soldiers who liberated the republic,”275 and resulted in the 

cancellation of the Latvian Prime Minister’s visit to Moscow, a move which was intended 

to underscore Russia’s disagreement with the declaration.276 The Duma also issued a 

statement stating that the declaration revealed Latvia’s “nationalist ambitions” and 

“crudely distorted the truth about Latvia’s entry into the Soviet Union,” in order to justify 

“discrimination against Russian-speakers.”277  

By linking the agreement over borders to the treatment of the Russian-speaking 

population, Russian hoped to drive a wedge between the Baltic States and the West and 

to prevent their admission into the EU and NATO.278 In 2005, the issue of the border 
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treaty with Estonia again became an issue when Russia revoked its signature of the treaty 

after Estonia included, in the preamble to ratification, a reference to the uninterrupted 

legal continuity of Estonia during the Soviet occupation. The Russian Foreign Minster 

chastised Estonia for “equating [Soviet] liberators to occupiers”: “It was the Soviet 

people’s victory that gave [Estonians today] the opportunity to play these games and, in 

general, to speak freely.”279 Moscow announced that it refused to ratify the border treaties 

with either Estonia or Latvia nearly a decade after signing them, claiming that the 

occupation was legal and denouncing as criminal the resistance to Soviet forces that 

occurred in both states.280 The Latvian-Russian border treaty was eventually signed in 

late 2007 when Latvian authorities agreed to remove controversial language from the 

treaty, however the Estonian-Russian border treaty remains unresolved due to Estonia’s 

refusal to compromise on the issue of historical references (Ehin and Berg 2009: 6). 

International Organizations 

Russia’s strategy of calling attention to the situation of the Russian minority involved 

appealing to international institutions in order to point to the incompatibility between 

Estonian and Latvian policies and international norms.281 Since the early 1990s, Russia 
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has tried to internationalize the treatment of the Russian diaspora by placing it on the 

agenda of all major regional and international institutions including the UN, EU, OSCE, 

NATO, and the CoE (Muiznieks 2006: 121). While Russia opposed the incorporation of 

the Baltic States into the EU and NATO, Russia used the issue of prospective 

membership to call attention to minority rights violations in Estonia and Latvia in order 

to discredit these states in the eyes of Western institutions, and to try to prevent their 

admission into these organizations.282 Russia often invoked European norms as a 

justification for its criticism of minority policies in Estonia and Latvia. For example, as 

early as 1992, the Russian Foreign Ministry declared: “The laws on citizenship adopted 

by the Estonian and Latvian parliaments in fact depriving thousands of citizens of 

Slavonic origin of many civil rights and liberties run counter to the norms and principles 

of democracy, [and] obviously contravene the documents of the Vienna Conference of 

the CSCE.”283 

In 1994, the Director of the International Humanitarian and Cultural Cooperation 

Department, Vyacheslav Ivanovich Bakhmin, justified Russia’s policy toward the 

Russian diaspora stating: “It is already a commonplace principle in the international 
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community and in Europe in particular that measures to ensure protection for human 

rights and lawful interests in the human rights situation in any state are not intervention in 

internal affairs and should not be viewed as an act of subversion against the sovereignty 

of any state.”284 In one of the clearest statements of Russia’s tactics, Prime Minister 

Viktor Chernomyrdin stated in January 1997 that Latvia and Estonia must change their 

policy toward the Russian-speaking population “if they want to be admitted to European 

structures.”285 In addition to using the European minority rights framework to justify its 

continuing intervention in the domestic politics of Estonia and Latvia, Russia also 

brought international awareness to the situation by raising the issue of the rights of 

Russian-speakers within these institutions, and by calling for greater efforts at monitoring 

the situation.286  

The UN was a useful platform for Russia to issue statements and accusations about the 

treatment of the Russian-speaking minority in Estonia and Latvia (See Muiznieks 2006). 

In 1992, Russia encouraged the UN to send a fact finding mission to Latvia and in 1994 

the 48th session of the UN General Assembly passed a resolution on the human rights 

situation in Latvia and Estonia as a result of a proposal initiated by Russia.287 The 

Russian Federation proceeded to raise the situation of the Russian minority in Estonia 
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and Latvia almost ever year thereafter in speeches, letters, or draft resolutions (Muiznieks 

2006: 121; See also Kelley 2004). The following examples are given simply to illustrate 

the nature of these accusations, rather than to provide an exhaustive account. In 1996, at a 

meeting of the UN Subcommission on the Prevention of Discrimination, the Russian 

delegate attacked Estonia and Latvia for denying automatic citizenship to their Russian-

speaking populations, arguing that their citizenship policies aim “to eliminate the 

consequences of the natural labor migration which took place in the former USSR.”288 

Another resolution was prepared by the Russian delegation in late 1996, condemning 

Estonia and Latvia for “depriving the Russian-speaking population of civil and political 

rights.”289  

At the 53rd session of the United Nations General Assembly, the Russian Minister of 

Foreign Affairs Igor Ivanov stated: “Russia cannot and will not remain indifferent to the 

fate of hundreds of thousands of Russian-speaking citizens subjected to harsh repressive 

measures in Latvia and Estonia. The international community and above all the OSCE 

should watch closely the situation in those countries.”290 In addition, a resolution on the 

situation of human rights in Latvia was submitted to the 54th session of the UN Human 

Rights Commission calling on Latvia to grant citizenship to all children born in Latvia 

and to address the situation of ethnic minorities more generally, but was withdrawn after 
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assurances that the European Union was doing everything possible to make sure that 

Latvia respects human rights.291 In November 1998, Mr. Lavrov criticized the adoption of 

the Latvian Law on Education, stating that it ignores universal standards in the field of 

education and that the Declaration on legionaries “can be qualified only as jeering at the 

victims of Nazism.”292 Russia raised the situation of the Russian-speaking minority in 

Estonia and Latvia again in 1999, encouraging the international community, particularly 

the OSCE, to continue to press those governments for policy changes.293  

In November 2007, Russia introduced a new draft resolution in the UN General 

Assembly, decrying xenophobia and racism. The resolution was prompted by the 

tendencies of some countries “to glorify the Waffen SS” and to declare the anniversary 

dates of their liberation from Nazism as national days of mourning.294 At the 62nd Session 

of the UN General Assembly, the Deputy Permanent Representative of the Russian 

Federation issued the statement: “We cannot but be concerned today about the cynical 

attempts to whitewash Nazism and distort history. The desecration of graves and 

monuments of those who died on the battlefields of the World War II for a brighter future 
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of humanity is an insult to the goals and principles of the United Nations. Any such 

attempts are unacceptable as they are an outrage to our collective conscience.”295 

Considering the recent Bronze Soldier Crisis in Estonia in April 2007, as well as the 

conflicts over monuments that have been occurring in Latvia as well, there is little doubt 

that Estonia and Latvia were primary targets of the resolution.  

Russia also actively used the HCNM and the OSCE missions in Estonia and Latvia, as 

well as the CoE as platforms for criticizing the human rights situation in those countries 

and for calling for the greater protection of the Russian-speaking population in those 

states.296 In 1992, the Russian delegation to the CSCE raised the issue of human rights 

and discrimination against Russian-speakers in the Baltic States.297 The result of these 

accusations was to force continual monitoring of the situation in Estonia and Latvia, 

despite the fact that missions never found systematic violations of human rights in either 

state.298 In 2005, the Russian acting permanent representative to the OSCE Permanent 

Council appealed to the OSCE to take steps to settle the conflict over school reform in 

Latvia. When Russia submitted its application to join the CoE in 1992, it took the 

opportunity to distribute to the Committee of Ministers a “Memorandum on the Violation 

of Human Rights in the Baltic States” (Muiznieks 2006: 123). In January 2007, the 
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Russian Duma began appealing to the CoE and various other organizations to condemn 

the removal of the Bronze Soldier from downtown Tallinn.299   

While Russia clearly sought to discredit the candidacy of Estonia and Latvia in NATO 

and the EU through its criticism of Estonian and Latvian policies in international forums, 

Russia also addressed the EU directly. In response to the 1999 Latvian Language Law, 

the Russian Foreign Ministry appealed to the Council of the EU to reconsider Latvia’s 

candidacy. In May 2003, Russia tried to include the compatriot issue on the agenda of the 

EU-Russia summit and threatened to raise the issue of Russians in the Baltic States if the 

EU raised the Transdneister issue. Russia also resisted applying the Partnership and 

Cooperation agreement between Russia and the EU to Estonia and Latvia due to their 

treatment of Russian-speakers. Prior to the membership of these countries in NATO, the 

Russian Foreign Ministry wrote letters to NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson 

inquiring what was to be done about the one and half million Russians residing in the 

Baltic States (Muiznieks 2006: 124-125). 

Propaganda Campaign: The War of Words 

In addition to calling attention to the situation of compatriots in international forums, 

Russia also engaged in propaganda and disinformation campaigns against Estonia and 

Latvia. Russia’s criticism of human rights violations in Estonia and Latvia were 

particularly virulent and involved disputes over the treatment of Russian-speakers in each 

of these states, minority policies, border treaties, and Soviet era monuments. These 
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criticisms have occurred both at the official diplomatic level as well as extensively in the 

Russian language media. Under President Vladimir Putin, Moscow tightened the 

government’s control over the broadcast media in order to increase Russia’s ability to 

influence public opinion both at home and abroad (Bugajski 2004: 33). As part of 

Russia’s policy of differentiation toward the Baltic States, Russia took turns attacking 

Estonia and Latvia. While Estonia was the focus of Russia’s ire in the early 1990s and 

more recently since 2007, Latvia was Russia’s primary target in the late 1990s.  

Russia began attacking Estonia and Latvia over the passage of citizenship legislation as 

early as 1992 and the criticism continued throughout the 1990s.300 Russia often accused 

the Estonian government of being “unwilling” to negotiate, thereby provoking 

confrontation with Moscow.301 In 1994, as a result of the Estonian President’s warning 

“not to trust Russia,” Moscow cautioned:  “If the course for aggravating relations 

between our neighboring countries is not stopped, the responsibility for the consequences 

will rest wholly on the Estonian side.”302 Criticism of Estonia continued with Moscow 

claiming that talks regarding troop withdrawal were “deadlocked because of the 

unwillingness of the Estonian side to discuss, along with troop withdrawal, the problem 

of army pensioners staying back there.”303 In 1994, Kozyrev accused Estonia of “ethnic 

cleansing” because its citizenship policy differentiates persons on the basis of 
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ethnicity.304 Several times throughout the course of the 1990s, Russian officials 

highlighted Estonia’s explicitly “anti-Russian” foreign policy.305 In 1996, the Russian 

deputy foreign minister declared that “normalization of Russian-Estonian relations is 

impossible without cardinal changes in the Estonian authorities’ discriminatory policy 

toward our compatriots in that country.”306 In 1998, Russia’s Foreign Ministry again 

accused Estonia of “displaying a ‘colonialist attitude toward the Russian-speaking 

population and unwillingness to seek a civilized solution to human rights problems.’”307  

Russia’s criticism of Estonia and Latvia escalated in the mid-1990s. In July 1996, the 

Russian Foreign Ministry stated that “the difficulties of the Russian-speaking population 

in the Baltic States persist and are in some respects actually worsening…the mass-scale 

and gross violations of human rights, particularly in Estonia and Latvia heighten tensions 

and undermine cooperation in the region.”308 The Russian Foreign Ministry continued to 

issue similar declarations throughout the remainder of the year.309 Rhetoric against both 

states, but especially against Latvia escalated in 1998, and coincided with the economic 

sanctions imposed on Latvia. The spokesman for Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin 

declared in 1998: “Development of bilateral economic and political relations directly 

depends on the resolution of the entire range of problems related to the human rights and 
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interests of Latvia’s Russian-speaking population.”310 In March 1998, Foreign Minister 

Ivanov announced: “We will work to isolate Latvia and Estonia, and under international 

pressure, compel the two countries to correct the human rights situation.”311 The assault 

on citizenship policies continued throughout 1998, with accusations that Latvia’s 

amendments were cosmetic and not in line with the recommendations of international 

organizations.312 

Criticism of Estonia and Latvia continued with the election of Vladimir Putin, who 

continued the rhetorical attacks that had been escalating throughout the course of the 

1990s. In reaction to the trial of Kononov, who was found guilty of war crimes in Latvia, 

Putin accused Latvia of “deliberately targeting antifascist fighters” and Yeltsin echoed 

the criticism expressing indignation over Latvia’s “violation of the rights of minorities, 

discrimination against our compatriots and persecution of antifascists and [Soviet] 

military veterans.”313 Moscow protested the trials of other former NKVD and KGB 

officers, whom Moscow also defended as anti-Nazi fighters.314  

While President Putin continued to denounce citizenship policies in Estonia and Latvia 

and to accuse them of discrimination against Russian-speakers,315 Putin’s presidency 

represents a change of tactics toward the compatriot issue. Rather than working with and 
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through international organizations to pressure Estonia and Latvia to change their 

minority policies, Russia began taking a more unilateral approach in its dealings with 

Estonia and Latvia. In 1999, the Duma passed the “law on the state policy of the Russian 

Federation with regard to compatriots abroad,” which was used to justify the creation of 

an all encompassing structure to represent the interests of the Russian-speaking 

population abroad.316 The change in tactics was due in part to the ineffectiveness of 

Russia’s pressure on language policies in Estonia and Latvia. Moscow condemned the 

language policies as discriminatory and described Latvia’s and Estonia’s policies toward 

their Russian minorities as “outright apartheid.”317 However, Moscow was dissatisfied 

with the response of European institutions to its calls to bring greater pressure on Estonia 

and Latvia with regard to language policies.  

In 2001, in a live phone-in show, broadcast on all of Russia’s state television and radio 

stations, President Putin urged Russians and Russian-speakers in the Baltic States to 

demand official status for the Russian language and numerical quotas of representation in 

government bodies (Bugajski 2004: 112). In the interview, he cited the Macedonian 

peace agreement of August 2001, arguing that Russians in the Baltic States should have 

the same rights as Albanians in Macedonia. In 2005, upon ratification of the FCNM by 

Latvia, Moscow assailed Latvia’s definition of “national minority” calling it 

“sacrilegious,” “antidemocratic, anti-European,” as well as “proof that Latvia is not a 
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European country and moving toward Nazism.”318 Relations have continued to 

deteriorate as a result of school reform in Latvia, the removal of the Bronze Soldier 

monument from downtown Tallinn, and the cyber attack against Estonia, all of which 

will be discussed in greater detail in the section below. 

Reactions to Russia’s Activism in Estonia and Latvia 
 
It is difficult to judge the impact of Russia’s activism on policies in Estonia in Latvia, due 

to the fact that Russia advocated for policy changes alongside European institutions and 

even utilized European institutions as platforms for its criticism of the two Baltic States. 

As noted earlier, previous research argues that European institutions, particularly the EU, 

had a greater impact on policy change in Estonia and Latvia, given the level of 

asymmetrical interdependence between these states and the EU and the timing of and 

justification for policy changes in relation to European pressure. However, this is not to 

say that Russia’s activism has had no impact on ethnopolitics or on the attitudes of elites 

and society toward the integration process more generally. In 1998, the EU expressed 

concerns that “Russian pressure on Latvia can defeat, instead of promote, the 

‘integration’ of local Russians in Latvian society.”319 There is evidence that Russia’s 

activism does produce reactionary tendencies on the part of Estonian and Latvian elites. 

This is hardly surprising considering the Soviet legacy, the historical memory of 

occupation, the forcible deportations of native populations, and the ever-present fear of 
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an imperialist Russia that is deeply embedded in these societies (Buagajski 2004: 2). 

However, reactionary statements and policies on the part of Estonian and Latvian elites 

have the potential to destabilize interethnic relations in these societies, alienate Russian-

speakers, and produce mistrust of the government among the Russophone community. In 

addition, Moscow has the ability to mobilize the Russian-speakers against government 

actions, thereby straining interethnic relations in these states. 

In the early 1990s, Estonian and Latvian nationalists worried that their large Russian-

speaking communities could be a potential “fifth column” for Russia’s neoimperialism 

(Bugajski 2004; Kolstoe 1996; Made 2003; Melvin 1998; Petersoo 2007: 129; Tabuns 

2006: 25 Zepa et al 2005: 37; Zepa and Supule 2006: 34). Moscow’s policy of the “‘near 

abroad,’ worried Baltic leaders who wanted Russia to treat their countries as “equal and 

normal states”320 (See also Kelley 2004; Sheffer 2003). In 1993, Kozyrev announced that 

Russia had a strategic interest in all of the former Soviet territories, and in 1995, he made 

comments about the reintegration of the former Soviet republics (Bugajski 2004: 9).321 In 

1996, after Yeltsin’s reelection, leaders of Estonia and Latvia expressed wariness over 

Russia’s rhetorical attacks on their policies (Spruds 2009). Siim Kallas, Estonia’s Foreign 

Minister, and the Estonian Prime Minister Tiit Vahi expressed hope that Moscow’s recent 

“worrisome rhetoric” would decrease. Latvian President Guntis Ulmanis echoed these 

sentiments expressing worry about “the growing influence of Russia’s military-industrial 

complex.”322 While Baltic leaders may “understand that Russia’s economic weakness and 
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internal turmoil limit any direct military threat..they fear that latent imperial aspirations 

present a persistent challenge to their independence” (Bugajski 2004: 2). There is also 

evidence that the leaders of both states resent Russia’s meddling in what they consider 

internal affairs, an issue that is especially sensitive given the legacy of occupation. In 

February 1997, following stalls over border talks and threats of economic sanction, the 

Estonian Foreign Ministry expressed that talks with Russia on changes in Estonian 

legislation were unnecessary, in light of the fact that the legislation was accepted by 

European institutions. In a similar manner Latvia’s Foreign Ministry described Russia’s 

attempts to pressure Latvia for changes in domestic legislation, including the citizenship 

law as “unacceptable.”323 

The fact that Russia fails to recognize the Soviet period as occupation has been a 

continual source of tension between these states and Russia since independence (Bugajski 

2004; Ehala 2009; Karklins 1994). Russian officials have continually claimed that the 

Baltic States voluntarily joined the Soviet Union at the end of WWII, a claim that has 

been a continual irritant for Baltic leaders.324 In June 1998, the Latvian parliament 

instructed the Foreign Ministry to disseminate abroad the 1996 declaration on the Soviet 

occupation of Latvia, and instituted a Day of Remembrance for the Victims of the 

Communist Genocide. The move outraged Moscow elites, who decried the move as 
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deliberate provocation.325 On May 9, 2005, President Putin invited the heads-of-state 

from around the world including the presidents of the three Baltic States to celebrate the 

60th anniversary of the end of WWII. Latvia was the only Baltic country that decided to 

attend. Moscow interpreted the decision of Estonia and Lithuania not to attend as a snub. 

The fact that Estonia and Lithuania refused to attend the celebration drew international 

attention and the Latvian President was able to deliver the message that the Baltic States 

have a different understanding of May 9 (Onken 2009). At the May 9 celebrations, Putin 

stated “in 1941 [sic] we could not possibly have occupied them, inasmuch as they were 

already a part of the USSR.”326 Statements to this effect continued and were again linked 

to the border treaty as noted previously. When speaking of the Russophone minority in 

Estonia and Latvia, Kosachev, the head of the Department for Interregional and Cultural 

Ties with Foreign Countries, stated: “If we imagine even hypothetically that Russia 

would acknowledge the occupation, all of these people would become occupiers.” 327 In 

2004, Latvia’s Prime Minister Kalvitis stated: “It will be important to analyze and 

acknowledge the negative events in the history of our countries. If this is not done, it will 

be difficult to surmount something diplomats refer to as a dearth of confidence.”328 
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Speaking to the Estonian Parliament on November 7, 2005, Estonian Prime Minister 

Andrus Ansip announced that “Estonia is waiting for Russia’s apology.”329 

These different interpretations of history are reproduced among the Russian-speaking and 

majority communities in these states, which has produced interethnic tensions that have 

played themselves out at the sites of Soviet era monuments and confrontations in the 

streets on May 9 (Berg and Ehin 2009; Zepa et al 2004). May 9 is celebrated by the 

Russophone community as the day that the Baltic States were liberated from the Nazi 

forces, whereas the titular majorities understand this as the day in which they essentially 

traded one occupier for another. As a result, Soviet era monuments that commemorate the 

victory of the Soviet Union in the Great Patriotic War are a source of tension between 

communities as well as between the Baltic States and Russia. The Russian Foreign 

Ministry has expressed outrage at the vandalism of Red Army memorials in Latvia, 

which took place in Dobele and Liepaja, as well as at a synagogue in Riga in spring 1998, 

calling on the Latvian government to put an end to such “terrorist acts”330 and decrying 

that the Latvian government “had turned militant nationalism into state policy, using it as 

the basis of relations with neighboring countries.”331 March 16, the day when the Latvian 

Legion who fought on the side of Germany in WWII, marches in Riga carrying Fascist 

flags is also a controversial day for the two communities. (Zepa et al 2004: 40). The 

confrontation over Soviet era memorials took on greater significance in Estonia, where 
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the removal of the Bronze Soldier from downtown Tallinn in April 2007, erupted in the 

first instance of interethnic violence in Estonia since independence and led to a drastic 

deterioration of bilateral relations (Brüggemann and Kasekamp 2009).  

 
Mass Protests over Education Reform in Latvia 
 
The shift toward a more hands-on approach by the Putin administration, as well as the 

economic and political campaign launched by Russia against Latvia in 1998, did mobilize 

Russians within Latvia against government policies.332 In April 1998, the head of the 

Russian Party in Latvia, Mikhail Gavrilov organized a picket outside the parliament 

building to protest the draft legislation requiring half the subjects to be taught in Latvia in 

Russian schools. The demonstrators demanded a policy of “bilingualism” in Latvia with 

the goal of elevating the Russian language to the status of an official language on equal 

footing with Latvian.333 On May 14, 1998, a rally of 300 young Russians in downtown 

Riga carried signs with the slogans “Official status for the Russian language in Latvia,” 

“We are not an ethnic minority, we are half the country,” and “Away with the language 

of genocide.”334 The organization of a youth movement to protest the draft education law 

marked a turning point in activism in Latvia, as previous rallies had involved primarily 

pensioners and middle-aged Russians. 

The protests over language policy escalated in 2003-2004 over the education reform that 

required minority schools to transition to teaching in Latvian. In May 2003, 

                                                           
332 “Latvia…” Monitor, May 18, 1998, Volume 0, Issue 19. Jamestown Foundation. 
333 “Russian leader in Latvia demands bilingualism,” Monitor, April 3, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 65. 
Jamestown Foundation. 
334 “Latvia faces more ambitious bi-national Russian proposals,” Monitor, May 15, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 
94, Jamestown Foundation.  



212 

 

approximately 7000 people turned up for a mass protest in central Riga. The Russian 

language press in Latvia played a strong role in encouraging the protest.335 The timing of 

the protest was well-planned to coincide with preparations for the Eurovision song 

contest final in Riga, for which foreign media representatives were present in large 

numbers. Moscow praised the move and called upon the international community to take 

notice of the situation of Latvia: “Let’s hope that the voice of Latvia’s multinational 

democratic public will be heard both in and outside Riga, first and foremost by the 

international organizations called upon to protect ethnic minorities from attempts to 

assimilate them by force.”336 At an event at the Russian embassy in Latvia in July 2003, 

the Russian ambassador said that each school should have the right to choose what 

language they will teach in and that this could be done by special councils consisting of 

teachers, parents and local authorities. At the event, the ambassador also handed a letter 

from President Putin to a school child. In the letter, President Putin expressed 

understanding for the child’s wish to continue studying in Russian, stating that minorities 

in many countries have such rights as it is an indicator of democracy in modern 

Europe.337 In reaction to Russia’s activism, Latvian Prime Minister Repse stated: “I do 

not pay attention to such nonsense. Russia’s declarations about intention to improve 

relations with neighboring countries are just declarations.”338 Latvia’s Education and 

Science Minister Karlis Sadurskis commented on the many opinions voiced by those 
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protesting the school reform stating, “hatred and foolishness is mating like dogs here 

openly on the street,”339 a statement which outraged the Russian-speaking community.  

Protests continued on January 22, 2004, with hundreds of protestors carrying banners and 

standing outside parliament during a plenary meeting to discuss amendments to the 

country’s education law.340 The Russian Duma made an announcement about the 

education reform in February 2004: “This will inevitably cause further disintegration and 

a rise in the protesting mood of hundreds of thousands of people living in the Latvian 

Republic, and will obviously harm the mutual relations between our two countries.”341 

The Latvian Prime Minister Einars Repse described the announcement as a gross 

interference in Latvia’s internal affairs, and President Vike-Freiberga dismissed the 

announcement as “daily routine.”342 Latvian authorities maintained that the reform was 

being distorted by both Russia and the Russian press, as the aim of the reform is improve 

the competitiveness of minorities in higher education and the job market by improving 

their knowledge of Latvian. On February 5, the educational law was adopted in the third 

reading and protestors gathered outside the President’s office on February 11 in the hopes 

that the President would return the law to parliament. President Vike-Freiberga signed the 

law on February 13 and it entered into effect on February 27 (Zepa et al 2004). 
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In reaction, a video clip was distributed among minority youths throughout Latvia 

depicting youths in black with stylized swastikas on arms bands destroying Russian 

language books. The video is set to the music of Pink Floyd’s “Another Brick in The 

Wall” and the lyrics include phrases such as “Paws off Russian schools,” and “Hey 

Sadurskis, take note, we’ll keep breathing how we like.”343 On February 27, a protest was 

organized in central Riga to defend the producers of the video (Zepa et al 2004). The 

outrage over school reform traveled across the border to Russia and 50 youths staged a 

symbolic funeral for democracy outside the Latvian embassy in Moscow on February 24, 

2004.344 The demonstrators played “Another Brick in the Wall” during the protest and 

carried banners with slogans “No to oppression of Russians in Latvia,” “Human Rights in 

Latvia,” and “Russian as a second state language.”345  

Protests continued in Latvia throughout the spring 2004. One thousand representatives 

from 100 minority schools in 22 Latvian towns, along with representatives of 22 NGOs, 

foreign experts, and guests from Russia assembled in Riga in March 2004 to protest the 

reform and to ask international institutions for resumed monitoring of the Latvian 

situation.346 Another protest of 2000 school children was organized outside of the 

presidential palace. On April 15, another protest was organized in central Riga with the 

purpose of handing a letter to the Minister of Education under the heading, “We don’t 
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need this kind of reform.” (Zepa et al 2004). This was followed on April 16, by an open 

Russian lesson held outside the Hall of Congresses in Riga (Zepa et al 2004).  

