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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 Indosi

scholars concerned with demonstrating the positive effects ofcditditionality on
democratic nation-building. This is because pressure from Europstiutions led to
changes in citizenship and language policies in both states in the late 1990geH tvee
impact of these policy changes on minority integration actuadiyains unclear in
Estonia and Latvia, as the Russian-speaking minority remainsinalizgd in these
societies with respect to their economic, political and socaidstg. The Russian-
speaking minority has responded to this marginalization with expresef discontent in
the form of vandalism, demonstrations, and riots, the most recent oh wiare the
Bronze Soldier riots in Estonia in April 2007 and the protests over gogareform in
Latvia in spring 2004. If EU conditionality was supposed to ensure uhiaversal
standards regarding minority rights were adopted by accedsi®s,sthen what explains
these growing expressions that international norms and domestic andergs of those

norms have not converged?

Through an analysis of both international conventions and domestic mipotity
documents, an innovative “Q method” study, and semi-structured intervigtv policy
elites in both states, the dissertation addresses four primsegred questions: 1) Are
domestic policies in the areas of citizenship, language, and educantsistent with
European minority rights standards?; 2) How are European “minaghtsrnorms”, and
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“integration”, understood by policy elites and to what extenttlese understandings
consistent with international standards?; 3) How does normative prdssm European
institutions to integrate the Russian minority influence the developrof minority

policies and elite attitudes toward minority integration in the poséssion period?; and
4) How does Russia’s activism impact the integration processhenddceptance of

minority rights norms by elites in these societies?

The dissertation calls the success of EU conditionality in th& af minority rights into
guestion, by pointing to both the shallowness of changes in citizenstlipanguage
policies in the late 1990s and disagreements over the meaning anthimpayf minority
rights norms among Estonian and Latvian elites. In addition, itréites that previous
studies on the comparative impact of kin-state activism and EUtmoradity on minority
policies in these states should not be so quick to dismiss Rusgiaéice on attitudes
toward integration processes. While Russia’s activism may mays have a direct
impact on changing policies in the direction of greater minamntthusion, it does produce
a defensive reaction among elites and can cultivate and perpétudhes” in society,
both of which work against the integration process and the developmenteofnoloisive

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 2004aas attention to
how the international community can influence nation-building in demaurgtstates.
Several studies have heralded the success of the EU in tamimgatiatisentiments and
promoting democracy in post-communist states through the politicorafitionality.
These studies point to the Baltic States, along with some CantlalEastern European
(CEE) states such as Bulgaria, Slovakia, and Romania, as suweses for the positive
effects of EU conditionality on democratic nation-building in Easteurope (Cooley
2003; Gelazis 2000; Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; Schimmelfennig 2002; Vachudova
2005). Drawing on constructivist theory in international relations, ghogect calls the
“success” of EU conditionality in Estonia and Latvia into questiopdigting to the lack
of convergence between international minority rights norms and donpeditees and
understandings. The explanation for the failure of norm convergegeoga® examining
the ways in which Russia’s activism works as a countervaibnge to pressure from
European institutions. Consequently, this project makes a significatntbztion to more
recent literature that argues for a more “sobering” reflectiowloere 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 miodte other newly
independent states, faced the difficult task “of defending statelamod defining
nationhood, staking out unique claims to ethnic proprietorship over lands that are home to

manifestly heterogeneous populations” (King and Melvin 1999: 113). makenge to
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the newly democratizing, multi-ethnic states of post-communistdeuis to escape the
communist legacy by reasserting national identities, whitkeasame time ensuring the
rights of minority groups living within their borders to reproducertloevn cultures.
There is an inherent tension between rih&onalizing approacho state-building taken
by Estonia and Latvia, which conceives of the state as belongthg tthnic majority,
and therefore promotes the cultural and political hegemony of theritngBrubaker
1996; King and Melvin 1998), andinority integration which requires the protection of
the cultural and political rights of members of minority groupsyels as the creation of
opportunities for their participation in society (Boswick and Heck@2@06; Esser 2000;
Isajiw 1999). Thus Estonia and Latvia have been caught between the tdeseassert
their independence from Russia’s influence, and the desire tor‘r&auEurope,” a
process which required them to take steps to integrate tngje IRussian-speaking

minority.

EU conditionality entails linking the perceived benefits of menibprsin the
organization to the fulfillment of conditions relating to the proteatibhuman rights and
the advancement of democratic principles (Smith 2001:35). The “sucoésEU
conditionality has traditionally been measured by the abilithefEU to pressure target
states to make changes in formal policies in order to malzerghip, language, and
education laws compatible with international minority rights statsl@§€ooley 2003;
Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; Vachudova 2005; Rechel 2009). The shortcomingef the
studies is that they do not extend their analyses to examirtbexipolicy change has led

to the greater integration of minorities into the socio-polittcenmunity, or whether the
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democratic norms that were reflected in accession crivggira internalized by elites in
these societies so that they might continue to guide the developfrramtority policies

after accession.

Latvia and Estonia, which joined the EU in 2004, are lauded as suasessfor those
scholars concerned with demonstrating the positive effects ofcdtditionality on
democratic nation-building. However, the policy changes that accoatptre accession
process have not translated into minority integration, as the Risgsgaking minority
remains marginalized in these societies with respect to @wm@nomic, political and
social standing. The Russophone minority has responded to this riaagioa with
expressions of discontent in the form of vandalism, demonstrationsjaasdthe most
recent of which were the Bronze Soldier riots in Estonia inlAf07 and the protests
over educational reform in Latvia in spring 2004. An analysiswfority policies, as
well as a Q method study and interviews with elites in EstanthLatvia, demonstrate
that understandings of minority rights norms vary considerably atimesEstonian and
Latvian contexts, and national identity has still not evolved in eitlase so as to
adequately accommodate the culture and identity of minority grifups. conditionality
was supposed to ensure that universal standards regarding minority rightaderted
by accession states, then what explains these growing expressions thetionel

norms and domestic understandings of those norms have not converged?

One explanation for the failure of convergence is the influen&us$ia on ethnopolitics

and attitudes toward integration in these societies. Sinceaity ¥990s, Russia has



pressured Estonia and Latvia to adopt more accommodative policies tihgaRussian
minority in the area of citizenship and language through a vasfatyechanisms. These
have included its own citizenship policies, military and economic pressand
propaganda and disinformation campaigns launched in both internationaliorssitand
the Russian-language media. Previous research on the effect obriflitionality on
minority policies may be correct that the desire for mestbprin Western institutions
was the primary motivator for the changes to citizenship and lgequ@icies in the late
1990s (Kelley 2004; Galbreath 2005; Vachudova 2005), however Russia’s actogsm
have an effect on interethnic relations and attitudes toward ititegia these societies

in ways that have been overlooked in previous scholarship.

The reactions of both majority and minority groups in Estonia andd_&d recent events
are evidence that Russia does have an impact on policies and sitittwded integration
in these cases, even if this impact works at cross-purposeswitconditionality and
European norms. Such events include the Bronze Soldier riots in Estolpil 2007
and the subsequent cyber attacks launched by Russia on the Estonian gotettmen
recent crisis in Georgia, protests over educational reform in Latv@aimgs2004, as well
as ongoing debates over interpretations of history. These dwardshad a deleterious
effect on relations between ethnic Russians and the majority popslai Estonia and
Latvia and have slowed the process of integration in both cases. Cartbeqtines
project takes a more nuanced look at how Russia’s activisntsaffex development of

minority policies and understandings of minority rights and inclusion in thesdiescie



The processes of minority integration, the inclusion of minoritits time socio-political
community, and nation-building along the nationalizing model, have been iagcurr
simultaneously in Estonia and Latvia and these processes have atamhpaernational
dimension that has not been adequately studied in the existirgureeron minority
rights in these cases. Hughes et al (2004) argue that condiyoisabhaped by the
interaction of multiple level actors, perceptions, and interests, that treating
conditionality as a linear process is problematic. This dissmrtegsponds to the call for
greater conceptual and empirical elaboration on the influence ohatienal actors on
minority inclusion in Estonia and Latvia by addressing four speearch questions:
1) Are domestic policies in the areas of citizenship, language, darehton consistent
with European minority rights standards?; 2) How are European “ityimghts norms”,
and “integration”, understood by policy elites and to what exterthas® understandings
consistent with international standards?; 3) How does normative prdssm European
institutions to integrate the Russian minority influence the developrof minority
policies and elite attitudes toward minority integration in the poséssion period?; and
4) How does Russia’s activism impact the integration processhenddceptance of

minority rights norms by elites in these societies?

This study goes beyond previous studies on the effects of inmralpressure on the
development of minority policies in these states by taking both aotmgepproach to
norm compliance as well as a subjective approach that problematizeattitudes and
understandings. The degree of convergence between European minorityptaghiesrds

and domestic policies is established objectively through analysisnternational
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conventions, domestic policies, and ongoing dialogue between internationi&brs and
the governments of these states. A “Q method” study and seritsed interviews with
policy elites in both states establish subjective interpretatbri®th the comparative
impact of European institutions and Russia on integration processesgellasas
understandings of “minority rights” and “integration” among politites. International
norms can only influence policies through the filter of domestictires and domestic
actors which can produce variations in norm interpretation (Checkel 1I3¥%;
Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). Therefore, democratization in the areanofityirights
will only continue in the post-accession period if democratic normsiaderstood and

internalized by elites in these cases, and only if these norms continue to gigge pol

This study calls the “success” of EU conditionality on denmtgmaton in the area of
minority rights into question by pointing to the shallowness of changegizenship,
language, and education policies that resulted from conditionalityelagss by revealing
disagreements over the meaning and importance of minority rightis among
Estonian and Latvian elites. In addition, it argues that previous stumhie EU
conditionality have not paid adequate attention to Russia’s influencéteratitudes
(Cooley 2003; Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; Rechel 2009; Vachudova 2005). While
Russia’s criticism may not always have a direct impact lwenging policies in the
direction of greater minority inclusion, it does produce a defengaction among elites
and can cultivate and perpetuate myths in society that work agaetgtation processes
and the development of more inclusive minority policies. Consequently pthject

contributes to constructivist scholarship by pointing to both the impatahamorm
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convergence for the establishment of integrated societies,llathevability of powerful

kin-states to impact the process of norm internalization.

In addition, the results of both the policy analysis and the Q methog ptidt to
important similarities and differences in Estonia and Latvia with ré$pelse acceptance
of minority rights norms. Elites in both societies question both f@icability of
European minority rights norms to the domestic situation and point taldbble-
standard that exists between “old” and “new” Europe regardimgpatations about
minority rights as a justification for not following recommendationthe post-accession
period. Finally, there is substantial evidence that integration isinagrstood as a two-
way process between majority and minority communities, despiteenmghasis of

European conventions on the importance of mutual accommodation.

However, the study also points to significant variations betweenwbecases. The
results of the policy analysis show that Latvia has always tmeea reluctant to comply
with European recommendations, and as a result, Latvia’s policiaa@eerestrictive
toward minority rights. In addition, there is a discourse among lmatwides that still
guestions the loyalty of segments of the Russian-speaking miiresiecially those that
remain non-citizens, and still views these non-citizens as a padMoscow politics. By
contrast, the Estonian elite are united in the belief that thagRussnority is loyal to the
Estonian state. In addition, the Estonian elite is less polarizbdregard to citizenship
and language issues than the Latvian elite, which provides opportuoitiagefyration to

move forward in Estonian society.



These variations are important considering that Estonia and latiaften treated as
most similar cases in the literature on international pressageminority integration
(Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; and Sasse 2009). The forced and encouragetbmajf
large numbers of Russian-speakers to the Baltic region duringothiet period, as well
as the forcible deportation of native populations, has presented a urtighi€lsalenges
for both democratization and nation-building in these cases. In addititoni&snd
Latvia were forced to meet European minority rights standardpadsof the EU
accession process, and both states have been targets of Ratsissm on the basis of
its claim to be the protector of the Russophone minority outside ilefsorEstonia and
Latvia therefore represent most-similar cases in termgliabenges to nation-building
after independence and in terms of international pressure toatgepeir large Russian
minorities (Galbreath 2005: 38)Attention to international pressure alone, however, is
not sufficient for explaining different policy outcomes in the twesesaor differences in
elite attitudes toward their Russian-speaking minoritiesiatians across the two cases
can only be explained with reference to domestic level factorshwhoints 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 statehodny be
independent states only in the interwar period between 1917 and 1939. Bbt#sef

states have spent long periods of their history under Russian canfiot, which figures

! Galbreath 2005: 30. In addition having similartdies and international pressures, the startirngtpof
these states are the closest conditions polit@ahse can get to laboratory settings due to gigiilar
geographical and population sizes.
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prominently in the construction of their national identities and thémorty policies
since 1991. Both states were part of the Russian empire until 1917, dadhelgiwere
independent during the interwar period, they were both incorporated intSothet
Union at the end of World War Il as a result of the 1939 Molotov-&ibiop Pact in
which Stalin and Hitler carved up spheres of influence in East@ropE. Elites in both
Estonia and Latvia define the Soviet era as occupation and consedberdlfras been a
tendency to view Russia as threatening to both state secndtpational identity. The
Soviet period is remembered by the ethnic majority in etatle s a particularly harsh
and difficult period of history in which the Soviet Union treated thiid&tates more
like colonies than quasi-independent states, deporting oppositionists, barkiexg on a

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

In order to reverse the ethnic hierarchy that was imposed durirfgpthet period, both
Estonian and Latvian elites followed the traditional nation-staidel of state-building,
which aims to create territorially sovereign, culturally honmoges nation-states, and
developed a conception of national identity that is based on the idehethmttion is for
the ethnic majority (Csergo 2007: 31). Brubaker (1996) uses theneramalizing state
to denote ethnically heterogeneous states that are “conceivedtias-states, whose
dominant elites promote (to varying degrees) the language, culd@mpgraphic
position, economic flourishing, or political hegemony of the nominsthbte-bearing
nation” (Brubaker 1996: 57). Hastings (1997) definesnidu#on-stateas “as state which

identifies itself in terms of one specific nation whose peoplenateseen simply as



‘subjects’ of the sovereign but as a horizontally bonded societyhtormthe state in a

sense belongs” (3).

The creation of aational identityinvolves the creation of a political community with “a
definite social space, a fairly well demarcated and boundedotgrritvith which the
members identify and to which they feel they belong” (Smith 1991in9addition to
having a collective history that connects members of the natiansfecific homeland,
national identity is built upon common cultural and social mores, vadunestradition
(Sheffer 2003: 11). National identity is only one type of sodaniity: “Social identities
are labels that people assign themselves (or that othégs &sthem) when they claim
membership (or are assigned membership) in a social catdgryghey (and others,
whether members of that category or not) see as plausibly ¢edrtectheir history and
present set of behaviors” (Laitin 1998: 16; See also Tilly 1996). Nideatity, like all
identities is a self conception that is constructed in dialogue aviparticular “other,”
based on processes of identification with and differentiation from‘dtiaer” (Petersoo
2007: 119% The boundaries between “self” and “other” are not always cleamor are
these boundaries necessarily enduring as some primordialists \wmud. Rather,

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

% See also Walker Connor. 1994. “A Nation Is a Natis a State, Is an Ethnic Group, Is a...” in Connor
Ethnonationalism: The Quest for UnderstandiRgnceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, pp. 90:1
Lowell W. Barrington. 1997. “Nation and Nationalisithe Misuse of Key Concepts in Political Science,
PS: Political Science and Politic30:4, pp. 712-716.
% Gellner (1983) notes that there is both a cultaral a voluntaristic aspect to the nation: “1) Twen are
of the same nation if and only if they share theeaulture” and “2) Two men are of the same naifion
and only if they recognize each other as belontgirthe same nation.”
* For examples of social constructivist approachesational identity see: Rogers BrubaKeationalism
Reframed: Nationhood and the National QuestiothénNew Europg€Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996); David Laitildentity in Formation: The Russian Speaking Popafet in the Near Abroad.
10



While all identities, including national identity, imply a “strdiywgoounded sense of
groupness” that rests upon a “powerfully imagined and strongledeftmonality,” 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 of-selderstanding. ldentity

is therefore best understood as “the complete self-concept of @npéhne totality of
points of personal reference, both thick and thin, defining that persdat®nship to the
social world” and identification with the nation is only one point oérrefice (Hale 2004:

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

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

2004: 480).

Many post-communist states in Eastern Europe followed the nasitsnraodel of state-
building which viewed the state as belonging to the ethnic majgravwp (Brubaker
1996; Csergo 2007; King and Melvin 1998) as well as the creation of ratienty
centred around the culture, history, and values of the core ethnic grouth (991).
Most states included the protection of ethnic majority language alarec into their
constitutions and developed language and education laws aimed atipgotsath
majority culture and majority ownership over state institutiorse(@o 2007). However,

Estonia and Latvia took the idea of inheritance further through ¢lielabment of an

Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998; J. Feardra&iin “Violence and the Social Construction ohkic
Identity,” in International OrganizationFall 2000; Snydel-rom Voting to Violence: Democratization
and Nationalist Conflic(fNew York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2000); Liisadikki, Purity and Exile:
Violence, Memory and National Cosmology among HRéfugees in Tanzani¥. P. Gagnon, “Ethnic
Nationalism and International Conflict: The CaseSefbianternational SecurityWinter 1994-95.
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exclusive citizenship policy which led to the effective diserdnassement of the Russian-

speaking minority in both societies.

Citizenship policies have a significant impact on national ideraimd the identities of
various groups in society because “it grants an identity to tiuse receive it and
excludes those who do not” (Barrington 1995:742). The exclusion of ethnic tyinori
groups from official membership in the state sends a powerfulageds these groups
about the meaning of national identity, even if other policies run couatehis
“ethnocratic tendency” (Ibid). Citizenship policy in Estonia and laatas in other Soviet
successor states, has involved “struggles over inclusion and exclusioigemtgies and
loyalties, over the nature and ‘ownership’ of the state, over thgeprelation between
culture and politics, the proper boundaries between private and publiesplaed] the
proper bearing of cultural heterogeneity on the organization of pufdic(Brubaker

1992: 273).

Based on the belief that the Soviet occupation was illegal lglatds of international
law, Estonian and Latvian elites took a restorationist approachetcstate in which
automatic citizenship was granted only to those persons who hekehstiip in 1940,
while all other permanent residents were forced to natur&dstenia and Latvia are the
only two successor states to the Soviet Union who rejected thefderritorial citizenry
which granted citizenship to all permanent residents at the @ifnendependence

(Brubaker 1992: 278).
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Lithuania took the “zero option,” which was a middle of the road approantebe
granting blanket citizenship to everyone resident in the country, anddhe exclusive
notion of political membership pursued by its Baltic neighbors. Tirero“option”
granted automatic citizenship to all those who were citizens fariSoviet incorporation
and their descendents as well as to persons born in Lithuania anahpatiy residing
there. Other permanent residents on the date of the enactmentiizegreship law were
given two years to freely declare their citizenship, withowdidence or language
restrictions (Brubaker 1995: 280). After the two year period, naatan would be
subject to residency and language requirements. The factithaahia adopted a more
inclusive approach to citizenship was both applauded by the internat@mmatunity and

used as a justification by Russia for its criticism of Estonian and Latviangso

In Estonia and Latvia, knowledge of the official language was magaeraquisite for
naturalization, and the citizenship laws that were adopted in 1992 andes@p@ttively
denied certain categories of people, such as retired Soviedrgnilte right to residence
and naturalization. This approach to citizenship reinforced the ethngtodis between
majority and minority groups that were already present as udt rafs Soviet policies
because those who were excluded from automatic citizenship tended Rasbgns

(Barrington 1995: 743).

Separating citizenship policies from language policies in tlstages is virtually
impossible as language is used as a gatekeeper for natwalizad for official

membership in the state (Druviete 2000: 27). Fluency in the natiomgaldga was made
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a requirement for the political, economic, social and cultural rateyp of ethnic
minorities and for “belonging” to the Estonian and Latvian nation. Soe@ipation and
subsequent Russification policies in the Baltic States haveedreatgreat deal of
resentment toward the Russian language and a desire on the pgalaoélites to elevate
and protect the state language. Soviet policies in the areas ofieduaebanization, and
media affected the linguistic landscape and caused widespreadségitoward the use
of the Russian language among the ethnic majority in both Estonieafrid. Both the
demonstrations that broke out in each of the republics in the late 188@kseaultimate

rejection of the Soviet system were largely framed in linguistic t€é@nsnoble 2003).

The goal of protecting the state language was clearly statetites immediately after
independence in both the Constitution and in the Language Acts of both countries
Widespread resentment over Soviet era policies, especially licgp@icies, led to the
portrayal of both Russia and Russian culture as “negative” othéhng iconstruction of
both Latvian and Estonian national identity in the early 1990s. In orgeotect national
identity, which is framed primarily in linguistic terms, thetst devised citizenship,
language and education laws with an exclusionist character tahgrdarge Russian-
speaking minorities (Aalto 2003; Aasland and Flotten 2001; Brubaker 1996;sMorri
2004; Muiznieks 2006). In both states, language became the main toojrabdl $or
recreating national identity and for rejecting Soviet occupatiod garticularly
Russification. The state language has become one of thestleaarkers of national
identity in these states and has served as a tool for bothaiiggahe titular nations from

Russia as well as from their large internal Russian-speaking nmesorit
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The idea of constructing national identity on the basis of langsaysat ia new concept in
Europe. Gellner (1983) argues that language served a centrabfuimcthe creation of
the modern European state system because a mass industriabnethgaequired a
literate, standardized, interchangeable population in order to funati@similar vein,
Anderson (1991) argues that the invention of print capitalism alloaregllhge to serve
as a central tool in the creation of a large “imagined communoityeople, who would
never know each other personally, but who feel affinity for each atieefor other parts
of the territorial nation that they had never seen. In ordensare the emergence of a
single dominant language, “the state marked its ownership owitslanguage both in
physical spaces (place names and public signs) and within the jmdtitutions that
assured state sovereignty (such as public administration, temside judiciary, and the
military)” (Csergo 2007: 6). The state also used the educatioensyas a tool for
socializing people to the national ideology (lbid). Scholars, whonationalism to the
emergence of the modern state, suggest that the importancearkérs of national
identity, such as language, should disappear with the process okingrgkobalization

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

While European integration has diminished the importance of state bmsdanguage
remains an important cultural marker of national identity and tipyalthe secularized
states of Europe, as evidenced by the many states thaussillanguage tests as
gatekeepers to full membership in the political community @@s007; Joseph 2004;
Laitin 1998; Shohamy 2006). Language standardization remains important for detnocrati

states precisely because in modern democracies it is not emmughople “to decide
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together, people need to deliberate together, as democratic atatesnstantly facing
new questions...These deliberations require that other members know dmer argien

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 ofmanon national
identity, language can also be a powerful tool for exclusion in modemmocratic
societies (Csergo 2007; Shohamy 2006; Spolsky 2004; Taylor 1998). Tlsigeisiadly
true across the Eastern European landscape where the calfaps¢h empires and
ethnofederal states has rendered the nation and the state incongrueattibn to the
homogenizing project of the titular majority, language minoritieehmade demands for
the rights to protect their own language and culture on territthréegdsthey consider to be
their own national homelands (Csergo 2007; Kymlicka and Patten 2003). idreaBs
and Latvian cases reveal the tension in democratic societiesdretive need to create
social cohesion and the need to safeguard individual rights. Thadtparof modern
democracies” is that while they are the most inclusive polttiésiman history, there is a
tendency toward exclusion resulting from the need for a high defsmial cohesion,

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

The combination of citizenship and language policies that were adoptestonia and
Latvia in the early 1990s fueled perceptions of discrimination on the@ptre Russian-
speaking communities in both states. A number of studies conductedearthel 990s
point to the fact that the restorationist approach to state-buidthgts emphasis on the
titular language was viewed as unfair by the Russian minbatause it violated the

rights of non-titulars and stripped them of rights that they Halthg the Soviet period
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(Rose and Maley 1994; Smith, Aasland, and Mole 1994). Accusations ofrdisation
rest largely on the fact that only 15% of ethnic Russians in Bstand 22% in Latvia
could claim fluency in the titular language in 1989, and thereforendve emphasis
placed on the titular language after independence necessarily exitiadest number of
Russian-speakers from participating in society (Kolstoe 1995: &9;a%0 Chinn and
Kaiser 1996; Muiznieks 2006a). These perceptions of discrimination on thefphe
Russian-speaking minority reinforced the identity of Russiankgye as “others” in
Estonian and Latvian society, and provided the pretext for both European meolve
and kin-state activism on behalf of the rights of minorities ise¢hsocieties. Debates in
these societies over the linguistic rights of Russian-speaketsr on discussions about
whether this linguistic minority should be considered a national niynarian immigrant

community?

In the early 1990s, the priority of ensuring that national idengiected the dominance
and cultural supremacy of the ethnic majority group won out over tltetaeecorporate
and integrate the internal Russian minority. The desire for baeship in Western
institutions, primarily NATO and the EU, brought with it atfien to the need to
integrate the Russian minority into Estonian and Latvian society caeated new

challenges for nation-building in these countries. Since 1991, @litestonia and Latvia

® For a discussion on the debate between the litiguights of national minorities and immigrant
communities see Kymlicka 1995. Kymlicka arrangenarities on a moral scale from national minorities
who should have same rights to cultural autononmp@sninority group to recent immigrants who he
argues have forfeited their right to cultural awmy by voluntarily migrating. For a criticism ofigh
approach see Parekh, Bhikhu. 20R@thinking Multiculturalism: Cultural Diversity anolitical Theory.
London: MacMillan.
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states face the challenge of constructing a national idensgdban the ethnic majority
culture, while trying at the same time trying to integra large Russian-speaking
minority that is culturally, linguistically, and in the Estamiaase, spatially separated
from the majority ethnic group, into the political and social strestwf these societies.
Consequently, the processes of nation-building and integration have beenngccur
simultaneously in these societies since the mid-1990s. Debates alkiaatship,
language, and education policies are central to understandingsaftynintegration and
continue to be the source of tensions within these societies lagsvibe focus of dialog
between these governments and international actors (Brubaker 1986)akReP001,;
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 dramatisaliyresult of Soviet

era policies which encouraged the migration of ethnic Russiame tBaltic States and
resulted in the forced deportation of the ethnic Estonian and Latvianapopsl The
Estonian state in the 1930s was almost 90 percent ethnically honisgleowever by

1989 ethnic Estonians comprised only 61.5 percent of the population, with thst larg
ethnic minority, the Russian minority comprising 30.3 percent of the papulalrhe
situation was even more extreme in Latvia where the pegerda ethnic Latvians
declined from 75.5% in 1939 to 51.8% in 1989, with Russians comprising apprdyimate
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 smalleSpggtt groups

are also present in these societies. Currently, ethnic Russiapsise 26% of population
followed by Ukrainians (2%) and Belarusians (1% Latvia, Russians currently
comprise approximately 28% of the population, followed by Belarugjar@8o) and
Ukrainians (2.5%). Ethnicity, however, does not determine mother-tongue, as the
majority of Belarusians and Ukrainians in both states also indibateRussian is their

mother-tongué.

The question of how to label and classify the large post-Soviet, predtatyi Russian-
speaking minority in the Baltic States, has been a subject of much deloaig scholars.
Melvin (1995) has used the terniussified settlerswhile Galbreath (2005) uses
Russophone communitje® capture the ethnic diversity of the various minorities that
make-up the Soviet era settlers. Laitin (1998) uses the Reissian-speaking minority.
The latter term has been criticized because it ignores ethifigzences within this
broader categorization and ignores the fact that many ethnic &stomind ethnic

Latvians are also Russian-speakers. Melvin (1995) arguesinthadldition to using

® Data of the Statistical Office of Estonia. PopigiatCensus 2001. Available at: Last accessed Mayrch
2009.
" Data of the Board for Citizenship and Migratiorfafs, January 1, 2006.
8 According to the 2001 population census, approteéigeb7% of Ukrainians in Estonia indicate that
Russian is their mother tongue compared with 41% inHicate that Ukrainian is their mother tongue.
Approximately 70% of Belarusians in Estonia indéctitat Russian is their mother tongue compared with
approximately 29% that indicate Belarusian as thwither tongue. Available at: http://pub.stat.ee/px
web.2001/Dialog/Saveshow.asp Last accessed 3/3/20Q8atvia, 68% of Ukrainians declare Russian to
be their mother tongue compared with 27% that dedlkrainian as their mother tongue and 4% who
declare Latvian as their mother tongue. Availattie a
http://ec.europa.eu/education/languages/archivgdiages/langmin/euromosaic/lat4_en.html Last Acaksse
6/15/2009. Approximately 73% of Belarusians in liatseclare Russian to be their mother-tongue
compared with 19% who declare Belarusian as thether-tongue and 7% who declare Latvian as their
mother-tongue. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/education/languages/archivgdiages/langmin/euromosaic/latl_en.html Last
Accessed: 6/15/2009
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Russian as their first language Russified settlers were aaghnbt only around ethnicity
but were part of the Soviet structure and were class consciodditioa to being used as
a tool of leverage in borderland politics (See also Galbreath 20063. their identity is

not reducible to language use alone.

However, because language has been the main instrument of inclusierchrgion in
both societies, and because language has been a predominant scemsenflietween
the titular nationality and other ethnic groups, the term “Russpaaking” is useful for
calling attention to these issues and debates. The largest nonARugsmgity groups in
Estonia and Latvia are also Russian-speaking and they tend tam@bein common
with ethnic Russians (Barrington 1995: 732). In addition, the size of th@s-Russian
Russian-speaking groups is small in both states so that tms Rwssian-speaking
minority andRussian minorityn Estonia and Latvia are almost equivalent. Consequently
this project uses the termRussian-speaking minorityand Russophone minority
interchangeably to denote those members of the minority commurbtthnstates, who
identify Russian as their mother-tongue or as their seconddgadonly in those cases
where the titular language is not their mother-tongue). As#me time, recognition is
given to the fact that this minority is not ethnically homogenous that while the
Russian language may be the dominant cultural feature of ¢lup,gt is not the only

feature.

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

nations and nationalism and argues that researchers “should avoidntimmaty
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reproducingor reinforcingsuch reification by uncritically adopting categories of pcacti
as categories of action” (5). This project neither assumeghbaRussian minority is
homogenous nor that individuals within this group share one common, idenéter
that being Russian-speaking is the dominant identification foe timekviduals. Several
authors have argued that at the start of the 1990s Russians cdntprese dominant
groups on the basis of their political views and their desirert@in in the Baltic States.
There were those that supported the national fronts and independenderes for

democratic change; those that opposed the popular national fronts ancegrafezturn

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

preserving Russian language and culture (Galbreath 2005: 25; Sdtudksnsky 1994).
In a similar way, Starr (1994) categorized Russians as armkwhio wanted to remain in
the host country and learn the language, one-third who wanted to tetRumssia, and

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

In addition, different categories of Russian-speakers haverheensuccessful in terms
of integrating into the political, social, and economic structurabehost-state. While
some are fully integrated into society, others remain maigathbr separated from the
ethnic majority and from participation in society, either by capior as a result of a
combination of ethnic policies and language proficiency. Othetsstahewhere in

between these two extremes and are partially integrated.témi&sand Latvia, these

differences occur along citizenship, generational and regionaldines.

° See Integration of Estonian Society: Monitorin@2@&nd Djackova 2003.
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It would also be wrong to assume that all Russian-speaketiglaedify in the same way,
as identities are multi-faceted and ever-changing. While ghexess of identity
construction among the Russian minority is an interesting and msearched topic, it
currently lies outside the scope of this proj8cthe same argument about the reification
of groups can be made with respect to the titular majoiiti€stonia and Latvia as well,
which are also not homogeneous. However, the primary aim of thicpmj® look at
how conceptions of minority inclusion have evolved as a result of ekfmessure, and
how minority rights norms are understood by elites in these ssxifthe Estonian and
Latvian governments have developed policies and approaches towardlglseomand
exclusion of the Russian-speaking community, as well as otheriti@aas “groups,”
and Russia has claimed to be the protector of the Russian diasp@agemsip.
Consequently, this project cannot avoid treating majority and mincoitymunities as

groups in the empirical analysis.

The demographic changes that occurred as a result of Sovigblaias sparked fears
among ethnic Estonians and Latvians that they would become a mindhtg their
own ethnic homeland, and led to discourses about the Russian-speakingynasorit
“colonizers” and as “fifth columnists” (Aalto 2003; Aasland and Elt2001; Kolstoe
1996; Petersoo 2007: 124). This perception of threat contributed to theomredti
boundaries between Russian-speakers on the one hand, and the ethriig imagach
state on the other. This boundary is primarily linguistic; however, boutidas are also

drawn on the basis of religion, history and culture. This boundary construction s fue

19 See Barrington et al 2003; Brubaker 1996; Laif84.
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by a nation-state model of state-building and ethnopolitics designgufotect and
promote the language, culture, and social hierarchy of the ethrocitpéPetersoo 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 a@odsagents were assigned
an “indirect, usually marginal role,” however in the post-Cold \iavironment these
variables have become more important for understanding democoatinat Eastern
Europe (Kubicek 2003: 1; See also Linden 2002; McMahon 2007; Pridham 1994; 2005).
One of the primary motivations for promoting minority rights norrheough EU
accession criteria was to prevent the rise of ethnic nationamwng majority and
minority groups and therefore to prevent a situation similar to dahdigons that led to
the violent ethnic conflicts in the former Yugoslav Republics (i§rd¥006). The
inclusion of the protection of minorities into the Copenhagen Criteganinthat states
with large internal minorities would now have to make sure that thi@ority policies
were in line with European standards before they would be adms#tetembers of the

EU.

The challenges of reforming minority policies differ consideraasoss the Central and
Eastern European landscape. Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic do aotyhave
large internal minorities, with the exception of the Roma, and thepaddhave any

minorities that can claim to bhomeland communitiedHomeland communities are
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“groups that claim a lengthy history on a particular territonygd aisually have a
historiography, geography, and literature that tell the link betviee community and the
territory” (Csergo 2007: 7; See also Esman 1994: 6). The main pbltallenge for
Hungary is the existence of ethnic Hungarians in all the oth&rssbutside its borders,
which has led Hungary to become active in promoting the rights ofcedumgarians
abroad. By contrast, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovakia, and Romania, ddangee
internal minorities some of which view the territory on which theg as their historic
homeland. Ethnic heterogeneity makes it possible for elites se th&ates to resort to
ethnic nationalism as a viable strategy to secure and nmapaaier, which could lead to
ethnic conflict. In addition, most states in Central and EasteropBuincluding Estonia
and Latvia, have complicated historical legacies in which teyritdranged hands
between the current state and a kin-state in the area, ma#ting cleavages more
intractable and the creation of minority policies more difficulb ethnically
heterogeneous states, “the goal of democratic nation-buildinga.dsvise institutions
that will lead politicians to accommodate rather than excludeuhgroup” (Galbreath
2005: 46). Consequently, the promotion of minority rights norms through various
European Conventions and through EU accession criteria was a \stdsgigned to
mitigate the potential for ethnic nationalism in new accesdaies and to encourage
democratization by ensuring that states create policiesdaahintegrating their internal

minorities.

Recent scholarship has demonstrated that international institutioses glayed an

important role in encouraging states to amend their minority pslictimately
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contributing to the increasing democratization of Eastern EuropeseTimechanisms
include control, contagion, convergence and conditionality, all of whichbeitliscussed
in greater detail in Chapter 2. The standard practice amongatatization scholars is to
divide democratization into three primary stages: Liberalizativansition, and
consolidation (Huntington 1991; Rustow 197D)The final phase — consolidation —
“refers to the process, often a lengthy one and in a certaie sfways ongoing, of
stabilizing and institutionalizing democratic institutions and jrest as well as the
internalization of democratic norms by elites and massesibi¢ek 2003: 21). In
addition to democracy becoming “the only game in to¥rcbnsolidation requires that
“a state be accepted by all participants as the only legginset of government
institutions” and that “there can be no questions as to the autlaotydomain of this
state because of significant competing identities and loyd#ftasexist within the nation”

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

M Liberalization is the initial period when politic@strictions are relaxed, and alternative vomes
organized and heard. Transition refers to the m®oéregime change itself and the creation of deatc
institutions and processes within each state. géerally refers to the successful establishmeatitin
competitive elections of a viable and effective gmment (Huntington 1991). Consolidation has sphrke
the most debate within the theoretical literatunedemocratization especially with regard to thestjoa of
how you know when democracy is consolidated. Tieeegeneral consensus among scholars that that
democracy is consolidated when under a given sgolitfcal and economic conditions, a particulasteyn
of institutions becomes “the only game in town gttks, when no one can imagine acting outside
democratic institutions, when all the losers wandd is to try again within the same institutionsihich
they have just lost (Przeworksi 1991; See also idgtin 1991; O’'Donnell, Schmitter and Whitehead
1986; Linz and Stepan 1998). Democracy becomessédfcing when all relevant political forces have
the same probability of doing well and when no oar control outcome ex post and the results are not
predetermined ex ante.
12 inz and Stepan 1996.
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While the EU itself does not have specific minority rights r&fmaside from the
Copenhagen Criteria, and the “Framework for the Integration of Tluwh@y Nationals
in the European Union” (2005), the fact that the CoE is a stepping $storfe)
membership, and that the Commission has encouraged the signatuedifesation of
CoE conventions during the accession process, indicates that theseareriniended to
guide policies in EU member states. These norms are embodied‘Eutiopean Charter
for the Protection of Regional and Minority Languages” (ECRNCYE, 1992), the
“Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities” KiD) (CoE, 1995)
and the “Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic RightstafrdaMinorities”
(OSCE, 1998). These documents recognize the importance of thetiprot@aminority
languages and culture and require the state to create apprepndtgons for minorities
to express and preserve their cultural and linguistic identitieddition, state parties are
expected to promote in all areas of economic, social, politiedl cultural life, full
equality between persons belonging to a national minority and théseging to the
majority. Through coordination and monitoring between the Council oddeu(CoE),
the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) ané&utapean
Union (EU) in the accession period, states seeking membership i@ Western

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

There are few concepts in political science that have beenirusedh a varied manner

or have been the subject of so much debate across the Americkurapéan contexts

13 Katzenstein (1996) defines a norm as “collectiveeetations for the proper behavior of actors \&ith
given identity” (See also Finnemore and Sikkink 89Rlotz 1995b).
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as integration® At the most general levelntegration may be summarized as the
ongoing process of mutual inclusion and understanding between the mihority and
ethnic majority in a given society. Central to the concept of iateygr is the idea that it
is a two-way process by which both majority and minority grougg@® in mutual
accommodation. It is also important to note that integration is “agfj@nd therefore
there is no clear endpoint at which integration is understood to be eteghpl
Consequently, integration indicators provide measures for asseb&ngogress of
integration rather than the success or failure of the process as a bk “Framework
for the Integration of Third Country Nationals in the European Unithg"Commission
emphasizes that “integration is a dynamic two-way processutfal accommodation by
all immigrants and residents of Member States” and thatdtiaten implies respect for

the basic values of the European Unioh.”

Democratization in Eastern Europe involves the integration of mie®ritito society
because integration is fundamentally about creating opportunitiesefqrarticipation of
minority groups in social and political life. There are four priyragpects to integration:

structural integration, cultural integration, social integration, afehtity integration

1 For debates on the similarities and differenceéwéen “assimilation” in the American context and
“integration” in the European context see: Alba;tRird. 2003Remaking the American Mainstream:
Assimilation and Contemporary Integratiddarvard University Press; Alba, Richard D, V. N&897.
Rethinking Assimilation Theory for a New Era of lignation, International Migration Review, 31(4):826-
874; Brubaker, Rogers. 200Ihe Return of Assimilation? Changing Perspectivefmmigration and its
Sequels in France, Germany and the United St&#sic and Racial Studies, 24: 531-548;Glazethala
1993.1s Assimilation DeadAnnals of the American Academy of Political and i@b&cience, 530: 187-
202; Mollenkopf, J. 1999Assimilating Immigrants in Amsterdam: A Perspectieen New York,
Netherlands Journal of Social Science, 36: 126NdBwska, E. 2003mmigrant Transnationalism and
Assimilation: A Variety of Combinations and the Ktia Strategy it Suggesis Joppke, C. and Morawska,
E. (eds),Toward Assimilation and Citizenship: Immigrantd.iberal Nation-StatesBasingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan.
15 Communication from the Commission to the Courihi, European Parliament, the European Economic
and Social Committee and the Committee of the ReggiBrussels, 1.9.2005. COM(2005) 389 Final, pp 4.
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(Esser 2000; Gordon 1964; Isajiw 1999; Heckman and Schnapper Z@®tural

integrationis the most directly related to participation because it ingaillre acquisition
of rights and equal access to the major institutions of socyedyl lgroups (education, the
housing market, the labour market, the political system, and seciates), as well as
the ability of minorities to shape the structure of thosetutgins. Participation within
these structures determines an individual’s socioeconomic staduth@ opportunities

and resources available to them for social mobility.

Cultural integrationis defined as the process by which the behaviour and attitudes of
individuals change as they develop competence in and understandinglafgbage,
culture, and social mores of the dominant group in the receivingtgd8erry et al.
2006, Berry 2005; Phinney 2003). Cultural integration is important for both daayoc
and for the multiethnic nation as the ability to communicate isssacéy prior to
deliberative democracy, and as shared culture is importantdatirg a shared national
identity (Anderson 1991; Kymlicka and Patten 2003; Laitin 1998). Horyentdtural
integration also implies that the ethnic majority should understancuthege of minority

groups and develop an open and liberal attitude toward the cultural diversity iy.socie

Social integrationrefers to the degree to which members of different groups are
segregated and the degree to which they intermix. Social integiatolves both the
frequency and strength of contact between different societapgrand is measured in
terms of participation in civil society networks that span intargrdivides (Jandt 1998).
Much theoretical work on social integration has concluded that éweld of social

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

Kupferer 1968; Speilberg 1968).