Latvian authorities began leveling accusations that Russian politicians were helping to 

organize and fund the series of protests. 347 President Vike-Freiberga announced in a 

press conference: “There are people who protest against the measures and it seems the 

protests have been inspired by Moscow politicians which is an interference into our 

internal affairs.”348 Alexandr Kazokov, adviser to the Russian Duma member Dmitri 

Rogozin, was expelled from Latvia due to his direct involvement in organizing the unrest 

surrounding the school reform.349 

The mass mobilization against school reform and the reaction of the government to the 

protests both united the Russian-speaking community in Latvia and produced a sense of 

alienation from the state among Russian-speaking youth, parents, and teachers. A 

research study conducted by the Baltic Institute of Social Science in the wake of the 

protests shows that while non-Latvian students would like Latvia to be a unified and 

integrated society, there is a strong belief that there is a separation of the political elite 

from society and particularly from the Russian-speaking community (Zepa et al 2004: 

23). In focus group interviews, young people expressed the view that Latvia is an ethno-

centric place: “The Latvian state not only fails to listen to other parts of society [i.e.,the 

country’s Russian speakers], it is essentially based on the idea that there is no need to 
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hear the views of those other parts of society” (Zepa et al 2004: 9). The study also found 

that attitudes toward bilingual education had become more negative compared with the 

results of the BZSI study conducted in 2002. While in 2002, 40% of students, 42% of 

teachers and 42% of parents supported the shift toward a system in which most classes at 

the high school level are taught in Latvian, in 2004, only 15% of students, 13% of parents 

and 30% of teachers supported bilingual education with the 60/40 division (Zepa et al 

2004: 10). While this can be partially explained by the socio-political events and mass 

protests that were occurring while the research was being conducted, only 10% of those 

students who did not take part in any protest supported the education reform. In focus 

group interviews that were conducted, students expressed certainty that the education 

reforms have had a negative impact on interethnic relations by making them harsher and 

by hardening divisions along ethnic lines. Education reforms are viewed as an attack 

against the Russian language as well as against those who speak it (Zepa et al 2004: 30). 

Among non-Latvian parents, the study showed that negative feelings toward the Latvian 

state were predominately due to their status as non-citizens and the government’s 

indifference toward the rights and needs of the non-Latvian community. Teachers also 

criticized the authoritarian way in which the educational reform was carried out, and 

cautioned that the reform may result in greater consolidation and solidarity of the Russian 

community and further polarization of society along ethnic lines with the potential for 

ethnic conflict (Zepa et al 2004: 50, 54). The limited participation of non-Latvians in the 

reform fuels the belief that those organizing the reform are attempting to assimilate rather 

than integrate the Russian-speaking minority into Latvian society (Zepa et al 2004: 54). 
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These views were supported by a 2005 study on ethno-political tension in Latvia, which 

found that “the greatest dissatisfaction among Russians and Russian-speakers focuses 

specifically on the country’s ethnic policies,” particularly education and language 

policies (Zepa et al 2005: 11).  

The events surrounding education reform in Latvia highlight the links between Russia’s 

activism and the mobilization of the Russophone community in Latvia. Russia not only 

encouraged and helped to fund the protests in Latvia, but also issued strong criticism of 

the education reform in the Russian language press. The use of the Russian language 

media as well as direct criticism of education reform on a high ministerial level provoked 

reactive tendencies on the part of the Latvian elite that increased the sense of alienation 

among Russian-speakers, as well as the perception of sharp divide between elites and the 

Russian-speaking community. Effective use of the Russian-language media also helped 

to mobilize the Russian community and unite them in a common cause. Surveys show 

that Russian-speakers, particularly students, feel that the education reform has increased 

ethnic tensions in society and has contributed to the greater polarization between ethnic 

communities. The way the reform was carried out, with little consultation between elites 

and the non-Latvian community has contributed to the feelings that the Latvian elite is 

not responsive to the rights and needs of minorities in Latvia, a feeling that was also 

expressed during the drafting of the National Integration Program. All of these factors 

work against greater integration in Latvian society. Consequently, while Russia’s 

activism may not have prevented the reform, it has impacted ethnopolitics and interethnic 

relations in Latvia. 
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The Bronze Soldier Crisis in Estonia 
 
The most recent confrontation between Russia and Estonia occurred in spring 2007 over 

the decision of the Estonian government to remove the Bronze Soldier, a statue marking 

the grave of unknown Red Army soldiers who died in World War II, from downtown 

Tallinn to a military cemetery on the outskirts of town. The Bronze Soldier Crisis is the 

only case of interethnic violence in Estonia in the post independence period and has had a 

profound affect on interethnic relations in Estonian society (Ehala 2009; Korts 2009). 

The Bronze Soldier, commonly referred to as “Aloysha” by the Russophone community, 

is a powerful symbol for both Russian-speakers and ethnic Estonians. For Russian-

speakers, the statue symbolizes liberation from Nazi forces and is a “focal point of their 

national identity as well as their sub-group identity in Estonia that provides cultural 

support for their memory of a heroic role in WWII as well as a venue for commemorating 

their war dead” (Mäiksoo 2009: 61).  For ethnic Estonians, the status is a bitter reminder 

of a half-century of brutal Soviet occupation.350  

In 1994, attempts were made to broaden the symbolic meaning of the statue through a 

rededication. The original inscription, “Eternal glory for the heroes who have fallen for 

the liberation and sovereignty of our country,”351 was replaced by a more neutral one, 

“For the fallen in the Second World War352 (Ehala 2009: 141 citing Smith 2008; See also 

Tamm and Halla 2008: 43). Despite attempts to broaden the symbolic meaning of the 

                                                           
350 “War of words between Russia and Estonia over bronze soldier,” The Daily Telegraph (London), 
February 5, 2007.  
351 Ehala 2009: 141, “Igavene au langenud kangelastele, kes on langanud meie maa vabastamise ja 
sõltumatuse eest.” 
352 Ehala 2009: 141, “Teises maailmaso˜jas hukkunutele.” 
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monument, most Estonians have not been able to move away from viewing the 

monument as a symbol of illegal occupation and repression, due at least in part to the fact 

that the Bronze Soldier is dressed in a Red Army uniform (Mäiksoo 2009: 61).  

As mentioned previously, Russia organized a large celebration on May 9, 2005 to 

celebrate the sixtieth anniversary of Russia’s victory in WWII. Fifty foreign leaders 

attended the celebration and the absence of the Estonian and Lithuanian elite got a great 

deal of attention in the foreign press. As a result of the much discussed Victory Day 

celebration in Moscow in 2005, the gathering of Russian-speakers at the Bronze Soldier 

monument the following year attracted a great deal of attention in the Estonian press. On 

May 9, 2006, as on every May 9, the Russophone community gathered at the statue to lay 

flowers at Alyosha’s feet. During the commemoration, an Estonian nationalist holding an 

Estonian flag went into the crowd, the flag was torn away from him and he had to be 

rescued by the police. The incident caused resentment among ethnic Estonians and in the 

weeks that followed Estonian nationalists organized a series of protests at the site 

demanding the removal of the Bronze Soldier. After a clash between ethnic Russians and 

ethnic Estonians at the statue, the police sealed off the area and the Russian youth group 

Nochnoi Dozor (Night Watch) began to stage gatherings in the evenings to protect the 

Bronze Soldier (Brüggemann and Kasekamp 2009). 

Prime Minister Andrus Ansip promised to solve the problem of the Bronze Soldier before 

the next May 9 anniversary and made the relocation of the Bronze Soldier a central 

component of his Reform Party’s parliamentary election campaign in 2007 (Ehala 2009). 
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As politics surrounding the removal of the soldier progressed throughout the spring of 

2007, it should be recognized that the divisions between Russian-speakers and ethnic 

Estonians were blurred, with many Russian-speakers supporting the statue’s removal but 

objecting to the way it was handled, and with many ethnic Estonians, including important 

leaders and politicians,353 expressing the view that the removal and the way it was 

handled was unnecessarily provocative, or even outright opposing the removal of the 

statue (Astrov 2009: 82; Ehala 2009).354 What is important in the context of this project is 

the manipulation of the issue by Moscow and the reaction this activism produced in 

Estonian society. While the removal of the Bronze Soldier began as part of Prime 

Minister Ansip’s parliamentary election campaign, the monument crisis developed a life 

of its own, and Russia no doubt played a role in fanning the fire and stirring up 

interethnic tensions. 

In January 2007, the Estonian government passed the “Law on the Protection of War 

Burial Sites,” and passed legislation banning the public display of totalitarian symbols, 

which paved the way for both the relocation of the Bronze Soldier monument to the a 

war-graves site outside of town, and for the banning of all Nazi and Soviet era symbols. 

Moscow responded to the laws stating that they would be “fraught with serious 

                                                           
353 President Toomas Ilves refused to sign the law authorizing the removal of the monument; Edgar 
Savisaar leader of the Center Party who opposed the bill decried the move as an attempt to rewrite history; 
See “Estonia’s Centrist leader: Some politicians are playing with fire,” Baltic News Service, February 14, 
2007; “Estonia provokes storm with Soviet statue vote,” Agence France Presse, February 15, 2007;  
“Estonian ‘Sacrilege’ Prompts Outrage,” The Moscow Times, February 16, 2007.  
354 Ehala 2009: 144. In 2006, 29% of Estonians as well as almost all Russophones were opposed to the idea 
of moving the monument. An additional 18% of Estonians were undecided. 
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consequences for Estonian-Russian relations.”355 On January 24, the Russian authorities 

organized a number of anti-Estonian rallies and pickets in a number of Russian cities.356 

In February, the Kremlin-sponsored youth group “Nashi” (Ours) staged demonstrations 

outside the embassies of eleven former Soviet Republics, excluding those of the Baltic 

Republics. The purpose of the demonstration was to gather support for Russia in the 

Bronze solider issue and to oppose what they described as the “demolition” of the 

monument.357 Demonstrators of the youth wing of “One Russia” began gathering outside 

the Estonian embassy on February 15, chanting slogans such as “Estonia is Europe’s 

Disgrace,” and “Fascism will not prevail.”358 Russia’s Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov 

called the effort to move the monument “a sacrilegious action which is unacceptable in 

today’s Europe.”359  

The Estonian Foreign Minister Urmas Paet dismissed the statement stating: “The 

insubstantial accusations that have been leveled against Estonia during the last few weeks 

in Russia have obviously been brought about by the need to draw attention away from 

Russia’s domestic worries.”360 Estonian President Toomas Ilves reacted stating: 

                                                           
355 “Moscow stung by Estonian ban on totalitarian symbols,” Eurasia Daily Monitor, January 26, 2007, 
Volume 4, Issue 19. Jamestown Foundation. Speech acts by Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov. 
356 “Moscow stung by Estonian ban on totalitarian symbols,” Eurasia Daily Monitor, January 26, 2007, 
Volume 4, Issue 19. Jamestown Foundation.  
357 “Russian activists hold another anti-Estonian protest action in Moscow,” Baltic News Service, February 
9, 2007. 
358 “One Russia’s young guard pickets Estonian embassy in Moscow,” BBC Monitoring Former Soviet 
Union – Political, February 15, 2007.  Source Ekho Moskvy radio, February 15, 2007.  
359 “Estonian foreign minister slams Russia over Soviet monument row,” Associated Press Worldstream, 
February 20, 2007.   
360 Estonian foreign minister slams Russia over Soviet monument row,” Associated Press Worldstream, 
February 20, 2007.   
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“Moscow is angered by the fact that Estonia dared to remember history.”361 He went on 

to say that, for Estonians, the statue is an insult because it embodies the deportations, 

murder and destruction of their state, and not liberation. He compared the loss of 

privileges suffered by Russians after the fall of Soviet Union, to the loss of white 

privilege in South Africa at the end of apartheid. 

As a result of his promise to remove the Bronze Soldier, Prime Minister Ansip and his 

Reform party won a resounding victory in the March 4 parliamentary elections. The 

Prime Minister quickly formed a coalition with the Union of Pro Patria and Res 

Republica and the Social Democratic Party and plans for the removal of the Bronze 

Soldiers proceeded quickly (Brüggemann and Kasekamp 2009). In Russia, Nashi began 

to lobby for the protection of the statue calling on Muscovites to stand guard at the statue 

and offering to cover expenses for participation.362 The Estonian Minister of Defense 

announced that the exhumation and reburial process would begin sometime at the end of 

April; however the government also promised that the Bronze Soldier would remain in its 

current location until after the May 9 commemoration (Ehala 2009; Mäiksoo 2009). 

Moscow issued a torrent of criticisms against the Estonian government including 

accusations of Nazism and vandalism.363 Members of group “Night Watch” set up a 24-

hour watch next to the memorial hoping to prevent its removal.364  

                                                           
361 “Estonian President: Bronze Soldier insults us,” Baltic News Service, February 21, 2007.  
362 “Russia’s Nashi appealing to Moscovites to replace Estonian Bronze Soldier,” Baltic News Service, 
March 12, 2007.   
363 “Russia blasts exhumation of Soviet soldiers in Tallinn,” RIA Novosti, April 26, 2007. 
364 “Dismantling Soviet memorial in Estonia “inhumane” says Russian diplomat,” BBC Monitoring the 
Former Soviet Union – Political, April 26, 2007.  
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Unannounced the government began excavation of the site on April 26. Fearful that the 

government was going back on its word not to remove the monument until after May 9, 

demonstrators, numbering about 1000, gathered at the site on the evening of April 26. 

The demonstrators clashed with the police when demonstrators threw empty bottles at 

them. In response, the police began to use crowd control measures of tear gas, batons, 

and water canons (Ehala 2009: 143). The confrontation turned into a riot as police pushed 

the demonstrators back toward the center of Tallinn. The demonstrators, joined by ethnic 

Estonians, rampaged through the city, causing mass destruction and injury. In the course 

of the night, over 300 people were taken into custody, over 40 persons were injured, and 

one man was killed.365 In an extraordinary government meeting, the decision was made to 

move the Bronze Soldier in the early hours of April 27 as a result of the violence that had 

erupted the previous night.366 Russia condemned the secret move by the Estonian 

authorities to remove the monument and a number of protests against Estonia’s actions 

broke out in Russia. Members of the youth group “Rossiya Molodaya” (Young Russia) 

burnt an Estonian flag outside of the Estonian embassy in Moscow, and members of the 

Nashi and “Molodaya Gvardia” (Young Guard) movements barricaded the car of the 

Swedish ambassador after a meeting with the Estonian ambassador.367   

In response to a call posted on Russian websites to converge on central Tallinn, 

approximately 1000 Russian-speakers gathered on the boulevard leading to the 

                                                           
365 “Russia indignant by destruction of Bronze Soldier in Tallinn,” Tass, April 27, 2007.  
366 “Russian TV reports on police brutality in Tallinn,” BBC Monitoring the Former Soviet Union – 
Political, April 27, 2007. Source Channel One TV, Moscow, April 27, 2007; “Russia indignant by 
destruction of Bronze Soldier in Tallinn,” Tass, April 27, 2007.  
367 “Russia indignant by destruction of Bronze Soldier in Tallinn,” Tass, April 27, 2007. 
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excavation site by the evening of April 27. In a second night of rioting, nearly 100 people 

were injured and 600 were detained.368 Over the course of the next several days Russian 

youths also walked through downtown Tallinn carrying Russian flags and shouting 

“Rossiya! Rossiya!” (Russia! Russia!). Riots also broke out in Jõhvi, a predominately 

Russian town 165 kilometer northeast of Tallinn.”369 In a further escalation of tensions 

between the two countries, the Nashi youth group picketed the Estonian embassy in 

Moscow for over a week, and called for the boycott of Estonian goods.370 On May 4, 

Nashi organized a mass protest outside the EU headquarters in Moscow calling on 

Europe to condemn Estonia’s actions. 

Estonian authorities responded by accusing Russia of stoking ethnic divisions: “That’s 

what Russia is waiting for impatiently – a fight between Estonian and Russian-speaking 

young people.”371 President Ilves stated: “Estonia has no need for taunting comments that 

instigate hostility, or gloating declarations looking for political profit.”372 The Estonian 

Foreign Minister Urmas Paet said that the “biased coverage by the Russian mass media 

and the ill-intentioned statements by Russian politicians were partly to blame for the 

violent clashes between protesters and the police.”373 The Russian media focused almost 

entirely on the police brutality, accused the police of torturing detainees, and accused the 

Estonian government of cutting the statue into pieces. By contrast, the Estonian media 

                                                           
368 “Scores hurt, more than 600 detained as more riots rock Estonia,” Agence France Presse, April 28, 
2007.  
369 “Estonia moves Soviet war monument, sparking Russian fury,” Agence France Presse, April 27, 2007. 
370 “Russian youths picket Estonian embassy, chanting “fascism will not pass,” BBC Monitoring Former 
Soviet Union – Political, April 27, 2007.   
371 “Estonia moves Soviet war monument, sparking Russian fury,” Agence France Presse, April 27, 2007. 
Quoting Deputy speaker of parliament Krstiina Ojuland.  
372 “Estonia moves Soviet war monument, sparking Russian fury,” Agence France Presse, April 27, 2007. 
373 “Claims of Russia’s part in clashes in Estonia unfounded – MP,” RIA Novosti, April 29, 2007.   
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focused almost exclusively on the vandalism and destruction caused by the riots. The lack 

of a common information sphere between Estonian and Russian-speaking communities 

fueled interethnic tensions. Foreign Minister Paet also accused the Russian embassy in 

Tallinn of fomenting the unrest that occurred surrounding the monument’s removal 

declaring that “before disturbances, members of the Russian embassy met in very bizarre 

places with ringleaders of the unrest.”374 Other rumors that the Russian embassy had paid 

the demonstrators to go to the statue site circulated in Tallinn. Moscow politicians denied 

any involvement in the events in Estonia and continued to condemn both the secret move 

of the Bronze Soldier, the police brutality against protesters and the torture of detainees. 

They also called for the resignation of the Estonian government for its failure to protect 

the rights of Russian-speakers and to ensure interethnic peace.375  

Relations between the two countries further deteriorated after a cyber attack was 

launched on Estonia on April 29-30. The attack crippled Estonia’s “e-government.” As 

noted above, the cyber attacks were determined to originate from Russian government 

agencies. The attacks against numerous institutions continued to come in waves 

throughout May 2007 and were believed also to have Russian roots. Following the cyber-

attacks, the war of words escalated between the two governments with Russia accusing 

the Estonian government of cutting the monument into pieces before welding it back 

together and placing it at the new cemetery. In turn, the Estonian Foreign Minister 

accused the Kremlin of paying the youth groups laying siege to the Estonian embassy in 

                                                           
374 “Russian attacks over Bronze Soldier affect all EU, Estonia says,” Agence France Presse, May 1, 2007. 
375 “Russian MPs in Tallinn criticize human rights violation,” BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union – 
Political, May 1, 2007. Source Channel One, Moscow. “Russian delegation alleges torture in Estonia row,” 
Agence France Presse, May 1, 2007.  



226 

 

Moscow, and of imposing hidden economic sanctions on Estonia (Astrov 2009; Ehala 

2009).376 The director of the International Center for Defense Studies, Kadri Liik noted 

the similarities between Russia’s involvement in fanning the tension in Estonia over the 

Bronze Soldier, and its involvement in Latvia in 2003-2005 unrest over school reform: 

“Russia has from the very start been trying to discredit the new members of the European 

Union, portraying them as problematic small states, in order to drive a wedge between the 

old and the new member states.”377 

Despite the fact that a very small fraction of Estonian society was directly involved in the 

events of the April 2007 Crisis, the symbolic meaning of the Crisis has touched a large 

part of the society (Ehala 2009: 144). The events have had a negative impact on 

interethnic relations in Estonia and most integration elites feel that the events have set the 

integration of society back several years. As Ehala (2009) argues, a comparison of 

identity orientations among Estonians and Russophones in 2002 (Pettai 2002) and in the 

summer of 2007 (Lauristin 2008), reveals a sharpening of ethnic opposition between 

Estonians and Russian-speakers (153). The number of Estonians manifesting integrative 

attitudes had decreased from 53% to 36%. The proportion of those who accepted the 

presence of Russophones, but did not want to have contacts with them rose considerably. 

In 2002, 28% were in this category; the number grew to 40% in 2007 (Ehala 2009: 153 

citing Lauristin 2008; Pettai 2002). Among Russophones, the number of those 

manifesting integrative attitudes and values has dropped from 46%  in 2002 to 27% in 

                                                           
376 “Russian attacks over Bronze Soldier affect all EU, Estonia says,” Agence France Presse, May 1, 2007; 
“Russian rail cargo shipments through Estonia plummet,” Agence France Presse, May 8, 2007. 
377 “Estonia: Experts see clear Kremlin link to riots,” Baltic News Service, May 18, 2007.   
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2008, and the number of those who cooperate with Estonians on pragmatic grounds but 

are disillusioned has risen from 20% to 33% (Ehala 2009: 153 citing Lauristin 2008; 

Pettai 2002). The Russophones “who previously had sincerely believed in Estonian 

democracy and justice, have been deeply hurt” by the government action and the 

reactions of large sections of Estonians to the ‘Bronze Night’ (Ehala 2009: 154 citing 

Belobrovtsev 2008: 123).  

A survey carried out in June 2007, “Ethnic Relations and Challenges to the Integration 

Policy after the Bronze Soldier Crisis” and an accompanying qualitative study of 

interethnic attitudes and contacts among youths shows that interethnic relations have 

deteriorated as a result of the April-May 2007 events. An analysis of attitudes among 

both Estonian and Russian youth shows that each side perceives a lack of respect from 

the other, and that these feelings were reinforced during the Bronze Soldier Crisis (Korts 

2009: 135). Both media coverage of the events and discourses in the family were 

important in forming attitudes among youth. Despite the fact that two thirds of Russian-

speakers have adapted to life in Estonia by learning the Estonian language and gaining 

citizenship, these achievements have not been accompanied by a rise in their status in 

Estonian society (Ehala 2009:155 citing Lauristin 2008). This situation combined with 

the lack of trust for the Estonian government after the crisis could lead to further 

confrontation between the two communities (Ehala 2009:154 citing Lobjakas 2008; Vetik 

2008). 
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The Bronze Soldier Crisis clearly shows that Russia has the ability to destabilize 

interethnic relations in Estonia by aggravating historical memories. While Russia may no 

longer be viewed as the external national homeland for Estonia’s Russian-speaking 

minority, “it seems that in enforcing a rehabilitation of Soviet history Moscow is still able 

to drive a wedge along ethnic lines” (Brüggeman and Kesakamp 2009). Ehala (2009) 

argues that history was not very important for the identity of Estonia’s Russophones in 

the early 1990s, however pride over their role in the Great Patriotic War grew throughout 

the course of the 1990s in response to Russia’s identity politics and emphasis on history 

(153). Events and protests in Russia, as well as the portrayal of the crisis in the Russian 

media, clearly escalated tensions and ethnic mobilization across the border. 

Conclusion 

There is little doubt that Russia’s strategic activism in the 1990s was due in large part to 

the desire to discredit Estonia and Latvia in the eyes of Western governments and 

institutions in order to prevent their admission into NATO and the EU (Bugajski 2004). 

In addition, Russia has strategically used the Russian diaspora to cultivate a post-Soviet 

national identity and a common foreign policy objective that could be agreed upon by 

Russian domestic factions, and which could justify “the assertion that Russia had a 

leading role to play in the postcommunist world” (Melvin 1998: 41). The protection of 

the Russian diaspora abroad was also broadly supported domestically in Russia. 

(Bugajski 2004: 4).378  

                                                           
378 Bugajski 2004: 4 citing William Zimmerman. 2002. The Russian People and Foreign Policy: Russian 
Elite and Mass Perspectives 1993-2000. Princeton: Princeton University Press. Surveys conducted between 
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Russia’s activism was often not successful in bringing about either a change in minority 

policies or in driving a wedge between the two Baltic States and the Western countries. 

Russia’s activism did not have much affect in changing language policies in either state, 

preventing school reform or the removal of the Bronze Soldier, or in forcing the 

resignation of the Estonian government after the April 2007 crisis (Haukkala 2009; See 

also Kelley 2004; Melvin 1998). However, at a minimum, Russia’s activism did play a 

role in drawing the attention of the international community to the situation of Russian-

speakers in Estonia and Latvia and may have contributed to changes in citizenship 

policies by forcing Estonian and Latvian elites to think twice about their policies.  

Nevertheless, the protests over school reform in Latvia and the Bronze Soldier Crisis in 

Estonia demonstrate that Russia’s activism has a substantial impact on interethnic 

relations and attitudes toward both the government and integration processes. Russian 

criminals have confessed to fomenting ethnic conflicts in Latvia and Estonia and have 

indicated that their direction came from Moscow (Bugajski 2004: 127 citing Blank 1998). 