Identity integrationis the feeling of belonging to, and identification with, groups on
ethnic, regional, local and/or national levels and with the staiss(iick and Heckmann
2006: 10; See also Banting et al 2007). The inclusiveness produced thdeuagty
integration has important implications for the creation of a ethitic community and
for democratization because “loyalty to the state is pagpdrticipatory politics in the
logic of democratization” (Elkins and Sides 2007: 5). Societiesstiatv low levels of
identification between groups and with the state are more likelyoth engage in
violence and return to violence (lbid). Each of these different aspeatsegration are
embodied in European minority rights norms and all of them have towitlo
democratization in that they that define various areas of pattaripf@r 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 efjiation of the
Russian-speaking minority in Estonia and Latvia across theseusadimensions of
integration, but rather to demonstrate that the EU accession preassot sufficient for
removing the barriers to integration in these cases, or fantbmalization of minority
rights norms by elites. Integration, however, is an important connefitis project

because understandings of “integration” by elites in Estonia atdalLare essential to
the continuing development of minority policies in the post-accessiandpéVhile

several studies have recognized the importance of EU conditiomaliheicreation of
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minority policies in the Baltic States, far less attention lbesn paid to the ideational

variant of convergenc®.

This project therefore contributes both theoretically and emfpyrita the literature on
the influence of EU conditionality on democratization in Easteunojge by paying
specific attention to the question of norm convergence in the postiaccpssod — that
is, the ways in which international minority rights norms are tsided by elites in these
societies, as well as the effectiveness of normative peefsum European institutions to
integrate minorities in the post-accession period. Results ldf viierk in Estonia and
Latvia show that EU conditionality was not sufficient for estélohg a common
understanding of either “integration” or “minority rights norms” agalites in these
cases, which has significance for the continuing development of mipalities 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, nsmpber
conditionality is the mechanism which has received the mositiatten the literature on
EU expansion and democratization. Conditionality entails linking theeped benefits
of membership in the organization to the fulfillment of conditionstirgato the
protection of human rights and the advancement of democratic princgstath (2001:
35; See also Kelley 2004; Schimmelfennig 2002; Vachudova 2005). While ithere

clearly an element of the “return to Europe” and a desire to besdli@s a belonging to

®Hughes et al 2004 do look at the attitudes of HtingaSlovenian, Estonian and Polish elites throagh
standardized survey however the study is focuseggional policy and not minority rights and does$ n
look at elite attitudes in the post-accession pkeras it was conducted 1999-2002.
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the “democratic club” that accompanied the accession of the ERthies to the EU,
previous studies on the comparative effect of normative pressuiaddionality have
argued that the latter has been the primary motivator foougaging the shift toward
more liberal policies in the area of minority rights in thee 14090s (Kelley 2004,
Galbreath 2005). Whether the internalization of these norms has fdlltm the
adoption of these policies is an important question that has bised &y other studies

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

By using a variety of “carrots” and “sticks” an organizatiotempts to persuade states
into adopting more democratic policies: “Conditionality thus works orosd/lenefit
analysis and democracy results from a rational calculation” @ek2003: 7). Of all the
international actors involved in the process of democratizationy naamthors have
assigned an important role to the EU. The EU holds out the greatesd, membership,
until the end of the accession process, which makes EU conditiopaliticularly
powerful motivator for democratic change. In June 1993, the European Council
established the Copenhagen criteria for EU accession which eqiaies to make
reforms relating to market liberalization, the protection of humights, and the
advancement of democratic principfésThrough coordinated effort between the OSCE,
the Council of Europe and the European Union, membership in the EU and N&EO w
made conditional on changes in citizenship and language policiesonidcand Latvia

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

YEuropean Commissioccession Criteridvailable at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/enlargement_praaesssion_process/criteria/index_en.htm Last
Accessed: 6/15/2009.
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The positive effect of the EU accession process on minority igelia Estonia and
Latvia has been well documented and for the most part evaluatedvedgsiti
Conventional wisdom argues that it was the role of the EU in ngaklear the
conditionality of membership that ultimately influenced changescitizenship and
language legislation in Estonia and Latvia in the late 1990sppssed to normative
pressure or kin-state activism. The negotiations that took plaveedr® European
institutions and these governments over minority policy prior to Edésston has been
the subject of a large body of literature which will be disedssore thoroughly in
Chapter 3 (Brosig 2006; Chinn and Kaiser 1996; D.J. Smith 2003; Hogan-Braln et
2007; Kelley 2004; Moris 2004; Muiznieks 2006; Reinikainen 1999). Conditiordadty
result in the abolition of the window-system of naturalization irvieatthe removal of
language requirements for candidates running for national and llecaioe in both
states, the establishment of national integration programs in batds,ssimplified
naturalization for children born of stateless parents and attentitmetaeed to make
language exams more accessible in order to reduce the largpemofrstateless citizens
in these states. Consequently, EU accession did affect the batidimg project in
Estonia and Latvia to the extent that these changes in mipatity contributed to the

creation of more inclusive minority policies in the area of citizenship anddgegu

However, policy change alone is not sufficient for declaring Estand Latvia to be
“success” cases for the positive effects of EU conditionalitylemocratization in the
area of minority rights. First of all, the changes that wesslento citizenship and

language laws in Estonia and Latvia in the late 1990s, did not reailbuaportant
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barriers to integration in these cases and in many instancBsiglsean minority remains
marginalized and not integrated in these societies. Secondly, déspiéxistence of a
minority rights framework in Europe, interpretations of those normd the
implementation of minority policies remain the purview of stalesea Consequently,
Estonia and Latvia have developed different conceptions with regard partin@pation
of the Russian minority in society, especially with regard topdicipation of non-
citizens. As a result, the inability of a large portion of thesRusminority to participate
in the political process at the local level in Latvia remainsedous challenge for
democracy. In addition, the changes made to citizenship polrciestonia and Latvia as
a result of conditionality were often undercut by either new daolesgfislation or by the
interpretations given to existing legislation. Finally, conditidgadlid not produce a
consensus regarding understandings of either “integration” or “iyineghts norms”
among Estonian and Latvian elites which has made the continuing deeelom
minority policies in these states highly conflictual, especiallthe Latvian case. These

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

If EU conditionality was supposed to ensure that candidate countrieplycamth
European minority rights norms, and if accession to the EU was ancatibn of
success in this domain, then what explains the fact that elitestonian and Latvia have
emerged from the accession process with different and confliotgrstandings of
minority rights and minority integration? Pressure from Europeatitutisns alone
cannot explain the varied outcomes with respect to elite underggandfnminority

inclusion in the Estonian and Latvian cases. Understanding the lisutambss of EU
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conditionality in these cases requires going beyond processegfraicd a focus on policy
change alone. Previous studies on the importance of EU conditionalitythé
development minority policies in Estonia and Latvia have not paid adegtiantion to
Russia’s influence on integration process. In the wake of the BiSalkker Crisis in
Estonia and protests over educational reform in Latvia, scholardbbgua to address in
a more systematic way the various ways that Russia’s sotigan influence majority-
minority relations in these societies (Berg and Ehin 2009; ERa(®; Korts 2009;
Muiznieks 2009; Zepa et al 2004; 2005). By problematizing elite perceptbns
international pressure, it is possible to determine not simggther pressure from
European institutions and Russia affect policy making,hiout these pressures interact
with each other and with domestic variables in ways that shapeuelilerstandings of
minority inclusion. The ways in which Russia is able to mobilidmie fears in these
societies is an important part of the explanation for why dédditionality was not
successful in producing an internalization of minority rights normsrg substantial

numbers of Estonian and Latvian elites.

Russia’s Activism in Estonia and Latvia

In addition to pressure from European institutions, Estonia and Lataidhale to deal

with both criticism and pressure from Russia to change their minority mlRiessia has
employed a variety of strategies to coerce the Estonian @wthh governments to make
Russian a second official language and to allow for dual citmenSeveral authors
point to the fact that Russia has repeatedly proclaimed itdedf protector” of the
Russian diaspora throughout the 1990s, and consequently many studies focas on th
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motivations behind Russia’s actions or the tensions these proclamatchge between
Russia and its neighboring states (Berg and Ehin 2009; Brubaker 199siB8W1p04;

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

Immediately after the Baltic States declared independencecdviobegan attacking
citizenship and language initiatives and delayed withdrawingritsy (Brown 2006;
Ozolins 2003; Rannut 1994; Simonsen 2001; Verdery 1996). In rhetoric, Russian
politicians linked troop withdrawal to the citizenship legislation in Estonia atdd.and
to the situation of the Russian minority in general. Russia hasaglglied economic
sanctions against both states several times since 1991 (Morris52@)8Bugajski 2004).
The primary platform for Russia’s criticisms of Estonian amatlivian policies has been
European institutions and Russia has brought claims of discriminmapeatedly before
the UN, the CoE, the OSCE, and the EU. However, despite Russaiss af human
rights abuses, none of the human rights missions dispatched to thefoegidrevidence
of systematic violations of human rights (Ozolins 2003: 219). FinallysiRusas used
the Russian-language media to launch propaganda and disinformationgresrggainst
Estonia and Latvia in the hopes of both mobilizing the Russian-speatimayity and

discrediting Estonia and Latvia in the eyes of Western monitors.

The newest wave of criticism against Estonia came concettmeniggmoval of the Bronze
Soldier, a statue to commemorate the Soviet soldiers who died ir,\Wh downtown
Tallinn. The timing of these criticisms coincided with attacksEstonian governmental
websites, which led to accusations of Russia’s involvement in tlaekattand in

orchestrating the riots over the statues removal which occomeflpril 26-28 2007.
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Russia has spoken out against school reform in both countries, which seQussian
schools to transition to teaching 60% of their curriculum in theatittdnguage, and
helped to both fund and organize protests against the reform in liatg@ing 2004.
This activism intensifies the security discourse concerningdgithstate which is already
deeply imbedded in Estonia and Latvia as a result of the Soviepatcan (Feldman

2001).

Bilateral relations between these states and Russia have teemtous since these
states gained independence, and disputes over the retreat abvibe &8my, border
demarcations, interpretations of history, the removal of monuments, amndyene
resources, to name a few, have been continual sources of tens®fedrhof Russia is
historically rooted and the view of Russia as an unstable neighé#omiust be viewed

with suspicion is still very much present among elites and witiese societies more
generally (Brubaker 1996; Made 2003; Petersoo 2007: 129; Tabuns 2006: 25).
Consequently, those studies which look strictly at the success ssiaRuactivism in
influencing policy changes in the direction of increased minorityigich in these states
miss the many varied and subtle ways that Russia isBldlto 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 congulitat the history
of foreign domination, particularly by the Russian Empire and tarSoviet Union.
This history has involved reversals of cultural supremacy betvirestitular majority and
the Russian minority, as well as struggles for control over tleans of cultural

reproduction. Consequently, normative pressure to create more incluanaeityn
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policies and the internalization of these norms by elites mudiiteeed through the
historical legacies of Soviet occupation, which created chatigngthnic demographies

and the politicization of minority issues in both cases.

The question that has not been systematically addressed in thhegdiistature concerns
the impact that Russia’s activism has had on the development of tyipolicies, and
particularly, the effect this has had on attitudes toward theofdlee Russian language in
society and the inclusion of the Russian-speaking minority more gené&taliylts of this
research illustrate that Russia’s activism does have an ingacttitudes toward
language use and integration in both societies. Russia’s onticien produces
reactionary tendencies among titular elites in both statdsnbh&e the Russophone
minority distrustful of the government and the ethnic majority pdula Events
surrounding the Bronze Soldier riots in Estonia and protests over scfoyol re Latvia,
which will be discussed in-depth in Chapter 4, provide illustrations of Rowsia’s
activism works against the process of integration and mutual acodation between
minority and majority communities. Interviews with Estonian and baatvelites show
that the Soviet legacy of forced migrations and the accompamgportations of the
ethnic majority population are still very present in the mindselite#fs and that in many
cases these historical memories impact the ability of ike tel “sympathize” with the
situation of the Russian minority and to compromise on language arehship issues,
thereby developing more inclusive conceptions of national identitydditian, Russia’s

activism has perpetuated myths in both societies which work ageitegiration
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processes by creating apathy toward naturalization and lantpeErgeng among

substantial numbers of the Russian minority.

Methodology

There is a large body of literature within the constructiviseaech agenda which
examines why convergence between international norms and dorpebties may
remain incomplete despite the official adoption of international noithe primary
explanation for this is that the adoption of norms and the understandihgsef norms

by different states can vary in relation to their domestigctires, cultures, and rules
(Burnell 1994; Checkel 199; 2001; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Pridham 1999;
Vachudova and Snyder 1997). This literature also considers, in addition stitom
structures, such things as the role of domestic agents, timntpaapabilities of elites,
and the framing activities of non-state actors as keyabis affecting norm
implementation (Checkel 2001; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Keck and Sikkink 1998;
Risse et al 1999; Sikkink 1993). This project makes a significantilsotion to the latter

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

In order to determin@ow international pressure from European institutions and Russia
affects understandings of minority rights and integration bg<lit Estonia and Latvia,
this project utilizes a mixture of qualitative and quantitatiwthads. In order to examine
the comparative impact of European institutions and Russia’s actosnsthe adoption
and internalization of minority rights norms both before and afteesatmn, it is
necessary to utilize both an "objective” approach which measuepliance with

international standards at the macro policy level as well ‘&lgective” micro-level
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approach which measures the attitudes of elites toward thefsrenif types of
international pressure, as well as their own understandings of tgirrgghts and

minority inclusion.

Measuring Norm Compliance and Internalization at the Macro-level

In a similar project, Checkel (1999) examines how norms promotatieofCoE have
influenced debates over citizenship in Germany. This project employs his methoidolog
order to examine the convergence between European minority ngiths and domestic
policies in Estonia and Latvia. Establishing understandings of integration inctseseat
the macro-level is done through content analysis of official pal@yuments, including
Constitutions, language laws, citizenship laws, education laws, agtatibn programs
in each case. There is a large literature on this subjecthanefdre this project makes
use of both primary and secondary sources. These understandings are thendceitipare
an analysis of how norms are understood at the European level, adieininovarious
European Conventions, recommendations, and accession criteria. Measunplgance
with international norms necessitates looking at convergence beting®national
standards and existing minority policies, as well the ongoing dialbgtween European
institutions and these national governments regarding national mipalities. This
dialogue takes place primarily in the form of country reportsadficial responses from
governments. Analysis of the continued dialog between the variousoaglzommittees
on minority rights and the Estonian and Latvian governments in the questsion
period, which are also published in regular reports, point to arelegjisfation 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 internattandards in
the post-accession period. The external or objectivist approach to cwmpliance
examines whether behavior is congruent with international normsvewcomparing
behavior to norms works only to show the irrelevance of norms, but cannot
unambiguously demonstrate their positive impact” (Goertz and Diehl 8a22: This is
because it is impossible to determine whether self-interesbons led to the given
behavior. Therefore, it is necessary also to take an “intern&sulnjectivist” approach,
which looks not only at whether domestic policies are congruent widrnational
standards, but also whether the beliefs of elites responsible héorcontinuing
development and implementation of minority rights standards in twsdries are also
congruent with international standards (Goertz and Diehl 1992: 64&)eAnicro-level,
interviews with policy elites and members of civil society ngransights into how
individuals responsible for the creation and implementation of mingodlcies
understand integration and international minority rights norms in teesss. Scholarship
on norm compliance has been criticized for relying upon correldtiarguments
(Checkel 2001). This project avoids this pitfall by looking not only atcibregruence
between national policies and international minority rights normsbypw@xploring the
motivations and attitudes that affect whether elites choose tie abi not abide by

international standards in the post-accession period (Checkel 20012 554).

18 Checkel (2001) cites as examples John IkenbedyCirarles Kupchan. 1990. “Socialization and
Hegemonic Power.International Organizatio®4(3), pp. 283-315; Abram Chayes and Antonia Handle
Chayes. 1993. “On Compliancéiternational Organizatiod7(2), pp. 175-204.
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Assessing the Influence of European Institutions and Ruwssi Activism: Q
Methodology

Understanding not justhether,but how, pressure from European institutions and Russia
influence understandings of minority integration and the development wdrityi
policies requires a multi-method approach. It is possible to deterttmneomparative
influence of European institutions and Russia on minority policiesdnyparing the
timing of EU conditionality and Russia’s activism to changeshi development of
minority policies. The problem with this approach is that thesespres were occurring
simultaneously and therefore it is difficult to disentangle ffeceof EU conditionality,
normative pressure from European institutions and Russia’s activibm. rational
conclusion to such an analysis is that EU conditionality has the greatesho#lbecause

it offers the largest benefit for compliance.

This type of an approach overlooks the ways in which Russia’s smti@nd historical
legacies impact the decisions of policymakers and the attitudetites toward the
Russian-speaking minority and integration. Russia’s activism cak w more than one
direction and have varied effects on the policymaking process. indgile several
studies have pointed to the existence of several discourses instwstes regarding
Russia, the EU, and the issue of minority integration, there haverimestudies which
have focused on whether these discourses resonate with theesigessible for creation
of minority policies and for the ongoing development of integrationcigsliin these

cases in the post-accession period.
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Q-methodology makes it possible to ask elites responsible for nyipadities how both
recommendations from European institutions and pressure from Russta the
development of minority policies as well as understandings of atiegr Q
methodology is a technique which asks respondents to sort a sestsenhents (Q
sample), drawn from the larger discourse surrounding a given topic, on a scasgfesmm
to disagree. Sorting statements along a spectrum is an improvemetgahaques that
ask respondents how strongly they agree or disagree with individtedngnts, because
it allows the researcher to examine the comparative importance of dlifeéatements for
the respondents and to establish links between different issueshQdolety therefore
takes the value assessment out of the hands of the researcher anshjoutise hands of
the respondents (Brown 1980). Rather than looking for facts or discobase®hfirm a
priori theoretical assumptions of the researcher, Q methodolagysathe respondents
themselves to determine what is the most important. Once themaetiés are sorted, the
Q sorts for each respondent are first correlated with each anlethen factor analyzed
in order to reveal common viewpoints which exist in the population ofesttémn this
case integration elites). The individuals who load highly on a giveéarfdemonstrate a
high degree of commonality with each other and dissimilarity withviduals on
different factors or negatively loaded on the same factor. Therfathat emerge
represent viewpoints held in common by different elites involved inpthieymaking
process. It is a method that is extremely relevant for understahdw different issues
link up to form a unique viewpoint and how different viewpoints or faatelete to one

another.
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The Q sample of statements is drawn from the lazgecoursesurrounding a given topic

of interest, which consists of the total flow of communicabilityr@unding any topic
(Stephenson 1978b). Consequently, the statements that make up a concourse are
subjective as opposed to statements that are uncontroversial andbbstens. Q
methodology's task is “to reveal the inherent structure of a conceutise vectors of
thought that sustain it and which, in turn, are sustained by it” (Brb983). Following

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

generate the Q sample for this study.

In this study, the concourse consists of the total discourse in &stand Latvian society
surrounding the EU, Russia, majority-minority relations, integratpmiicies and
language practices. The primary source of the statementdaitass (2003) Q method
study in Estonia. Many of the statements included in his Q sangie suitable to the
present subject matter and additional statements were addesl dataset to reflect more
recent viewpoints in both Estonia and Latvia. The source for thasemsnts were
speech acts that appeared in the Estonian, Latvian, Russian, argh Eargguage media,
as well as the text drawn from EU conventions on the rights tajnah minorities. As
with sampling persons in survey research, the main goal ectseg) a Q sample is to
provide a miniature which, in major respects, contains the compreherssveh¢he
larger process being modeled. The representativeness ofntipdesa “sought through
the application of principles of variance design (Fisher, 1960) inhwtie statement
population is modeled or conceptualized theoretically” (Brown 188). Therdtieal

structure of the Q sample is representeigure 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) iiMajority relations
(aelbe)

Causality is built into the majority of the statements indhmaple so that those in groups
ac andbc are about how the EU or Russia has affected the development graiitte
policies or the future direction of these policies. Those in gradpsdbd are statements
about the way membership in the EU or relations with Russia Héeatea attitudes
toward language use and language practice in these societidly, Hioge statements in
box aeand be reflect the way the history of relations or with EU and Russia haceedff
perceptions of the Russian-speaking minority or relations betweermmajority and
minority groups in society. The statements in groapand b are a sampling of the
discourse surrounding the EU and Russia since the early 1990s. Hmeesiist reflect
viewpoints about the EU and Russia as threatening or nonthreaterihng gecurity and
identity of these states and when compared with the sorting of stidements their
inclusion into the Q sample helps to give a better picture of hossyme from these

external actors are perceived by Estonian and Latvian elites.

A total of 150 statements were gathered and then sorted into titecaiggories above
and circulated among media and policy experts in order to chedkéhsiatements were
representative of the larger concourse in Estonia and Latvia.iz¢hef¢he Q sample is

determined by the number of multiples of the basic design (Brown $&8gments were
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chosen in even numbers from each of the eight boxes for a total tdt&ments which
form the final Q sample for this study (See Appendix). Statesnesmtre chosen to
represent the widest spectrum of viewpoints, and so as to be apphcaids the two
cases in order to facilitate comparative analysis: “Givernretetive homogeneity of all
statements within a specific cell (i.e., assuming a grdmtveen-cell than within-cell
variance), the selection of those which are most different fromaapnéher within the
same cell (heterogeneity) is apt to produce the kind of compreheess/ghat is
desirable in the sample as a whole” (Brown 1980: 189). These 56 atésemere,
translated, backtranslated, and then proofread by different native sp@akestonian,
Latvian and Russian, printed onto cards and presented as decks in radéono ahe
respondent. The Q statements and sorting were also pilot tegtachicase to make sure
that the statements were clear, the translations accuratéhando major viewpoints
were missing. The reliability of the Q sample was furtbhested by asking the
respondents to comment on the Q sample, in order to further confirth¢hstaitements
were representative of the broader discourse in Estonian and Lsebaigty and that no

significant viewpoints were missing.

It is important to note that while the categorization of statements by thevebpeovides

a useful function in facilitating the selection of a range ofwpmints, it is well-

19 All respondents indicated that the statements Wwesadly representative of the discourse in Estonia
society. Only one respondent mentioned that theme werhaps not enough statements that refleid¢lae
of “Russians as our friends and neighbors.” Inlthtvian study most respondents felt that the statem
were very representative. Two respondents notadeitieeme Latvian nationalist views and extreme
Russian nationalist views were not representetddoth Estonia and Latvia several respondents nbtd t
they agreed with some parts of certain statemarttadt with other parts of the statements or tHeyifeed
why they were agreeing or disagreeing with cerstétements. 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 diffeiregg to
different people. Consequently, unlike in content analysis where tleevebss forced to
“fall back on categories which are superimposed on the dat® nrethod, the artificial
selection of the categories by the observer is “replacedtegories that are operant, i.e.,
that represent functional as opposed to merely logical distincti@rstvn 1993: 191).
Because the respondent is presented the statements in a randgrtherd&ucture that
guided the researcher in the selection of statements is adiyreapparent to the
respondent who is free to sort the statements in any way tkey “Whatever an
investigator may define a statement to mean theoreticalhp iway necessarily enters
into the subject’s understanding as he scores the same statanze@ sort” (Brown
1993: 191). Because the subject is free to sort the statementsinthat conforms with
his/her own personal viewpoint, the process may produce results thmtitrelifferent

from what the investigator anticipates.

This study is interested in the respondents’ own point of view, novidve of their
employer. Consequently, respondents were instructed to sort theseests from “most
agree” to “most disagree” so that their sort approximates raalatistribution based on
their own personal viewpoints. Both the range and the distribution shapebitrary and
have no effect on the subsequent statistical analysis (Brown IBI®8)shape of the
distribution is shown below ifigure 2 During the Q sorting process, respondents are
asked to begin by reading through all fifty-six statementsta group them into three
piles, those statements that they agree with the most, thosaghes with least, and

those that they are not sure of or have no strong opinion of. Then the resparéent
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asked to sort the pile of statements they agree with the mostatesely by choosing the
three statements they agree with the most strongly, theoaxand so on according to
the distribution below. This same process is repeated for thosgnetdas that they
agreed with the least. Lastly, respondents are asked to sdihah pile into the spaces

left in the distribution.

Figure 2 — Q Sort Distribution

Most Disagree Most Agree

5|4 -3 -2] -1] O +4+2 | +3|+4|+5

In Q methodology the P-set refers to the actual respondents whaewasked to
participate in the study. Unlike in R-methodological studies wherge numbers of
persons are sampled, Q method requires “only enough subjects to kegtabkxistence
of a factor for purposes of comparing one factor with another” (Bra@80: 192).

Because this study is concerned with how the European institundnRussia affect the
development of minority policies and the direction of future policies,R-set in both

cases consists of Estonian and Latvian elites in charge of hethcreation and
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implementation of minority policies. While the confidentiality bkse elites must be
protected, every effort was made to include all of the most igpogovernment
ministries, think tanks, academic institutions and NGOs that hase ibgolved in the
creation, implementation, and monitoring of integration policies inetiséstes. Efforts
were also made to reach the highest possible levels of decisiongmakthin these
various institutiong? With a few exceptions, interviews were conducted with alvesie
policymakers who were targeted in the research design. Each reapdras a unique
viewpoint and therefore it is quite possible that other respondents, whaateincluded
in the study, would have sorted the statements differently. Henwéve purpose of Q
methodology is not to extrapolate to society on the whole, as isad® in survey
research and R methodology, but to reveal important viewpoints thaisiovékin this

elite community in both cases.

The Q sorts were factor analyzed to reveal different viewpaimtsng policy elites in the
Estonian and Latvian cases. The factors which subsequently eraprgsent functional
categories of the subjectivities at issue, i.e., categories ofdiupsubjectivity” (Brown
1993). Interpretation however proceeds not on the basis of factor loddingsch
respondent, which are correlation coefficients representing theealdéo which each
persons viewpoint is representative of the factor. Rather, intatiore of the factors
proceeds on the basis of ideal factor arrays for each fatere all statements receive a

score ranging from +5 to -5 based on the Q sort distrib@tidhis method of analysis

2 |n this study the P-set in Estonia consists op&@ons and in Latvian 32 persons (See Appendix).

ZThe computation of factor scores is based on tipserts that are solely and significantly loadedion

given factor. However, as the factor loadings iath¢ some Q-sorts are more closely associatedawith
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allows the researcher to observe how the viewpoints of elitds resjpect to pressure
from Russia and European institutions to integrate the Russian tyiddfer across
ministries, as well as along other demographic factors ofesttesuch as gender, ethnic
groups or age cohorts. Those respondents located on the same factor sorted thestateme
in a similar fashion and therefore represent a common viewpoimeldss a different
viewpoint from those respondents located on different factors or nelgabin the same
factor. Follow-up interviews with these elites also helped to bestablish the reasoning
behind the sorting, the comparative effect of European institutionRassla both prior
to and after accession, as well as the major obstacles téurther integration of
minorities and the continuing development of integration policies ire tt@ses. Both the
Q method study and interviews establish the interests of gldependent of behavior,
therefore bringing agency back into accounts of norm adoption and intatioalizn

order to better explain the intricacies of compliance and noncompliance enctsss.

The Structure of the Dissertation

The remainder of the dissertation project is structured indl@ning way. Chapter 2
develops theoretically the process of norm adoption and intermatizand includes a
discussion of the meaning of “minority rights” and their developmenhenBuropean
context. In addition, it discusses the various mechanisms that tmealanstitutions

and kin-states may use to socialize target states tohambtioption and internalization of

given factor than others, and therefore factor Wsigre computed for each respondent and normalized
scores are computed for each statement for theoperpf comparing the importance of statements acros
different factors. While factor scores are origipalomputed as z-scores for each statement, theseres
are then turned back into whole numbers to fatdlithe comparison of factor arrays (the two highest
positive z-scores receiving a score of +5, the hagtiest receiving a score of +4 and so on accgridirthe
distribution in Figure 2).
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international norms. Chapter 3 examines the impact of Europeantiosston minority
policies in Estonia and Latvia in both the pre-accession and poss@ccesriods. The
fact that the policy changes brought about as a result of pblaicalitionality were
shallower than the changes called for by European monitors,thatd European
institutions continue to pressure these states for further chamghs post-accession
period, ultimately calls the "success" EU conditionality on deati@ation in the area of
minority rights into question. Chapter 4 traces the types ofthie-sctivism that have
been used by Russia to pressure for changes in minority pdhictbgse states since
independence. The chapter includes case studies of the Bronze SaklgermCEstonia
and school reform in Latvia in order to illustrate the impact Bhatsia’s activism can
have on the integration process in these states. Chapters 5 ptégeotsmparative
results of the Q method study and interviews with policy eilitdsoth cases. The results
of this analysis show that the internalization of minority rigidsms by elites remains
incomplete in both cases. In addition, interviews with elites iltistithat Russia’s
activism does affect the integration process in these statethat this pressure works in
an opposite direction from European pressure. Chapter 6 discussigmiteaace of the
research for international relations theory and points to importaeriuas for future
research. The results of the project point to important variatiomenEstonian and
Latvian cases. Future research in these cases should look towardidteuekfactors as
potential explanations for this variation. In addition, further comperasiudies of
similar types of cases, will provide greater theoreticalrbye into the varied ways that

the EU accession process and kin-state activism affects stad@ings of minority
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inclusion and the development of minority policies in the post-accessrad p@/hile
not discussed in detail here, possibilities for future reseasgs@e 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 li@gaRla and Romania into the
European Union marks a fundamental turning point for the importance ofityinghts
norms in Europe. The expansion of the EU to include states with sizablaal
minorities meant that European institutions had to define these raothset standards
for minority protection. After the ethnic conflicts in the formeugotslavia, European
institutions saw the need to establish a minority rights frasnlewhat would prevent the
outbreak of ethnic violence within the EU. Consequently, it was phecise
enlargement of the EU to include Central Eastern European (G&tey svith sizable
internal minorities that forced European institutions themselvesribront the question
of what constituted “minority rights” as well as how to ensure gl@nce with set
standards. The evolution of these minority rights norms can be teemmghout the
accession process in the Estonian and Latvian cases, as evidenitedifgreasingly
legalistic formulations of minority rights throughout this perio@gen-Brun et al 2007:

535).

The literature on democratization in Eastern Europe has been grantincreasing role
to international institutions in the process of democratic tiansiEuropean institutions
have affected the process of minority integration by establisbasjc standards for
minority rights and protection in Europe and by requiring candidatesstatmeet these
standards. The main institutions involved in the creation and enforcefiet minority

rights framework in Europe are the Council of Europe (CoE), theartrgtion for
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Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and the Europe Union (EUg Tfres
institutions have different mandates and different ways of gengrabmpliance with
minority rights standards ranging from persuasion to politioadtionality. However,
the integration of cultural minorities into the socio-politicanonunity has been a
challenge for most CEE states in the process of democratiamghe least because of
the complicated historical legacies and the reversals of gtier@archy which dominate
the region. Historical legacies, including foreign domination ancetbraigration, have
created a situation in which nations and states are not congruent, pydiaelipretext for
kin-state involvement in the protection and integration of minorités their host

societies.

This chapter will focus on the role of European institutions and kiassts socializing
forces for the adoption of and compliance with international minagtyts norms. More
specifically, it will: 1) Provide a theoretical discussion of n@doption, compliance and
internalization; 2) Highlight the important conventions and framewohnks$ éxist in
Europe regarding the protection of minorities in order to establishnmeaning of
European “minority rights” norms; and 3) Explain the mechanismwligh European
institutions and kin-states can pressure target states toechiagig domestic policies to

conform with international standards.

The Role of Norms in the International System

Before proceeding with an examination of what is meant bydnty rights” norms in
Europe, it is first necessary to define what a norm is. In therigége sense, a norm

“refers to a behavioral regularity” or “the way an actsually behaves” (Gelpi
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1997:339; See also Goertz and Diehl 1992). However, “in a prescriptive, sensrm
refers to the way an actoughtto behave” (Gelpi 1997: 339). Katzenstein (1996) defines
a norm as “collective expectations for the proper behavior ofsagiitin a given identity”
(cited by Weiner 2008: 64; See also Finnemore and Sikkink 1998; Klotz 199%hein
words, international norms prescribe certain behaviors on the patates aand this
project refers to norms in this prescriptive sense. Recognizingtatesoughtto behave
is only possible by looking at the judgments made by the inten@tcommunity: “We
recognize norm-breaking behavior because it generates disappratanoa and norm
conforming behavior either because it produces praise, or inabe aof a highly
internalized norm, because it is so taken for granted that it provoierseaction
whatsoever” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 892). Norms differ from institsitby their
level of aggregation: While a norm refers to a single standaleklmdvior, institutions
emphasize the way that behavioral rules are structured togétheemore and Sikkink

1998).

There are two general types of norms, “regulative norms whidbr aand constrain
behavior and constitutive norms which create new actors, interestategories of
action” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 891; See also Tannenwald ®&ropean
minority rights norms are both regulative and constitutive. In fitst case, they
prescribe rules which states are expected to observe with résplee treatment of their

internal minorities, and with regard to the creation of domestis Evd regulations that

22 A third category of norms called evaluative orgoriptive norms have received much less attention
within constructivist literature (Finnemore and I8k 1998:891; for discussion of this third typese
Katzenstein 1996b or Gelpi 1997).
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affect those minorities. However, minority rights standards, asodmd in European
Conventions and documents are also constitutive because they cresgimmate the
existence of minority rights as a subfield of the larger notidmuafian rights in Europe.
The inclusion of minority protection into the Copenhagen Criteria not lealyto the
establishment of norms or standards of appropriate behavior for menfltbe EU, but
also placed minority rights on the agenda in Europe as somethingcdestid separate
from other types of democratic norms. Whereas, regulative antesntended to have
causal effects, “constitutive rules define the set of practibat make up a particular
class of consciously organized social activity,” by specifyfindpat counts as that

activity” (Ruggie 1998: 231).

The two dominant approaches to norms in international relations theory are regime t
and constructivism. A primary difference between neoutilitariaarieg, such as regime
theory, and constructivist theories, is that neoutilitarians conbemselves only with
regulative norms that coordinate behavior in a preconstituted world and doawotl a
place to constitutive norms within their ontology (Ruggie 1998: 874).Whitibeeal
scholarship and regime theory does accord a role to norms, this rateited to the
ability of norms to constrain behavior among states with commonestse thereby
facilitating cooperation between states. Norms may ser¥ecak points thereby solving
coordination problems or reducing transaction costs (Keohane 1984; 4@t Stein
1983). These approaches have a tendency to “black-box” the state aidréheannot
answer the question of under what conditions norms shape the intarédtstities of

states (Checkel 1999).
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In contrast with neoutilitarian approaches, constructivism views nasnesirrying social
content, and therefore norms may affect the interests of stagsendent of underlying
power distributions (Checkel 1999: 84). There is a large body oétlitee within the
constructivist research agenda that grants an important rolerts moiboth constituting
and regulating the international syst&hPrice (1998) divides the constructivist literature
on norms into three general camps that address the following questitrese do
international norms come from? What impact do norms have on domestig qiodi how
do domestic structures shape norms? How do systemic level fadtwes the
development of norms at both the international and state levels?r3thgréiup focuses
on the role of key individuals as a force for normative change, areffdets they have
on domestic decision-makers who may be persuaded to elevate osstles domestic
agenda. The second group seeks to establish the process by whiclleneiop through
various mechanisms at the societal level, as well as how aoa&brs may invoke
international norms to garner support for certain policies. The dimmalp gives credence
to systemic sources of norm development, such as the role of pwmalasion and

societal pressure arising from identity politics and emulation.

This project utilizes constructivist theory in order to understand htevnational actors
can be socializing forces for norm convergence by examining hew affect the
compliance with and internalization of norms among actors at the tdortea®l. More

specifically, it explores the convergence between European mimmitis norms and

% For examples see Finnemore 1993; 1996a; Katzerk#8i6a, 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 converdmtaeen European
minority rights norms and understandings of those norms by elithese societies. The
central theoretical and methodological contribution of this projectthat EU
conditionality can be successful for ensuring lasting compliante minority rights
norms in accession states only if these norms are internalyzetitdés and only if they
continue to guide policy in the post-accession period. Consequentlyneceéssary to
take an objective approach that measures convergence on the magrdepel, as well

as a subjective approach that measures convergence on a micro-elite level.

March and Olsen (1989) argue that behavior in the international systgoverned by
two logics: the “logic of consequences” and the “logic of apprtgmess,” which
essentially grant different weights to the roles of agentstandtures in determining the
behavior of actors in the international system. While neoutilitaiteories, such as
neorealism and neoliberalism, are based upon the logic of consequeortss,ictivist
theories pay special attention to the logic of appropriatenesdogiteeof consequences
is entirely instrumental or agent driven, and behavior results faoroost-benefit
calculation on the part of individuals. According to the logic of appromeste social
institutions as well as the values and rules they embody maynel behavior, and
therefore, notions of duty, responsibility, principled belief, and idemntigy drive
behavior as well as self-interest and gain. Therefore therstructural component to the
logic of appropriateness (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 912) and the impact «f isorm
predominately structural (Checkel 2001b: 180, 182). Because norm-like bemayidre

driven by self-interest, it can be difficult to disentangle whethde-like regularity in
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behavior” is driven by the logic of consequences or the logippfopriateness (Goertz
and Diehl 1992:637). Because norms and self-interest may or may ootdominous,
and therefore may or may not result in similar behavior, it cessary to operationalize
norms in a way that is distinct from behavior by looking at theouarjustifications that
actors make for certain behaviors (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 892 lcggrg 1997;

Goertz and Diehl 1992: 637).

This project makes use of this method by asking elites resporisibtae creation of
minority policies, about how they understand their obligations to interredtstandards
as well as how those standards guide policy development. In the dfistomd Latvian
cases, compliance with European minority rights standards duringctession period
was clearly driven by the “logic of consequences” as a resulthef politics of
conditionality and was based on the rational cost-benefit calofilebtes. However, in
the post-accession period, conditionality is no longer applicabl¢hangreatest reward,
membership in the organization, has been granted. This makes it dificcuthe
European institutions to force compliance through leverage and thaiweffeise of
carrots and sticks. Whether states comply with minority rigldems in the post-
accession period depends on whether elites accept and interthasee norms, and
therefore depends upon the extent to which domestic actorsieea dy the “logic of

appropriateness.”

The Norm Cycle
Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) argue that there are three primaryspbaske norm

cycle: norm emergence; norm cascade; and internalization (89%he kcase of minority
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rights norms, the emergence of these norms in Europe and their institutiomalczatibe
seen in the early 1990s with the creation of a number of European Congeatid the
inclusion of minority rights protection in the Copenhagen Criteria.|&Vhiis often
difficult to talk about the emergence of norms or the efforts omnentrepreneurs
without reference to empathy, altruism or ideological commitn{&mnemore and
Sikkink 1998: 898), the emergence of minority rights norms in Europelycleas an

important strategic aspect.

While the desire to promote common values regarding the rightsnofities, the value
of diversity, and respect for democratic equality in new meratades is present in the
emergence of the minority rights framework, the primary matwafor enshrining these
norms in a number of European Conventions as well as in the accestdn, was to
promote security and stability in new member states. This argely a result of the
desire to prevent the rise of ethnic nationalism among majordyranority groups and
therefore to prevent a situation similar to the conditions tllatdehe ethnic conflicts in
the former Yugoslav Republics. As the preamble to the Frameworke@Gton for the
Protection of National Minorities (FCNM) states, “The upheawdl&uropean history
have shown that the protection of national minorities is essentiilbdity, democratic
security and peace in this continefit.lt is therefore difficult to disentangle the more
altruistic motivation to create a Europe based on democraticsydioen more strategic
security motivations on the part of both norm setters and norm faowéhile there is

no reason to find incompatibility between rational strategic aetmhnorm development

% The Framework for the Protection of National Mities, Council of Europe, Strasbourg 1.11.1995.
Available at http://conventions.coe.int/treaty/eedties/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 takencmintaghen
assessing the internalization of these norms by elites, anelgitienhtion of these norms

in various domestic contexts.

The first and second phases of the norm cycle are separatethi®slaold, or tipping
point, in which a critical number of states accept the norm, whitrinprompts a sharp
increase in the rate of acceptance. In most cases, in ordan“@Emergent norm to reach
a threshold, and to move toward the second stage, it must becdrgionslized in
specific sets of international rules and organizations” (Finneraate Sikkink 1998:
900). Institutionalization helps to establish what the norm is, wiretitutes violation of
the norm, as well as the specific procedures of disapproval antiosafor violation
(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 900). Europe, with its dense array of overlapping
institutions is fertile ground for the emergence and institutioai@ia of norms. Once a
sufficient number of “critical” states endorse the new norm, apjatepbehavior is
redefined for those states with a certain identity, for exanijeral” states or

“European” states (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 902).