In addition, protests in Russia as well as effective use of the Russian language media 

helped to mobilize the Russian-speaking community in both states. The reaction of both 

Estonian and Latvian elites to Russia’s activism has resulted in feelings of alienation 

among Russian-speakers and a mistrust of government which works against the 

integration process. Bilateral relations seem unlikely to improve dramatically as Russia 

continues to pressure Estonian and Latvian elites over history, language, and citizenship 

policy through speech acts, economic sanctions, cyberwarfare, propaganda campaigns, 
                                                                                                                                                                             

1993 and 2000, show that between 69 and 81 percent agreed that “the defense of Russians abroad in the 
former Soviet republics of the USSR is a very important foreign policy goal.” 
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and international organizations. Consequently, despite the hopes of Estonian and Latvian 

elites, membership in NATO and the EU has not reversed their history of confrontation 

with Russia, a history which continues to plague bilateral relations. The following chapter 

will look more closely at how Russia’s activism affects the internalization of minority 

rights norms by Estonian and Latvian elites. 
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Chapter 5 
International Pressures and Minority Inclusion 

A Q-Method Study among Latvian and Estonian Elites 
 

Democratic consolidation in the area of minority rights is completed when all groups 

have equal access to political and social institutions, where discrimination on the basis of 

ethnicity or language is not systematic, and where there is no longer debate about the 

legitimacy of minority rights norms. Chapter 3 took an objective approach to norm 

compliance by pointing out areas in Estonian and Latvian law where the convergence 

between international norms and domestic policies is not complete. This chapter takes a 

subjective approach that focuses on whether understandings of minority rights norms and 

minority integration by the elites responsible for the creation of minority integration 

policies are compatible with international standards. If minority rights norms do not have 

validity for domestic actors there is little reason to believe that they will be implemented 

in a way that is consistent with their original meaning. If EU accession is a confirmation 

of the fact that states have met European standards regarding minority rights, then 

common understandings of these norms should be present among integration elites and 

should continue to guide minority policy in the post-accession period.  

Chapter 4 pointed to Russia’s ability to influence ethnopolitics in these societies through 

its mobilization of the Russian-speaking community and its ability to produce reactive 

tendencies among elites that alienate the minority community. Through a Q method study 

as well as semi-structured interviews with integration elites in both states, this chapter 

will explore: 1) The influence of pressure from European institutions and Russia’s 

activism on minority policies, majority-minority relations, and attitudes toward language 
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use; 2) How Estonian and Latvian elites understand minority rights norms and 

integration; and 3) The extent to which minority rights norms have been internalized by 

Estonian and Latvian elites.      

Several studies in Estonia and Latvia have pointed to the existence of discourses that 

view the inclusion of the large Russian-speaking minority into the structures of the state 

as threatening either to state security or national identity (Aalto 2003; Kolstoe 1996; 

Kuus 2002; Petersoo 2007; Schopflin 1996; Zepa et al 2005: 37; Zepa and Supule 2006: 

34). As noted in the previous chapter, the fear of Russia is deeply embedded in these 

societies as a result of Soviet occupation as well as Russia’s kin-state activism. In 

addition, there are discourses that view the EU as threatening, precisely because the 

conditionality that accompanied the accession process required the integration of the 

Russian minority into society (Aalto 2003; Kuus 2002). However there are no 

comprehensive comparative studies in the post-accession period that examine whether 

elites view the creation of more inclusive minority policies in the late 1990s  as a threat to 

security or national identity. This is an important question which needs to be explored 

because it has important implications for the integration process in both states and 

ultimately for the participation of the Russian-speaking minority in the democratic 

process. Drawing on discourses in Estonian and Latvian society from the early 1990s 

through 2007, found in the media and European minority rights conventions, the Q 

method study examines the degree to which these discourses resonate with those elites 

responsible for the creation of minority policies (For a more detailed discussion of the 

method and the selection of the discourse, refer to Chapter 1).  
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The Q method study and interviews with sixty-five integration elites in Estonia and 

Latvia in spring 2008 reveal four important discourses across elites in each case. The 

results of the study reveal variation both across and within cases with respect to the 

interpretation and understanding of both minority rights norms and integration. While 

some elites have accepted and internalized minority rights norms, other elites reject them 

outright because they are either inapplicable to the domestic situation or because of the 

double standard that exists between Eastern and Western Europe with regard to 

expectations in the minority rights arena. In addition, elites in both cases grant a 

significant role to both European institutions and Russia in influencing integration 

processes; however interviews suggest that pressure from European institutions and 

Russia work in opposite directions from one another despite the fact that both actors 

claim to be pursuing similar objectives. While pressure from European institutions has 

played some role in the development of more inclusive policies during the accession 

process, Russia’s activism aggravates intergroup tensions by producing defensive 

reactions among elites and cultivating myths in society that work against the integration 

process and the development of more inclusive minority policies. The low level of 

cultural match between European and domestic level norms has much to do with 

historical legacies and the aggravation of historical tensions by Russia. Consequently, the 

conclusion that Russia’s activism did not have a strong impact on changing policies in the 

direction of greater minority inclusion (Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2007) ignores the more 

varied and subtle ways that Russia influences the integration process in these societies. 

While Estonia and Latvia represent most-similar cases in terms of the challenges to 
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nation-building after independence and in terms of international pressure to integrate 

their large Russian-speaking minority, attention to international pressure alone is not 

sufficient to explain the different policy outcomes or the differences in elite attitudes 

across cases. These variations across the two cases suggest an important role for domestic 

level explanations and an important avenue for future research. 

The results of the Q method study, which are presented in tables and organized by issue 

area in the following sections, include both statements that were the source of consensus 

and disagreement between the discourses, based on normalized scores for each statement 

and ideal factor arrays. The factor loadings for each respondent are presented in the 

Appendix along with the age, sex and ethnicity of respondents. Other demographic 

factors such as citizenship, language knowledge, and mother tongue are available from 

the author upon request. The appendix also contains the full factor arrays and normalized 

score for each statement. Follow-up interviews with elites who are purely loaded on a 

factor and whose viewpoints therefore define that factor are presented in order to further 

elucidate the results of the Q study. In some places, interviews with others are included 

however these respondents are also significantly loaded on a factor. In both cases, the 

factors were extracted using the principle components method and then rotated by 

varimax in order to maximize the total amount of variance explained by the factors. As 

the majority of high level decision-makers and the most important players in the 

integration field are purely loaded on one of the factors, no additional theoretical rotation 

of the factors was necessary.  
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The Struggle for Common Ground: “Latvian Nationalist Stance” (LNS), “Russian 
Rights Advocates” (RRA) and “Integrators as a Middle Ground” (IMG) and the 
“Optimists” (OPT) 
 
Interviews with thirty-two policy elites in Latvia in May 2008 reveal the presence of four 

distinct discourses.379 Respondents consisted of 16 females and 16 males ranging from 22 

to 69 years of age. Five of these respondents self-identified as ethnically Russian, and the 

rest self-identified as ethnically Latvian. The first discourse, the “Latvian Nationalist 

Stance” (LNS), is defined by ethnic Latvians. This discourse defends the restorationist 

approach taken by the government after 1991 and the government’s position on language 

and citizenship laws. It feels that the prevalent use of Russian in Latvian society is a 

threat to the position of the Latvian language. The threat from Russia ranks high in 

priority for this discourse and “Cold-War rhetoric” was often invoked during interviews 

to describe bilateral relations. The “Latvian Nationalist Stance” is at best skeptical about 

the loyalty of the Russian minority, particularly those who remain non-citizens. This 

discourse does not feel that the state is obligated to develop more inclusionary policies 

toward the Russian-speaking minority on the basis of the fact that minority rights norms 

are not applicable to the Latvian situation. The signing of the FCNM is viewed as 

something that was necessary for EU membership, but not as something that can guide 

minority policy in the post-accession period.  

The “Russian Rights Advocates” (RRA) discourse is defined by ethnic Russians and 

Latvians and is in direct opposition to the LNS on issues of language and citizenship. 

                                                           
379 Three factors were discarded because they each only had one or two respondents loaded significantly on 
the factor and because these respondents were not high-ranking decision-makers.  The four factors 
presented in this study collectively explain 63 % of the total variance. 
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Both the LNS and RRA factors were bipolar and 8 out of the 14 respondents who defined 

one of the two factors were also negatively loaded on the other factor. The RRA not only 

takes issue with the concept of the nation-state in Latvia, but they are also highly critical 

of citizenship policies and voting rights. This discourse feels that the government 

fundamentally misunderstands the needs and motivations of the Russian-speaking 

minority in Latvia and is therefore not seeking the meaningful integration of the Russian-

speaking minority. The “Russian Rights Advocates” (RRA) feel that the conditionality 

that accompanied EU accession in the area of minority rights was unsuccessful because 

reforms were not substantial and the Russian-speaking minority was not brought into the 

negotiation process.  

The third discourse, the “Integrators as a Middle Ground” (IMG) is defined by ethnic 

Latvians but is more evident of a middle ground between the “Latvian Nationalist 

Stance” (LNS) and the “Russian Rights advocates” (RRA). While this third discourse 

generally supports language and education reforms, these elites take issue with various 

provisions of the citizenship policy and the lack of dialogue between ethnic groups in 

society. This group would like integration to move forward through compromise on 

issues that would not require substantial reforms to existing legislation, such as correcting 

the abuses of state language inspections and naturalization exams, which have often been 

overly penalizing. However, even this discourse is skeptical about the possibility of 

accommodation and compromise among political elites due to the polarization of the elite 

along citizenship and language issues. The IMG agrees with the RRA that EU 
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conditionality was not very successful; however in contrast it also argues that Russia is 

able to affect integration through its links with the Russian-speaking community.  

The last discourse the “Optimists” (OPT) is defined by ethnic Latvians and is for the 

most part positive about the way integration is going in Latvia. Like the LNS and the 

IMG, this discourse supports the emphasis on language learning and education reform as 

the key to integration. However, unlike the LNS, these elites do not see threats coming 

from Russia, the Russian language, or the non-citizen Russophone minority in Latvia. In 

addition, while the IMG is willing to admit problems with citizenship policy and 

intercultural dialogue, the Optimists emphasize the increase in tolerance that has occurred 

over the last four years in Latvian society. The following sections discuss the four 

discourses in greater depth, particularly with respect to how they perceive the EU, Russia, 

and the Russian-speaking minority, as well as how pressure from European institutions 

and Russia influence attitudes toward integration policies, majority-minority relations and 

language use in Latvian society.  

Threats to Identity and Security: Russia, the Russian Minority and the EU 

The four discourses differ with respect to how they view the threat from the Russian-

speaking minority living in Latvia. While there is a clear separation between the threat 

from Russia and the threat from the Russophone minority for the RRA, the IMG, and the 

OPT, this separation is not as clear for the LNS. Elites across these three discourses agree 

that the Russian-speaking minority is not a threat to the security of Latvia, however the 

LNS is concerned over the ability of Russia to destabilize interethnic relations (S16, S25, 

S43, S41, Table 1). In addition, the four discourses agree that changing attitudes toward 
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the Russian minority is both possible and necessary; however this view is not as strong 

for the LNS, which reflects the skepticism this groups of elites has regarding the loyalty 

of the Russian minority (S50, S9 Table 1).  

Table 1 Statements about Russia and the Russian Minority 
                                                                                                                                                  Factor Arrays 
Consensus Statements                                                                                                 LNS    RRA   IMG   OPT 
52* In order to overcome the burden of negative historical experiences 

between Latvia and Russia it is necessary to acknowledge frankly both 
past and present mistakes so that they will not be repeated. 

3 3 1 3 

Consensus statements non-significant at  

 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                           LNS    RRA   IMG    OPT 
16 The history of relations between Latvia and Russia prove that Russians 

are not to be trusted and therefore Latvia can never be a home for 
Russians. 

-2** -5 -4 -5 

9 The prevailing majority of the people living in Latvia despite their 
ethnicity are loyal to the state. 

-1** 5 2 3 

25 The geographical proximity of Russia and the exposure to Russian 
cultural influences means that Latvia is constantly threatened in the 
cultural and linguistic senses. 

0* -2 -3 -3 

43 The inclusion of Russians into state structures is harmful to the Latvian 
state because Russians are sympathetic to the interests of the Russian 
state. 

-2* -5 -5 -5 

44 Russia’s aggressive rhetoric as well as recent events in Estonia and 
Georgia raise serious concerns about Russia’s intentions in the post-
Soviet region. 

4** 0 0 -2 

19 There's reason to be worried, looking at the eagerness with which Russia 
is escalating tensions with the West, - is it not the beginning of a new 
cold war? 

2** -2 -2 -4 

50 There are things we can’t change about history and our past issues, but 
we can change our attitudes toward our compatriots. 

2 4 5 4 

37 Russia tries to use statements about discrimination against Russians by 
the Latvian government as a propaganda tool and as a tool for interfering 
in the politics of Latvia. 

5 3 4 0** 

Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                         LNS    RRA   IMG     OPT 
13 Russian military intervention in the Baltic region is not a possibility. -3 1 -2 -1 

32 The future of Latvia depends on relations with Russia. It is the vital 
interest of Latvia that these relations are as good as possible. 

-2 3 -1  3 

41 The Russian people living in Latvia are not to blame for the (negative) 
history of Russian-Latvian relations 

 0 2   3  2 
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The “Latvian Nationalist Stance” is at best skeptical regarding the loyalty of the Russian 

minority in Latvia, particularly the ones who have not naturalized (S9, Table 1). The 

naturalization process is viewed by this discourse as an important means for non-citizens 

to prove that they are loyal to the state. The LNS feels that non-citizens have had enough 

time to learn the language, and therefore, that their principled opposition to naturalization 

is evidence that this group does not want to be part of Latvian society. The protests over 

school reform in the spring 2004 and the threats of violence that accompanied the protests 

were most often cited by these elites as evidence that large segments of the Russian-

speaking minority are not loyal to the Latvian state. The widespread belief among these 

elites that Russia played a strong role in organizing and funding the protestors is used as 

further evidence that naturalization requirements are necessary.  

The biggest obstacle to integration is the complex of loyalty to the Latvian state. It 
includes living in the information space created by Russia and it is very serious. A lot of 
people are physically in Latvia but they are acting in a Russian language environment in 
the family and in the workplace (Respondent 1, LNS). 

After accession to the European Union we feel a bit more safe. But Latvians feel fear 
from Russians because there are so many of them here in Latvia. There are so many of 
them that they can feel like an island here in Latvia, like a small Russia here in Latvia 
(Respondent 19, LNS). 

The greatest obstacles to integration in Latvian society is fear and an inferiority complex 
[among ethnic Latvians]…Nationalism with a high appreciation of my culture would be 
helpful in political bodies to open up attitudes to other cultures. Because as a policymaker 
when I am feeling safe there is no need to foster fear from Russia, from the Russian 
minority, from sexual minorities…I am just feeling safe and when I feel safe I am open 
and interested about otherness. Diminish fear and foster interest toward other cultures 
would be the key strategy (Respondent 4, RRA).  

Foreign policy issues, particularly Russia’s recent aggressiveness in Estonia and Georgia, 

were among the most important issues for elites in the LNS (S44, Table 1). This 

discourse notes the existence of a real threat from Russia both in terms of military and 

economic security (S13, S19, Table 1), while the other discourses express a healthy does 
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of uncertainty about Russia’s intentions in the post-Soviet region (S44, S13, S19, Table 

1). The RRA and the OPT feel that good relations with Russia are necessary for Latvia’s 

future, whereas the LNS and the IMG view future relations with Europe as the only ones 

that are vital (S32, Table 1). Nevertheless, this healthy dose of fear and uncertainty 

provides Russia the opportunity to meddle in Latvian society, which is of concern to the 

LNS, RRA and IMG discourses (S37, Table 1). By contrast, the OPT feels that while 

pressure from Russia has decreased significantly, the fear of Russia in Latvian society 

still exists. 

Whereas the situation in Russia is deteriorating regarding minority rights and religious 
rights and people being beaten up and killed in Russia because of their ethnicity. And 
then you dare come out with these statements addressing the situation in a neighboring 
country and trying to provoke a national clash and then claim that you defend the rights 
of Russian people? (Respondent 29, LNS). 

I can’t say yes and I can’t say no to this [military intervention by Russia]. After all, 
Russia is so unpredictable (Respondent 19, LNS). 

As a whole, Latvian elites do not feel that joining the EU is a danger to the cultural and 

linguistic identity of Latvia. Elites also agree that the majority of Latvians give priority to 

their identification with the Latvian state over their identification as “European” (S2, 

Table 2). However, only the IMG feels that joining the EU guaranteed the national 

security of Latvia (S20, Table 2). The four discourses also partly disagree over the degree 

to which membership in the EU is a security guarantee against the Russian threat (S20, 

S22, Table 2). This is due in part to the fact that the majority of elites who reacted to this 

statement across all four discourses felt that NATO is the primary security guarantee 

against Russia. It is also due in part to dissatisfaction with the European response to the 

cyber attacks launched on Estonia and concerns over energy resources (S40, S48, Table 

2). There is a strong feeling among the four discourses, and especially the LNS, that 
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many European countries do not adequately support the needs of the Baltic States and are 

not willing to stand up to Russia.  

Table 2 Statements about the EU                                                             

                                                                                                                                               Factor Arrays 
Consensus Statements                                                                                                  LNS    RRA   IMG   OPT 
2* Most people living in Latvia identify more strongly with Latvia than with 

Europe. 
3 2 2 1 

1 Being part of the EU is a danger to the cultural and linguistic identity of 
Latvia. 

-3 -3 -5 -3 

55 Joining the EU guaranteed the economic development of Latvia. -1 1 2 1 
Consensus statements non-significant at  

 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                           LNS    RRA   IMG     OPT 
48 EU bureaucrats are keeping a blind eye to the actions on the part of 

Russia, a strategic partner of the EU, and for some reason apply dual 
standards in the energy sector. 

4** 0 1 -1 

40 The EU responded vigorously and appropriately to the cyber attacks 
launched by Russia on Estonia.  

-4** -2 0  0 

20 Joining the EU was the only means to guarantee the national security of 
Latvia in the present rapidly changing world. 

 0 -1 2* -2 

Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                         LNS    RRA   IMG     OPT 
22 Joining the EU was the only way to effectively combat the Russian threat. 1 0  -2 -2 

 

The Impact of European Institutions on Minority Inclusion: EU Conditionality and 
Norms 
 
The four discourses represent different interpretations of the impact of EU conditionality 

on minority policies and minority inclusion in Latvia. They also represent different views 

on the role the EU should play in the continuing development of minority policies in the 

post-accession period. At best, the effect of the EU accession process on interethnic 

relations and integration in Latvia is ambiguous (S3, S53, S18, S28 Table 3). The LNS is 

highly defensive of Latvia’s citizenship and language policies and feels that the time for 

having to justify and to account for these policies has come and gone (S3, Table 3). 
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Membership in the EU is regarded as sufficient proof that Latvia’s policies are in line 

with international standards. 

They [minority groups] very often look at those international bodies and their 
representatives as heralds of some truths and [believe] they will come here and change 
the situation in favor of those who are not in a favorable position…The tonality, the 
intensity, the interest in this dialog between Latvia and the different international and 
regional bodies has changed. To some extent the interest has decreased on both sides 
(Respondent 29, LNS). 

I remember all this impact from European Union, Van der Stohl, who has a very negative 
attitude to Latvia, and I would say that he was very very close to Russia and this way of 
thinking. And of course our attitude is negative to this kind of policy (Respondent 19, 
LNS). 

Whereas the LNS argues that the EU should not be involved directly in what are the 

internal affairs of Latvia, the IMG is critical of the way EU conditionality was exercised 

during the accession period and feels that stronger demands could have been made prior 

to accession. However, in the post-accession period recommendations are no longer 

appropriate or effectual.  

Listen, I was in the government when we joined the EU. Overnight there was a change 
with the Latvian authorities basically saying to the Commissioners to take a hike and go 
somewhere else…What you will have is after the Advisory Committee comes and draw 
up its conclusions, you will have a lot of debate but it won’t have a direct impact on 
policy (Respondent 21, IMG/RRA). 

There was change but they [laws] were changed not very much. They were changed on 
the margins. They were changed significantly but not in essence. But occasionally 
changes and liberalization in one realm was accompanied by a tightening up in other 
realms to compensate so it was a very contradictory process and it still is (Respondent 21, 
IMG/RRA).  

When someone comes from European institutions we always show that everything is 
okay and I think that the problem is real dialog and real participation of national 
minorities in Latvia. And for example when someone comes from European institutions 
and tell state institutions that they need to invite some discussions, they [government] 
always go the easiest way and take for example some Russian minority NGO which is 
very loyal to state institutions and will say the right things (Respondent 3, IMG). 
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Table 3 Statements about EU Norms and the Impact of EU Membership on 
Integration     
                                                                                                                                                Factor Arrays 
Consensus Statements                                                                                                  LNS    RRA   IMG   OPT 
35* Complete assimilation of the Russian minority into Latvian society is the 

only way to combat the threat that they pose to Estonian identity. 
-4 -5 -5 -5 

14 In the post-accession period EU norms regarding minority protection are 
not as  important as Latvian values. 

-1 -2 -1 -4 

15 All people in Latvia have access to media (television, radio, and 
newspapers) in their native language. 

1 0 1 1 

Consensus statements non-significant at  

 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                           LNS    RRA   IMG     OPT 
3 Joining the EU is proof that Estonia follows liberal policies with 

respect to its minority groups and therefore there is no need to justify 
integration policies. 

    3** -3 0** -4 

10 Ethnic diversity is a valuable feature of society. -1** 4 5 3 
8 All people in Latvia, including Russians, enjoy the freedom to speak, 

study, and promote their own native language in both public and 
private. 

  1* -3 -1 5** 

46 Latvia is most likely to succeed economically by acknowledging the 
integrity/value of the Russian minority. 

  -3** 3 -1** 2 

4 EU institutions should defend the rights of Russians living within EU 
borders because disregard of these liberties and rights will bring local 
crises of civic society such as the April events in Estonia. 

  -5 1** -4 -3 

17 It is necessary to promote the language, culture and education of all 
ethnic groups and single persons living here, to give them a feeling of 
safety in the present and future. 

   0 5* 4 2 

18 In the past four years, there is a greater awareness of the problems of 
ethnic discrimination and intolerance in Latvian society. 

  -1 2* 0 0 

47 Belief in the equality of all people, regardless of ethnicity, is reflected 
in society. 

   0 -2* 0 3** 

28 In the past four years, there is a greater acceptance and open-
mindedness toward cultural diversity, including linguistic diversity in 
Estonian society. 

   1 -1 1 4** 

Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                        LNS    RRA    IMG     OPT 
53 Joining the EU has not affected interethnic relations in Latvia.       0 0 3 1 
12 The EU should not interfere or pass judgment on the minority policies 

of member states. 
     -1 -4 0 -3 

36 The Russian minority does not require protection because it is not a 
national minority. 

      0 -4 -2 1 

 
By contrast, the RRA feels that the EU along with other European institutions should be 

more active in passing out directives regarding integration and minority policies in the 

post-accession period (S3, S12, S4, Table 3). These elites feel that conditionality does not 
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go far enough and if Europe claims to be a region based on certain values then it needs to 

monitor minority rights and to take a more active role in making sure that they are 

implemented in member states after accession. In addition, this discourse does not view 

the dialog with European institutions as genuine on the part of Latvian elites in either the 

pre-accession period or the post-accession period because these discussions did not 

actively involve members of the Russian minority.  

We have seen that help from Russia is not productive. Also European institutions have 
made recommendations to the Latvian government for many years and it does not change 
things. Therefore my colleagues and I feel that it is only possible to solve this internally 
(Respondent 20, RRA).  

I do not evaluate the pre-accession dialog as effective. Unfortunately the EU has 
formulated the Copenhagen Criteria and at that moment and still now has neither 
instruments nor mechanisms nor relevant bodies to evaluate the situation with minority 
rights. What happened during this pre-accession negotiation was political bargaining with 
the government and there was really no involvement of parliament let alone NGOs, 
minority associations etc. And those bureaucrats that represented the EU really had no 
idea or concept of minority rights standards… So the requirements were unclear and this 
was a matter of the efficiency of Baltic diplomacy. And now that we are a full-fledged 
member state, the EU has absolutely no leverage (Respondent 2, RRA). 

The OPT agrees with RRA that European institutions need to be involved in monitoring 

the minority rights practices of member states and that membership in the EU is not 

sufficient proof that countries follow proper practices (S3, S12, S4, Table 3). However, 

unlike the RRA and the IMG, the OPT is not as critical of the impact of the accession 

process. This discourse does see a genuine improvement in tolerance toward cultural and 

linguistic diversity in Latvian society (S28, S47, Table 3). 

[These changes] would have taken longer, it was pressure, we had to do it and we wanted 
to do it…Dialogue still went on during first year of joining EU. But now you can say it is 
not so much emphasized. There are sometimes some commissioners come to visit Latvia 
and speak about minority rights that we have too many non-citizens from minorities but 
this is not pressure but more of a suggestion and they speak to us like a partner 
(Respondent 25, OPT).  
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Evaluating the impact of EU conditionality on minority policies and integration in the 

post-accession period requires examining whether European minority rights norms are 

understood by elites, internalized, and implemented in the post-accession period. While 

the RRA, the IMG and the OPT view diversity as a valuable feature of society, the LNS 

is not certain (S10, Table 3).  

I can’t say that [ethnic diversity] is important value. Yeah people are very different and 
that is a reality but maybe I can’t say that it is a value (Respondent 19, LNS).  

In addition, the OPT is the only discourse that feels that belief in equality is reflected in 

society (S47 Table 3) and that there is greater awareness of discrimination and the 

problem of intolerance in Latvian society (S18, S28, Table 3).  

It is interesting for me to notice how this attitude and approach has changed. The 
understanding of those people who are against Russia or Russians or only speak about 
occupants, I would say now it is gone. There are some instances when maybe you feel 
this or hear this, but for the most part it is gone (Respondent 25, OPT). 

[Regarding tolerance] in the cultural sphere, maybe not on an everyday level but maybe 
at a little higher cultural level everything is okay. And as far as lower levels maybe we 
just need a little time (Respondent 9, OPT/LNS). 

 
Several elites across the other three discourses noted the high levels of intolerance in 

Latvian society, especially with respect to foreigners and to visible minorities, which 

supports the findings of previous studies that report high levels of xenophobia in Latvian 

society.380 In addition, while there is consensus among elites that the Russian-speaking 

minority, if not all minorities, has access to media in their mother-tongue, their ability to 

promote their own language in the public sphere is regarded with skepticism by the RRA 

(S8, S15, Table 3). 

                                                           
380 In 2003, Estonia and Latvia were cited as the two candidate countries most resistant to the creation of a 
multicultural society. Similarly, both countries also exhibited a preference for exclusionist stances 
regarding granting civil rights to immigrant minorities (EUMC Report 3 2003). 
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We think that Latvia as a country is not ready for this diversity. And if we won’t make a 
program which will require language skills for immigrants and also the cultural 
[competency] then they are not going to integrate in our society (Respondents 31 and 32, 
LNS). 
 
For sustainable international human rights advocacy we need to address the majority. We 
need to work with the ethnic majority to create tolerance and to open up public opinion 
toward diversity (Respondent 4, RRA).  
 
We have immigrants already we just don’t recognize them and as long as we don’t 
recognize we will have problems because we won’t teach them Latvian and we won’t 
teach them Latvian history and they will integrate into the Russian-speaking 
community…But having an immigration policy and addressing this is political suicide 
because Latvians are so anti-immigration and anti-foreigners because of historical 
reasons. There is no way you can win politically on this issue. If we are not careful we 
will have integration on the basis of Russians and Latvians on one side united in 
Islamaphobia and other things (Respondent 21, IMG/RRA).  

It is very important to look to the future because there are newcomers in Latvia and 
different states and visibly different minorities that lived here for decades. But now we 
need to make some new integration policy to involve all groups in society and if we can’t 
find [a] solution between Latvians and traditional national minorities, it will be very 
difficult to find solutions between Latvians and these newer minorities (Respondent 3, 
IMG). 

When respondents were asked about how they understand “minority rights” descriptions 

ranged from precise definitions and recitations of the FCNM to a complete lack of 

knowledge regarding minority rights and minority rights conventions in Europe. The 

LNS feels that international minority rights norms are actually problematic in the Latvian 

situation due to the fact that it is actually the majority language that needs protection 

(S17, S36 Table 3). Because of the strong feeling among this group of elites that 

international minority rights standards are not directly applicable to the Latvian situation, 

there is a tendency among these elites to view the recommendations and monitoring by 

European Advisory Committees as unhelpful and irrelevant. 

I am very against the viewpoint that it is necessary to defend the rights of the Russian 
language here. The Russian language enjoys very large rights in Latvia. Of course it is 
impossible to get services in Latvian and it is very easy to get services in Russia so we 
have to work very strongly against Russian linguistic human rights here. We have to 
defend Latvian linguistic human rights here very strongly (Respondent 1, LNS). 
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These standards are based on Western European experience where the percentage of 
minorities is 3-15 percent, and when these are historical minorities and living 
comfortably in separate regions. But for our situation…The deportations of Latvians 
and so on and so it is impossible to implement the same standards but sometimes there 
is this perception that if you are a minority within a nation-state then you are 
discriminated against and the majority are enjoying the full scope of linguistic human 
rights and that is not the case in Latvia and that is not the case of Estonia (Respondent 
1, LNS). 
 
If linguistic human rights are to exist in Latvia and Latvian is the state language then you 
need to be able to receive services in Latvian (Respondent 19, LNS). 

 
By contrast, the RRA and the IMG discourses argue that the problem is not with the 

applicability of international norms to the Latvian situation but rather with the fact that 

these norms are very weak. In addition, there is also concern among these elites as to 

whether or not these standards are actually being implemented in Latvia.  

International minority rights standards are weak. The basic norms are non-discrimination, 
effective participation of minorities and protection of their identity. You know the 
Framework Convention, they do not pass binding decisions it is basic dialog. There is no 
minority rights acquis so a lot of the arguments being made by OSCE and the Council of 
Europe are political arguments. They are not legal arguments.  I mean the way they 
themselves described what they were doing, looking at minority rights standards, but also 
at conflict prevention and trying to wrest the biggest political compromise they could in 
difficult situations. So it wasn’t pure minority rights work (Respondent 21, IMG/RRA).   

Elites will say that now we are fully in compliance with EU directives blah blah blah see 
this paper and that paper. Yes, basically EU helps us to make this documentation - policy 
papers, legislative acts in more or less good shape regarding human rights but the basic 
issue is implementation. And basically the capacity for monitoring implementation in 
Latvia is too weak among executive branch and also among us NGOs (Respondent 4, 
RRA). 

Now that we are a full-fledged member state, the EU has absolutely no leverage…It is 
simply sort of a lingua non-grata to speak about minority rights in the European Union as 
such. It means that if we are [a] member then we don’t have any problems with minority 
rights. Otherwise we wouldn’t be a member of this elite club. In respect of minority 
protection this club is very far from high standards. So the question is whether this 
international community made full use of this political conditionality…it was political, it 
was situative, and that it was not a standardized, criteria based, compliance-based 
approach (Respondent 2, RRA). 

Despite the fact that none of the discourses supports the idea of complete assimilation as 

a path to integration (S35, Table 3), the RRA believes that the Latvian government does 

not see integration as a two way process and that policies in practice are aimed at 
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assimilation and not integration. The IMG discourse is likewise skeptical about whether 

the Latvian government is working toward integrating the Russian minority into the 

political community. The fact that minorities were not consulted during the drafting of 

the integration program, combined with the fact that the government did not respond 

positively to the concerns of the Russian-speaking community over education reform, 

fuels these perceptions. The OPT actually feels that Russian-speakers have all the rights 

to preserve their culture, and therefore the problem is not with European norms but rather 

the failure of minorities to avail themselves of the opportunities to engage in cultural 

activities. 

If you look at minority rights standards what is key is effective participation and effective 
participation means giving people a voice in what happens and Latvians don’t want to do 
that. Latvians still have a minority mentality in many ways. They still feel threatened and 
when they feel threatened they isolate themselves. There is a small basis to that threat but 
we are in the EU and NATO now and Latvian language is in a much better situation than 
it was 15 years ago in terms of the demographic situation. But it takes a long time and 
you know these values change slowly. And the sense of threat only eases gradually 
(Respondent 21, IMG/RRA). 

Latvian politics and the larger part of Latvian society do not want Russians to have equal 
positions in society. I think there are some threats if they will be in some positions in 
some state positions they can makes some things not so good for Latvia and they will 
make something not so good for Latvia and they will make more contacts with Russia 
and I think there is some threat for this Latvian part of society (Respondent 3, IMG). 
 
You behave as ethnic Latvians at the social level, you speak our language, and you 
recognize our higher position in the state hierarchy and in exchange we will allow you to 
sing your songs and dance your dances and we will give you money to sing your songs 
and we will come to listen how you sing your songs but for me this is a designated area 
for minorities and this disagreement about the concept of integration is the main obstacle 
(Respondent 2, RRA). 

I understand it as a two-way street. We, the Latvian side could try as much as we can to 
integrate minorities, culturally, linguistically. If there is no response from our partner it is 
very hard. I still feel that many non-Latvians are still not interested to integrate 
themselves. It is not assimilation, but to allow any minority to keep there culture, their 
roots, not to lose them. Russians don’t seem interested (Respondent 25, OPT).  
 

Understandings of “integration” also varied significantly across elites. While some elites 

did acknowledge integration as a two way process between majority and minority 
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communities, a significant number of elites across the four discourses still put the 

primary emphasis on minorities integrating into Latvian society, particularly the LNS due 

to its emphasis on Latvian language learning as the key to integration.  

Free development for all the nations and all the languages, maximum support for national 
cultural organizations but there are two requirements. One is loyalty to the Latvian state 
and the other is recognition of Latvian as the sole state language and its usage in all major 
sociolinguistic functions and then the Latvian state would provide all necessary support 
for minority culture, education and so on and minimum interference from the state 
(Respondent 1, LNS). 
 
I would say that as I understand integration this is that we can communicate in one 
language, that we can understand each other and we can integrate on the basis of the state 
language. Because this is linguistic human rights and I cannot see any other way 
(Respondent 19, LNS). 
 
I will start with the problem. Usually it is understood you Russian people, we are 
integrating you. I have a very good friend who is Latvian and he always asks, how are 
you integrated, and I look back at him and ask and how are you [integrated]? And he says 
I don’t think that I have to be integrated (Respondent 12, RRA). 
 
When it [integration policy] was made back in end of 90s it was made like we Latvians 
will integrate those Russians into our national culture and society. I think it is totally 
wrong but still in political circles you will see this sort of interpretation. We are 
struggling with this misunderstanding of integration. I would say in a simple language 
that integration means losing in terms of both sides. We Latvians - Okay let us agree to 
lose this only Latvian language. Let’s be open for Russian, English and other languages 
for communication. Let other cultures come to us to enrich us. For Russians losing would 
mean losing chauvinistic sentiments and losing only Russian language and as language of 
power as it used to be in Soviet times and listening to other opinions. Because this is 
problem of Russian minority – this Russian imperialism back from the tsar time and 
giving away their positions. This is a hard issue because it is rooted in cultural memory 
for both sides. So yeah it is social agreement. It is the case that government, those who 
are not “academics” do not understand integration as a two way process (Respondent  4, 
RRA). 
 
Integration means participation….If a person feels included and is engaged, he/she is 
integrated (Respondent 2, RRA). 
 
I think our Minister of Integration thinks if we are now in European Union and now there 
are these directives on anti-discrimination and we put some of these statements into our 
legislation it is enough…I don’t think it is enough to put some statements into 
legislation…but it is important to understand these things in everyday life (Respondent 3, 
IMG). 
 
An integrated person is a person who first accepts to be integrated, accepts the state, 
accepts the language, because language is a part of integration. This process means to 
make people comfortable and for them to accept the state (Respondent 9, OPT/LNS). 
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The Impact of Russia’s Activism on Minority Inclusion: Language, History, and Myth-
Making 

The explanation for why the EU accession process did not translate into common 

understandings of minority inclusion among elites can be found by examining how 

Russia’s activism affects the viewpoints of both elites and the Russian community with 

respect to naturalization, language and history, in ways that work at cross purposes with 

European minority rights norms. All the discourses, with the exception of the OPT agree 

that Russia tries to use statements about discrimination against the Russian minority as a 

tool for interfering in Latvian politics. However elites are divided over Russia’s 

intentions and the results that this activism has on policymaking (S17, Table 1).  

The RRA views Russia’s activism as part of a political game that Moscow plays, rather 

than a reflection of genuine concern for the Russophone minority and therefore feels that 

Russia could do more to support the Russian community  (S27, Table 4). As a result, this 

discourse also does not think that Russia’s activism has had much of an effect on the 

attitudes of the Russophone minority toward integration and therefore it is not necessary 

to “win them over” (S30, S39, Table 4). By contrast, both the LNS and the IMG feel that 

Russia has been very active in promoting the rights of Russians in Latvian society, 

regardless of whether these actions represent a genuine concern for their ethnic kin. The 

RRA discourse also acknowledges the negative affect of interstate tensions between 

Latvia and Russia on the situation of the Russophone minority in Latvia (S5, Table 4).  
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Table 4 Statements about Russia’s Impact on Policies and Integration Processes  

                                                                                                                                               Factor Arrays 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                          LNS    RRA   IMG     OPT 
39 Russia’s continued accusations of discrimination toward Russian-speakers 

in Latvia by the state, inhibits the process of language learning and 
integration. 

5** 0 1 -1 

6 It is not necessary to hold deep discussions with the Russian authorities 
over the internal affairs of Latvia. 

4** -1 -2 -1 

30 Winning over Latvia’s ethnic Russians is not something that can wait, 
especially in the current environment where, the Kremlin lie-factory is 
working overtime to sow discord in Latvian society. 

1** -2 5** -1 

27 Russia cares little about the Russian minority living abroad in other 
countries and consequently has done little to advocate on the behalf of 
Russians living in Latvia. 

-2 2 -3* 1 

5 Post-Soviet tensions with Russia have led Latvia to discriminate against the 
Russian-speaking minority. 

-4 1* -3 -1* 

11 Ethnic Russians will continue to speak Russian and to get the majority of 
information from Russia, as long as state-run Russian language media 
remains insufficient. 

-2 0 3** 0 

Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                         LNS    RRA   IMG     OPT 
51 Putting a stop to discrimination against Russians living in Latvia is the 

basis for the normalization of international relations with Russia. 
-5 -1 -2 -4 

45 Minority policy must take into account the threat from both Russia and 
the Russian minority living in Latvia. 

0 -1 -2 -1 

 

The IMG discourse recognizes the danger that alienating the Russian minority might have 

for social stability in Latvia as well as the ability of Russia to exacerbate tensions 

between ethnic Russians and ethnic Latvians. Therefore they strongly feel that it is 

necessary to make ethnic Russians feel secure in Latvia in order to mitigate the negative 

effects of Russia’s posturing on the integration process (S30, Table 4). The most direct 

impact of Russia’s activism is through links with the Russophone community.  

It [Russia] has many tools in bilateral relations with Latvia. They can pick up the best 
tool and best matching for particular situation. Right now we see normalization of our 
relationship which means both sides on high political level avoid harsh criticizing of each 
other… But I expect that Russia will re-intensify its efforts to make closer ties with 
Russian diaspora and under umbrella of the Russian embassy there is a consultative 
council for Russian organizations and they have so called House of Moscow here in Riga 
and they are spending huge money for cultural and political activities and financing 
Russian organizations here (Respondent 30, IMG). 
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What is interesting is not these accusations that Russia makes. What works against 
integration is when Russia says we will achieve a situation where the Russian language 
has an official status because then people say why bother to learn Latvian and also when 
they say that the EU will force Latvia to change its citizenship law then people say why 
bother to naturalize if the law is going to change. It makes Russians more passive 
(Respondent 21, IMG). 

The IMG argues that Russia creates myths among the Russian minority through the 

Russian language media that work against the integration process (S11, Table 4). This is 

particularly true with respect to naturalization, which has been the greatest source of 

criticism from European institutions. In addition, Russia’s activism affects attitudes 

toward language use in Latvian society and intensifies disagreements over interpretations 

of history, all of which work at cross purposes with pressure from EU institutions by 

hurting the prospects for increased integration. The ability of Russia to mobilize the 

Russian community through effective use of the Russian language media and by 

encouraging and funding opposition movements was noted in the previous chapter in the 

case of education reform in Latvia. The fact that Russians get the majority of their 

information from the Russian language media is a problem that is acknowledged by the 

LNS as well. 

Those old people and middle generation people they watch television in Russian of 
course and what do they see here? That Latvia is a very bad country that [we] are 
discriminating against their own people. They cannot even speak their own language in 
their own family they are forced to speak Latvian. They can’t get any job and they have 
nothing to eat and we are killing them and we are hating them (Respondent 31, LNS). 

 
The LNS does not feel as strongly about the need to win over ethnic Russians because 

they feel it is not the job of the state to do this (S30, Table 4). Rather, the obligation is on 

minorities to be loyal citizens if they decide to remain in Latvia. The LNS does however 

recognize the strong negative effect of Russia’s accusations of discrimination on the 

integration process in Latvia (S39, Table 4). This discourse feels that Russia’s actions 
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and accusations provoke Latvian elites into making reactionary statements that produce 

interethnic tensions in Latvian society. Examples of this reactionary tendency were 

clearly visible during the protests over school reform. Interviews also reinforced the 

tendency of Latvian elites to be irritated over the involvement of Russia in what are 

considered to be internal affairs. While the other three discourses acknowledge that 

opening dialogue with Russia over the status of the Russian-speaking minority might be 

helpful, the LNS adamantly dismisses this approach (S6, Table 4).  

It’s like Russia’s expression of its interests in the first stage was through military 
intervention, the next was economic and now it’s by means of human rights. It is our 
reality and in the last years its economic pressure, its gas and its also a very serious tool 
to make Latvia’s politics more Russia oriented and [the] primary pressure is on language. 
And so we see this direct link between language and economy (Respondent 1, LNS).  

Sometimes [these statements and actions by Russia] provoke statements by national 
politicians very often or reactions by [the] Latvian government and sometimes they were 
not helpful, but they were statements that were meant to provoke. And the most difficult 
thing for Latvian politicians, by ethnicity, is that it is very difficult to understand how 
people can talk about things that do not exist in Latvia or are not close to the description 
given by Russia…and so yes sometimes these statements and actions provoke 
unnecessary unhealthy reactions domestically in Latvia as well (Respondent 29, LNS). 

Yes we feel this criticism from Russia very strongly. Because Russia has the potential to 
interfere so of course we feel it (Respondent 19, LNS).  

The OPT actually feels that Russia’s activism has decreased in recent years, however 

being in close proximity to Russia does impact policies in Latvia especially with respect 

to language and  integration policies. The OPT feels that if Russia increases its pressure 

against Latvia again then it would most likely reduce the liberalization of citizenship and 

language policies. This discourse also acknowledges the tendency of pressure from the 

EU and Russia to have opposite effects on Latvian society. 

I would say that if Russian pressure will be felt more and more then Latvian government 
and all institutions will be much more against those liberalization policies. They will be 
tougher. If EU pressure will continue it will be taken positively but from Russia, no way 
(Respondent 25, OPT). 
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The history of Russian-Latvian relations, particularly the memories of Soviet occupation 

and Russification policies, continue to affect the attitudes of the ethnic Latvian elite 

toward the position of the Russian language in Latvian society. As discussed in Chapter 

1, nation-building since the early 1990s has centred prominently around the importance 

of the Latvian language. Language policies have been at the centre of debates about the 

integration of the Russian minority and have figured prominently in both accession talks 

with the European Union and as focal points for Russia’s activism. The amendments to 

language policies that accompanied the accession process have not been sufficient to 

quell debates over the role of the Russian language in Latvian society. Russia’s ability to 

impact elite attitudes toward language use in Latvian society is clearly evident in the 

reactions of elites to Russia’s support and involvement in the protests over education 

reform in spring 2004. These protests are also evidence of Russia’s ability to mobilize the 

Russian community and to spark debates over language policies in Latvian society. 

The four discourses agree that cultural differences between Russians and Latvians do not 

present insurmountable obstacles to integration (S21, Table 5). However, they also agree 

that the lack of Latvian language use among the Russian-speaking population is a source 

of irritation for most Latvians which produces tensions between groups (S26, Table 5). In 

addition, only the OPT strongly agrees that the education system ensures that the Latvian 

language is learned sufficiently, which is important in light of recent school reform (S56, 

Table 6). The RRA and the IMG remain skeptical due to the fact that many Russian 

schools were not well prepared for the reform, as many teachers lack both the skills and 

adequate teaching materials for teaching in Latvian.  



255 

 

Table 5 Statements about Language Policies and Language Use 

                                                                                                                                                  Factor Arrays 
Consensus Statements                                                                                                  LNS    RRA   IMG   OPT 
21* Because of the cultural differences between Russians and the mainstream 

society, the integration of Russians cannot progress farther in Latvia. 
-3 -4 -4 -4 

26* Most Latvians are irritated when Russians cannot speak Latvian and feel 
that the Russian community should make stronger efforts to learn it. 

2 3 3 2 

Consensus statements non-significant at  

                                                                                                                                                  Factor Arrays 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                           LNS    RRA   IMG     OPT 
54 The use of Russian should be relegated to the private realm only, and 

the state language should be used in all state institutions. 
  3** -3 0 -3 

7 It is necessary to enhance the national self-consciousness of the 
Russian-speaking population and strive to relax the laws on education 
and language in order to give Russian-speakers more control in these 
areas. 

 -5** 2*  -3 0 

23 Most Russians understand the need to teach young people the state 
language. 

  2* 4   4 5 

34 Many Russians are afraid to speak Latvian because too much attention 
is placed on the fact that they speak it differently. 

 -2* 2*  -1 0 

42 Latvia should drop its defensive attitude toward its language, which is 
often perceived as a hostile barrier to those seeking to learn it. Instead, a 
more positive promotion of the language and a kinder attitude to new 
speakers would improve the situation. 

 -3* 5**  -1 0 

38 A multicultural society should allow for more than one official 
language. 

 -4* 4**   -3 -2 

31 There is no possibility of Russian joining Latvian as an official state 
language. 

  2 -1*   5**  2 

33 Learning Latvian is the key to better integration because it allows the 
two communities to communicate with each other. 

  5 1**   3  4 

49 Ethnic Russians and their children should not be granted civil rights 
unless they can speak the state language. 

  1 -4**  -2  0 

24 The education system ensures the development and implementation of 
ethnic minority education programs which promote the preservation of 
ethnic minorities’ identity and their integration into society. 

  3 -3**   2  4 

56 The education system ensures that the Latvian language is learned 
sufficiently by all residents of Latvia, but especially so that the younger 
generation is able to use it freely as a means of communication. 

  2 0   1 5** 

Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                         LNS    RRA   IMG     OPT 
29 Ties that Russian-speakers in Latvia have to Russia ensures the 

continued use of the Russian language in Latvia. 
       4 1 1 2 

 

The LNS views the prevalent use of Russian in Latvian society as threatening to Latvian 

language and culture and therefore supports policies aimed at protecting the superiority of 

the Latvian language as the only official language of Latvia (S7, S31, S54, Table 5). This 
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discourse is also firmly committed to the idea of integration on the basis of the Latvian 

language (S33, Table 5). Most elites defining this factor were quite clear that the problem 

is not with learning the state language, as is the case in Estonia, but rather that even when 

the Russian minority can speak the language they choose not to use it. The problem is 

viewed as psychological for both ethnic Latvians and Russian-speakers and the tendency 

for both groups to communicate in Russian is viewed as threatening to the identity and 

culture of the Latvian state. The refusal of Russian-speakers to use the Latvian language 

is attributed to both the historical presence of the Russian language, the feeling of 

superiority of among older Russians which is transmitted to younger generations, and 

Russia’s activism through support for activists in Latvia and through the effective use of 

the Russian language media. 

We have to be very careful of quite widespread appeals to teach Russian to Latvian kids 
and some people regret that we are losing Russian and I think it is very dangerous such a 
widespread nostalgia for Russian language in mass media and such a high evaluation of 
its value. Because of our background and history (Respondent 1, LNS). 

I would say I don’t know a similar case in all the world. That people know the Latvian 
language but they refuse to use it. This is a question of attitudes toward the state and the 
people and so on. The most important problem is changing attitudes toward the language, 
especially among the younger generation. They know the language, but because of this 
impact from Russia and from the older generation they refuse to use it. And this is some 
form of demonstration (Respondent 19, LNS). 

For the LNS, language is still an important gatekeeper for membership in the Latvian 

nation and for participation in politics at any level. Non-citizens must prove their loyalty 

to the Latvian state by learning the Latvian language and naturalizing before they can be 

allowed to participate in politics. The OPT also expresses caution about granting non-

citizens the right to vote in municipal elections.  

I can say that my party would never vote for such an amendment to our citizenship law 
because we can’t deal with municipal elections and language policy separately. Some 
European politicians do not understand this direct link, or the political dimension, 
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because municipalities are not dealing only with everyday issues about garbage and road 
correction, but they are dealing also with big policy concerning ethnic policy - language 
policy…If people who were either so lazy not to learn the Latvian language or so 
aggressive not do it, because of principle, were allowed to vote or to be elected, it would 
not be the right approach in Latvia. It could influence all of the domestic policy of Latvia 
with hardly predictable results (Respondent 1, LNS). 

I don’t think that the government has been pondering any changes in the citizenship 
policy as of now. We will have to wait and see how long this trend will continue and then 
take appropriate decisions. I doubt we would encourage a change in election system so 
that non-citizens would be able to vote in local elections despite the fact that they 
produce a certain amount of social benefits, we would decrease interest of those non-
citizens to apply for citizenship. We do not see the need to passportize people which has 
been requested by Russia, to give out Latvian passports to those who have not decided 
what to do about it. They have plenty of rights and if they are not happy about it they can 
apply for citizenship and they will get it (Respondent 29, LNS). 
 
For those municipal elections I do not think a change will happen anytime soon, for 
maybe five, seven or ten years because politicians will not go for it. They will say that if 
you want to be a Latvian citizen then you can have those rights and being a Latvian 
citizen is the best way to integrate into society. I will say it is a little dangerous in regions 
like Daugavpils where the majority is Russian, and if they would have rights to vote in 
municipals, then we don’t know what would happen, maybe they will vote to join some 
region in Russia. The Constitution doesn’t allow it but it could be a big problem 
(Respondent 25, OPT). 

The RRA is in direct opposition to the LNS and OPT with respect to language and 

citizenship policies.  This group feels that the defensive stance the Latvian state has taken 

with respect to citizenship and language has actually served to alienate the Russian 

population and to work against creating a positive environment for language learning and 

language use (S38, S42, S34, S54, Table 5).  

[With respect to citizenship] it is all done in a way to repulse people and to send a clear 
message, yes of course in principle you have this right, but we don’t want you as our co-
citizens and we don’t want your children and people tend to receive these messages quite 
well. (Respondent 2, RRA).  

 
The Latvian government wants to integrate people on the basis of the Latvian language 
but the problem is that there is no real positive motivation to learn the language… I think 
we need a friendly language policy to motivate people to do it…I think it is not possible 
to achieve more from pressure alone (Respondent 20, RRA).  

In addition, elites defining this discourse also expressed the opinion that not allowing 

non-citizens the right to vote in municipal elections goes against the standards of other 
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EU countries and produces an unfair situation in which people who migrate to Latvia 

from other EU countries can gain the right to vote in municipal elections after a short 

period of time, whereas Russians who have been living in Latvia for decades cannot vote. 

As noted earlier in Chapter 3, this opinion was also voiced by international monitors in 

the post-accession period. 