When the internalization of a norm is complete the norm acquitakea-for-granted
guality and is no longer a matter of broad public debate (FinnemoreildaadkS1998:

895). Professional training is an important mechanism of intertiahizas it socializes
people value certain ideas or principles over others (Finnemdr&i&kink: 1998: 905).
The other mechanism is iteration or habit: “procedural changesrste new political

processes can lead to gradual and inadvertent normative, ideational, @il pol
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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 histtyicantingent 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 adgpéectitical number
of states, it needs to be “institutionalized in specific setsntarnational rules and
organizations” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 900). International norms arefdies
most likely to be promoted where institutionalization is thick. Besadarope is a
densely institutionalized region it is likely that transnationatmative processes will
affect the policies of states that are embedded in this envirani@beckel 1999 citing
Weber 1994 and Risse-Kappen 1995). In the arena of minority rights in Ethmepe,
were a number of European institutions that worked in concert to heitec
international standards in the area of minority rights and alscototon and encourage
compliance with these standards. The three institutions that toalgcprovide the
framework for European minority rights are the Council of EuropeEjCand the
Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), and thrdugbt
cooperation with these institutions, the European Union (EU) (Thiele 2&1§: To a
lesser extent the United Nations (UN) has also spoken out on tleeofssinority 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 lirggaist cultural diversity of
Europe and a desire to protect this diverSitVhe recognition of the need to both respect
and incorporate different cultures into the social fabric of Europtstes developed in
response to Yugoslav conflicts of the 1990s: “Minority rights have besigras to
prevent the outbreak of violent conflicts and discrimination on ragialinds through
social integration, equal treatment, and cultural protection of natwinalrities” (Brosig
2006: 26). Increasing economic interdependence and widespread inonighets
contributed to an ethnic demography in which nations and states arengptent. As a
result, the model of one state-one nation-one language is no longenlthenodel
available for nation-building, or necessarily the most effective foneéhe democratic
societies of Europe. Respect for cultural diversity in termsaonfuage, religion, or
practice, as well as mutual accommodation between majority amakityi groups has

become the cornerstone of the minority rights framework in Europe.

While European norms in the area of minority rights have beenizedidor being too
vague to ensure effective compliance, there is a genergragnt among scholars and
practitioners as to what these standards entail. In Europe, mirighitgy documents and
conventions do not refer directly to the rights of minorities asugs,” but rather to the
“maintenance and further realization of human rights and fundamesgaloims” (Thiele
2006: 121). The core values included in the idea of minority rights are non-
discrimination, preservation of ethnic identity, the protection of lagguand political

and societal participation (Brosig 2006: 27). The EU, the CoE and ti@&EQfave

% Available http://europa.eu/pol/cult/overview_emhtast Accessed 12/27/2008.
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institutionalized minority rights norms in a variety of documenitéch differ in terms of
their content and legal character (Thiele 2006: 122). While thedwark Convention
for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM) (1994) and the Eunopge@harter for
the Protection of Regional and Minority Languages (ECRML) (1982)emally binding
instruments of the Council of Europe, the EU has encouraged candidatdesto sign
and ratify both conventions. The main instrument of the EU is the Copemli@riteria
for accession, and the OSCE has been given the primary task obnmgnimninority
rights in states seeking membership. In its Helsinki Decisodniily 1992, the OSCE
established the office of the High Commissioner on National Miesri(HCNM), to
serve as an instrument of conflict prevention. The HCNM is prignagsponsible for
monitoring the compliance of EU candidate countries with European itgirraghts
standards. Minority rights standards in the area of language elesrly laid out in the
“Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic Rights of Natibmadrities” (Oslo
Recommendations) (1998). While not a specifically “European” docuynteat UN
“Declaration on the Rights of Persons Belonging to National, EthretigiBus and
Linguistic Minorities” (1992) served as an important guide fordredting of European
minority rights standards. The discussion of minority rights docwsmeamd conventions
will proceed in chronological order below in order to highlight the dgrakntal

sequence of minority rights in Europe.

While the UN has not pressured the Baltic States to make chémghlsir minority

policies in the same way as European institutions, the UN “Beida on the Rights of
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Persons Belonging to National, Ethnic, Religious and Linguistinokities” (19925°
provides an important basis for the minority rights regime in Euaspeell a basis of
legitimacy for the regime. Legitimacy is the normativadiddy an actor that a rule of an
institution ought to be obeyed on the basis of a belief in the rightokethe rule, or a
belief in the rightness of the institution that imposes the Hiled 1999). The fact that
the UN is the largest multilateral institution grants @gyéadegree of legitimacy to the
norms it advocates and therefore provides European organizations witmpartant
precedent in the area of minority rights on which to build commardatds. Article 1
and Article 4 require states to respect the rights of minsriéied to provide the
conditions that enable minorities to maintain their cultural idestitArticle 2 establishes
the rights of minorities to participate in public life (For dissiaa see Meijknecht 2004).
Article 27 of the “International Covenant on Civil and Political Rigt€CPR) (1966Y
declares: “In those States in which ethnic, religious, or lingumsinorities exist, persons
belonging to such minorities shall not be denied the rights, in commuiitiiythe other
members of their group, to enjoy their own culture, to profess andigerdbeir own

religion, to use their own language” (Ibid 115-116).

What is distinctly different is that, unlike CoE conventions, UN dogumpertain to the
rights of all people to enjoy these freedoms regardless of whitkne are members of
the national minority as so defined by individual states. Thoseeghtil protection are

“those who belong to a group and who share in common a culture, a religibor a

% G.A. res. A/47/135 adopted 18 December 1992 Abkilat:
http://www.un.org/documents/ga/res/47/a47r135.hiast Accessed 6/10/2009.
27 GA res 2200A (XXI) of 16 December 1966. Available
http://www.unhchr.ch/html/menu3/b/a_ccpr.htm. LAstessed 6/10/2009.
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language” and need not be citizens of that state (Brosig 200§ tiithHuman Rights
Committee). The release of the UN report on the Baltic $Stete2008 provided an
impartial benchmark for judging the compliance of these staidéfs wternational
minority rights norms. It not only cited weaknesses in certaiasabeit also set future
goals. While the impact of this report on policymaking is diffiqaltdetermine, it
nevertheless warrants attention not only for the fact that thie Baates are signatories,
but for the fact that it calls international attention to thaassf minority rights in these

states.

While both the EU and the OSCE have articulated the need to protexttynrights and
cultural diversity in Europe, the CoE is the only institution that deeds whole
conventions to national minorities and creates legally binding rulesuoman rights
protection (FCNM and ECRML). The European Convention on the Protection aitHum
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, due to its human rights character, contains igo specif
provisions for national minorities and is therefore restricted topto&ibition against
discrimination in Article 14% The “European Charter for Regional and Minority
Languages” (ECRML) was adopted as a Convention in 1992 by the Ceenoif
Ministers of the Council of Europe and entered into force on March 1, 199&n@wr
twenty-two states have signed and ratified the Charter, landrestates have signed it
but not ratified it. None of the Baltic States have signetitified the Charter, and given

the sensitivity of language policies in the Baltic Statese@ms unlikely that these states

B ETS No. 157. Explanatory Report of Framework Catiea for the Protection of National Minorities.
Available at http://conventions.coe.int/treatyReports/HtmI/157.htm Last Accessed 2/5/2008. $=®e a
Thiele 2006: 123-126.
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will sign or ratify the Charter in the near future. Nevertbgleéhe Charter represents an
important piece of legislation which is intended to protect the @lltiversity of Europe

and therefore it is an important element of the minority rights regime.

The Charter differs from the other main CoE convention, the FCNNhaihits domain
applies exclusively to minority languages, defined as langutrgektionally used within
a given territory of the state by nationals of that state, ifagna group numerically
smaller than the rest of state’s population and different franotficial language of the
state.®® By implication, the Charter does not include dialects of theiaffianguage, or
the languages of migrants, and does not establish individual orte@leghts for the
speakers of minority languages. States themselves are allovdedermine to which of
the regional or minority languages spoken on their territory they will ahplZharter to,
much in the same way that States are allowed to provide tairdefinition of what
constitutes “national minority” in the FCNM. The Charter does novigeoany single
blueprint for minority languages and states are free to developotiie models as they
see fit. In the most general sense, the Charter “provides guesdotethe benefit of
historical, regional or minority languages in Europe, and multiliigmain general”

(Thiele 2006: 125 citing Pentassuglia 2002: 130).

The Charter is divided into three sections. Part | provides definibbniegional and
minority languages, the undertakings of each party to the Chalter,practical

arrangements, and the obligations to existing regimes. Raktticle 7, reiterates the

2 Article 1, Part A. European Charter for Regionad Minority Languages. Council of Europe, Strasigour
5.X1.1992. European Treaty Series 148.
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objectives and principles of the Charter, particularly the retiognof the importance of
diversity in Europe and the creation of the atmosphere and institutosispport the
maintenance of regional and minority languages. The third p#nedCharter consists of
a list of measures for minority language protection. The parties ©hager may choose

which measures in Part Ill they will adopt and to which mindatyguages they will

apply.

The specific aim of the Charter is cultural rather than palitits aim is to protect the
cultural diversity of Europe rather than to protect minoritieswsh, making it quite
different from the FCNM2® The well-defined cultural purpose has made it a lower
priority for states to sign and ratify. While states are encouraged tdsigharter, it has
not been made a requirement for membership in European organizaticnse\dt, the
Charter remains a cultural-linguistic document rather than fectee human rights
instrument (Brown 2006: 49). The fact that none of the Baltic Staéee signed the
Charter provides support for Kelley’'s (2004) argument that normativeyseesias not
enough to bring about changes in minority rights legislation in dg®n of the world,

but that direct pressure through conditionality was necessary.

The fact that the Baltic States have not signed the Chartafsis significant for

understanding the particularly divisive nature of language rightedse societies. This

3 preamble. European Charter for Regional and Mipaanguages. Council of Europe, Strasbourg
5.X1.1992. European Treaty Series 148. “Considetirag the protection of the historical regional or
minority languages of Europe, some of which ardanger of eventual extinction, contributes to the
maintenance and development of Europe’s culturaltiveand traditions.” “Realizing that the protectio
and promotion of regional or minority languageshia different countries and regions of Europe regme
an important contribution to the building of a Epedbased on the principles of democracy and cliltura
diversity within the framework of national soveneig and territorial integrity.”
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reluctance of the Baltic States to sign the Charter is puzitling given that it does not
apply to immigrants or dialects and that the preamble expresstes that the
“encouragement of regional or minority languages should not be wethenent of the
official languages and the need to learn them” (Preamble)Chheer also envisages its
application to less widely used official languages (Expland®aport, paragraph 51). In
Estonia and Latvia, the large number of Russian-speakers whedaduring the Soviet
period, are considered immigrants, however there is an historicalaRusinority in
both states. The reluctance to sign the Charter can be intel@®@ reluctance to grant
non-historic Russian-speakers more language rights (Brown 2006: 69)thé&/lBaltic
States should believe that the Charter would somehow grant greatiegprio Russian
or other languages spoken in their states does not follow frorarigadge of the charter
itself, but rather from the fear of Russian-language domen#imat historically rooted in
the Russification policies of the Soviet period, and the belief iméeel to protect the

native language and culture.

The EU has been the most conservative of all European institutions hinsétting
standards regarding minority rights and monitoring compliance wittonity rights
norms in member states. The primary mechanism that the EUohansuring the
protection of national minorities is the Copenhagen Criteria (1993)hwieiguires that
applicant countries have “stability of institutions guaranteelagocracy, the rule of

law, human rights, and respect for and protection of minoritfesdowever, the

3L Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/enlargement_praoesssion_process/criteria/index_en.htm. Last
Accessed 12/27/2008.
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Copenhagen Criteria is only applicable to states seeking mghntar the EU and it can
only be effectively applied through the politics of conditionality ptm accession. The
Treaties of the EC and EU still do not contain a catalogudwuwhan rights and
fundamental freedoms, but contain only generally worded provisions on fund@ment
rights and freedoms, for example in the preambles of the Singlep&an Act (SEA)
(1986)% the Maastricht (19923 and the Amsterdam (1997)Treaties. The Nice Treaty
(1991)° refers only to the European Convention of Human Rights of the Couhncil o

Europe (Thiele 2006: 121). The reluctance on the part of the European Gauweill as

32 The preamble states: “Determined to work togethi@romote democracy on the basis of the
fundamental rights recognized in the constitutiand laws of the Member States, in the Conventiorthie
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedantsthe European Social Charter, notably freedom
equality and social justice.” Available at:
http://www.unizar.es/euroconstitucion/library/hise820documents/SEA/Single%20European%20Act.pd
f Last accessed 12/27/2008
% The preamble states: “Confirming their attachnterihe principles of liberty, democracy and resgect
human rights and fundamental freedoms and of tleeofdaw.” Article F, Provision 2 states: “The i
shall respect fundamental rights, as guarantedatlebfzuropean Convention for the Protection of Human
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms signed in RomeNmvdmber 1950 and as they result from the
constitutional traditions common to the Member &ats general principles of Community law.” In the
area of development cooperation Article 130u st&@smmunity policy in this area shall contributethe
general objective of developing and consolidatiagydcracy and the rule of law, and to that of repgc
human rights and fundamental freedoms.” Articlewith respect to foreign and security policy altates
the goal of consolidating democracy with respechiaman rights and fundamental freedoms. Articl2 K.
on the free movement of persons will be developezbmpliance with the European Convention for the
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freed@8%0). Available at: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/en/treaties/dat/11992M/htm/11992M#@601000001 Last accessed 12/27/2008.
%Article F, paragraph 1 states: “The Union is fouthde the principles of liberty, democracy, resgect
human rights and fundamental freedoms, and theofuew, principles which are common to the Member
State”; Article J.1 states: “The Union shall defared implement a common foreign and security policy
covering all areas of foreign and security polifyg objectives of which shall be: 2) to develop and
consolidate democracy and the rule of law, anda@sfor human rights and fundamental freedoms”; The
Protocol on Asylum states respect for fundameighats as guaranteed by the European Conventiotiéor
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freed@8%0) as does the abolition of the death penalty.
Available at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/topiesdty/pdf/amst-en.pdf Last accessed 12/27/2008.
% Article 181a regarding economic, financial anchisical cooperation with third countries states:
“Community policy in this area shall contributeth® general objective of developing and consolidati
democracy and the rule of law, and to the objedaiivespecting human rights and fundamental freesdbm
In the declaration on the future of the Union, 2Bggraph 5 states: “The process should addressairde
the following questions: the status of the Chasfdfundamental Rights of the European Union,
proclaimed in Nice, in accordance with the conausiof the European Council in Cologne;” Availabte
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do20J:C:2001:080:0001:0087:EN:PDF Last
Accessed: 12/27/2008
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member states to advance EU legislation on minority issueseerest visible during
the drafting of the EU Constitution in which minority protectiomi given a single
paragraph (Brosig 2006 citing Hughes and Sasse 2003: 10-12). In the Hstsidlishing
a Constitution for Europe (2004), The Charter of Fundamental RightseedEdropean
Union entails no legal obligations and has no specific minoritglartinstead the EU has
taken an anti-discrimination approach to the protection of national mspomamely,
that individuals cannot be discriminated on the basis of ethnic of m@@n.*® The
Charter of Fundamental Rights also states that the Unionrespkct cultural, linguistic
and religious diversity (Article 11-82). Article 1-2, concerning tdaion’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 humansright
including the rights of persons belonging to minorities. These valees
common to the Member States in a society in which pluralism, non-
discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality betvwweemen
and men prevail.

These provisions on discrimination are preserved in the LisbonyT({2@07) (See Part

II, Articles 18 and 19§’

As a result of the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, andféae that other European

countries also have the potential for the outbreak of ethnic violenc€ptheleveloped a

% Brosig 2006:27. See Directive 2000/43/EC of 29J2@00 implementing the principle of equal
treatment between persons irrespective of raciattamic origin and directive 2000/78/EC of 27 Noweam
2000 establishing a general framework for equalttnent in employment and occupation. The Chafter o
Fundamental Rights states: “Any discrimination lolagie any ground such as sex, race, colour, ethnic o
social origin, genetic features, language, religiobelief, political or any other opinion, membapsof a
national minority, property, birth, disability, age sexual orientation shall be prohibited (Artitk81,
paragraph 1). Part Ill, Title 1l of the Constituti¢2004) deals specifically with non-discriminatiand
prohibits discrimination on the basis of nationaléthnic origin, or race. Available at:
http://www.unizar.es/euroconstitucion/library/cangton_29.10.04/part_II_EN.pdf Last Accessed
12/27/2008.
37 Available at: http://www.unizar.es/euroconstitutibreaties/Treaty _Lisbon%20Treaty.htm Last
Accessed 12/27/2008.
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convention to deal specifically with the protection of national mimsri&and to formulate
minimum standards for minority protection (Brosig 2006: 28). The Ewark
Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM) was adbpas a
convention by the Council of Europe in 1994 and entered into force on Felru#98.
The FCNM is unique in that it is “the most comprehensive and lebaiding piece of
minority legislation produced by an international organization” (Bro3006: 28).
Currently, thirty-nine states have signed and ratified it and $tates have signed but not
yet ratified it. All three of the Baltic States have botigned and ratified the
Conventior™® Its main purpose “consists in the protection of national minori&esn
integral part of the protection of human rights,” which does not féiflinvthe reserved
domain of state¥’ Because of its human rights approach the Convention “does not imply
the recognition of collective rights” (Explanatory Report, panalgre3). The emphasis is
placed on the protection of persons belonging to national minonities may exercise
their rights “individually and in community with others” (Article Baragraph 2). The
desire to establish cultural diversity as a positive rather dhasive force in Europe is
clearly evident in the Preamble of the document.

Considering that a pluralist and genuinely democrat@esp should not

only respect the ethnic, cultural, linguistic andgielis identity of each

person belonging to a national minority, but also cregberopriate

conditions enabling them to express, preserve andlageviis identity;
Considering that the creation of a climate of toleeaaod dialogue is

38 Estonia signed the FCNM 02/02/1995 ratified it0dri06/1997 and it entered into force on 02/01/1998.
Latvia signed the FCNM on 5/11/1995 ratified it@$06/2005 and it entered into force on 10/01/2005.
Lithuania signed the FCNM on 02/01/1995 ratifiednt03/23/2000 and it entered into force on
07/01/2000.
39 Article 1. The Framework Convention for the Prétetof National Minorities, Council of Europe,
Strasbourg 1.11.1995. Available at http://convensi@oe.int/treaty/en/Treaties/Html/157.htm. Lasessed
2/5/2008.
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necessary to enable cultural diversity to be a soancka factor, not of
division, but of enrichment for each sociély.

The first two sections of the Framework Convention d¢ay the rights that should be
enjoyed by national minorities and the obligations of the statiep#o protect these rights.
Each of the Articles (4-18) deals with different stions of minority rights® Section IlI
Articles 20- 23 require that the national minority rxgmational legislation and the rights
of others, especially the ethnic majority, and to compti the fundamental principles of
international law, particularly that of territorial @grity and the political independence of
the state parties. Sections IV and V of the FCNM, sdttbe legal obligations of
signatories to the convention, as well as issues of ¢angg, monitoring and full

disclosure of information.

0 preamble.The Framework for the Protection of Netidinorities, Council of Europe,
Strasbourg 1.11.1995. Available at http:/convensi@oe.int/treaty/en/Treaties/Html/157.htm. Last
accessed 2/5/2008.
* Article 4 speaks to equality before the law areiohibition against discrimination in economiugial,
and political life. Article 5 grants minority memisahe right to maintain their culture and is teagral
proscription against forced assimilation of minpgtoups and states the right of national minaritee
preserve the essential elements of their identitiuding religion, language, traditions, and cutureritage.
Article 6 encourages parties to promote the spiriblerance and intercultural dialogue as welragual
respect, understanding, and cooperation on amasgmeliving on their territory irrespective of turhl,
linguistic, or religious identity. Article 7 grantise freedom of assembly, association, expresgionght,
conscience, and religion, Article 8 the right thigieus belief and the establishment of religioustitutions;
Article 9 protects the rights of national minoritit® impart information and ideas in their own nnityo
language and to have access to the media. Articen&ures the right to use the minority languagmubiic
and private as well as the right to use the mindaeittiguage with administrative authorities in areasbited
by national minorities or in substantial numberdiole 11guarentees the right to use surnamesiestd f
names in the minority language and in areas inbalniy substantial numbers to display traditionedlo
names and street names in the minority languaggcled12 the right to education at all levels.iglg 13
preserves the right s of national minorities tougetheir own educational institutions and Artitle preserves
the right to use and learn the minority languagbavit prejudice to the learning of the official darmge or
the teaching in this language. Article 15 guarasthe right to ensure the conditions for the eiffect
participation of national minorities in culturabaal, economic and public affairs. Article 16 stathat
Parties should refrain for altering the proportidmpersons in areas inhabited by national minaritth the
aim of restricting application of the conventiorthose areas. Articles 17 and 18 preserve thesrafht
minorities to maintain peaceful contacts with teepe with whom they share ethnic cultural, linguis
religious or cultural heritage.
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The “Oslo Recommendations Regarding the Linguistic rights abh&tMinorities and
Explanatory Note” (OSCE 1998) specifically addresses “thosetisitigainvolving
persons belonging to national/ethnic groups who constitute the numeaicaltynin one
State but the numerical minority in another (usually neighboritegg Sthus engaging the
interest of government authorities in each State” (Introduction)ad@bption of the Oslo
Recommendations became one of the criteria for candidacy in Europggamzations
(Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 536). The OSCE’s office of the High Cmsioner for
National Minorities (HCNM) is responsible for monitoring EU calade states in the
area of minority rights, and the Office for Democratic Insttig and Human Rights,
monitors elections and democratization, as well as the statéolefance, non-

discrimination, and human rights in member states.