The IMG discourse is in many ways trying to find a middle ground between the RRA and 

the LNS. This can be seen in the fact that it agrees with the LNS on certain issues and 

with the RRA on others. The IMG does not support granting voting rights to non-citizens; 

however this has nothing to do with the issue of loyalty. For this discourse, there is fear 

that granting non-citizens the right to vote will diminish the last remaining incentive for 

naturalization, especially because Russia has been working to make non-citizenship 

attractive through its visa policies.  

I have met many representatives of these European institutions and sometimes they put 
the question why doesn’t Latvia grant voting rights for non-citizens in municipal 
elections. But I don’t think that it will be [a] positive signal for integration in society. I 
will explain why. Because if you have followed mass media in last days. The Russian 
state Duma made [the] decision to grant easing cross-border regime for non-citizens so 
they will have a non-visa regime and so it means that they are working in direction that 
non-citizens will have a preference over citizens. And also non-citizens can travel all over 
Europe, except non-Schengen countries, like citizens. So if we will grant access to 
municipal elections there will be no more reason and no more stimulus for non-citizens to 
naturalize (Respondent 30, IMG). 

The IMG acknowledges the unique and threatened situation of the Latvian language in 

the early 1990s, and the need for one official language in Latvia (S31, S7, S33, S38, 

Table 5) however they are also willing to admit the problems with the current citizenship 

policy and naturalization procedures (S49, Table 5). The elites in this third group 

recognize that, in the past, language laws have not been implemented in a fair and 
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consistent manner which has created a great deal of resentment toward the Latvian 

language and apathy toward learning the language and naturalizing on the part of the 

Russian-speaking population. They also agree with the “Russian Rights Advocates” that 

the procedure by which children born of stateless parents must request citizenship is not 

productive for moving integration forward. While the OPT agrees the LNS on voting 

issues it agrees with the IMG on the question of stateless children, and therefore favors 

making the procedure automatic. Because of the political deadlock between the LNS and 

the RRA, the “Integrators as a Middle Ground” have tried to find ways to promote 

integration that do not require changes to the citizenship and language laws. They do this 

by running information campaigns and by trying to create meaningful dialogue between 

the Russian community and Latvian policymakers. 

The “Optimists,” also represent a kind of a middle ground between the LNS and the RRA 

on language issues; however, this discourse is different from the IMG in that they are 

generally more positive about integration policies. This is the only discourse that feels 

that the education system both preserves the rights of minorities and gives them the 

language skills to function in Latvian society (S24, S56, Table 5). The OPT does support 

the policy of only one official language in Latvia and integration on the basis of the 

Latvian language (S31, S33, Table 5); however this discourse is neutral regarding 

granting Russians more control over language and education policies, as well as the 

cultivation of more positive incentives for language learning (S7, S42, S49, Table 5). 

It is sad that people who lived here for fifty years do not speak Latvian. Perhaps it shows 
that you have no interest in this country. Probably because Russia is a big neighbor and 
maybe they feel it is not so important to learn Latvian or be integrated. It will be only 
older people. When I went to high schools in 2002/2003 in Latgale region, all those 
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eleventh and 12th grade pupils spoke fluent Latvian and when I asked them, do you want 
to be citizens of Latvia, or are you already then all raised their hands. The new generation 
will be a different situation, friendly among Latvians, they don’t see what nationality you 
are (Respondent 25, OPT).  
 
In general we can say that this process is going very well. Because it is one of the means 
which is a little bit forced, but people are learning language and they are integrating 
(Respondent 9, OPT/LNS). 

As discussed in the previous chapter, the other challenging area for the political elite and 

for Latvian society more generally, concerns interpretations of history regarding the 

incorporation of the Baltic States into the Soviet Union. The dispute between Russia and 

Latvia over interpretations of history is reproduced in Latvian society between the 

Latvian and the Russophone communities. In 2005, a study showed that 45% of Russian 

respondents said that in 1940 Latvia voluntarily joined the Soviet Union, and only 14% 

said it was the result of military attack (Tabuns 2006: 22). The failure of some segments 

of the Russian community to recognize the Soviet period as occupation remains a major 

source of tension between the two communities. As mentioned in the previous chapter, 

this tension often finds expression in the vandalism of Soviet era war memorials and on 

May 9 and May 16. Russia often exacerbates these tensions by making inflammatory 

statements in the Russian language media that in turn provoke reactions from the Latvian 

government that work against the integration process. These conflicts over history are 

proof to the “Russian Rights Advocates” that learning the Latvian language is not 

sufficient for creating an integrated society.  

The history is very painful for us. We know what are the facts of history and those that 
Russia will show as the real ones, but they are not the real facts. They say that there was 
no occupation and if Russians can’t admit this fact, then we cannot admit them as 
members of our society….Maybe when the eldest and middle generation will die, then 
this understanding can happen. But I know that in Russian families they used to sit in the 
evenings and the eldest would talk to the youngest, “you don’t believe those Latvians that 
there was occupation” (Respondent 31, LNS). 
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We know that understandings of history and politics cannot be changed by simply 
learning the Latvian language…The exam itself is not difficult and therefore the problem 
of integration is about something else…I know many people who know the Latvian 
language and they are able to learn the main facts of Latvian history but they choose not 
to naturalize (Respondent 20, RRA). 
 
For Latvians, mostly I think, the understanding of history is a part of their identity and if 
somebody doesn’t share this understanding then automatically they will be excluded from 
this identity. So you can’t share a common identity if you don’t share a common view of 
history (Respondent 12, RRA).  
 
Regarding history, if we are looking at facts and documents, they [Russians] must take 
the real situation. But of course [a] big country like Russia, they can either accept or not 
accept the facts. But we consider that there are enough facts and documents to prove that 
there is one real explanation (Respondent 9, OPT/LNS). 
 

The Way Forward: “Estonian Identity Defenders” (EID), “Reforme rs” (REF), “Integration 
Champions” (IC) and “Dissatisfied Reconstructionists” (DR) 

Interviews with 33 policy elites in Estonia from February-June 2008 reveal the presence 

of four distinct discourses.381 Respondents included 14 females and 15 males aged 25 to 

76. Six respondents self-identified as ethnically Russian, while the other 25 identified as 

ethnically Estonian. Aalto (2003) argues that there has been an erosion of the tight 

coupling between security and identity in Estonian national identity discourses. Through 

a Q method study he identified four primary discourses in Estonian society regarding 

threats to Estonian security and identity.382 This study supports his finding that there has 

been a decoupling of the security-identity puzzle in the case of the Russian-speaking 
                                                           
381 Two factors were discarded because they each only had one respondent located on the factor. One factor 
which had three respondents defining it was discarded because the factor did not differ in a coherent way 
from the other factors. The four factors that are included in this study collectively explain 52% of the total 
variance.  
382The first discourse consists of people who conflate the nation and the state, and “perceive a Russophone 
or Russian threat to their identity and opt for the EU and NATO as security measures” (Aalto 2003: 587). 
The second discourse is also a primarily ethnic Estonian discourse that focuses on the constructionist as 
opposed to restorationist approach to national identity and view the EU accession process less as a result of 
existential security concerns. The third discourse consists of people disillusioned by the harsh realities of 
post-Soviet transition politics and who feel that the state and society is in a dangerous position. The final 
discourse which is represented by ethnic Russians is the strongest discourse against linking security and 
identity, as this discourse is dominated by the ideas that neither the Russian minority nor the ethnic 
majority has any reason to feel threatened, and that identity politics should proceed along constructionist 
lines. The only insecurity that this discourse expresses is concern for ontological security.   
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minority, however attitudes toward Russia are still securitized and the ability of Russia to 

destabilize interethnic relations is explicitly acknowledged by all four discourses. In 

addition, all four discourses view the EU positively despite the high levels of 

Europskepticism prior to EU accession (Aalto 2003; Kuus 2002; Vetik et al 2006). 

However, as in the Latvian case, the creation of a more inclusive national identity is 

plagued by debates over history and language in Estonian society.  

The results of the Q method study in Estonia point to important similarities and 

differences with the Latvian case. While Russia’s activism has a similar impact on 

integration processes in Estonia, and while European pressure regarding minority policy 

is no longer deemed to be effective in the post-accession period, elites are less polarized 

along ethnic lines with regard to citizenship and language policies. In addition, the 

internalization of minority rights norms by elites has been more complete than in the 

Latvian case.  

The first discourse, the “Estonian Identity Defenders” (EID) is defined by ethnic 

Estonians and represents what might be termed the “official” viewpoint among the 

various ministries involved with the integration process. It corresponds most closely with 

the first discourse in Aalto’s (2003) study and shares much with the LNS in the Latvian 

case. The EID differs from the LNS however because it does not view Russian culture 

per se as a threat to Estonian identity, but rather argues the Estonian language is always 

threatened and in need of protection because Estonians are such a small nation. Like the 

LNS, this discourse feels that the EU accession process was sufficient for establishing 
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compliance with European minority rights norms, and that continuing dialog is no longer 

necessary. In addition, the EID continues to view language as the key to integration. 

The second discourse, the “Reformers” (REF) is defined by ethnic Russians.383 While the 

REF shares with the EID an understanding of the need to integrate the Russian minority, 

the REF is more skeptical that an emphasis on the Estonian language is the key to better 

integration. While still agreeing that the Estonian approach toward nation-building in the 

early 1990s was necessary, this group is willing to concede the failures of the first 

integration program and to look for solutions. The Bronze Soldier Crisis was an 

important wake-up call that language is not the only key to successful integration. In this 

way, they are a pragmatic group of elites and therefore share something in common with 

the IMG in the Latvian case.  

The third discourse the “Integration Champions” (IC) is defined by ethnic Estonians. This 

discourse shares something in common with both the EID and the REF. This discourse 

strongly supports the official approach of the government toward language and 

citizenship policies and like the EID does not feel that Estonia has to continue to justify 

its policies in the post-accession period. However this discourse is a good deal more 

positive about the integration process in Estonia, than either the EID or the REF, 

especially with regard to Russian youth and therefore shares something in common with 

the OPT in the Latvian case. The IC is also strongly oriented toward Europe and 

considers NATO to be a strong security guarantee against Russia. Consequently, this 

                                                           
383 Respondent 10 is also a defining sort for this factor and is ethnically Estonian. However the individual 
has spent a great deal of time working within the Russian community and has many personal connections 
with Russians. 
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discourse is less concerned than the other three discourses about Russia’s influence on 

Estonian politics.  

The fourth discourse, the “Dissatisfied Reconstructionists” (DR) is defined by ethnic 

Russians384 and views the Estonian state as discriminatory toward the Russian population. 

This discourse feels that Estonia needs to reconstruct its national identity in a way that is 

more positive for ethnic Russians. In addition, this discourse is the only one which favors 

continued intervention by European institutions in the development of minority policies 

and in this way shares much in common with the RRA in the Latvian case.  

Threats to Identity and Security: Russia, the Russian Minority, and the EU 

The four discourses that are present among Estonian elites support Aalto’s (2003) 

findings that there is a trend toward desecuritizing Estonian identity in relation to Russian 

culture and the Russian minority living in Estonia. Among integration elites in Estonia, 

there is a clear separation between Russia as a threat and the Russian-speaking minority 

as a threat, and therefore discourses that were present in the early 1990s about the 

possible decolonization of Estonia and the necessity of assimilating Russian-speakers are 

no longer viable strategies for nation-building (S25, S50 Table 6). However in contrast to 

the LNS, the majority of Russian-speakers are perceived as being as loyal to the Estonian 

state, regardless of whether they are Estonian citizens or “stateless” (S9 Table 6). The use 

of the term “our Russians” or “our compatriots” during interviews is positive in light of 

                                                           
384 While this third discourse is not dominant in the sample, largely because this viewpoint is under-
represented in P-set, the factor was not dismissed as insignificant on the basis of the fact that it does 
represent a coherent if often unheard viewpoint in integration discourses. Despite the fact that only two 
respondents were significantly loaded on this factor it is nevertheless interesting for the fact that it contrasts 
sharply with EID and for the fact that the people defining DR have close relationships with the larger 
Russian community in Estonia and serve as important representatives of that community. 
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the recent disagreements over interpretations of history that resurfaced during the Bronze 

Soldier Crisis (S41, S50 Table 6). Finally, the Estonian language is no longer viewed as 

being threatened by the presence of a large number of Russian-speakers; however it 

should be noted that the EID discourse agrees less strongly than the other discourses 

(S25, Table 6). 

We are finally starting to understand that Russians are our minority (Respondent 10, 
REF). 

I think they [Russians] are already regarded as part of society…I think we are one. They 
are our compatriots at the end (Respondent 2, IC).   

The threat today is definitely from English rather than from Russian (Respondent 11, 
EID). 
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Table 6 Statements about Russia and the Russian Minority 
                                                                                                                                                  Factor Arrays 
Consensus Statements                                                                                                  EID     REF     IC      DR 
9* The prevailing majority of the people living in Estonia despite their 

ethnicity, are loyal to the state. 
4 4 3 2 

16* The history of relations between Estonia and Russia prove that Russians 
are not to be trusted and therefore Estonia can never be a home for 
Russians. 

-3 -4 -4 -5 

41 The Russian people living in Estonia are not to blame for the (negative) 
history of Russian-Estonian relations 

3 4 2 3 

43 The inclusion of Russians into state structures is harmful to the Estonian 
state because Russians are sympathetic to the interests of the Russian 
state. 

-4 -5 -5 -4 

Consensus statements non-significant at  

 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                           EID      REF      IC      DR 
32 The future of Estonia depends on relations with Russia. It is the vital 

interest of Estonia that these relations are as good as possible. 
    0**  3 -3** 4 

52 In order to overcome the burden of negative historical experiences 
between Estonia and Russia it is necessary to acknowledge frankly 
both past and present mistakes so that they will not be repeated. 

   -1*  3  2 5* 

19 There's reason to be worried, looking at the eagerness with which 
Russia is escalating tensions with the West, - is it not the beginning of 
a new cold war? 

    1 -3*  0 0 

44 Russia’s aggressive rhetoric as well as recent events in Estonia and 
Georgia raise serious concerns about Russia’s intentions in the post-
Soviet region. 

    3 -3*  3 -5* 

25 The geographical proximity of Russia and the exposure to Russian 
cultural influences means that Estonia is constantly threatened in the 
cultural and linguistic senses. 

   -1 -4*  -2 0 

Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                         EID      REF      IC      DR 
13 Russian military intervention in the Baltic region is not a 

possibility. 
         -1 -2  3 1 

37 Russia tries to use statements about discrimination against Russians 
by the Estonian government as a propaganda tool and as a tool for 
interfering in the politics of Estonia. 

          4 -1  5 1 

46 Estonia is most likely to succeed economically by acknowledging 
the integrity/value of the Russian minority. 

         -2  2 -3 2 

50 There are things we can’t change about history and our past issues, 
but we can change our attitudes toward our compatriots. 

          3  5  3 4 

 

In addition to not posing a threat to Estonian identity, the Russian-speaking minority is 

also not seen as threatening to the stability of the Estonian state through their inclusion 

into state structures (S43, Table 6). The third discourse in Aalto’s (2003) study indicated 
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a fear that ethnic relations had reached a dangerous precipice that could lead to instability 

however this study did not find much support for this view. This is somewhat surprising 

in light of the recent Bronze Soldier riots. While most ethnic Estonians indicated that 

they were surprised by the events of April 2007, they also expressed the view that the 

rioters are not representative of the Russian population. If anything, the Bronze Soldier 

riots are viewed in a somewhat positive way by respondents defining the EID, REF, and 

IC discourses. While the crisis may have slowed the integration process for a time, it did 

make elites more aware of interethnic tensions in Estonian society and therefore more 

willing to fund integration initiatives.  

Not all the Russians were on the side of the rioters and they were shocked as well that 
people could act like this. It just happened once and probably it won’t happen again in 
this way. So I was in Paris and they said to me, welcome to the club. So maybe it’s 
because we are in Europe and in the free world and people can say whatever they want 
and they have the freedom to do this (Respondent 6, EID).   

Of course the division lines, some of the divisions we have between Estonians and 
Russians came out last year. The positive thing that came out of it, if you can see 
anything positive come out of it, is that we acknowledged more the Russian-speaking 
population and the lines that divide us. They are accepted. I would say they are 
loyal…there were maybe a few hundred rioters, they were Russians, and you can’t say it 
also applies to the rest of the Russian population. That would be a fatal mistake 
(Respondent 2, IC). 

If positive things can come out of things like that it is that Estonians, for instance, think 
that more effort needs to be put into integration…They think it is more important to put 
more resources and its more important to invest in integration and that is positive 
(Respondent 25, REF). 

Some respondents defining the REF discourse and all respondents defining the DR 

discourses view the Bronze Soldier crisis as having a more negative impact on interethnic 

relations and integration processes in Estonia. The primary blame for the riots is placed 

squarely on the shoulders of politicians who were strategically mobilizing support along 

ethnic lines, which has created a healthy dose of distrust for the Estonian government 
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among these Russian respondents. In addition, some ethnically Estonian respondents did 

express some feeling of distance from ethnic Russians after the riots.  

Antagonism. Confrontation in the society [is the largest obstacle to integration], spread 
from the beginning by the different politicians. And this kind of antagonism is always 
heating up by different people; possibly it is somehow beneficial for them. At times, there 
were some moments in society, when people used to treat and respect each other more, 
before the April events. But today the picture is quite different (Respondent 9, REF). 
 
To be honest, I am pretty skeptical [about the prospects for integration]. And this 
happened after April. The hatred. Before April I didn’t know there was so much hatred in 
the air. You can’t change the basic ideas and beliefs of people. They hate the place they 
live in and the people they live among. For these people I do not have any solutions. But 
for others if you have at least one Estonian friend then the human picture of us is much 
more real (Respondent 10, REF). 
 
I think this effectively stopped [the] integration process for awhile at least. I think that we 
made at least a 10 year step back. It was a great mistake that was made for purely narrow-
minded political considerations but the effect is very strong and far-reaching (Respondent 
24, DR). 

 
While Aalto (2003) is correct that perceptions of threat to Estonian identity and culture 

are clearly decreasing, the threat from Russia in a strict security sense is still reflected in 

elite discourses. All four discourses express a healthy dose of uncertainty over Russia’s 

intentions in the Baltic region, although military intervention is not seen as likely (S13, 

S19, S44, Table 7). This uncertainty is understandable in light of the recent Bronze 

Soldier Crisis and the subsequent cyber attacks. Most elites also expressed the view that 

the majority of Estonians still feel threatened by Russia owing to the fact that Estonia has 

not been independent for very long and because memories of  occupation and deportation 

are still present for the majority of Estonian society.  

I hope that military intervention is not really possible, but from the other side, most of 
Estonian people are thinking about guarantees and in these circumstances they are not 
sure that military intervention is not possible…1940 is not that long ago (Respondent 3, 
REF/IC). 

For ethnic Estonians, Russia is still the number one threat and not without reason. Threats 
to security and threats to Estonian culture, they go hand in hand (Respondent 8, EID). 
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While the REF and DR discourses clearly feels that open dialogue and bettering relations 

with Russia are important to Estonia’s future, the IC and EID feel that relations with 

Europe and the West are a good deal more important than relations with Russia (S32, 

Table 6). Because of a strong distrust of Russia, the EID does not feel that dialogue with 

Russia will result in meaningful reconciliation, unless Russia is ready to admit its past 

mistakes. There is consensus among ethnic Estonian respondents that Russia played a 

primary role in organizing the Bronze Soldier riots and the subsequent cyber attacks, 

which contributes to the strong feelings of distrust for Russia among the EID. 

The issue of confessing all bad things in the past has a bridge with the future. I am not 
sure. Usually developments for the future are built on some pragmatic steps. Oil price 
might have more impact on relations then a dialogue about the past (Respondent 11, EID) 

If both sides agree that negotiations are needed then of course we will be ready to discuss 
with them Estonian internal affairs. But in these circumstances when we are very 
separated it is not possible (Respondent 3, REF/IC). 

Definitely the reason was not the Bronze Soldier. It was prepared very much before. Our 
defense police knew it but maybe they were not so well informed. This is all clear that 
this was dictated from Moscow along with the cyber attacks that happened immediately 
afterward (Respondent 13, REF/EID). 

In the period prior to EU accession, the EU had been alternatively perceived as 

threatening the identity of the Estonian state by demanding that minority policies be more 

inclusionary, and as preserving Estonian identity by providing a security guarantee 

against a resurgent Russia (Aalto 2003; Kuus 2002). While the EU is not viewed as being 

threatening to Estonian identity by any of the three discourses (S1, Table 7), the REF is 

more skeptical than the other discourses about the effectiveness of the EU as a 

counterbalance to Russia (S20, S22, S40, Table 7). NATO is more frequently perceived 

by all elites as the real counter toward threatening moves from Russia and there is general 

agreement that the EU has not done enough to support the interests of the Baltic States.  
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Table 7 Statements about the EU                                                             

                                                                                                                                              Factor Arrays 
Consensus Statements                                                                                                  EID     REF     IC      DR 
2* Most people living in Estonia identify more strongly with Estonia than 

with Europe. 
3 3 1 1 

Consensus statements non-significant at  

 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                           EID     REF     IC      DR 
40 The EU responded vigorously and appropriately to the cyber attacks 

launched by Russia on Estonia.  
       4 -2** 2 3 

22 Joining the EU was the only way to effectively combat the Russian 
threat. 

      -1 -4** 0 0 

55 Joining the EU guarenteed the economic development of Estonia.        1   2 5** -1** 
Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                          EID     REF      IC      DR 
1 Being part of the EU is a danger to the cultural and linguistic identity 

of Estonia. 
       -5 -2 -5 -1 

20 Joining the EU was the only means to guarantee the national security 
of Latvia in the present rapidly changing world. 

        2 -2  1 0 

48 EU bureaucrats are keeping a blind eye to the actions on the part of 
Russia, a strategic partner of the EU, and for some reason apply dual 
standards in the energy sector. 

        0 -2  1 -1 

 

The Impact of European Institutions on Minority Inclusion: EU Conditionality and 
Norms 

The four discourses are somewhat divided on the role that the EU should play in the post-

accession period in ways that are very similar to the views expressed by the Latvian elite. 

While all three discourses feel that the EU should have the right to issue judgments about 

the minority policies of member states, the EID and the IC clearly differ from the other 

two discourses in their belief that Estonia should not have to justify its minority policies 

in the post-accession period (S3, S4, S12 Table 8). In this way they share something in 

common with the LNS in the Latvian case. 

I would say that we are now in the group of those accepted countries. When we were just 
behind the door everyone could just make us jump. Now it’s different (Respondent 11, 
EID).  

I wouldn’t say it is a dialogue, but because of the Russian accusations we keep them 
updated (Respondent 2, IC).  
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There is a dominant view among the elites defining the EID and the IC that the 

Copenhagen criteria was sufficient for ensuring that minority policy conforms with 

European standards and therefore the question of whether minority policies conform with 

international standards should be a non-issue at this point.  

The EU has its own values. If Estonia is a member of the EU or Council it means it had 
to fulfill this criteria (Respondent 16, IC). 

This is actually quite normal. Both sides have their own viewpoints and it is clear that 
some things that [Europe] says are taken into account and other things are not 
(Respondent 27, EID). 

 
As with the RRA in the Latvian case, the DR discourse feels that the EU can and should 

do more in terms of protecting the rights of minority groups in member states and that the 

changes that were made to minority policies in Estonia as part of the accession process 

were not substantial (S4, Table 9).  

[The] EU used to have particular demands towards integration policy and Estonia tried to 
reduce discrimination, but after it became a member of EU, national phobias became more 
important than common humane things (Respondent 4, DR). 

While before 2004 one might believe that yes we wanted to do many things because we 
were a very developed European democracy but not anymore. After 2004, there is no 
design, there is no incentive to demonstrate how liberal and advanced we are. It is really a 
pity (Respondent 24, DR). 
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Table 8 Statements about EU Norms and the Impact of EU Membership on Integration     
                                                                                                                                               Factor Arrays 
Consensus Statements                                                                                                  EID     REF     IC      DR 
14* In the post-accession period EU norms regarding minority protection are 

not as  important as Estonian values. 
-2 -2 -2 0 

36* The Russian minority does not require protection because it is not a 
national minority. 

-2 -3 -1 -2 

35 Complete assimilation of the Russian minority into Estonian society is 
the only way to combat the threat that they pose to Estonian identity. 

-4 -5 -5 -3 

10 Ethnic diversity is a valuable feature of society. 5 5 5 3 
Consensus statements non-significant at  

 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                           EID     REF      IC       DR 
3 Joining the EU is proof that Estonia follows liberal policies with 

respect to its minority groups and therefore there is no need to justify 
integration policies. 

     4* -1* 1* -4* 

53 Joining the EU has not affected interethnic relations in Latvia.     -3* -1 1 0 
8 All people in Estonia, including Russians, enjoy the freedom to speak, 

study, and promote their own native language in both public and 
private. 

    -3   1** 4** -2 

4 EU institutions should defend the rights of Russians living within EU 
borders because disregard of these liberties and rights will bring local 
crises of civic society such as the April events in Estonia. 

    -2   1** -2 5** 

15 All people in Estonia have access to media (television, radio, and 
newspapers) in their native language. 

    -2  -1  4** -1 

28 In the past four years, there is a greater acceptance and open-
mindedness toward cultural diversity, including linguistic diversity in 
Estonian society. 

     2   4  0* -2* 

47 Belief in the equality of all people, regardless of ethnicity, is reflected 
in society. 

     0  -1  0 -4** 

Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                        EID      REF      IC       DR 
12 The EU should not interfere or pass judgment on the minority 

policies of member states. 
-3 -3 -1 -2 

17 It is necessary to promote the language, culture and education of all 
ethnic groups and single persons living here, to give them a feeling 
of safety in the present and future. 

0  4  1  4 

18 In the past four years, there is a greater awareness of the problems 
of ethnic discrimination and intolerance in Estonian society. 

0  3  2  0 

46 Estonia is most likely to succeed economically by acknowledging 
the integrity/value of the Russian minority. 

-2  2 -3  2 

Assessing whether or not EU membership has impacted minority integration in the post-

accession period also requires examining the degree to which international minority 

rights standards are internalized by elites. The vast majority of Estonian elites was not 

familiar with the various European conventions on minority rights and could not describe 
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what “minority rights norms” in Europe actually are. Where elites were familiar with the 

FCNM, there was an overwhelming consensus across all four discourses that the 

ratification of the convention was a necessary step in the accession process, and is not 

regarded by policymakers as a tool for guiding minority policy in the post-accession 

period. Like the LNS, the EID discourse argues that recommendations from European 

advisory committees are often not helpful because these advisors fundamentally 

misunderstand the uniqueness of the Estonian situation. 

Estonia cannot simply adopt minority rights standards from other countries, like the 
United States, in the area of citizenship. Occupation is a crucial factor in understanding 
the Estonian approach to these issues (Respondent 11, EID). 

As in the Latvian case, there is a good deal of skepticism regarding whether respect for 

diversity is reflected in Estonian society (S47, Table 8). When asked whether Estonia was 

a “multicultural” society, or whether Estonia was “ready for multiculturalism,” the 

majority of respondents answered negatively. However the REF, along with the EID and 

the IC do see improvement in both awareness of discrimination and tolerance for 

diversity since joining the EU, and in this way Estonian elites are more positive on the 

whole than their Latvian counterparts (S18, S28, Table 8). In addition, the “Integration 

Champions” is quite positive about the ability of Russian-speakers to gain access to the 

media and to use the Russian language in both public and private life (S8, S15, Table 8). 

However the overall impact of EU membership on interethnic relations is more 

ambiguous (S53, Table 8). 

Estonia is on the path to overcoming this Soviet past. Not every foreigner in Estonia is a 
spy. Not anymore. We are on the right path, but we are not there yet (Respondent 11, 
EID).  
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Estonia is not multicultural in anyway. We are not a melting pot. We were 95% Estonian 
and because of WWII we ended up 67% or whatever. So I don’t see multiculturalism 
anywhere. If anything this is biculturalism. This talk is empty (Respondent 8, EID).  

I think so it is changing. People are definitely becoming more open and tolerant because 
young people and students and at least one semester they study somewhere abroad and 
this is the life that we have today (Respondent 16, IC). 

Nevertheless, when compared to their Latvian counterparts, Estonian elites seem to have 

come farther in the internalization of minority rights norms. Despite claims about the 

ethnocentric nature of Estonian society and its “fear of foreigners” all four elite 

discourses view ethnic diversity as a valuable feature of society with a high level of 

agreement (S10, Table 9). Similarly, as noted previously, all three discourses are strongly 

against assimilation as a viable strategy toward the Russian minority however the DR 

discourse remains unsure as to whether Estonian values are commensurate with European 

norms (S14, S35, Table 8). Finally, although Estonia has ratified the FCNM along with a 

definition of “national minority” as “citizens”, all four discourses feel that the Russian 

minority is entitled to both protection and civil rights, and that this “official” definition is 

not important in practice (S36, Table 8). 

The Impact of Russia’s Activism on Minority Inclusion: Language, and History, and 
Reactionary Politics 

The Bronze Soldier Crisis demonstrates that Russia clearly has the ability to destabilize 

ethnopolitics in Estonia. However, what remains unexplored is the ways in which 

Russia’s activism affect the attitudes of elites toward minority rights protection. While 

the majority of Estonian elites across the four discourses agree that Russia’s activism has 

an effect on minority policies, the elite is divided regarding the true nature of Russia’s 

intentions. While the DR feels that Russia does not really care about its minorities 
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abroad, the EID, REF, and IC discourses are uncertain about Russia’s motivations (S27, 

Table 10). While most ethnic Estonians in the EID and the IC do feel that the Russian 

population is loyal to Estonia, the Russian minority is clearly seen as a pawn of Moscow 

politics.  

Yes it [Russia] has an effect. Definitely…Moscow not only in neighboring countries but 
in other countries as well is trying to keep part of the people of Russian origin in their 
hands and to use them in every moment if there is a possibility to do something to 
destabilize the situation (Respondent 13, EID/REF). 

I think Russia has understood that it hasn’t really got that much influence anymore. We 
are out of the influence sphere. At the same time it is very difficult for Russia to cope 
with it and that is why there are hidden measures being used to influence us somehow. 
These are since 1997, the double tariffs, they try to weaken our position in the EU by 
making constant accusations trying to show that we are one-state country within the EU 
so there are other means by which they try to weaken our position in the EU (Respondent 
2, IC). 

Ethnic Estonian elites are united in the belief that Russia’s claims about discrimination 

against the Russian minority in Estonia are unfounded (S51, Table 9); however there is a 

consensus across these elites that accusations from Russia were more likely to make 

policymakers defensive and therefore more resistant toward the development of more 

inclusionary policies (S39, Table 9).  

It is basic psychology, the more you pressure the less people are willing to cooperate. But 
I think Russia… has its own interest, obviously, and on a political level things there are 
more tensions between the countries and I don’t think that a lot of people have said that. 
But on an everyday level in the context of say ordinary people, there is economic 
exchange taking place, and there is cultural exchange taking place…I would say it is 
more on an official political level that it [Russia’s influence] takes place (Respondent 25, 
REF). 

As a matter of fact, criticism from Russia makes it less likely [that integration will 
happen]. Russia’s interest is not for Estonian society to be integrated…because then these 
Russians won’t be controlled by Russia anymore…When there has been pressure from 
Russia then it means that breaks have been put on integration in Estonia…Usually those 
in power don’t want to have [a] scandal and they want to show that everything goes 
smoothly. Whenever Russia tries to stir things up, Estonian elites try to hush things up 
(Respondent 11, EID). 

I would like to say that Russia does not influence our policy because their accusations for 
the most part are unfounded. In one sense it forces us to look at these criticisms but in the 
other sense the effect is rather negative. It feeds the perception in society that we are 
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doing things because Russia says so, when in actuality it has always been our approach to 
do things because we think they should be done (Respondent 8, EID). 

As the case of the Bronze Soldier Crisis demonstrates, Russia’s activism can produce 

defensive reactions among the Estonian elite which alienate the Russian-speaking 

population. While the IC does not feel that Russia has much impact on policy because 

this activism depends upon giving false information, the media was noted as being an 

important field for Russia’s influence. 

Yes, I think for elderly people this is the fear of Russia because they really remember this 
period. Maybe for young people it is not the fear of Russia but it may cause unfriendly 
thinking toward Russia or even toward Russians. In fact youngsters are very international 
and very culturally integrated not just with Russia but with all people, not depending on 
national origin or color of skin but in some situations it [Russia’s activism] may work and 
produce tensions (Respondent 16, IC). 
 
Russians only look [at] Russian television and there was a clear division of opinions last 
April/May but still I wouldn’t think that opening Estonian-Russian national TV channel 
would change the things. Because one of the reasons that Russians are looking at Russian 
TV is because of the quality of the programs, drama series, that we could never provide. 
So basically it comes to the news. But we have already some very good Russian radio 
programs, there are newspapers, all the Estonian newspapers have online Russian 
versions, and people are very comfortable and so they focus on some, and that shapes 
their perspectives on issues but there is possibility to get balanced news and information 
and it is up to the individual (Respondent 2, IC).  

 
Because of the defensive attitudes that Russia’s activism produces among Estonian elites, 

the DR discourse views Russia’s activism as potentially hurting the prospects for 

improving the lot of the Russian-speaking minority. This discourse feels that 

discrimination against Russians does exist in Estonian society as a result of the Soviet era 

and that ending this discrimination might lead to better relations with Russia because it 

would put an end to Russia’s justification for meddling (S51, Table 9). All four 

discourses feel that the Soviet period has had the most direct effect on attitudes and 

discrimination, as opposed to relations with Russia after independence (S5, Table 9). 
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During interviews, the majority of ethnic Estonian elites used historical legacies of the 

Soviet period to justify Estonia’s language and citizenship policies.   

On [the] one hand Russia emphasizes discrimination processes that do happen [in 
Estonia]. On the other hand, Russia uses them a lot for provocation. It seems that Russia 
is more interested in gaining their political goals, than in better living conditions for the 
Russians living here. And the Russian minority in Estonia is like “a card”, which you can 
throw on the table, when it’s needed (Respondent 3, DR). 

 
Table 9 Statements about Russia’s Impact on Policies and Integration Processes  
                                                                                                                                              Factor Arrays 
Consensus Statements                                                                                                  EID     REF     IC      DR 
27* Russia cares little about the Russian minority living abroad in other 

countries and consequently has done little to advocate on the behalf of 
Russians living in Estonia. 

-1 0 -1 2 

45* Minority policy must take into account the threat from both Russia and 
the Russian minority living in Latvia. 

0 0 -1 0 

Consensus statements non-significant at  

                                                                                                                                               Factor Arrays 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                            EID     REF      IC      DR 
39 Russia’s continued accusations of discrimination toward Russian-

speakers in Estonia by the state, inhibits the process of language 
learning and integration. 

      3** 0 -1 -1 

5 Post-Soviet tensions with Russia have led Estonia to discriminate 
against the Russian-speaking minority. 

      -5 1** -4 -5 

51 Putting a stop to discrimination against Russians living in Estonia is 
the basis for the normalization of international relations with Russia. 

      -3 0** -3 3** 

30 Winning over Latvia’s ethnic Russians is not something that can wait, 
especially in the current environment where, the Kremlin lie-factory 
is working overtime to sow discord in Latvian society. 

       2 0 -3** 1 

Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                          EID      REF     IC      DR 
6 It is not necessary to hold deep discussions with the Russian 

authorities over the internal affairs of Latvia. 
         1 -1 3 -1 

11 Ethnic Russians will continue to speak Russian and to get the 
majority of information from Russia, as long as state-run Russian 
language media remains insufficient. 

        -2 2 0   1 

 

As in the Latvian case, attitudes toward language use in society and the importance of 

language for Estonian identity remain divisive issues for elites as a result of Soviet era 

policies. For the EID discourse, it is essential that Estonian remain the only official 

language of the state because the Estonian language is the basis of Estonian national 
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identity and because allowing for more than one official language would remove the last 

remaining incentive for Russian-speakers to learn Estonian (S31, S38 Table 10). As is the 

case with the LNS, the EID views language as the key to minority integration and 

supports the emphasis that has been placed on language learning in both integration 

programs (2000-2007) (2008-2013), as well as the need to protect the Estonian language 

(S33, Table 10). The IC also supports the idea that there should be only one official 

language in Estonia however this discourse does not view speaking the language as the 

only key to integration, but emphasizes also the importance of participation. 

The Estonian language is the language of about a million people and it is a very critical 
amount of people because if there were less than one million people then the Estonian 
language would be danger of disappearance of this culture and language and that is why I 
support the protection of this language (Respondent 6, EID). 
 
Like in any small language, in different times our history, there have been many times 
when the Estonian language was in a very precarious position. In Russian Tsar times, in 
beginning of 19th century, at the end of 19th century, then again in Soviet times, and yes 
we are a little bit afraid of it. Maybe this protection is a little bit strange to other people 
but for us it is a very important thing. In this last meeting with the European Language 
Commission, once again this proposal of [a] second official language came up and for us 
it is like, again attempts to push down the Estonian language. It is very painful for us 
(Respondent 3, REF/IC). 
 
Integration for me is that I [have] respect for [the] laws of countries where I am. Even 
though I am not born here, I comply with the rules. I am loyal. I learn the language. I 
don’t have to know it perfectly but I give it an effort and I try to be part of the society… 
We don’t have anything against people coming to live in Estonia, and becoming Estonian 
citizens as long as they make an effort to learn the language. (Respondent 2, IC). 
 
[Integration] It means that you are interested in the processes that are happening in 
society and you take part not only in studies or work but also in the cultural life and 
volunteer work. You are interested in the processes that are happening in society and you 
do something more than what you do for your job or your studies and then you will 
definitely get back something (Respondent 16, IC). 
 

Consequently, both these discourses believes that school reform in Estonia is a necessary 

step toward creating a common Estonian information sphere between the two 
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communities, and therefore does not believe that Russians should have more control over 

the decision to teach Estonian in Russian schools (S7, Table 10).  

Table 10 Statements about Language Policies and Language Use 
                                                                                                                                              Factor Arrays 
Consensus Statements                                                                                                  EID     REF     IC      DR 
23 Most Russians understand the need to teach young people the state 

language. 
2 5 4 2 

Consensus statements non-significant at  

                                                                                                                                              Factor Arrays 
Distinguishing Statements                                                                                          EID      REF      IC       DR 
33 Learning Estonian is the key to better integration because it allows 

the two communities to communicate with each other. 
          5** 0 0 -3* 

54 The use of Russian should be relegated to the private realm only, 
and the state language should be used in all state institutions. 

          2** -3 0 -3 

31 There is no possibility of Russian joining Estonian as an official 
state language. 

          5* 2 2 -4** 

38 A multicultural society should allow for more than one official 
language. 

        -5** 0 -3** 2 

49 Ethnic Russians and their children should not be granted civil 
rights unless they can speak the state language. 

          1* -5** -1 -3 

7 It is necessary to enhance the national self-consciousness of the 
Russian-speaking population and strive to relax the laws on 
education and language in order to give Russian-speakers more 
control in these areas. 

         -4 0** -4 5** 

24 The education system ensures the development and 
implementation of ethnic minority education programs which 
promote the preservation of ethnic minorities’ identity and their 
integration into society. 

          1 2 4** -3** 

26 Most Estonians are irritated when Russians cannot speak Estonian 
and feel that the Russian community should make stronger efforts 
to learn it. 

          2 3 -2* 1 

34 Many Russians are afraid to speak Estonian because too much 
attention is placed on the fact that they speak it differently. 

          0 2 -2* 2 

29 Ties that Russian-speakers in Estonia have to Russia ensures the 
continued use of the Russian language in Estonia. 

          1 1 -2** 3* 

42 Estonia should drop its defensive attitude toward its language, 
which is often perceived as a hostile barrier to those seeking to 
learn it. Instead, a more positive promotion of the language and a 
kinder attitude to new speakers would improve the situation. 

          0 1 0 3* 

Distinguishing Statements significant (**) ; (*)  

Other Statements                                                                                                        EID       REF     IC       DR 
21 Because of the cultural differences between Russians and the 

mainstream society, the integration of Russians cannot progress 
farther in Estonia. 

           -4 -4 -4 -2 

56 The education system ensures that the Estonian language is 
learned sufficiently by all residents of Estonia, but especially so 
that the younger generation is able to use it freely as a means of 
communication. 

           -1 1 2 -2 
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The REF discourse is also skeptical over whether language is the key to integration and 

sees a variety of other obstacles to integration in addition to the necessity of speaking a 

common Estonian language (S33, Table 10). Respondents in this category also 

acknowledged that language learning may not be necessary for integration. Controversies 

over the different interpretations of history, different attitudes regarding social and ethnic 

hierarchies, and the mobilization of ethnic differences by elites, were all mentioned by 

the “Reformers” as the largest obstacles to establishing an integrated society and were 

given priority over the problems of language learning.  

To be integrated into society doesn’t depend on how well you know the language of this 
society, though it is very important to know it. Personally I think that I am integrated into 
society, even though I don’t speak Estonian (Respondent 9, REF). 

[Integration] is respect. And acceptance of each other to put it in very general 
terms…The message that has gone through, that you need to learn Estonian. But as a 
drawback they think that you learn the language and that is it and I think that a very good 
example that a colleague of mine compared integration to a chair and you know it has, a 
chair can have well four legs and language is only one of those legs. It is one thing that is 
important but it is not sufficient obviously. And I think that is what we saw in spring 
[2007] with young people. Some of them were fluent in Estonian and that is obviously 
not something we are looking for (Respondent 25, REF) 

Language courses will not solve the integration problem in Estonian society. This we 
have seen (Respondent 10, REF). 

The DR is the most strongly against the idea that language is the key to integration and 

feels that the education system, neither preserves the identity of ethnic minorities nor 

gives minorities the Estonian language skills that they need to participate effectively in 

Estonian society (S24, S56, Table 10). In contrast to both EID and REF, this discourse 

also feels that Estonians are hostile toward people who speak their language “differently” 

and that strict language policies in the area of citizenship and education are not the best 
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means for promoting a positive attitude toward learning Estonian (S42, Table 10). In this 

way, the DR discourse shares much in common with the RRA in Latvia. 

While learning languages people need to have a positive stimulus, then it will be much 
easier and faster. And if this stimulus is negative then peoples’ perception of the language 
is different. When people are being forced to learn a language the outcome will be 
completely different (Respondent 4, DR).   

The IC discourse is much more positive than the other three discourses about integration 

in the field of language. This discourse feels that the education system does ensure that 

young people learn the language while at the same time preserving ethnic diversity (S24, 

S56, Table 10). This discourse also does not think that there is much emphasis in 

Estonian society on speaking the language perfectly, but rather speaking it on a functional 

level.  

In addition to language, the two most often cited obstacles to meaningful integration and 

the creation of an inclusive Estonian national identity across the three discourses were 

disagreements over history and the nation-building project. As in the Latvian case, 

debates in Estonian society, over the incorporation of the Baltic States into the Soviet 

Union, create tensions between segments of the majority and minority communities as 

the Bronze Soldier Crisis demonstrates. The failure of Russia to apologize for the 

occupation of the Baltic States aggravates these tensions and produces resentment among 

ethnic Estonians.  

After April there is discussion about the common understanding of basic facts so that you 
know what change of power in Estonia really meant in 1940. But then we have to discuss 
whether you need one common understanding or whether you allow for different 
understandings? This actually has a lot to do with tolerance. In Europe there is discussion 
of multi-perspective history…but in Estonia I am not sure [if it is possible]. But I agree 
that there needs to be discussion and dialogue. The most dangerous situation is if we have 
closed communities. If they don’t discuss then you will have the next monument crisis 
(Respondent 27, EID/REF). 
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There needs to be one official history. The Russian version just doesn’t fit with Estonian 
understandings and unfortunately you can’t have two understandings. Average people 
don’t read history books but if they did they would find out the truth (Respondent 8, 
EID). 

The basic problem is attitudes, attitudes in all of us, even those of us who are responsible 
for integration policies…Attitudes toward history, toward the position of Russian 
language speakers in Estonia, and the attitude toward multiculturalism. We are pretty 
self-centered and nationalistic (Respondent 10, REF).  

There is also a clear tendency among ethnic Estonian elites to define Estonian national 

identity in opposition to the Soviet period and to Russia. When asked to describe what 

Estonian national identity is all about, several Estonians mentioned “democratic values” 

or history as being important and in doing so juxtaposed Estonia to Russia. In addition, 

conceptions of national identity among ethnic Estonian respondents do not accord any 

role to the importance of the Russian minority or any minorities in this national canon. 

Within the EID and IC discourses, there seems to be a strong emphasis on and 

continuance of the traditional nation-state model, with its emphasis on the Estonian 

language as the central feature of Estonian identity.  

Estonians are very proud about their independence because such a small nation…they 
won a war against two big countries when Tartu Treaty was signed in 1920 and built up 
their own state with their own language and I guess it was at a good level before the 
Wars. And the disaster that came after the Wars for fifty years, if I can compare these 
times I would never want back these fifty years… And probably its fear of losing 
everything again is what makes you worry about all these questions about Russia and 
Russian people (Respondent 6, EID). 
 
Most Estonians believe that we have a very heroic past. And this is based largely on the 
idea that we have neighbors that will not let us live as we would like. And some 
neighbors are even more harsh and violent than others. But almost everyone is a bad 
neighbor. And there are some criteria that are common to every nation and Estonia is not 
different in this respect (Respondent 11, EID). 
 
The first aspect is citizenship. The second, recognition of democratic values, respect for 
the Constitution, European values, like respect for equality. Also it is knowledge of 
Estonia, history and common traditions, public holidays and also definitely knowledge of 
Estonian language (Respondent 27, EID/REF). 
 
A person can have a Russian name, but if they speak Estonian, then most Estonians will 
see that person as Estonian (Respondent 8, EID). 
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Key words for me would be to associate the Estonian nation with the land, territory wise, 
I would associate it with traditions, and of course the core of Estonia is the language. So 
these would be the three things (Respondent 2, IC). 

While discussion surrounding the drafting of the Estonian Integration Program (2008-

2013) focused on the need to create a new more inclusive Estonian national identity, 

there is little understanding among elites as to what this new national identity might look. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the core of Estonian values mentioned in the Estonian 

Integration Program (2008-2013) is centered on the Estonian language. Likewise, there is 

a great deal of confusion among elites over what values might build a bridge between 

ethnic Estonians and Russians. Aside from building Estonian society on the basis of the 

Estonian language there is really nothing that suggests a common basis for nationhood 

among ethnic groups. It is therefore understandable that members of the Russian 

community argue that integration policies in Estonia have assimilationist undertones and 

in this way are countervailing to European minority rights norms.  

One Estonian statesman said in Estonian newspaper, that it is important that Russian 
children would not only speak in Estonian, but that they would also think in Estonian...It 
is possible to talk in Estonian, but to think is already called assimilation – this is a 
changing of my mentality. And when we are being told that we have to learn all the 
languages in Estonian, it is a changing of my mentality (Respondent 4, DR). 
  

In addition, the DR discourse views traditional nation-state model of state building that has been 

cultivated by Estonian elites since the early 1990s as one of the largest barriers to creating an 

integrated society.  

How can a multicultural society exist in mono-national state? It is situation when one 
thing contradicts another… But when we talk about multicultural society, it means 
equality of different cultures. And if the state is based on one nation, which dominates, 
the question of multicultural society excludes itself (Respondent 4, DR). 

The biggest obstacle to integration is that in a theoretic sense from the very beginning 
Estonia is very particular and non-modern understanding of statehood and all other 
mistakes are simply based on this. They are simply based on this wrong malicious dumb 
understanding. So if the majority of people believe that Estonia belongs to ethnic 
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Estonians and that’s it and all others are historical guests that are just permitted to stay it 
is very difficult to integrate these people (Respondent 24, DR). 

The REF discourse does acknowledge that the nation-state model creates a problem for 

conceptions of an inclusive Estonian nation however the solution of how to move 

forward is not clear. 

Historically I think, again I would say all people that live irrespective of language they 
should be treated as part of this nation as having a right to say what is happening around 
them and taking part in the things that affect them. But historically language is an 
important question in Estonia. So it is for me personally it is not such a big dividing point 
but I think as an official discourse it is a big, it constitutes a very large amount or a big 
portion of Estonian identity (Respondent 25, REF).  

They still criticize. But when you go to the legal level there is no difference between 
Estonia and any other country with respect to our laws. The problem and the criticism are 
more on the level of feelings. The fact that people have lived here for fifty years and they 
cannot automatically get citizenship, they have to apply. When you compare with other 
countries Russians in Estonia are not new immigrants in the same sense and they feel this 
(Respondent 10, REF). 

 

Conclusion: Explaining Consensus and Difference across the Estonian and Latvian 
Cases 

This study ultimately contributes to theoretical work on the impact of EU conditionality 

on democratization in the area of minority rights by taking a subjectivist approach. The Q 

method asks integration elites in Estonia and Latvia directly about the comparative 

impact of Russia’s activism and European institutions as well as how they understand 

integration and minority rights norms. While EU conditionality did lead to some changes 

in citizenship and language policies in the late 1990s, the internalization of European 

minority rights norms is still not complete, as debates about the applicability of these 

norms to the Estonian and Latvian situation are still present among elites. Integration is 

still not viewed as a two-way process by many elites and questions about the willingness 

of the government to include Russian-speakers into decision-making processes still 
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persist. Respect for the Russian language and attitudes toward its use in society are 

conditioned by historical legacies and therefore tolerance of the Russian language in the 

public sphere is conditional knowledge of the titular language. In addition, historical 

legacies of occupation and the forcible deportation of ethnic majority populations also 

condition domestic understandings of citizenship legislation in ways that are restrictive 

toward the Russian-speaking community.  

In both cases, elites pointed to the double standards between Eastern and Western Europe 

as well as the unique situation of the Baltic States as explanations for why European 

minority rights norms cannot be implemented in their societies. Over time, the degree to 

which domestic actors regard an international norm as legitimate may hinge upon how 

much other states adhere to its tenets.385 Widescale noncompliance by other states may 

inspire domestic actors to challenge the norm’s legitimacy and utility as a guide to 

behavior (Cortell and Davis 2000: 83). While these concerns on the part of elites may be 

legitimate, it still calls the success of EU conditionality into question.  

In addition, the Q method study supports the findings of the previous chapter that 

Russia’s activism does have an impact on the integration process in these states. While 

Russia’s criticism may not always have a direct impact on changing policies it does at 

times produce a defensive reaction among elites and can cultivate and perpetuate myths in 

society that work against integration processes. In addition, elites in both societies 

                                                           
385 Cortell and Davis 2000 cite here Ann Florini. 1996. “The Evolution of International Norms.” 
International Studies Quarterly 40, pp 363-389; Richard Price. 1998, “Reversing the Gun Sights: 
Transnational Civil Society Targets Land Mines,” International Organization 52:3, pp. 613-644; and 
Finnemore and Sikkink 1998. 
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recognize that Russia’s citizenship policy and visa regime has reduced incentives for non-

citizens to naturalize. Finally, the fear of Russia that is still present among Latvian and 

Estonian elites as a result of the historical legacies provides the opportunity for Russia to 

exacerbate ethnic tensions and to incite interethnic tensions in society.  