As ethnic conflict has been one of the main sources of large wo&nce in Europe, the
aim of the OSCE in the area of minority rights is to preveatdutbreak of interethnic
tensions that may occur along cultural, linguistic or religious lines and stesetards for
the rights of persons belonging to minority grolfpsthe Oslo Recommendations
guarantees minority members the rights to: practice theiureyluse their language; set
up minority institutions; participate in public life including setivgrnance; and non-
discrimination. In addition it requires the state to provide specmégiion of minority
culture (Brosig 2006: 28). The Oslo Recommendations take up the spgeclaf the
linguistic rights of national minorities and their right to usertfenguage in both the

private and public spheres. The document recognizes language botheasdtaal matter

2 See Minority Rights Activities Available at: httfwww.osce.org/activities/13045.html Last Accessed
12/27/2008.
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closely connected with identity” and as “an essential tool okocganization which in
many situations becomes a matter of public intef€sfThe failure to adequately
accommodate linguistic diversity is viewed as a potential sdorcinter-ethnic tensions.
More specifically, the document covers the rights of nationalonties, and all other
minorities, to use their language in names, religion, commumé&yahd NGOs, media,
private enterprises, and with administrative authorities and pudicces, as well as

with judicial authorities and prison authoriti¥s.

More recently, the EU Commission responded to suggestions from the &uiGpancil

to create a coherent European framework for the integratitmrdfcountry nationals in

the European Union. While other minority rights documents talk about non-
discrimination, equal opportunities, and the rights of minority groups rticipate in
society, the Framework for the Integration of Third Country Nat®imalthe European
Union (FITCN) (2005) is the only document that deals specifically thie integration of
minority groups. In the FITCN, the Commission emphasizes the neqadiote equal
opportunities for all in order to tackle the structural barriecedaby migrants, ethnic
minorities, and other vulnerable grougs.The document contains a list of actions

suggested to strengthen integration processes in member Staee€Common Basic

“3 Introduction. The Oslo Recommendations Regardirgd.inguistic Rights of National Minorities and
Explanatory Note. Foundation on Interethnic Relatiorhe Hague, February 1998. Available at
http://www.unesco.org/most/In2pol7.htm. Last aceds32/06/2008.
*4 Introduction, (final paragraph). The Oslo Recomdwions Regarding the Linguistic Rights of National
Minorities and Explanatory Note. Foundation on tatknic Relations, The Hague, February 1998.
Available at http://www.unesco.org/most/In2pol7.himast accessed 02/06/2008. “Although these
recommendations refer to the use of language tsoperbelonging to national minorities, it is torteded
that the thrust of these Recommendations and teeational instruments to which they derive could
potentially apply to other types of minorities”.
%> COM(2005) 389 Final. Communication from the Comssion to the Council, the European Parliament,
the European Economic and Social Committee an@timamittee of the Regions, Brussels, 1.9.2005. Pg 4.
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Principles (CBPs) 1-9, on which the integration framework is badetedentegration as
a two-way process between minority groups and their host so@etieslearly states the
obligation of both groups in the creation of an integrated societyleWhmigrants are
expected to learn the language and history of the host societyindumbent upon the
governments of the host state to facilitate this learning, aralldw equal access to
public goods and services, as well as the institutions of the ladst ahd to involve
immigrants in the democratic process, including discussions surrouimtiéugation.*®
However, while these principles are meant to guide practice etieentination of which
principles and activities associated with them are applicalileetoational context is the

decision of member states themselves.

The Mechanisms of Socialization

Cortell and Davis (2000) argue that international norms may drd@eddmestic political

arena via four primary mechanisms: the national political rlettre material interests

“% Ibid, 5-11. The Common Basic Principles (CBPs)rirgration were adopted by the Council in
November 2004. The CBPs are as follows: 1)Awarettestsntegration is a dynamic two-way process of
mutual accommodation by all immigrants and resislefiMember States; 2) Integration implies respect
for the basic values of the European Union; 3) Exyiplent is a key part of the integration processiand
central to the participation of immigrants, to tentributions immigrants make to the host sociaty to
making such contributions visible; 4) Basic knovgedf the host society’s language, history, and
institutions is indispensible to integration andlgling immigrants to acquire this basic knowledge i
essential to successful integration; 5) Effortsiegration are critical to preparing immigrantsda
particularly their descendants, to be more sucakasfl more active participants in society; 6) Assctor
immigrants to institutions, as well as to publiclgrivate goods and services, on a basis equaltional
citizens and in a non-discriminatory way is a cdtifoundation for better integration; 7) Frequent
interaction between immigrants and Member Stateetis is a fundamental mechanism for integration; 8
The practice of diverse cultures and religionsuargnteed under the Charter of Fundamental Riglts a
must be safeguarded, unless practices conflict @thibr inviolable European rights or with natiolzal; 9)
The participation of immigrants in the democratiogess and in the formulation of integration pelcand
measures, especially at the local level, suppbets integration; 10) Mainstreaming integrationipiels
and measure in all relevant policy portfolios agels of government and public services is an itamor
consideration in public-policy formation and implentation; and 11) Developing clear goals, indicator
and evaluation mechanisms are necessary to adjlisy,pevaluate progress on integration and to niake
exchange of information more effective. The Handboo Integration provides a number of integration
indicators.
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of domestic actors, domestic political institutions, and socialifonces (73). While the
first three mechanisms are domestic in nature, socializinggonclude those agents that
both establish and enforce norms and norm compliance at the intern&telalThis
project is concerned with how European institutions and Russia maag aticializing

forces for the adoption and internalization of European minority riglatsdards in

Estonia and Latvia. While the topic of how norms emerge and how they becom

immersed in international politics is an interesting and fruaftenue of research, it is

not a central concern of this project.

Realists, liberal institutionalists, and constructivists all ptndifferent mechanisms to
explain compliance with international standards and regulations.sRepbint to the
linkage between state interests and the rules of the intmahtsystem, neoliberal
institutionalists point to the important role of international orgations in solving
coordination problems and reducing transaction costs, while constrigciastt to the
role of learning in the socialization process. The primary dividge literature on norm
compliance is between rationalists who emphasize the role otiaoermaterial
incentives and cost/benefit calculations on the part of elites, andrwingsts who
emphasize the role social learning, socialization and social narthe process of norm
compliance (Checkel 2001). Socialization is “the process by whichnmemwbers come
to adopt a society’s preferred ways of behaving” and theréfmréthe process by which
norms become internalized by domestic actors” (Cortell and 20@6: 81; Risse and

Ropp 1999: 237).
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Both neoliberal institutionalists and constructivists have focusedeorota of nonstate
actors in encouraging compliance with international regula{iGostell and Davis 2000:
83)*" In the process of seeking membership in Western institutiongarly the EU

and NATO, Eastern European states have been required to adoptratemuomrms and
practices. There are a variety of mechanisms through whiemational institutions can
influence the domestic policy of states and socialize them towaw standards of
behavior. The socializing mechanisms used by international organizatiave been

highlighted in much of the literature on democratic waves and democratititnassi

Control, which entails the institution actually taking over the stgpeldical institutions,
is the most direct mechanism of socialization. While the EU dogedirectly control the
political institutions of member sates “incorporation into the Elglies a certain degree
of EU control over state policy” (Kubicek 2003: 4). This oversight céyaoiuld help to
“underwrite democracy” once a state becomes an official merbeever, “there is no
direct control mechanism by which the EU can impose democracyyostae, while it

is still struggling to consolidate a new political regime” (Ibid).

Contagionrefers to a situation in which events or systems in one countgroap of
countries, spread across borders because of their appeal (K#flo8k 5). In the
literature on democratic waves, contagion has also been termésbiatif or
demonstration effects. Diffusion has been defined as “the transfear@mission of

objects, processes, ideas, and information from one population or regiowttera

" For examples see Finnemore 1993; Keck and Sikk@9i8 (Cited in Cortell and Davis 2000).
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(Checkel 1999: 85 citing Hugill and Dickson 1988: 263-264). Contagion woitksav
geographical logic because events or ideas are more likefyréad to states that border
the country of origin (Kubicek 2003). Contagion effects are discussadjteat extent in
the literature on democratic waves; however contagions can rurargotdrdemocracy
and may include such things as intolerant ethnic-based natiorfdlismthe case of
democratic transition, contagion most likely works along with othesal mechanisms,
such as conditionality, as contagion alone cannot explain democrater®utla specific
region: “Contagion may play some role in the initial transition ehag after that a host
of internal and external factors help to account for different owgsdiiKubicek 2003: 5-
6). Where there is a high level of cultural match between irtten@ norms and
domestic norms and where domestic structures and power configurateonenducive
to democratic transition, diffusion is more likely to happen (Che&k&9: 86 citing

Meyer and Strang 1993: 503-4).

The concept oftonvergencenas emerged as a refinement of the contagion concept.
Whitehead defines it as “the enlargement of a pre-existing dattocommunity of
sovereign states,” and Pridham has defined it as a “gradualnmeavein system
conformity based upon established democracies with power to atrd@ssist regimes

in transition” (Kubicek 2003: 6). There are two mechanisms at worknnergence. The

first is the rational variant, where policy change occurs agsalt of cost-benefit

8 For classic works on democratic waves see Samueditrtjton Third Wave.1991. 199 McFaul,
“Fourth Wave of Democracy and Dictatorship,” WorRblitics, 2002 For an explanation of how
nationalism spreads see Mark Beissinger. 1996.w'Nationalisms Spread: Eastern Europe Adrift the
Tides and Cycles of Nationalist Contention"Sncial Researct§3:1, pp. 97-146. For a discussion of
intolerant nationalism see Michael Hechter. 2@@@ntaining NationalismOxford: Oxford University
Press.
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calculations on the part of elites in response to either sociahaterial pressures
(Checkel 1999: 556). These pressures may be in the form of incenbiviesver
transaction costs or as a result of direct pressure appliegtésnal actors. This rational

variant is most often termed conditionality.

Conditionalityis the mechanism which has received the most attention iitefaure on
EU expansion and democratic transition in Eastern Europe. Conditiomad#ls linking
the perceived benefits of membership in the organization to thknielit of conditions
relating to the protection of human rights and the advancement of deim@ciaciples
(Smith 2001: 35)These perceived benefits, or “carrots”, may be in the forpolitical
support, economic aid, or simply membership in the organization, whiltstick” is
most often exclusion from the organization and its benefits. Economnilitiooality may
also involve the withholding of economic aid or economic sanctions (Kki2i@e3: 7).
Direct military intervention or threats of military actiohat violate the principle of
sovereignty are not consistent with the definition of conditionality. Bing these
“carrots” and “sticks” an organization attempts to persuade, atithes coerce states
into adopting more democratic policies. This mechanism is based upost/beoefit
analysis, in which “actors maximize utility based on exogenaisjnterested political
preferences” (Kelley 2004: 38 citing Elster 1982: 22; See alsdéRe2009), and
democracy is the result of rational calculation on the part @fse{Kubicek 2003:7; See
also Schimmelfennig 2002). Consequently, the conditionality mechanismotis
concerned with whether actors alter their beliefs afterialj their actions, but is simply

concerned with how “incentives can alter states’ behavior bygihg the international
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payoff structure facing states” (Kelley 2004: 38). The factbed make conditionality

more or less effective will be discussed in greater detail below.

The other variant of convergence is a more ideational, constructivist appreachupan
learning, socialization, and the internalization of democratic ndKuabicek 2003:6).
Socialization to international norms by normative pressure occsira aesult of
“diplomatic praise or censure, either bilateral or multi@terhich may be reinforced by
material sanctions and incentives” (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 9018edohnston
2001). This pressure can be top down, originating from international catjang that
exist above the level of states, or it can be bottom-up and icanabe through domestic
level actors working through transnational advocacy networks to psgyveeon elites.
Either way, socialization is analogous to “peer pressure” @mdplying with this
pressure often involves an important identity aspect or feeling ohdgielg to a group of
states (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 902). Normative pressure impliethénatis no
reward other than the approval of the institution itself (Ke#@@4: 3). Conformity with
international norms is an important source of domestic legitimaand prestige and
therefore the incentive to comply can be ideational as well @sriada(Finnemore and
Sikkink 1998: 903 citing Axelrod 1986 and Fearon 1987charya (2004) argues that
new democracies may adopt human rights norms because it irg#itheir authority

and new identity.

There are two mechanisms that have been identified in construeibzisunts of norm

compliance. The first mechanism, “strategic social constmittrelies on a cost-benefit

9 See also Gelpi 1997 on the reputational effectsoofn violation.
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calculus that is similar to the mechanism in neoutilitariaplasations; the difference
being that the constructivist ontology allows for the pursuit of nonrahter value
driven interests on the part of agents, as well as the evolutibsé tnterests (Checkel
2001: 559; See also Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 910). The other mechanism of
socialization in constructivist approaches is social learning. Tdreréwvo different types
of social learning. Simple learning, which is used in rationaleghekplanations, is the
process by which agents change their strategies and tastaceesult of new information,
while their preferences remain constant (Checkel 2001: 561). Byasgnttomplex
learning occurs when, in the absence of material incentives, agEnise new values,
interests and identities as a result of interaction (Che2@@l: 561). Finnemore and
Sikkink (1998) argue that the reason that states decide to comgplynaims in the
second phase of the norm cycle is because of their identity as members ofreatiomiz!
society. The identity of states “fundamentally shapes statevioehand that state
identity is, in turn, shaped by the cultural-institutional contexhiwiwhich states act”
(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 902). The mechanism by which complex |learcdnigs

is argumentative persuasiowhich is “a process of convincing someone through
argument and principled debate” rather than through overt coerciomaoipulations

(Checkel 2001: 562).

The Mechanisms of Effective Conditionality
In the post-Cold War era, international institutions have frequeetigrted to various
forms of conditionality in order to promote certain policies in target st@tesckel 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, andtioneat financial
institutions, like the World Bank and the IMF, have increasingly bataching
conditionality to lending. Conditionality, however, is not always effecéind depends
upon three interrelated factors: Leverage; asymmetricaérdependence; and

meritocracy.

Leverage refers to the material or political incentives tha international organization
can offer the target state in exchange for policy change. Theéegrb® material or
political incentives offered by the institution, the greaterdbgree of leverage that the
institution has over the target state. There are two distines typleverage at work in the
conditionality mechanism: passive leverage and active leveragghdova 2005). The
passive leverage of the institution consists of the attractgeaemembership, mainly
the political and economic benefits that come with membership hasvéhe costs of
exclusion (Vachudova 2005: 71). Active leverage refers specifitallthe deliberate
pressure exercised by the institution during the accession pracasally during

negotiations between the target state, and the institution.

The degree of leverage that the institution has depends upon theflee®mmetric
interdependence between the target state and the institutiomfoiheeenent capabilities
of the institution, and the meritocracy surrounding the invitation ge¢@achudova
2005: 108-112). Asymmetric interdependence implies that the targetiesurdve more
to gain from complying with the demands of the organization than thenipagjan

stands to gain from their compliance. The asymmetric relatipnshvhat allows for the
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enforcement of the conditionality, namely, that if the conditioesrmt met, the target
state will be excluded from the material or political benefftered by the organization.
The final element, meritocracy, is what makes the conditigrefiective (Checkel 2000;
Vachudova 2005). Meritocracy implies that the same criteria andtmorgdapply to all

target countries.

In the case where conditionality is applied to membership in thautiest, as is the case
with NATO and the EU, meritocracy affects the credibilitytiod link between behavior
and institutional membership (Kelley 2004: 41 citing Shelling 1966 and Pute&g).
The preference order for the state seeking admission islawdol'The state prefers to
be admitted without having to comply, but given the choice between compdyid
being admitted versus not complying and not being admitted, it priferformer. Its
fear, of course, is to comply without being admitted” (Kelley 2004 #ils means that
the greater the concessions that institution requires of the sgaking accession, the
greater the institutions credibility must be: “The credibillipwever, refers not only to
how credible it is that admission follows compliance, but also to hedilde it is that
rejection follows non-compliance” (Kelley 2004: 46; See also Scialiennig 1999;

Schimmelfennig et al 2002).

While conditionality is a powerful mechanism to get statesdtpainternational norms,
it is not always effective. Many international institutionsigiag from international
financial institutions (IFIs) such as the IMF and the World Bark, security
organizations such as NATO, to large regional organizations sud¢heakU, have

employed conditionality to encourage democratic reforms in tardes stéth greater and
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lesser degrees of success. In fact, it has been argued thatiocatity leads to
compliance only sixty percent of the time (Kelley 2004: 39 cit@itbert et al 1997:
509). Cooley (2003) examines the relative transformative impdbt@Ds, MNCs, IFIs,
the EU, and NATO on post-communist transitions in Eastern Europeoatudes that
because the EU and NATO have the strictest conditionality, Hbgg been the most
successful in encouraging meaningful democratic reforms in postcnist states
(Cooley 2003). The fact that the EU and NATO have been the moséssifial in
encouraging changes in domestic policy through the mechanism oficoaliiy implies
that these organizations exhibit the greatest leverage ovet sages, the highest levels

of asymmetrical interdependence, and are the most meritocratic.

The IMF and the World Bank have been increasingly attaching abldaied economic
criteria to their lending although making loans conditional upon chamgesmestic
policy was not a part of their original mandates (Woods 2001; 3tkid1). The roles of
both institutions evolved when World Bank began lending exclusively to aj#agl
countries after the Marshall Plan, and when the role of the iIMFeased after the
collapse of the Bretton Woods system in the 1980s. Membership in bothzatgars
increased dramatically in the era of decolonization and both institutions are nagimgng
governments in negotiations which cover areas of good governance, nale,aind
judicial reform — this is far from their original mandatekiehh were meant to cover a

narrow range of technical issues.
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These organizations however are not able to use political conditiordidygtively
because there are no institutional mechanisms for holding tati@es saccountable
(Cooley 2003: 31; Stiglitz 2001; Woods 2001 he relationships between the executive
directors of the IMF and the World Bank and the actual membenmgmeats are too
weak to ensure effective accountability and compliance (Woods 2001). koadthe
largest carrot, “economic aid”, is given at the beginning fed process, thereby
decreasing the incentives for governments to institute the sudgeftems. Efforts have
been made within both organizations to reform both horizontal accolitytsbuctures
within the organizations, and vertical accountability structuresvdsn member
governments and the institution, by increasing transparency amakipg governments
more accountable to their own people. The IMF has had some successimexdhe
“stick” by refusing to release subsequent loan installmentotintries perceived to be
lagging in the implementation of agreed-upon reforms, however thdusmms with

regard to the effectiveness of this conditionality are uncfear.

Both NATO and the EU are able to utilize conditionality morecatifely because both
institutions hold out the greatest carrot, “membership”, until theoétite conditionality
period. In other words, democratic reforms must be completed beborgries are

admitted into the organization, and thus before they can share ibetmefits of

%0 For literature on the problems of aid and condiiity see Peter Baehr. 1997. “Problems of Aid
Conditionality: The Netherlands and Indone3iaird World Quarterly 18:22, pp. 363-376; Graham Bird.
2001b. “IMF Programs: Do They work? Can They Be Bl&alWork Better®orld Developmeri29: 11,
pp. 1849-1865; and Paul Collier et al. 1997. “Régteng Conditionality,”"World Developmer5:9, pp.
1399-1407. Cited in Kelley 2004.

*1 For example, the IMF completely cut payments t@Bes in 1995 after only 6 months for
noncompliance, and it has delayed loan dispersaidtiania, Georgia, Moldova, Romania, Russia and
Ukraine.
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membership. It is for this reason that NATO and the EU have hadlargest
transformative impact on democratization in Eastern Europe. Inabe of NATO,
membership criteria include: transparency in defense planninggrparitary oversight
of national defense structures; minimal standards of defense mjatmioperate with
NATO structures; and a commitment to leaving the door open to futuaegenient.
However, NATO conditionality can be viewed as weaker than EU tondliity for two
reasons. The first is that meritocracy is looser in NATO. Conditions éonlmership were
made explicit only after the decision to enlarge NATO wasadly made and only after
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic were invited to join. These states wer@ chose i
part because they were geo-strategically important in adddibeing widely perceived
as being Eastern Europe’s liberal democratic forerunners. Datiwocriteria was
important, however it was not the only consideration. The politicizati@omditionality
hurts the credibility of the institution by giving the impresdiloat the membership is not
explicitly linked to policy changes (Kelley 2004: £f)The second reason is that the
specific democratic requirements for NATO membership pethio a much smaller
portion of domestic policy-making, ultimately contributing to the ieggion that NATO

is a stepping stone for EU membership.

Of all the international actors involved in the process of demoatiatiz in Eastern

Europe, the EU has been the most influential. Like NATO, thén&ds out the greatest

2 Kelley (2004) also argues that EU members havienas politicized conditionality, such as when
Europe needed Romania’s cooperation in the waosni: “Six months before the European Council
decided on the progress of Romania in the accegsamess, British Prime Minister Tony Blair essalhyi
promised to support Romania in exchange for codiperan Bosnia” (41).
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carrot, membership, until the end of the accession process: “Amcegdi take place as
soon as an associated country is able to assume the obligationendiership by
satisfying the economic and political conditions requirédtiowever, the domestic
reforms required for membership, commonly referred to as the CapmmiQaiteria, are
much more far-reaching than those required by NATO. The EU alkesmsse of a
staged or gradual admission process, which enhances the credibihty institution by
making assurances to candidates that they are moving in thedmghtion and for
stalling the admission process for candidates that are not gsoggeaccording to the

desired reforms (Kelley 2004; Sasse 2009).