Despite the fact that Latvian and Estonian elites faced many of the same challenges to 

nation-building in the post-independence period, particularly integrating the large 

Russian-speaking minority and dealing with the historical legacy of Soviet occupation, 

there are important differences in elite discourses across the two cases. Differences 

between Latvian and Estonian elites exist with regard to threat perceptions in relation to 

Russian culture, beliefs in the loyalty the Russian minority, and the degree of ethnic 

divisions across issue areas in each case. Aalto (2003) is correct in noting the trend 

toward the desecuritization of Estonian identity. While the threat from Russia has not 

disappeared entirely, the Estonian language and culture is no longer perceived as being 

under threat from the presence of the large Russian-speaking minority living in Estonia. 

Similarly, interethnic relations are not seen as a threat to the stability of the state even in 

light of the unprecedented violent riots in April 2007, and Estonian elites have come 

further than their Latvian counterparts in internalizing European norms respecting 

diversity. Membership in the EU and the pressure to make language and citizenship 

policies more inclusionary have also not been interpreted as threatening by elites in 

charge of the creation of these policies, despite the early euroskepticism and reactive 

identity processes reportedly at work in Estonia in the period prior to accession. Estonian 
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elites do view membership in the EU and NATO as a means of preserving Estonia’s 

national security as protection against a resurgent Russia. 

The results of the Q method study and interviews with elites in Latvia, paints a different 

picture. Latvian identity is still highly securitized both with relation to perception of 

threat from Russia and from Russian culture in Latvian society among the LNS. In 

addition, this discourse views the increasing use of the Russian language in everyday life 

and the decline in the use of Latvian among the general population as threatening to the 

cultural and linguistic identity of ethnic Latvians and to national identity more generally. 

Whereas the Estonian elite did not question the loyalty of the Russian minority and 

expressed a feeling that these are “our Russians” and “our compatriots” despite the events 

of April 2007, the issue of loyalty among the Russian minority, particularly among non-

citizens, is still very present in the minds of Latvian elites. This view was expressed with 

reference to decreasing naturalization rates and the mass mobilization of protest against 

education reform in 2004. 

In addition, there exists a common ground between discourses in the Estonian case with 

respect to language and citizenship policies that suggests a way for integration to move 

forward. Ethnic Russian elites expressed a level of understanding for the approach taken 

by the Estonian government during the early 1990s; however they feel that the time has 

come for the creation of a more inclusive Estonian identity. There was also a division 

among the ethnic Estonian elite with regard to the emphasis placed on language learning 

as the key to integration. This creates the possibility for emergence of a middle ground in 
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Estonian society that may be able to accommodate the interests and identities of both 

ethnic groups.  

By contrast, the ethnic Latvian elite across all three discourses remains committed to the 

role of the Latvian language as a key component of the national integration program. In 

addition, the LNS and the RRA discourses are in direct opposition to each other with 

respect to citizenship and language policy which leaves little room for consensus on how 

integration may move forward. The IMG discourse in Latvian society would like 

integration to move forward through compromise on issues which would not require 

substantial reforms to existing legislation on language and citizenship, such as the issues 

of state language inspection and naturalization exams. However even the IMG is 

skeptical about the possibility of accommodation and compromise among political elites. 

The OPT discourse is much more positive about the integration process in general and 

therefore is not looking to change integration policies.   

Both Estonia and Latvia have shared a common history of Soviet occupation and both 

states have been primary targets for Russia’s kin-state activism since independence. In 

addition, both states were forced to meet EU accession criteria in the area of minority 

rights and EU conditionality did result in changes to citizenship and language policies in 

the late 1990s. As Chapter 3 notes, important differences remain between the rights of 

non-citizens in each case. Attention to international pressure alone is not sufficient to 

explain these different policy outcomes or the differences in elite attitudes in the post-

accession period. Future research therefore needs to focus on how domestic factors shape 
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the nation-building projects in these cases. Some possibilities for explaining these 

differences and challenges for future research are presented in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 6 
Two More Cases for the “Conditionality Gap” 

 
Scholarship on the influence of EU conditionality on minority policies in accession states 

is divided between those who champion the positive influence of the accession process 

on the development of more inclusive minority policies in candidate countries, and those 

who argue that such positive assessments are exaggerated. Estonia and Latvia are 

interesting cases for testing the effects of EU conditionality on minority rights policies 

due to both the intensity and visibility of international involvement in the development of 

citizenship, language and education policies in these cases (Sasse 2009: 25). In addition, 

these cases have been described both as “success” cases for EU conditionality (Galbreath 

2005; Galezis 2000; Kelley 2004; Vachudova 2005), and as cases that demonstrate the 

inherent weaknesses of European minority rights norms and the failure of conditionality 

to ensure norm compliance (Pettai and Kallas 2009; Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009).  

It is possible to draw different conclusions about the effects of EU conditionality in these 

cases depending on whether analysis stops with policy changes in the late 1990s, or goes 

on to examine how policy changes have impacted the minority situation in these states 

and the continuing development of policies in the post-accession period. On the one 

hand, EU conditionality did encourage the incremental first steps toward minority 

integration in these cases by forcing the removal of some of the most exclusionary and 

controversial aspects of citizenship and language policies. These included provisions of 

the Estonian Aliens Law that prevented retired Soviet military from naturalizing, the 
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abolishment of the window system of naturalization in Latvia, and the removal of 

language requirements for candidates in local and national elections.  

On the other hand, amendments were shallower than envisioned by European institutions 

and several recommendations made by European monitors during the accession process 

were not adopted. For example, naturalization exams were simplified but not abolished 

for the elderly, non-citizens still do not have the right to vote in municipal elections in 

Latvia, regulation of language in both the public and private spheres continues and is 

often judged by international monitors to be overly penalizing, and both states refuse to 

make citizenship “automatic” for children born of stateless parents. In addition, both 

Estonia and Latvia adhere to a restrictive definition of “national minority” and there is 

substantial evidence that minority integration is not understood as a two-way process in 

these states. This is evident in the limited involvement of minorities in the drafting of 

legislation and the dearth of programs aimed at educating the majority population about 

minority cultures, diversity and tolerance.  In the post-accession period, the final word on 

integration remains a domestic one and elites in Estonia and Latvia often interpret 

European standards in ways that are contradictory and restrictive toward minority groups. 

No significant changes to citizenship or language policies have been made in either state 

since they gained membership in the EU and post accession dialogue with European 

minority rights monitors do not point to changes on the horizon.  

Studies of minority integration in both societies demonstrate that the Russian-speaking 

minority remains marginalized with respect to its economic, political, and social standing 
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in these societies. In addition, language continues to serve as the most important marker 

of national identity and as an effective gatekeeper to the full participation of a substantial 

number Russian-speakers in socio-political community. In Latvia, the non-citizen 

population is not allowed to participate in politics at either the national or the local level 

which is problematic for democracy, considering the large number of persons who 

remain stateless and the fact that the naturalization rate is steadily declining. The 

participation of minorities in governmental bodies, state administration, and local 

government also remains low in both countries. The reactions of elites to the Bronze 

Soldier Crisis in Estonia and to protests over school reform in Latvia have increased 

feelings of alienation among Russian-speakers in these societies. Consequently, the 

conditionality process in these cases is contradictory at best, and EU conditionality was 

not successful for establishing full compliance with minority rights norms at the macro-

policy level. As a result, Muiznieks and Kehris (2003) have classified Latvia as an “issue-

specific reluctant democratizer” because of the difficulties that remain in the realm of 

minority policies, and Estonia undoubtedly could be classified the same way (30).  

The major shortcoming of several previous studies on the influence of EU conditionality 

on democratization in Estonia and Latvia is that the analysis revolves solely around an 

objectivist approach that only looks on at the level of policies. This project corrects the 

problem of this strictly correlational analysis (Geortz and Diehl 1992; Checkel 2001) by 

also examining whether minority rights norms have been internalized by elites in these 

societies. By adopting Q methodology to study the effect of international actors on 
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minority inclusion in these societies, this study contributes another tool to the 

constructivist tool box for studying norm compliance and internalization. 

The results of the Q method study and interviews with integration elites in Estonia and 

Latvia reveal that the internalization of minority rights norms are not complete. The 

majority of the elite in both cases are not familiar with European minority rights 

conventions, and understandings of minority rights norms differ substantially among the 

elite in each case. In addition, there are still discourses within the elite that question the 

applicability of minority rights norms to the Estonian and Latvian situation and therefore 

demonstrate that these norms have not been internalized, but rather remain the subject of 

substantial debate. Divisions among the elite over citizenship, language, and history 

frustrate the development of more inclusive minority policies. Finally, there is evidence 

that a substantial number of elites do not understand integration as a two-way process, 

but rather place the responsibility to integrate on the shoulders of minorities, which is 

clearly not in compliance with European norms.  

Is Limited Success the Same as Failure? 

Would the situation be worse in the absence of conditionality? There is little reason to 

believe that the pro-nationalist governments that were in power in both states in the early-

mid 1990s would have made moves toward greater minority inclusion of their own 

volition. This is evident in the reluctance of the government to change policies even when 

the carrot of EU membership was dangling right in front of them. Most likely, the 
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number of stateless persons in these societies would be much larger and the segregation 

of society along linguistic lines would be even more profound.  

One of the most positive effects of conditionality on minority inclusion in these societies 

is that it forced the institutionalization of integration in these societies which may 

produce a “lock-in effect” for the continuing relevance of minority rights in these 

societies in the post-accession period (Sasse 2009: 28). Both states were required to 

create institutions that deal specifically with the minority integration and that act as a 

voice for the minority community. In addition, both states have adopted national 

integration programs, which while problematic, still constitute minority integration as a 

legitimate social and political objective. Criticisms from European institutions about the 

large number of stateless persons and the slow rate of naturalization did lead to efforts in 

both states to increase language training, and as a result titular language knowledge 

among minorities is improving, especially among the younger generation. Consequently 

not classifying EU conditionality as “successful” is different from saying that it has had 

no effect on the situation of the Russian-speaking minority in these societies. The 

institutionalization of minority integration in these societies may lead to the increasing 

salience of European minority rights norms over time (Cortell and Davis 2000).    

Explaining the Limited Success of EU Conditionality 

This project contributes both theoretically and empirically to the scholarship on the 

influence of international actors on minority inclusion in these societies by employing a 

methodology that can reveal the interaction of different international and domestic level 

variables. The analysis reveals that the impact of international actors on both policy 
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development and understandings of minority rights and minority integration in these 

societies cannot be explained through a linear model that links international pressure 

directly with domestic outcomes. Consequently, this project contributes empirical 

evidence to the theoretical claims that EU conditionality must be understood in relation to 

multiple overlapping actors on both the domestic and international levels (Hughes and 

Sasse et al 2004; Rechel 2009). The use of Q methodology allows for a more thorough 

examination of the multiple overlapping lines of causality and issue areas that affect both 

norm compliance and internalization, than a strictly objectivist approach.  

Constructivist theory argues that norms are likely to have the greatest effect where they 

are clear, and where they resonate with pre-existing domestic norms (Checkel 1999; 

2001; Cortell and Davis 2000; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). In areas where minority 

rights norms are vague Estonia and Latvia have developed restrictive policies toward 

their Russian-speaking minorities. Such areas include the right to the use of minority 

languages where minorities live in “substantial” numbers, the regulation of language in 

the private sphere in the areas of “justified public interest,” the definition of “national 

minority,” and naturalization procedures. Consequently, the weaknesses of the minority 

rights framework itself create opportunities for elites to interpret norms for themselves in 

ways that might not have positive implications for the integration of minorities.  

In addition, the Estonian and Latvian cases point to the difficulty of establishing 

compliance with and internalization of international norms where they conflict with pre-

established domestic norms. Both the doctrine of legal restorationism and the role of 
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language as the most important cultural marker of national identity were already well 

embedded before EU conditionality began. Legal restorationism was a central feature of 

independence movements in both states, and the doctrine of legal continuity dictated a 

restrictive understanding of who constituted the post-independence citizenry. In addition, 

the independence movements in both states were framed largely in linguistic terms which 

reinforced the importance of the titular language as the most important marker of national 

identity in these societies. Pettai and Kallas (2009) argue that as a result 

“conditionality…was confronted with a legal straightjacket, which ultimately limited 

much of its effectiveness” (105). 

Consequently, understanding the low level of cultural match between European and 

domestic norms on citizenship and language cannot be understood without attention to 

historical legacies and Russia’s activism. Resentment over Soviet occupation and 

Russification policies, combined with what elites perceive as a neoimperialist Russia in 

the post-independence period, reinforce the need to protect the titular nation and culture 

and make the adoption of more liberal policies toward the language and citizenship 

problematic. Russia’s use of the Russian-speaking minority in Estonia and Latvia as an 

instrument for achieving its geostrategic objectives, fueled perceptions in both societies 

in the early 1990s that the Russophone minority was an agent for Russia’s neoimperialist 

ambitions. While this perception is no longer prevalent in these societies, both the case 

studies of the Bronze Soldier Crisis in Estonia and school reform in Latvia demonstrate 

that Russia is still able to mobilize the Russian-speaking minority in both societies and to 

destabilize intergroup relations.  
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The Q method study and interviews with integration elites demonstrate that uncertainty 

over Russia’s intentions in the post Soviet region is still present among elites and that 

Russia’s activism works as a countervailing force to pressure from European institutions. 

Russia’s activism can produce defensive reactions among the Estonian and Latvian elite 

that alienate the Russian-speaking population and works against the creation of more 

inclusive minority policies. In addition, through its effective use of the Russian language 

media, Russia can cultivate and perpetuate myths among the Russian-speaking minority 

that undercut integration efforts in the areas of naturalization and language-learning.    

Alternative Explanations 

Evaluating the “success” or “failure” of conditionality in these cases ultimately hinges on 

interpretations of the end-goal of the EU accession process: meeting bare minimum 

standards in the policy arena, or ensuring full compliance with minority rights standards? 

The fact that a double-standard exists with regard to minority rights expectations in older 

EU member states and the states included in the 2004 round of enlargement begs the 

question of whether EU conditionality aims at enforcing full compliance with the 

European minority rights framework in target states (Hughes and Sasse 2003; Sasse 

2009)? This project argues that it does. Despite the existence of double standards, the 

costs of creating a minority rights regime, as well as institutionalizing the monitoring and 

enforcement mechanisms indicates that the interests of European institutions are in 

encouraging full compliance in target states.  
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This argument notwithstanding, the existence of a multiple standards with regard to 

minority rights legislation in different EU countries obviously makes enforcing 

compliance with minority rights standards and the internalization of minority rights 

norms more difficult. Noncompliance by other states affects the ability of elites to view 

international norms as legitimate (Cortell and Davis 2000; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; 

Price 1998). The existence of a double-standard in Europe is not missed by nationalist 

minded majority elites in these cases, who use this as a justification for either interpreting 

minority rights norms narrowly or for justifying the lack of implementation in the post 

accession period. These tendencies came out very clearly in the “Latvian Nationalist 

Stance” and the “Estonian Identity Defenders” discourses in the Q method study. In 

addition, European institutions clearly have a pecking order for the importance of 

different democratic norms during the accession process, which is illustrated by the lack 

of an acquis on minority rights (Sasse 2009). This affects the ability of European 

institutions to establish clear benchmarks for compliance and noncompliance and hurts 

the overall meritocracy of conditionality in the area of minority rights. 

 Nevertheless, the lack of convergence between European minority rights norms and 

domestic outcomes in Estonia and Latvia are not reducible to weaknesses in the minority 

rights framework and the problems of enforcing compliance. Russia clearly matters in 

these cases because interactions with the kin-state clearly structure debates about the 

applicability of minority rights norms in Estonia and Latvia (Pettai and Kallas 2009; 

Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009). If Russia did not have a significant impact on norm 

internalization, statements about Russia and Russia’s influence on integration policies 
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would not have produced such strong reactions among Estonian and Latvian elites during 

either the Q sort or the interviews that followed. In addition, elites across all discourses in 

the Estonian and Latvian cases cited historical legacies and controversies over historical 

interpretation as the largest obstacles to integration in the post-accession period. 

Consequently, Russia’s ability to exacerbate tensions over historical interpretation, as 

illustrated by the Bronze Soldier Crisis, belies an important role for the kin-state in 

influencing both integration processes and the internalization of minority rights norms. 

Finally, it is necessary to address the generalizability of Q method study itself. Q 

methodology only requires the use of a small number of respondents and therefore it is 

not possible to generalize the results of Q methodology to society as a whole. It is quite 

possible that if different elites were used in the study, different discourses might have 

emerged from the analysis. Nevertheless, the methodology can be defended on two 

grounds. First, the goal of the analysis is not to generalize to either society as a whole or 

to the total class of elites in Estonian and Latvian society. Rather, the study is limited to 

“integration elites” who have been involved in both the creation and implementation of 

minority rights policies, including the drafting of language, citizenship policies and 

integration policies. The study is limited to these elites precisely because they are the 

ones with the greatest ability to affect the implementation and understandings of minority 

rights norms in these societies. The goal of utilizing Q methodology in this study is to 

tease out the varied ways in which both European institutions and Russia impact the 

development of integration policies, majority-minority relations, and language use in 

ways that may be either contradictory or mutually reinforcing. Consequently the goal of 
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the project is to distinguish how different viewpoints and issues link up rather than trying 

to determine which variable has greater causal impact. 

Secondly, integration elites present an easy test for norm internalization and convergence 

because they are working directly with minority rights policies and therefore are the most 

aware of international standards in this arena. The fact that the Q method study 

demonstrates both disagreements over the meaning and applicability of minority rights 

norms among this group of elites suggests that greater disagreements are likely to be 

found by expanding the study to include more respondents. Finally, Q method studies 

using large P-sets tend to reveal the presence of only four or five important and coherent 

discourses, and this study has revealed four “real” discourses that do exist in these 

societies (Brown 1980; Thomas and McKeown 1988).  

Avenues for Future Research 

Comparative scholarship on EU conditionality has pointed to important variations in 

norm compliance across the Central and Eastern European landscape (Hughes et al 2004; 

Rechel 2009; Vachudova 2005). However, this scholarship has tended to rely on 

objectivist methods of measuring compliance and has not granted adequate attention to 

the role of either kin-states or elites understandings in norm compliance and 

internalization. The theoretical contribution of this research project could be buttressed 

by expanding the range of kin-state activism. For example, Russia is a very different kind 

of kin-state than Hungary, which has lobbied extensively for the rights of its ethnic-kin in 

the neighboring states in Slovakia and Romania (Csergo and Goldgeier 2004). In 

addition, research on the effectiveness of EU conditionality and kin-state activism has 
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implications for Kosovo, which has a large Serbian minority and a complicated history 

with the Serbian kin-state, and Bosnia-Herzegovina, which was the site of large scale 

ethnic violence in the 1990s, and is an extreme example kin-state activism. Lastly the 

inclusion of Lithuania would provide important theoretical leverage precisely because it 

adopted more inclusive policies toward its large internal minorities than its Baltic 

neighbors. In addition, it has two large internal minorities Russians and Pole that are each 

supported by their respective kin-states. A comparison of how norms have been 

internalized by elites across a variety of cases that exhibit different degrees of 

international pressure and different levels of norm convergence would allow for a more 

nuanced theoretical understanding of how and when international pressures affect norm 

compliance and internalization.   

In addition, the results of this study also point to a need for greater attention to the ways 

in which domestic factors structure normative understandings and therefore affect norm 

compliance and internalization. As mentioned previously, both the analysis of minority 

inclusion at the policy level and at the level of elites point to important similarities and 

differences across the Estonian and Latvian cases with respect to the degree of 

convergence between European minority rights standards and understandings of minority 

inclusion in these societies. Latvian minority policies remain more restrictive than their 

Estonian counterparts and issues of language and citizenship are more divisive in the 

Latvian case. In addition, the results of the Q method study and interviews suggest that 

Estonian elites have come further with respect to the internalization of minority rights 

norms. Due to the fact that these cases are most similar with respect to external pressure, 
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it necessary to examine how domestic level factors might explain the variation between 

cases. 

A few possibilities for future inquiry at the domestic level include the level of 

mobilization around ethnic issues in these societies and the linguistic and ethnic 

demography of both states. The fact that truly “ethnic” parties exist in Latvia suggests 

that somehow divisions in society over language and citizenship issues are more deeply 

embedded in Latvian society. The extreme division between the LNS and the RRA over 

language and citizenship issues may reflect these deeper divisions. The party structure in 

Latvia and Estonia seems to suggest an inherent division between the two cases with 

regard to mobilization around ethnic issues in society. Most Latvians support parties such 

as New Era, the People’s Party, the Alliance of the Green Party and the Farmers Union, 

as well as For Fatherland and Freedom, whereas non-Latvians typically support For 

Human Rights in a United Latvia as well as the National Harmony Party (Zepa and 

Supule 2006: 36). These two groups of parties represent opposing viewpoints with 

respect to minority issues. Politicians in Latvia deliberately manipulate ethnic issues, 

especially language and citizenship issues, and play upon ethnic fears in order to win 

votes.  

By contrast, Russian parties in Estonia (Russian Party in Estonia, Estonian United 

People’s Party, Russian Unity Party) often fail to garner sufficient support from the 

Russian community to pass the parliamentary threshold, and Russian voters often support 

mainstream Estonian parties such as the Central Party and the Reform Party. This may 
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help to explain why the division among the Estonian elite along ethnic and issue lines is 

more moderate in the Q study (Berg 1999; Korts 2002). The fact that non-citizens were 

granted the right to vote in municipal elections in the Estonian Constitution may have 

encouraged the moderation of Estonian elites so that they could wrest votes from the non-

citizen and Russian-speaking population.  

Finally, understanding policy differences between the two cases requires examining the 

conditions present in these societies at the point at which they emerged from the Soviet 

period and the differences in the ethno-demographic situation in both states. While both 

Estonia and Latvia received large numbers of Soviet migrants, the demographic shift this 

caused in Latvia was more extreme. In 1989, the proportion of non-Latvians in Latvia 

was 48% compared with 40% in Estonia (Aalsand and Flotten 2001). In addition, 

Russians comprise a higher percentage of the population in the capital city of Riga than 

they do in Tallinn. The highest concentration of Russians in Estonia is in the North-

eastern region of Ida-Virumaa and not around the capital as is the case in Latvia. The fact 

that the highest concentrations of Russians are in the four largest cities further politicizes 

the issue of granting voting rights to non-citizens in municipal elections. Finally the 

higher level of asymmetrical bilingualism in Latvia created a situation in which language 

use in society has been decreasing despite the increase in the level of language 

knowledge, which helps to account for the greater threat from Russian culture that is 

perceived by the Latvian elite.   
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The Way Forward? 

Despite these differences, the way forward toward greater minority integration remains a 

serious obstacle for both Estonian and Latvian elites and changes to minority policies in 

the late 1990s were not sufficient for ensuring the integration of the Russian-speaking 

minority. In both cases, Estonian and Latvian elites agree that their societies are only 

partially integrated society and that serious obstacles to integration remain. There is 

agreement that these obstacles are greater than the sum total of linguistic differences 

between ethnic majority and ethnic Russian communities, however elites lack a clear 

understanding of how to move beyond exclusive understandings of state and nation. 

Finally, this study shows that recommendations by European institutions are likely to fall 

on deaf ears in the post-accession period and that Russia has the ability to destabilize 

attitudes toward integration in both societies. Unless international minority rights norms 

are understood and internalized by elites in these societies, there is little reason to expect 

that they will be implemented in a consistent manner in these societies, which will 

ultimately work against the integration of both older more traditional minorities and 

newer more visible ones.  
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Appendix 

Table 11: Estonian Q Sample with Factor Arrays and Normalized Score for Each Statement 

 EID REF IC DR 
1. Being part of the EU is a danger to the cultural and 

linguistic identity of Estonia.* 
-5 -1.70 -2 -0.46 -5 -2.13 -1 -0.40 

2.   Most people living in Estonia, identify more 
strongly with Estonia than with Europe. 

3 0.89 3 0.98 1 0.67 1 0.28 

3.     Joining the EU is proof that Estonia follows liberal 
policies with respect to its minority groups and 
therefore there is no need to justify integration 
policies. 

4 1.14 -1 -0.39 1 0.34 -4 -1.36 

4.     EU institutions should defend the rights of 
Russians living within EU borders because 
disregard of these liberties and rights will bring 
local crises of civic society such as the April events 
in Estonia. 

-2 -0.81 1 0.15 -2 -0.80 5 1.89 

5. Post-Soviet tensions with Russia have led Estonia 
to discriminate against the Russian-speaking 
minority. 

-5 -1.89 1 0.27 -4 -1.54 -5 -1.61 

6. It is not necessary to hold deep discussions with the 
Russian authorities over the internal affairs of 
Estonia. 

1 0.41 -1 -0.31 3 0.97 -1 -0.40 

7. It is necessary to enhance the national self-
consciousness of the Russian-speaking population 
and strive to relax the laws on education and 
language in order to give Russian-speakers more 
control in these areas.* 

-4 -1.69 0 0.06 -4 -1.53 5 1.89 

8. All people in Estonia, including Russians, enjoy the 
freedom to speak, study, and promote their own 
native language in both public and private. 

-3 -0.84 1 0.37 4 1.18 -2 -0.68 

9. The prevailing majority of the people living in 
Estonia despite their ethnicity, are loyal to the state. 

4 1.39 4 1.38 3 0.95 2 1.07 

10. Ethnic diversity is a valuable feature of society. 5 1.74 5 2.04 5 1.72 3 1.08 
11. Ethnic Russians will continue to speak Russian and 

to get the majority of information from Russia, as 
long as state-run Russian language media remains 
insufficient. 

-2 -0.68 2 0.84 0 -0.17 1 0.15 

12. The EU should not interfere or pass judgment on 
the minority policies of member states. 

-3 -1.33 -3 0.76 -1 -0.32 -2 -0.65 

13. Russian military intervention in the Baltic region is 
not a possibility.* 

-1 -0.24 -2 -0.69 3 0.95 1 0.38 

14. In the post-accession period EU norms regarding 
minority protection are not as important as 
Estonian values. 

-2 -0.82 -2 -0.67 -2 -0.66 0 -0.13 

15.   All people in Estonia have access to media 
(television, radio, and newspapers) in their native 
language. 

-2 -0.77 -1 -0.44 4 1.26 -1 -0.42 

16. The history of relations between Estonia and 
Russia prove that Russians are not to be trusted and 
therefore Estonia can never be a home for 
Russians.* 

-3 -1.23 -4 -1.53 -4 -1.28 -5 -1.47 

17.  It is necessary to promote the language, culture 
and education of all ethnic groups and single 
persons living here, to give them a feeling of safety 
in the present and future. 

0 0.04 4 1.19 1 0.63 4 1.47 
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18. In the past four years, there is a greater awareness 
of the problems of ethnic discrimination and 
intolerance in Estonian society. 

0 0.08 3 1.12 2 0.73 0 0.00 

19. There's reason to be worried, looking at the 
eagerness with which Russia is escalating tensions 
with the West, - is it not the beginning of a new 
cold war? 

1 0.47 -3 -0.76 0 -0.03 0 0.00 

20. Joining the EU was the only means to guarantee the 
national security of […] in the present rapidly 
changing world.* 

2 0.79 -2 -0.74 1 0.50 0 0.00 

21. Because of the cultural differences between 
Russians and the mainstream society, the 
integration of Russians cannot progress farther in 
Estonia. 

-4 -1.64 -4 -1.82 -4 -1.21 -2 0.81 

22. Joining the EU was the only way to effectively 
combat the Russian threat.* 

-1 -0.15 -4 -1.17 0 0.17 0 -0.13 

23. Most Russians understand the need to teach young 
people the state language. 

2 0.81 5 1.54 4 1.37 2 0.94 

24. The education system ensures the development and 
implementation of ethnic minority education 
programs which promote the preservation of ethnic 
minorities’ identity and their integration into 
society.  

1 0.45 2 0.51 4 1.33 -3 -1.22 

25. The geographical proximity of Russia and the 
exposure to Russian cultural influences means that 
Estonia is constantly threatened in the cultural and 
linguistic senses.* 

-1 -0.44 -4 -1.52 -2 -0.77 0 -0.27 

26. Most Estonians are irritated when Russians cannot 
speak Estonia and feel that the Russian community 
should make stronger efforts to learn it. 

2 0.62 3 1.05 -2 -0.60 1 0.39 

27. Russia cares little about the Russian minority living 
abroad in other countries and consequently has 
done little to advocate on the behalf of Russians 
living in Estonia. 

-1 -0.31 0 -0.06 -1 -0.40 2 0.40 

28. In the past four years, there is a greater acceptance 
and open-mindedness toward cultural diversity, 
including linguistic diversity in Estonian society. 

2 0.85 4 1.26 0 0.20 -2 -0.69 

29. Ties that Russian-speakers in Estonia have to 
Russia ensures the continued use of the Russian 
language in Estonia. 

1 0.33 1 0.18 -2 -0.84 3 1.35 

30. Winning over Estonia’s ethnic Russians is not 
something that can wait, especially in the current 
environment where, the Kremlin lie-factory is 
working overtime to sow discord in Estonian 
society. 

2 0.87 0 0.09 -3 -1.01 1 0.28 

31. There is no possibility of Russian joining Estonian 
as an official state language. 

5 1.75 2 0.52 2 0.93 -4 -1.23 

32.  The future of Estonia depends on relations with 
Russia. It is the vital interest of Estonia that these 
relations are as good as possible.* 

0 0.11 3 1.01 -3 -1.18 4 1.48 

33. Learning Estonian is the key to better integration 
because it allows the two communities to 
communicate with each other. 

5 1.66 0 -0.03 0 0.11 -3 -0.96 

34. Many Russians are afraid to speak Estonian 
because too much attention is placed on the fact 
that they speak it differently. 

0 0.01 2 0.72 -2 -0.77 2 0.66 
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35. Complete assimilation of the Russian minority into 
Estonian society is the only way to combat the 
threat that they identity. 

-4 -1.39 -5 -2.09 -5 -1.67 -3 -1.20 

36. The Russian minority does not require protection 
because it is not a national minority. 

-2 -0.61 -3 -1.00 -1 -0.49 -2 -0.79 

37. Russia tries to use statements about discrimination 
against Russians by the Estonian as a propaganda 
tool and as a tool for interfering in the politics of 
Estonia. 

4 1.14 -1 -0.17 5 1.77 1 0.27 

38. A multicultural society should allow for more than 
one official language. 

-5 -1.93 0 0.02 -3 -1.07 2 0.68 

39. Russia’s continued accusations of discrimination 
toward Russian-speakers in Estonia by the state, 
inhibits the process of language learning and 
integration. 

3 1.10 0 -0.08 -1 -0.28 -1 -0.53 

40. The EU responded vigorously and appropriately to 
the cyber attacks launched by Russia on Estonia. 

4 1.40 -2 -0.46 2 0.83 3 1.09 

41. The Russian people living in Estonia are not to 
blame for the (negative) history of Russian-
Estonian relations. 

3 1.02 4 1.52 2 0.84 3 1.08 

42. Estonia should drop its defensive attitude toward its 
language, which is often perceived as a hostile 
barrier to those seeking to learn it. Instead, a more 
positive promotion of the language and a kinder 
attitude to new speakers would improve the 
situation. 

0 -0.05 1 0.39 0 -0.10 3 1.34 

43. The inclusion of Russians into state structures is 
harmful to the Estonian state because Russians are 
sympathetic to the interests of the Russian state.*  

-4 -1.59 -5 -2.12 -5 -1.87 4 -1.34 

44. Russia’s aggressive rhetoric as well as recent 
events in Estonia and Georgia raise serous concerns 
about Russia’s intentions in the post-Soviet region. 

3 0.90 -3 -0.94 3 1.15 -5 -1.76 

45. Minority policy must take into account the threat 
both from Russia and from the Russian minority 
living in Estonia.  

0 0.25 0 0.09 -1 -0.37 0 -0.12 

46. Estonia is most likely to succeed economically by 
acknowledging the integrity/value of the Russian 
minority.* 

-2 -0.69 2 0.92 -3 0.95 2 0.53 

47. Belief in the equality of all people, regardless of 
ethnicity, is reflected in society. 

0 0.18 -1 -0.19 0 0.10 -4 -1.35 

48. EU bureaucrats are keeping a blind eye to the 
actions on the part of Russia, a strategic partner of 
the EU, and for some reason apply dual standards 
in the energy sector. 

0 0.30 -2 -0.54 1 0.24 -1 -0.39 

49. Ethnic Russians and their children should not be 
granted civil rights unless they can speak the state 
language. 

1 0.47 -5 -2.12 -1 -0.35 -3 -1.07 

50. There are things we can’t change about history and 
our past issues, but we can change our attitudes 
toward our compatriots. 

3 0.95 5 1.84 3 1.17 4 1.47 

51. Putting a stop to discrimination against Russians 
living in Estonia is the basis for the normalization 
of international relations with Russia. 

-3 -1.23 0 -0.03 -3 -1.18 3 1.35 

52. In order to overcome the burden of negative 
historical experiences between Estonia and Russia 
it is necessary to acknowledge frankly both past 
and present mistakes so that they will not be 
repeated.* 

-1 -0.05 3 0.96 2 0.73 5 1.76 
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53. Joining the EU has not affected interethnic 
relations in Estonia.  

-3 -0.84 -1 -0.13 1 0.53 0 0.01 

54. The use of Russian should be relegated to the 
private realm only, and the state language should 
be used in all state institutions. 

2 0.61 -3 -0.78 0 -0.26 -3 -0.94 

55. Joining the EU guarenteed the economic 
development of Estonia. 

1 0.49 2 0.58 5 1.55 -1 -0.56 

56. The education system ensures that the Estonian 
language is learned sufficiently by all residents of 
Estonia, but especially so that the younger 
generation is able to use it freely as a means of 
communication. 

-1 -0.26 1 0.42 2 0.86 -2 -0.82 

Statements with an (*) were drawn from the Aalto (2003) data set available at PRIO Replication 
Data for the Journal of Peace Research http://www.prio.no/Research-and-Publications/Journal-of-
Peace-Research/Replication-Data/ 
Aalto, Pami. 2003. “Reconstructing the Security/Identity Puzzle In Russo Estonian Relations,” 
Journal of Peace Research 40:5. Some of the statements were modified from their original form 
by the author in order to balance the number of positive and negative statements or to make the 
statements clearer for the purposes of interpretation. 
Other statements consist of speech acts made by Estonian, Latvian, and Lithuanian elites that 
appeared in the Baltic Times and on BBC News; texts from Estonian and Latvian integration 
programs and integration monitoring; norms regarding the linguistic rights and cultural rights of 
minorities and respect for diversity drawn from the Framework Convention for the Protection of 
National Minorities and the European Charter on Regional and Minority Languages, as well as 
attitudinal statements drawn from the EUMC 2003 Report on Attitudes toward Migrants and 
Minorities. Some statements were modified by the author from their original version in order to 
make these statements clearer for the purposes of interpretation. 
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Table 12: Latvian Q Sample with Factor Arrays and Normalized Scores for Each Statement 

 LNS RRA IMG OPT 
1. Being part of the EU is a danger to the cultural 

and linguistic identity of Latvia. 
-3 -1.40 -3 -0.98 -5 -1.75 -3 -0.93 

2.  Most people living in Latvia, identify more 
strongly with Latvia than with Europe. 

3 0.86 2 0.83 2 0.78 1 0.58 

3.     Joining the EU is proof that Latvia follows 
liberal policies with respect to its minority 
groups and therefore there is no need to justify 
integration policies. 

3 0.99 -3 -1.19 0 -0.02 -4 -1.21 

4.     EU institutions should defend the rights of 
Russians living within EU borders because 
disregard of these liberties and rights will bring 
local crises of civic society such as the April 
events in Estonia. 

-5 -1.89 1 0.40 -4 -1.53 -3 -1.03 

5. Post-Soviet tensions with Russia have led Latvia 
to discriminate against the Russian-speaking 
minority. 

-4 -1.51 1 0.29 -3 -1.47 -1 -0.56 

6. It is not necessary to hold deep discussions with 
the Russian authorities over the internal affairs of 
Latvia. 

4 1.31 -1 -0.37 -2 -0.50 -1 -0.58 

7. It is necessary to enhance the national self-
consciousness of the Russian-speaking 
population and strive to relax the laws on 
education and language in order to give Russian-
speakers more control in these areas. 

-5 -1.97 2 0.77 -3 -0.88 0 -0.19 

8. All people in Latvia, including Russians, enjoy 
the freedom to speak, study, and promote their 
own native language in both public and private. 

1 0.21 -3 -0.97 -1 -0.38 5 1.79 

9. The prevailing majority of the people living in 
Latvia despite their ethnicity, are loyal to the 
state. 

-1 -0.16 5 1.36 2 0.79 3 0.98 

10. Ethnic diversity is a valuable feature of society. -1 0.08 4 1.29 5 1.52 3 1.19 
11. Ethnic Russians will continue to speak Russian 

and to get the majority of information from 
Russia, as long as state-run Russian language 
media remains insufficient. 

-2 -0.59 0 -0.02 3 1.11 0 -0.23 

12. The EU should not interfere or pass judgment on 
the minority policies of member states. 

-1 0.04 -4 -1.21 0 0.03 -3 -0.82 

13. Russian military intervention in the Baltic region 
is not a possibility. 

-3 -1.01 1 0.32 1 0.54 -2 -0.63 

14. In the post-accession period EU norms regarding 
minority protection are not as important as 
Latvian values. 

-1 -0.30 -2 -0.58 -1 -0.46 -4 -1.19 

15.   All people in Latvia have access to media 
(television, radio, and newspapers) in their 
native language. 

1 0.24 0 -0.17 1 0.34 1 0.58 

16. The history of relations between Latvia and 
Russia prove that Russians are not to be trusted 
and therefore Latvia can never be a home for 
Russians. 

-2 -0.72 -5 -2.04 -4 -1.60 -5 -1.98 

17.  It is necessary to promote the language, culture 
and education of all ethnic groups and single 
persons living here, to give them a feeling of 
safety in the present and future. 

0 0.14 5 1.95 4 1.22 2 0.77 
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18. In the past four years, there is a greater 
awareness of the problems of ethnic 
discrimination and intolerance in Latvian 
society. 

-1 -0.07 2 0.87 0 0.09 0 -0.26 

19. There's reason to be worried, looking at the 
eagerness with which Russia is escalating 
tensions with the West, - is it not the beginning 
of a new cold war? 

2 0.72 -2 -0.55 -2 -0.62 -4 -1.35 

20. Joining the EU was the only means to guarantee 
the national security of […] in the present 
rapidly changing world. 

0 0.11 -1 -0.35 2 0.69 -2 -0.65 

21. Because of the cultural differences between 
Russians and the mainstream society, the 
integration of Russians cannot progress farther in 
Latvia. 

-3 -1.37 -4 -1.78 -4 -1.57 -4 -1.42 

22. Joining the EU was the only way to effectively 
combat the Russian threat. 

1 0.29 0 -0.18 -2 -0.49 -2 -0.63 

23. Most Russians understand the need to teach 
young people the state language. 

2 0.64 4 1.32 4 1.34 4 1.56 

24. The education system ensures the development 
and implementation of ethnic minority education 
programs which promote the preservation of 
ethnic minorities’ identity and their integration 
into society.  

3 0.87 -3 -0.96 2 0.88 4 1.56 

25. The geographical proximity of Russia and the 
exposure to Russian cultural influences means 
that Latvia is constantly threatened in the cultural 
and linguistic senses. 

0 0.10 -2 -0.76 -3 -1.20 -3 -0.79 

26. Most Latvians are irritated when Russians cannot 
speak Latvia and feel that the Russian 
community should make stronger efforts to learn 
it. 

2 0.82 3 1.12 3 1.10 2 0.84 

27. Russia cares little about the Russian minority 
living abroad in other countries and consequently 
has done little to advocate on the behalf of 
Russians living in Latvia. 

-2 -0.35 2 0.61 -3 -1.10 1 0.23 

28. In the past four years, there is a greater 
acceptance and open-mindedness toward cultural 
diversity, including linguistic diversity in 
Latvian society. 

1 0.43 -1 -0.22 1 0.34 4 1.59 

29. Ties that Russian-speakers in Latvia have to 
Russia ensures the continued use of the Russian 
language in Latvia. 

4 1.12 1 0.28 2 0.68 1 0.40 

30. Winning over Latvia’s ethnic Russians is not 
something that can wait, especially in the current 
environment where, the Kremlin lie-factory is 
working overtime to sow discord in Latvian 
society. 

1 0.48 -2 -0.45 5 1.67 -1 -0.58 

31. There is no possibility of Russian joining Latvian 
as an official state language. 

2 0.86 -1 -0.26 5 1.81 2 0.61 

32.  The future of Latvia depends on relations with 
Russia. It is the vital interest of Latvia that these 
relations are as good as possible. 

-2 -0.72 3 1.06 -1 -0.39 3 1.03 

33. Learning Latvian is the key to better integration 
because it allows the two communities to 
communicate with each other. 

5 1.57 1 0.19 3 1.13 4 1.56 



328 

 

34. Many Russians are afraid to speak Latvian 
because too much attention is placed on the fact 
that they speak it differently. 

-2 -0.80 2 0.77 -1 -0.22 0 -0.02 

35. Complete assimilation of the Russian minority 
into Latvian society is the only way to combat 
the threat that they identity. 

-4 -1.65 -5 -1.80 -5 -1.78 -5 -1.59 

36. The Russian minority does not require protection 
because it is not a national minority. 

0 0.10 -4 -1.24 -2 -0.71 1 0.05 

37. Russia tries to use statements about 
discrimination against Russians by the Latvian as 
a propaganda tool and as a tool for interfering in 
the politics of Latvia. 

5 1.77 3 1.12 4 1.27 0 0.00 

38. A multicultural society should allow for more 
than one official language. 

-4 -1.69 4 1.22 -3 -1.04 -2 -0.75 

39. Russia’s continued accusations of discrimination 
toward Russian-speakers in Latvia by the state, 
inhibits the process of language learning and 
integration. 

5 1.65 0 0.14 1 0.49 -1 -0.56 

40. The EU responded vigorously and appropriately 
to the cyber attacks launched by Russia on 
Estonia. 

-4 -1.56 -2 -0.40 0 -0.10 0 -0.21 

41. The Russian people living in Latvia are not to 
blame for the (negative) history of Russian-
Latvian relations.* 

0 0.15 2 0.70 3 1.06 2 0.79 

42. Latvia should drop its defensive attitude toward 
its language, which is often perceived as a hostile 
barrier to those seeking to learn it. Instead, a 
more positive promotion of the language and a 
kinder attitude to new speakers would improve 
the situation. 

-3 -1.01 5 1.99 -1 -0.24 0 -0.05 

43. The inclusion of Russians into state structures is 
harmful to the Latvian state because Russians are 
sympathetic to the interests of the Russian state.  

-2 -0.83 -5 -2.08 -5 -1.80 -5 -1.79 

44. Russia’s aggressive rhetoric as well as recent 
events in Latvia and Georgia raise serious 
concerns about Russia’s intentions in the post-
Soviet region. 

4 1.39 0 -0.01 0 0.08 -2 -0.61 

45. Minority policy must take into account the threat 
both from Russia and from the Russian minority 
living in Latvia.  

0 0.15 -1 -0.33 -2 -0.66 -1 -0.56 

46. Latvia is most likely to succeed economically by 
acknowledging the integrity/value of the Russian 
minority. 

-3 -1.23 3 1.19 -1 -0.40 2 0.77 

47. Belief in the equality of all people, regardless of 
ethnicity, is reflected in society. 

0 0.12 -2 -0.78 0 -0.06 3 1.40 

48. EU bureaucrats are keeping a blind eye to the 
actions on the part of Russia, a strategic partner 
of the EU, and for some reason apply dual 
standards in the energy sector. 

4 1.45 0 -0.02 0 -0.18 -2 -0.61 

49. Ethnic Russians and their children should not be 
granted civil rights unless they can speak the 
state language. 

1 0.17 -4 1.67 -2 -0.57 0 -0.21 

50. There are things we can’t change about history 
and our past issues, but we can change our 
attitudes toward our compatriots. 

2 0.70 4 1.32 4 1.52 5 1.79 

51. Putting a stop to discrimination against Russians 
living in Latvia is the basis for the normalization 
of international relations with Russia. 

-5 -1.69 -1 -0.30 -4 -1.50 -2 -0.75 
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52. In order to overcome the burden of negative 
historical experiences between [...] and Russia it 
is necessary to acknowledge frankly both past 
and present mistakes so that they will not be 
repeated. 

3 0.97 3 0.87 1 0.54 3 1.00 

53. Joining the EU has not affected interethnic 
relations in Latvia.  

0 0.12 0 0.02 3 0.88 1 0.42 

54. The use of Russian should be relegated to the 
private realm only, and the state language should 
be used in all state institutions. 

3 1.09 -3 -0.96 0 -0.12 -3 -0.77 

55. Joining the EU guarenteed the economic 
development of Latvia. 

-1 0.08 1 0.57 2 0.78 1 0.21 

56. The education system ensures that the Latvian 
language is learned sufficiently by all residents 
of Latvia, but especially so that the younger 
generation is able to use it freely as a means of 
communication. 

2 0.75 0 0.04 1 0.64 5 1.79 

The same Q sample was used in both Estonia and Latvia in order to facilitate comparison of the 
two cases. 
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Table 13: Estonian Participants and Factor Loadings (N=33) 
 

 Ethnicity Gender Age EID REF IC DR 
1. Estonian Female 30+ (0.6533) 0.1527 0.2242 0.0575 
2. Estonian Male 20+ 0.1678 0.2585 (0.7712) -0.1459 
3. Estonian Male 50+ 0.2914 0.5305 0.4749 0.1151 
4. Jewish/Russian Male 60+ -0.0649 0.2778 -0.1761 (0.7835) 
5. Estonian Male 60+ 0.3805 0.0625 0.4317 0.2542 
6. Estonian Female 30+ (0.7074) -0.0391 0.2409 -0.0470 
7. Estonian Female 30+ 0.1866 0.4943 0.5467 .02879 
8. Estonian Male 30+ 0.3811 0.0189 0.0525 -0.1471 
9. Russian Female 50+ -0.0185 (0.6748) 0.1729 0.3584 
10. Estonian Female 40+ 0.2416 (0.6533) 0.1341 0.0752 
11. Estonian Male 40+ (0.7292) 0.1542 0.2156 0.2839 
12. Estonian Female 20+ -0.0055 0.1585 0.4695 0.4274 
13. Estonian Male 40+ 0.3959 0.4708 0.1696 0.1038 
14. Jewish/Russian Male 60+ 0.2101 0.1622 0.0216 0.1640 
15. Estonian Female 30+ 0.0645 0.1846 0.3001 0.0525 
16. Estonian Male 40+ 0.3823 -0.1104 (0.7495) 0.0733 
17. Russian Female 30+ 0.1966 (0.6382) 0.1868 0.2526 
18. Estonian Male 50+ 0.3756 0.2643 (0.6489) 0.0056 
19. Estonian Female 30+ 0.4049 0.4315 0.3086 0.0626 
20. Russian Female 40+ 0.2161 (0.7492) 0.0135 0.2034 
21. Estonian Female 60+ (0.6678) 0.3472 0.2547 -0.0305 
22. Estonian Male 30+ 0.5356 0.0530 0.4566 0.0646 
23. Estonian Female 20+ 0.1102 0.3589 0.1532 0.1142 
24. Russian Male 30+ 0.1437 0.4538 0.1373 (0.6098) 
25. Estonian/Russian Female 20+ 0.1664 (0.7867) 0.2034 0.0589 
26. Estonian Female 30+ 0.1229 0.0773 0.0084 0.1482 
27. Estonian Male 30+ 0.4904 0.3976 0.3208 0.1401 
28. Estonian Male 50+ 0.4284 0.3113 (0.6559) 0.0271 
29. Estonian Male 30+ 0.4181 0.2536 0.4609 -0.0063 
30. Russian Female 20+ -0.1126 (0.6836) 0.2158 0.5120 
31. Estonian Male 40+ 0.5560 0.3266 0.3515 -0.0775 
32. Estonian  Male 40+ 0.3397 0.3105 0.5102 0.0927 
33. Estonian Male 60+ (0.7915) 0.1409 0.2217 -0.1452 

Factor loadings are significant if they are greater than 2.58 x SE (SE=1/sqrt N, where N=total 
statements). In this case 2.58 x (1/sqrt 56) = >.34. Defining factor loadings are indicated by 
parenthesis. 
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Table 14: Latvian Participants and Factor Loadings (N=32) 

 Ethnicity Gender Age LNS RRA IMG OPT 
1. Latvian Female 40+ (0.8770) -0.0754 -0.0106 0.0192 
2. Jewish/Russian Male 50+ -0.0941 (0.7301) 0.2849 0.1822 
3. Latvian Female 30+ 0.1777 0.4245 (0.7074) 0.3220 
4. Latvian Female 40+ -0.1636 (0.8112) 0.1924 0.1421 
5. Latvian Male 30+ 0.3078 (0.6792) 0.1718 0.2878 
6. Latvian Female 30+ 0.2293 0.4765 0.3019 0.0112 
7. Latvian Male 60+ 0.5013 0.0515 0.4169 0.1299 
8. Latvian Female 40+ (0.6401) 0.0990 0.3506 0.3663 
9. Latvian Female 40+ 0.5001 0.2003 0.1179 0.6135 
10. Latvian Female 30+ 0.5298 -0.0106 0.2462 0.6020 
11. Latvian Male 20+ 0.3002 0.2873 0.2254 0.2666 
12. Russian Male 20+ 0.0205 (0.8482) 0.2149 -0.0335 
13. Russian Male 40+ -0.0924 (0.6440) -0.0834 0.3839 
14. Latvian Female 30+ 0.3394 0.1997 (0.6309) 0.2514 
15. Latvian Female 50+ 0.0953 0.4081 0.2505 0.4246 
16. Latvian Female 50+ 0.3726 0.2968 0.3580 0.5305 
17. Russian Male 50+ -0.3506 0.4426 0.0784 0.5812 
18. Latvian Female 40+ (0.6423) -0.0523 0.2774 0.0134 
19. Latvian Male 60+ (0.6388) -0.2290 0.4555 0.1451 
20. Russian Female 20+ -0.0850 (0.7602) -0.1279 0.1957 
21. Latvian Male 40+ 0.3027 0.5062 0.6184 0.0745 
22. Latvian Male 20+ 0.0971 (0.6848) 0.2244 0.3287 
23. Latvian Male 40+ 0.3964 0.2309 0.3437 0.1180 
24. Latvian Female 40+ 0.4761 0.0986 (0.6625) 0.1916 
25. Latvian Male 50+ 0.2179 0.2663 0.1794 (0.7330) 
26. Latvian Female 50+ 0.0761 0.2409 0.3912 (0.7066) 
27. Latvian Male 40+ (0.6981) 0.3145 0.2514 0.2639 
28. Latvian Male 30+ 0.4717 0.0985 0.5088 0.4255 
29. Latvian Male 40+ (0.7290) 0.3340 0.2582 -0.0273 
30. Latvian Male 30+ 0.3600 0.2624 (0.6220) 0.3621 
31. Latvian Female 20+ (0.6505) -0.2753 0.2382 0.1004 
32. Latvian Female 20+ (0.7642) -0.1251 0.2058 0.1343 

Factor loadings are significant if they are greater than 2.58 x SE (SE=1/sqrt N, where N=total 
statements). In this case 2.58 x (1/sqrt 56) = >.34. Defining factor loadings are indicated by 
parenthesis. 