Along with the prospect of enlarging the Union to include CentralEasiern European
countries, EU member states decided to spell out the politicaé@rbmic conditions
for membershipin June 1993, the European Council established the Copenhagen criteria
for EU accession which requires states to make reformsngekat market liberalization,
the protection of human rights, and the advancement of democratigpl@sndn the
economic realm, states must demonstrate the existence of mfiimgtmarket economy
and the capacity to cope with competitive pressure and markeisfarithin the Union.
In the political realm, the existence of stable institutionsueng democratic
government, the rule of law, human rights, and the protection of minaiesequired.
And finally all states must set a time frame for the adoptiomplementation, and
enforcement of the body of EU law and institutional provisions knowth@acquis

communautairgEuropean Council 1993). The fact that admission criteria arelyclea

*European Commissioccession Criteria.
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/enlargement_praoesssion_process/criteria/index_en.htm
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articulated and well-known lends credibility to the institution anatdnditionality by
making clear that membership is related to progress alongdtitesent criteria. In cases
where candidate countries did not met accession criteria theibership 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 tlet séates. Asymmetrical
interdependence implies that the magnitude of the benefits obership is greater than

the magnitude of the entry requirements (Vachudova 2005: 108). ThédadEdstern
European states were willing to meet so many domestic reggrits is itself evidence of

the high level of asymmetrical interdependence between the Europsan &nd
candidate countries (Grabbe 2006). These benefits include security, economi
advantages, and the important reputational signal it sends to invabtmss political
stability, as well as the reputational effects of beingra gfethe liberal democratic club

(Kelley 2004: 21; See also Jubulis 1955).

The active leverage of the EU depends primarily upon its abalitponitor and enforce
compliance. The gradual admission process aids the ability ohghigution to monitor
progress and to enforce compliance. The Commission assesses dimesseaf all
candidate countries, and during the fifth round of enlargement, issued respdeis on
the candidates’ progress towards membership. The Commission is intiateadhout

the negotiation process and through its delegations in candidateriesu collects

** Jubulis 1996: 68. Due to the legacy of the Squést, the Latvian government did not have expeeiémc
dealing with human rights issues which necessitadgihg on foreign assistance.
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information and holds discussions with various stakeholders in societyCdunecil of
Ministers meets regularly to negotiate enlargement-reigggs among member states
and with candidate countries. The European Council retains the eltresgonsibility
for directing the enlargement process by setting the politi@alework for enlargement,
allaying the fears of neighboring countries and acting as timabffface” of the Union
(Dinan 2006: 279). The EU Commission relies primarily on monitorindiey&SCE and
the CoE in the area of minority protection during the accession process tosdhaitital
Regular Reports on candidate countries. Membership in CoE and coraplisdhcd©SCE
recommendations have become unofficial prerequisites for EUsiaecg®8rosig 2006;
Dinan 2006). In the fifth round of enlargement, these institutions providpedriamt
information about the situation of minorities to the Commission whiak 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 withiithes of minority groups
(EU, CoE, and OSCE) operates according to a different mandatayrpose. This
mandate affects their ability to pressure states to comphy minority rights norms and
therefore to act as a socializing force for democratization. idtadeling minority rights
norms and compliance in Europe necessitates an examination of hevotpasizations

work in concert to both create and enforce common standards.

The OSCE, which was created as an instrument for conflict piemettas primarily
used normative pressure in the form of persuasion and social irglueatber than

membership conditionality to encourage policy development in targes s(ielley
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2004: 15). The OSCE has three primary mechanisms for addreéissimginority rights
issues: short-term fact finding missions to participating stdield offices for long-term
conflict prevention, crisis management, and conflict resolution; andl@M. The fact
that the EU relies on the OSCE High Commissioner for Natibinabrities as an expert
on minority rights during the accession process, means that the @&Cbeen able to
influence domestic minority policies in Eastern Europe in sigmfigeays. The HCNM

is an independent and impartial early warning and early actiomefjard to tensions
involving national minority issues which have not yet developed beyond an earlypgvarni
stage, but in the judgment of the High Commissioner have the pbtentievelop into a
conflict within the OSCE are&”and “an instrument of conflict prevention at the earliest

possible stage>®

The CoE did use membership conditionality to influence citizenshigla¢éign in Latvia
by delaying its admission until it developed an appropriate citmeriaw, however it
more often relies on “commitments from states to take cedctions by specific dates
with regard to human rights and the treatment of non-citizendle§k@004: 17). The
Commissioner for Human Rights of the Council of Europe is an indepemdgitution
within the CoE whose mandate is to promote awareness and résplaman rights
through dialogue with governments and country visits. The country vesitsilaute to a
comprehensive evaluation of human rights practices in member sagksthe

Commissioner makes recommendations for improvements on the bakissefuisits.

% Thiele 2006: 128 citing Helsinki Document of 1982:
*Introduction. The Oslo Recommendations Regardieg thguistic Rights of National Minorities and
Explanatory Note. Foundation on Interethnic Relagior he Hague. Available at
http://www.unesco.org/most/In2pol7.htm. Last aceds32/06/2008.
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The European Commission against Racism and Intolerance (ECRICaE institution
designed “to combat racism, xenophobia, anti-Semitism, and intoleran&airope
though necessary measures against violence, discrimination and @refaded by
persons or groups of persons, notably on grounds especially of race andlratiethnic
origin” (Thiele 2006: 129). The implementation of the FCNM and the MCReaties is
monitored by the committee of ministers. The Advisory Committ@s created to
oversee the FCNM and it has the right to visit the state patier the state provides an
initial report, and the Committee of Experts was created to orahi¢é implementation of
the ECRML. The CoE also sends fact finding missions to couttef®se membership
is granted, as well as after admission, in order to ensuresttitas fulfill the promises
they made when joining the organization. These fact finding missisne reports and

recommendations to governments as well as provide aid in the drafting of iegislat

The EU does not have many instruments for monitoring minority reghis result of the

fact that the protection of minority rights was not emphasized tin&ticreation of the
Copenhagen Criteria for accession in 1993. Consequently, the pringatyanism by
which the EU can influence minority policies in member statethrigsugh political
membership conditionality in candidate states (Kelley 2004: 18). WndeEuropean
Court of Justice (ECJ) has made reference to the protectibnnedn rights in several
decisions, it is not an organ for supervision of human rights or minogitys (Thiele
2003: 130). Membership conditionality on the basis of human rights, and more
specifically minority rights, was made explicit in the EUon@mission’s official

evaluation of countries preparedness to join the EU in 1997. The finalsepogidered

91



whether candidate countries adhered to the European Convention on HumaraRights
the UN instruments related to human rights and minority rights.fdttethat political
criteria would be taken seriously was made more explicit wineeU chose not to open
negations with Slovakia on the basis of the July 2000 Commission opinétiey(R004:

19).

The primary ways that the EU addresses minority issuesasghrannual reports and
official declarations, as well as through local missions andt-gmmmittee meetings at
various levels in EU candidate countries (Kelley 2004; Sasse 2009 iWdiEU had a
direct impact on the development of integration policies in Estomdalatvia in the pre-
accession period through the politics of conditionality, it is much hdalehe EU to
influence the integration policies of these states post-aonedsis is due in large part
to the fact that membership itself is viewed as a confionatif the fact that accession
states have met EU norms and standards in the area of minghity. iConsequently, the
biggest contribution that the EU can make in the post-accession pet@dncourage
continuing integration of minorities by providing financial support to irstegn
programs in member states through the European Social fund (ESH)eaRtdiropean

Fund for the Integration of third-country nationals.

Kin-State Activism as a Socializing Force

Several authors have studied the complicated relationship thtt ke&tsieen diasporas -
ethnic communities divided by state frontiers — host-states stdkes in which they live
— and kin-states — states that make an historical or cultaiad &b represent them (King

and Melvin 1999: 108; See also Barrington et al 1993; Brubaker 1998; Chinn eed Ka
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1996; Kolstoe 1996; Smith 2002). Ethno-national diasporas may be createtubtary

or forced migration, and they consist of members who “regard therassdvef the same
ethno-national origin and who permanently reside as minorities inooiseveral host
countries” (Sheffer 2003: 9). These diasporas may maintain regularccasional
contacts with their homeland, or kin-state, as well as with indivddoalgroups of the
same ethno-national origin residing in other host countries, thereagnge complex
network of relationships between disaporas, their host countries,hibr@ielands and
international actors (Sheffer 2003: 10). Many scholars have focuséeé @arays in which
diasporas may be sources of insecutityhile others have attempted to explain why the
“beached diaspora®’which emerged after the collapse of the Soviet Union, partigularl
Russians, have not had a significant impact on security in the régjidre fact that kin-
states use their diasporas as a tool of foreign policy iskwewn: however, what is
important to this study is how diaspora politics affect nation-ngldprojects and
minority inclusion in the host-state. Several studies have argueddwatful kin-states
can influence the minority policies of other states by preventing théameof nationalist

policies that favor the ethnic majority, thereby acting as @&lsnog force for greater

" See V.P Gagnon, Jr. 1994. “Ethnic Nationalism lamernational Security: The Case of Serbia,”
International Securityl9: 3, pp. 130-166; Stephen Saideman. 1997. “BExipigithe International Relations
of Secessionist Conflicts: Vulnerability vs. Ethiies,” International Organizatiorb1:4, pp. 721-753;
Jack Snyder. 1993. “Nationalism and the CrisihefRost-Soviet State,” in Michael E. Brown, Ethnic
Conflict and International Securityrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press, pp1@9®; David Carment
and Patrick James. 1995. “Internal Constraints|ate-state Ethic Conflict: Toward a Crisis-Based
Assessment of Irredentism]burnal of Conflict Resolutior39: 1, pp. 82-109. Cited in King and Melvin
(1999) pp. 108-109.
8 The term is from David Laitin. 199%entity in Formation.
%9 See Anatol Lieven. 199&hechnya: Tombstone of Russian Pow&w Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, pp. 243-268.
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minority inclusion (Brubaker 1995; Csergo and Goldgeier 2004a; 2004b;sbavand

Parrot 1994; Karklins 1994; Marshall 1993; Taras 1993).

Transsovereign nationalisrfrefers to nations that reach beyond current state boundaries,
but forgo the idea of border changes, primarily because it is toly togpursue border
changes” (Csergo and Goldgeier 2004a: 26). Kin-states do at times intenirexdynon
behalf of their ethnic kin, as in the case of Serbian and Craatemvention in Bosnia-
Herzegovina during the 1990s, and Russia’s intervention in Georgia in RO@8yer
such cases are rare in the field of diaspora politics. Kiesstadve a number of non-
military tools at their disposal that they can use to reach amuhédir ethnic kin in
neighboring states. These include: electoral rules; regulabonsepatriation (legal
guarantees on the right of return to the homeland); citizenship(tas citizenship); the
establishment of cultural centers or consulates in the host stgiport for cultural
exchanges or for increased opportunities for bilingual education in thesthtes
economic incentives to cooperate with co-ethnic entrepreneurs; ayvowithin
international forums to ensure the protection of the cultural and pbliights of the

diaspora; and the media (King and Melvin 1999).

The ability of kin-states to pressure other states depends uponalfiiity to make
credible threats and to use military, political and economic presstfectively.
Proximity and power are likely to effect the credibility ofiidtate pressures, meaning
that close and powerful kin-states are more likely to influghegoolicies of other states
toward greater inclusion of their diaspora (Kelley 2004: 166; Sze Biubaker 1998).

Despite the various tools that kin-states have at their disgbseslare often constrained
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by domestic politics and interest groups, resource scarcity, and twognfoeeign policy
priorities. Consequently, instances of kin-states cultivating strongiilesheir diasporas

are rare, and instances of military intervention to protect them are everraner

While previous studies have argued that European institutions havenbeesuccessful
than kin-states in pressuring governments in host-states to dairgeinority policies,
there is an important relationship between kin-state activisinpalitical conditionality
that should not be overlooked. The inclusion of minority rights protection hdo t
Copenhagen Criteria and the linking of policy changes with EU and Na&dission, as
well as the establishment of monitoring mechanisms within tHeEX&hd the Council of
Europe; legitimates the interest of kin-states in their diaspBarrington 1995). This
legitimation is further reinforced by the numerous bilateraaties on “good
neighborliness” that acknowledge the mutual interests of statethein cultural
diaspor&® Consequently, domestic debates over cultural reproduction and therciaati
an inclusive or exclusive conception of the nation are “increassigiped by complex
patterns of action and reaction involving the state, national minowiibsn the state,
external homelands claiming a special interest in the fateafitural minorities abroad,
and international norms and institutions” (King and Melvin 1999: 113; SeeSaith

2002).

0 For example see “Treat of Understanding, Coopmratind Good Neighborliness between Romania and
the Republic of Hungary,” Romanian Embassy, WadbimgDC, 1996 (Cited in King and Melvin 1999:
112).
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The collapse of the Soviet Union brought with it the emergence obtawes that defined
themselves as ethnic homelands, even though their core nationsestrattbss newly
formed state boundaries (Brubaker 1998; King and Melvin 1999; Kolstoe 199%inM
1995). As a result of Soviet era policies, which included, forced intlinar migration
as well as resettlement and deportation of native populations Bothet republics, the
demographic boundaries of ethnic groups spanned state boundaries. In 1989, one quarte
of all Soviet citizens lived outside the borders of the adminigtraegions that were
defined as their ethnic homelands, and therefore the collapse $bviet Union resulted
not only in the creation of newly independent states but also nepadés (King and
Melvin: 117; See also Brubaker 1995). After the collapse of the Stinan it is
estimated that twenty-five million ethnic Russians were negidutside Russia’s borders

(Brubaker 1995).

Despite the fact that the Soviet Union was based upon the ideathinat allegiances
would wither away, policies privileged ethnic identity: “Within thepublics, other
institutional structures, from local parliaments and councils of st@rs to folk
ensembles and “national” restaurants, reinforced the image erfifinion republics as
the homelands of distinct historical nations” (King and Melvin 1999:.1TfF¢ regime
“carved up Soviet territory into more than fifty putatively autonomaaional
‘homelands,’ each ‘belonging’ to a particular ethnonational groupil{@ker 2000: 26).
The designation of republics as belonging to particular ethnicpgravas further
reinforced on the individual level by ethnic designations at birth, iwTiers with

government officials, and on personal identity documents including atteassports, all
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of which set the stage for the emergence of kin-state actamshdiaspora politics after

the Soviet collapse (Brubaker 2000: 26).

In the Baltic States, as in other post-Soviet states, independemeghbmith it the
emergence of ethnonationalist movements that transformed ethnier pelations
domestically. Russians went from being the privileged clas®itwtihe underclass, as
the newly independent governments of Estonia and Latvia sought terteéheg control
over the means of cultural reproduction and to create national identithge basis of
native language and culture. Ethnonationalism on the part of the titalarity in these
states cannot be understood merely as the return of strong hadem#ies that were
“rooted in the pre-communist history of the region” and “frozen @ressed by a
ruthlessly antinational regime”, but must be understood, at leasttinapaa product of

Soviet reconstruction of persons and places as national (Brubaker 2000: 26).

The “national renaissance” that occurred in the Baltic Regaib&specially in Estonia
and Latvia provided the pretext for Russian activism on behal§ @thinic kin in those
states. While several authors have debated the motivations behind'sRdssision in
the early 1990s to institute diaspora politics as a cornerstorie fafreign policy, the
consensus within this literature is that the use of the Russéapala was a strategic
move on the part of the government that served to refocus Russiatityids an ethnic

homeland, to satisfy nationalistic factions within the domestinadfeand to provide a

®1King and Melvin (1999) argue: “The success of \#iaid Zhirinovsky and the Liberal Democratic Party
in the parliamentary elections of December 1993thacationalist opposition’s strong stance in suppf
the diaspora prompted the Russian government tptashal even more active policy toward Russians and
russified settlers abroad” (121).( See also Batoind.995; Bugajski 2004).
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pretext for intervention in the post-Soviet states (Berg and Ehin Z@$gjski 2004,

Karklins 1995; King and Melvin 1999; Muiznieks 2006; Simonsen 2001).

What has not been studied adequately in the Estonian and Latvianscidmesffect that
Russia’s activism has on the internalization of minority righisms among elites in
these cases. Kelley (2004) argues that Russia’s activism boouthe 1990s did not
result in the creation of more inclusive policies toward minoritRResearchers have
acknowledged that this pressure may have the reverse effectoimisEand Latvia of
creating more resentment toward minority inclusion (Barrington 18@5ey 2004).
However, these studies have tended to focus on either conditionality-stake pressure
and have not adequately explored the ways in which international tiosigtiand kin-
states may work at cross purposes, thereby influencing minotégration in opposite
directions, despite the similarity of their objectives. Kintestactivism can affect not only
minority policies themselves, but also the attitudes of elggarding the importance of
integrating minorities, as well as the validity and applicgbdf minority rights norms to
the domestic context. In this way, kin-states may have a&ctedih the socialization to
and internalization of minority rights norms among elites in tastges. This may result
in a backsliding away from the effective implementation of miganghts standards,
particularly in the post-accession period, where normative presstire 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 undegstaindin

those norms by different states can vary in relation to tmirestic structures, cultures,
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and rules (Brosig 2006: 139). Therefore international norms can inudamestic
policies only “through the filter of domestic structures and domesirms which can
produce important variations in compliance with and interpretation e tim®rms”
(Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 89%).Checkel (1999) argues that “domestic norms
shaping the preferences of agents predict the degree to whichatiteah norms
resonate and have a constitutive effect, while domestic stracideatify those key
agents and how they will vary cross-nationally” (Checkel 1999: 84). Ttypss of
arguments, which focus on the role of domestic actors bring agkack into
constructivist accounts and enable an explanation of why the constitotpact of
international norms varies across cases (lbid: 84). The resuhlte ahalysis demonstrate
that the domestic contexts in Estonia and Latvia are crucialrfderstanding both the
lack of convergence between international norms and domestic policieforatite

different understandings given to minority rights norms by elites.

The two domestic-level factors that have been shown to have dacgighiinpact on the
effects of international norms on the domestic policies are dtreestic salience or
legitimacy of the norm, and the structural context within which dbenestic policy
debate transpires” (Cortell and Davis 2000: 66; See also Goured#3). 1Domestic
structures matter because they determine who is a part potioy debate as well as

which group has the most decision-making power. The salience of astiomorm

%2 For literature on the importance of domestic stmes for norm adoption and compliance see Barnett
1999; Bohman and Rehg 1997; Checkel 2001a; CraviZfodd; Keck and Sikkink 1998; Milliken 1999;
Risse et al 1999; Sikkink 1993; and Weldes and 3866
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“requires a durable set of attitudes toward the norm’s tegdy in the national arena,
such that the norm is presumptively ‘accepted as a guide to conulict basis for
criticism, including self criticism™ (Cortell and Davis 2000: 68ing Fallon 1992). In
order for compliance with international norms to continue in the massaion period,
elites responsible for the creation of policies must accept riteenational norm as

legitimate.

Checkel (1999) argues that the diffusion of international norms to teogeiries “is
more rapid when a cultural match exists between the systemit and a target country,
in other words, where it resonates with historically constructed stiomeorms” (87).
Culture, in this sense, refers to the beliefs, understandings, and obligaticare tvately
held by a society, and is the medium into which international norenghfused. When
the level of cultural match is high the international norm wilsbkent and will have a
taken for granted quality for domestic actors. However when Wt ¢ cultural match
is low, that is when the international norm conflicts with domesiidture,
understandings, or obligations, there may be resistance to the adotioneanalization
of the international norm. Resistance to or rejection of the intenahtnorm, may also

vary with relation to different societal groups (Cortell and Davis 2000%374).

Because culture and domestic norms are conditioned by the histayigaxt of the
target country (Checkel 2001), and because domestic discourse conditioresatiiag of
international norms in the domestic context (Cortell and Davis 2000:hi3prical

legacies are important for understanding the internalization of nanmdifferent

% For examples see: Goertz and Diehl 1992 and Kedksikkink 1998 (Cited in Cortell and Davis 2000).
100



societies. In Estonia and Latvia, the historical context, paatiguthe legacy of Soviet
occupation, has produced fear of both Russian culture and Russian intervienti
domestic politics. In the post-independence period, Russia’s activisroohtisued to
stoke these fears, especially in the early 1990s, which has hintierextioption and

internalization of minority rights norms.

Norms that are clear and specific, those that have been arousndHibe, and those that
make universalistic claims, are more likely to be influentl@n norms that are
ambiguous, new, or particularistic (Finnemore and Sikkink 1998: 907;ISe€hayes
and Chayes 1993; Legro 1997). In cases where there is an absenceootgptons
about the international norm, it may be easier for proponents toigistdi# legitimacy
of the norm in the domestic context (Cortell and Davis 2000 citirggH&92; See also
Checkel 2001). However, where beliefs and understandings regardingpiimative
context are already defined, new norms must compete with olderteynagive
conceptions of interest: “Efforts to promote a new norm must takee plathin the
standards of appropriateness defined by prior norms” (Finnemore ikkidkS1998:
897). Where these pre-existing domestic norms are institutiodaligmbedded in
organizations or laws), socialization to new international normsheilmore difficult
(Checkel 2001: 565). Acharya (2004) argues that in cases where ¢tbaa desire to
enhance their prestige through the incorporation of international notonthe domestic
arena, they may “localize” or actively construct foreigeas so that they are congruent
with local beliefs and practices: “The stronger the local ndinen 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 contestagortheir meaning
and implementation is simply part of the normative landscapeauBecdomestic and
international norms are by their very nature constantly cauestd also evolving, the
degree of cultural match and the domestic salience of the atitaval norm can change
over time, in the direction of either greater consonance otegréissonance (Cortell and
Davis 2000). However, more research is needed into how this contestatioeave
room for considerable variations in interpretation on the part of setters and norm-
followers, resulting in involuntary noncompliance. Wiener (2008) ardwsgltis may be
the case with a number of norms, especially those in the area dainhughts,

environmental standards, or minority rights.

Conclusion

While several authors have recognized the importance of EU condifioma the
development of minority policies in the Baltic States, far Essntion has been paid to
the ideational variant of convergence. In addition to the adoption ofneosurate
policies, it is important to examine whether minority rights rotrave been internalized
by elites. In the post-accession period, continuing socialization throwgmative
pressure is crucial, as conditionality is no longer availableasnBuropean institutions
lack effective “sticks” after membership has been granted. fiugct therefore pays
specific attention to this ideational variant — that is - thgswia which international
minority rights norms are understood and internalized by elitdsese societies, as well
as the effectiveness of pressure from European institutions ipdsteconditionality
period.
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In addition, kin-states can also act as socializing forces araiege and pressure for
changes in minority policies through a variety of mechanisms fcitizenship laws,
bilateral agreements, economic pressure, speech acts, and hygladgnplaints in
international institutions. Both Europeans institutions and Russia lablged the
Estonian and Latvian governments to develop more inclusive minority gmland
Russia has even used European minority rights norms as a justifit@t intervention,
and European institutions as a staging ground for lobbying the mghtse Russian
minority. In the Estonian and Latvian cases, what has not been elggiadied is how
the socializing effects of European institutions and Russia@satinteract to influence
policy decisions and norm internalization on the domestic level in thtases. While
pressure from European institutions has moved minority policies towezdter
inclusion, Russia’s activism often aggravates historical memaied strengthens
previously established domestic norms regarding minority rightajays which work

against the internalization of minority rights norms by elites in thesetsscie
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Chapter 3
Compliance and Noncompliance: Conditionality and Normative Pressure

The “liberal community hypothesis” argues that “regional omgions represent
international communities of values and norms” and that the expaosithe EU to
Eastern Europe involves the spread of norms and values form West sto Ea
(Schimmelfennig 2002: 598). Estonia and Latvia are interesting tmsegamining the
adoption and internalization of minority rights norms, because Europewrtityirights
norms are “new” norms. It was during the fifth round of EU enlaegerthat the issue of
minority inclusion became a crucial issue for accession, andadece minority rights
norms were given meaning and importance through the politics of mdnmbers
conditionality. For both Estonia and Latvia, meeting accession iariterthe area of
minority rights involved an agreement to continue to work toward teation a

multicultural integrated society.

Normative pressure alone was not enough to bring about changészenstip and
language policies in either case, and it was only after padiioym was explicitly linked
to CoE, EU, or NATO membership that policy changes were exe¢dtey 2004,
Vachudova 2005). As a result, Latvia and Estonia are regarded asssumases” for the
positive effects of EU conditionality on democratization in treaaf minority rights. In
many respects, Estonia and Latvia constitute democratic sustm$ss, especially
compared to most other former Soviet states. In Estonia and ltaan@ is political
pluralism, regular elections are held, civil rights are retggeeconomic reforms have

progressed, and there has for the most part been an absence «dl patitence since
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independence. In addition, they have both met democratic requiremdygsatxepted
into European institutions. However, the question remains whether thigse ghanges
alone are enough for continuing democratization in the area of minority rights pos$t-
accession period, given the complicated historical legacieshendlaims to cultural
reproduction among both the Russian-speaking minority and the titular majoritieseén t

states.

Evaluating the success of EU conditionality on democratizatidghararea of minority
rights requires examining the continuing development of minority ypalw compliance
with minority rights norms in the post-accession period (Hughesl @004; Rechel
2009). Measuring compliance is a two-stage process which invohasirgrg the
degree of convergence between international minority rights normsdanmstic
minority policies, as well as the continuing dialogue between Eunopsétutions and
the Estonian and Latvian governments in the post-accession period (IChééke
Cortell and Davis 2000). While an analysis of minority polidesuments in each case
illustrates the ways in which international standards have been incothmrtatelomestic
policy, the latter points to areas where European standards andidgrobsies may not

be congruent.

These cases also raise the question of whether norms carubedgss be domestically
legitimate when coercion, or conditionality, was used during theepsoof adoption
(Wiener 2008). If norms are legitimate, then the development ofig®lin the post-
accession period will continue to reflect these norms. Internatiooahs that are

adopted or embraced on purely instrumental grounds may become doliyestilbant
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because the speech acts of elites “establish intersubjective stamiitngs and
expectations at both the domestic and international levels, and consihay options”
(Cortell and Davis 2000: 76). Consequently, “their normative pronouncements ma
become part of the society’s legitimating discourse” (Coaetl Davis 2000: 76} In
addition, when the international norm becomes enmeshed in domestic iorstjtand
domestic bureaucracies are granted responsibility for seeing thlgatnorm is
implemented, habitual compliance can lead to domestic sali€actel| and Davis 2000;
Klotz 1995). This process however is complicated in the Estonian andhaiases as a
result of the short-period of statehood and the interruption of statdhodtlle Soviet
occupation. Norms that were established during the interwar peri@dreiastated after
1991 however occupation introduced new norms regarding the social Inyecdrethnic
groups. Consequently, the salience of European minority rights norms in thesesiet
weakened by the low level of cultural match between Europeansnanich pre-existing

domestic norms.

While in principle, minority polices in Estonia and Latvia do not ®laternational
minority standards, a detailed picture of policy performanceesd states reveals areas
in which compliance with international standards is not fully reédichest, not all the

recommendations made by European institutions during the accesstesphave been

% See Thomas Risse. 1998. “The Socialization ofhaigonal Norms into Domestic Practices: Arguing
and the Strategic Adaptation in the Human RighsaArpaper presented for the conference on “Ideas,
Culture and Political Analysis,” Princeton UnivaysiMay 15-16, 1998. See also Jeffrey Checkel. 1997
“International Norms and Domestic Politics: Bridgithe Rationalist-Constructivist DivideEuropean
Journal of International Relation, pp. 473-495. Darren Hawkins, “Domestic Responsésternational
Pressure: Human Rights in Authoritarian Chilegropean Journal of international RelatioBspp. 403-
434. (Cited in Cortell and Davis 2000: 76).
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adopted, and therefore policy reforms were shallower than desire@ubypean
institutions. Secondly, in the areas where the minority rightsneegs left open to the
interpretation of state parties, Estonian and Latvian elites héempieted norms in ways
that do not promote the integration of minorities into society. D@€82) argues, that
while governments in CEE often do not violate their obligations tonat®nal norms,
their policies nevertheless create opposition among minorities.e Tissges will be
discussed with respect to the three policy areas that weréodthe of international
pressure during the 1990s: citizenship policies; language policies; and thepdeset of

national integration programs.

Latvia: The Reluctant Reformer®

The debate over citizenship and language policies was intensg theiri990s and the
ratification of European Conventions and the incorporation of European norms int
official polices was protracted. As a result, Latvia atedda great deal of criticism and
pressure from both the European community and from Russia. While lzatloed a
restorationist approach to state-building after independence,nbtlichmediately pass a
citizenship law that set criteria for the naturalizationnoh-citizens® The Latvian

Supreme Council determined that it lacked the legal authority uhderestored 1922

% English translation of all Latvian Laws and Acts#able at:
http://www.lexadin.nl/wlg/legis/nofr/oeur/Ixwelati Last accessed: 4/12/2009.
% Galbreath 2005: 173. In 1990, the Latvian Supr@wmencil passed the Resolution, “On the Renewal of
the Republic of Latvia’s Citizens’ Rights and Fundntal Principles of Naturalization,” which statbdt
“despite the illegal occupation of Latvian by theviet Union, the Republic of Latvia had not ceased
exist. Logically this meant that there still extst® Latvian citizenry that had either lived in Liatbefore
the occupation or were descendants of pre-war ateitizens.”
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Constitution to adopt either a citizenship law or naturalization proes®’ This
ultimately rendered a quarter of the population unsure of theiritigleartd without a
means to acquire Latvian citizenship (Kelley 2004: 1; See alsoinBam 1995;
Commercio 2004). As a result, the CoE refused to grant Latvia admigsi1l992,
making it clear that Latvia would not be accepted as a membérituatdopted a
citizenship law (Barrington 1995; See also Kelley 2004; Muizniekskehris 2003§°
The HCNM also pressured Latvia to adopt a citizenship law and ddwieegovernment
not to make naturalization requirements too diffi€dlThis was an important early
lesson for the Latvian government that there were real conseguenuet conforming to
the democratic norms required by European institutions (Muiznieks ahdsk2003:

33).

After prolonged consultations with the CoE and the OSCE, the Latvidiarpant
adopted the Law on Citizenship in June 199Zhe influence of European institutions
was clearly evident when President Ulmanis returned the dréfieccitizenship law to
parliament for further consideration. He urged parliament to “iake account the

recommendations of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Eamdptne

57 OSCE, 18 April 1993, Letter to the High Commissipof National Minorities, Reference No.
238/93/L/Rev. Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Republof Latvia.
% See also “Lack of Citizenship Law Mars CE Membarstope”, FBIS Daily Report: Central Eurasid,
February 1994, pp. 69; Saulius Girnius, “RelatiBe$ween the Baltic States and RusskRFE/RL
Research Repaqr8, 33, 26 August 1994, pp. 29-33 cited in Barigngl995: 738.
%9 OSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter to the Latvian Forelimister, Reference No. 238/93/L/Rev, OSCE High
Commissioner for National Minorities, The Haguephrticular the HCNM recommended that the waiting
period for citizenship not exceed five years, thaguage requirements not exceed the ability tacona
simple conversation in Latvian, that the Constitntexam not be a major obstacle to the acquisifon
citizenship, that disabled persons and persons@¥ée exempt from language requirements; OSCE, 10
December 1993, Letter to the Latvian Foreign MarisReference No. 1463/93/L, OSCE High
Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague.
Y OSCE, 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian i§arMinister, Reference No. 1463/93/L, OSCE
High Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hagu
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Council of Europe” (Barrington 1995: 754)Prime Minister Birkavs echoed this advice:
“We shall not allow this law to bar our way to Europe, the only plglcere Latvia can

survive” (Barrington 1995: 754¥.

This new law granted certain categories of the population prigritpaturalization
process, such as ethnic Latvians, spouses of citizens, and those wionfadted
Latvian language schools, but barred other categories, suchirad saiviet military
officers, KGB officials, and convicted pro-Soviet activist®nfr the naturalization
process. All applicants would have to pass a Latvian language test/lass a test on
Latvian history and culture (Galbreath 2005: 175). Most controversia#ylatv set strict
guotas, which allowed only 2000 persons per year to be naturalizedBébeegton
1995; Kelley 2004; Muiznieks and Kehris 2003). The law was protested dstew
governments, and was vetoed by the President in its original fooause of its
restrictive nature. As a result of recommendations from the MiGNe final version of
the Citizenship Law that was passed in July 1994 replaced the qutitasa window
system (Galbreath 2005: 178)The window system treated all categories of non-citizens
equally, however all non-citizens were forced to naturalize on this b& a timetable,
between 1996 and 2003, provided they passed examinations on Latvian language, history,
and the Constitution (Commercio 2004: 148; Muiznieks and Kehris 2003). Téeli@

gave consideration to the age and place of birth of the applicargvieovit did not

"L Barrington 1995 citing “Saeima to Review UlmanisrBand on Citizenship LawfBIS Daily Report:
Central Eurasia,l July 1994, pp. 60.
2 Barrington 1995 citing “President, Government &vieRw Citizenship Law,FBIS Daily Report: Central
Eurasia,11 August 1992, pp. 69.
3 OSCE, 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian Matiof Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1463/93/L,
OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, THague.
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contain a fixed quota limiting the number of applications that coulddoepted in a

given year*

The Latvian Law on Citizenship was the most restrictive ¢ishe law that was adopted
in any of the Soviet successor states (Chin and Kaiser: 1996).eihost Russians were
not eligible for automatic citizenship and could not apply for nanatégon until 2000. In
addition, naturalization was only possible for those individuals who vegjistered as
residents of Latvia, excluding those who were denied resideats§t The legal status
of non-citizens was regulated by the law, “The Status of thosmdf USSR Citizens
Who Do Not Have Citizenship of Latvia or Any Other State,” arad wdopted in April
1995’® This law granted non-citizens the status of permanent residgcktsissued
internationally recognized non-citizen travel documents. Non-citizentd not vote in
local or national elections, be elected to parliament or municifiaepbr work in most
civil service jobs. In addition, there were restrictions on land cstay@rand private
sector jobs linked with judiciary, such as notaries and sworn advddateznieks and

Kehris 2003). The ECRI criticized the law claiming that barring-citizens from certain

" Barrington 1995: 739. For example, “starting 896, applications from those born in Latvia who ever
16-20 yrs old would be considered; in 1997, thasmlin Latvia who were up to 25 years old would be
considered, and so on.”
S Barrington 1995: 739. “Tat'yana Zdanoka, advistitizenship issues to the Equal Rights factionhef
Saeima, told me that up to 150,000 people residirigtvia were denied official residency statuse3é
are called ‘people with round stamps’ since thasgports were stamped only with a round stamp and n
with the additional rectangular registration stamp.
® Text of the Law available at: http://www.coe ife/legal_affairs/legal_co-
operation/foreigners_and_ citizens/nationality/doents/national_legislation/Latvia%?20-
%20Law%200n%20non-citizens.pdf Last accessed 3305/2
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professions, such as barrister and lawyer's assistant, captair@srcadft, private

detectives, and armed security guards was unjustified and discrimifatory.

While Latvian leaders did heed the advice of international insfitsitito develop
citizenship legislation, the first laws that were put into plalearly contradicted the
recommendations of the HCNM. The citizenship law did not grant maydatenship
to persons meeting all requirements, or exempt the elderly faoguége tests. On
several occasions, the international community expressed concerthevdow rate of
naturalization in Latvia and the HCNM noted that the state f&® prohibitive and that
both the language and civics exams were too difflubue to the slow rate of
naturalization the HCNM began recommending in 1996 that the “windetersy of
naturalization was no longer necessary, a recommendation whictch@edeby the EU

Commission in its regular reports on Lat¥a.

The government refused to grant automatic citizenship to childrenrbbatvia, despite
repeated recommendations to do so, and only allowed for this possifiétyit was

explicitly linked with EU membershif The government had resisted granting automatic

" ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 13 March 29BRI (99) 8. Paragraph 20.

8 OSCE, 14, March 1996, Letter to the Latvian Mieistf Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 516/96/L,

OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, THague. OSCE, 22 April 1996, Letter to the High

Commissioner for National Minorities, Reference Nt/335-2818, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Republi

of Latvia.

"9 OSCE, 14, March 1996, Letter to the Latvian Mieisif Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 516/96/L,

OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, THague. OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter to the

Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference Nd185/96/L, OSCEW High Commissioner for National

Minorities, The Hague; OSCE, 23 May 1997, Lettetht® Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference

No. 376/97/L, OSCE High Commissioner on Nationahbfities, The Hague.

8 Commission of the European Communities, 1998 RedrRéport on Latvia’s Progress towards

Accession.

8 OSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter to the Latvian Forelgmister, Reference No. 238/93/L/Rev. OSCE High

Commissioner for National Minorities, The Hague;@E 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian
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citizenship to children born of stateless parents on the groundshildies were not
denied access to citizenship and could naturalize either with {reients or
independently at age £6.Nevertheless, both the EU and the HCNM continued to
pressure the Latvian government to amend citizenship legislatipegially with regard

to granting citizenship to stateless childféihe initial version proposed by the Peoples
Harmony Faction in 1997, granted citizenship to all stateletdrehithat had been born
since independence, however this version was defeated. Followingtpriotdiga in
1998, the government established a working group for changing the diijzdas
(Galbreath 2005: 177). The governing coalition was divided over whethelessate
children born after independence should be subject to an age and lareglagement,
as well as a residency requirement of five years for theangm (Galbreath 2005: 178).
However, the amendment to the Citizenship Law passed in November 19@8itvwhe
additional requirements. The amendment made citizenship availaldkiliiren born in
Latvia after August 21, 1991 to parents without any citizenship, thranghpplication

procedure. In addition, the amendment abolished the window-system of naturalization.

Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1463/193DSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities,
The Hague; OSCE, 14 March 1996, Letter to the laatWlinister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No.
516/96/L, OSCE High Commissioner on National Mitied, The Hague; OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter
to the Latvian Minister of Foreign Affairs, ReferenNo. 1085/96/L, The Hague; OSCE, 23 May 1997,
Letter to the Latvian Minister of Foreign AffairReference No. 376/97/L, OSCE High Commissioner on
National Minorities, The Hague.
8 OSCE, 11 September 1997, Letter to the High Cowsionier for National Minorities, Reference No.
31/666-5680, Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Repubb€ Latvia.
8 OSCE, 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian Matiof Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1463/93/L,
OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, THague; OSCE, 23 May 1997, Letter to the Latvian
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 376/97Q0SCE High Commissioner on National Minorities,
The Hague; of the Commission of the European Conitiresn1998 Regular Report on Latvia's Progress
towards Accession.
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International observers stressed the need to make sure that natioralexams were
standardized and administered fairly, and that the Latvian governnoemtigitanguage
education classes free of chaf@he government defended the exams, arguing that they
had already been simplified. The number of possible questions on tbey hest was
reduced from 300 to 150, and then further reduced to 93 in accordance with
recommendations from the OSEEIn 1998, an amendment did simplify the language
test for people over sixty-five, and in June 2001, the Citizenship Wwaw further
liberalized by reducing the standard naturalization fee byttarsk (Galbreath 2005: 179;
See also Muiznieks and Kehris 2003). In addition, the 2001 amendment ealsttut
further reduction for specific categories of people including thenpteyed, disabled

and school-aged children, and exempted those who had successfully passed t
centralized Latvian language examination for graduation from trgusme proficiency
exam®® While the changes to citizenship legislation were welcomedhéynternational
community, European institutions continued to express concern over the atwfr

naturalization, the need to educate minorities in the Latvian languagsimplify

8 OSCE, 10 December 1993, Letter to the Latvian &@tiof Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1463/93/L,
OSCE High Commissioner for National Minorities, THague; ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 13
March 1999 CRI (99) 8. Paragraph 13.
80SCE, 28 October 1996, Letter to the Latvian Miistf Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1085/96/L,
OSCEW High Commissioner for National Minorities,eTHague; OSCE, 11 September 1997, Letter to
the High Commissioner for National Minorities, Refisce No. 31/666-5680, Ministry for Foreign Affairs
Republic of Latvia; Commission of the European Camities. 1999 Regular Report on Latvia's Progress
towards Accession.
8 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 28y 2002, CRI (2002) 21, paragraph 12.
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naturalization exams, and to develop more lenient requirementsitar#ople, persons

of lower education, and long-term residefits.

Because the primary concern of European institutions was with thealzation of the
large number of “stateless” persons in Latvia, the focus of inten@htpressure was on
citizenship legislation. Language laws did not become a focusterhational pressure
until October 1997. The 1989 Language Law adopted by the Latvian Saugemcil
established bilingualism as the official policy. It instituted a three gransition period in
which Russian-speakers in the public sector would have to learmaheaV the level
required by their occupation (Galbreath 2005: 180). The 1992 Law on lgagua
stipulated the following: It terminated the use of Russian asatigiage of interethnic
communication and deprived the Russian language of legal status;sappestate
agencies could be made in Russian, only if the appeal was accothpgraenotarized
translation in the state language; it required all emplogéesate agencies to use the
state language and to document in it; and it required the ebtabl$ of a State
Language Commission to ensure policy implementation (Commercio 2GD): In
October 1997, the Latvian parliament passed, in the first reaaingw draft language
law that expanded government regulation of language use to the pectbe. #t was
only with the extension of language regulation to the private rdaimEU membership

was made conditional upon changes in language legislation. In Feb8@®yalbill was

87 Commission of the European Communities, 1999 RedrRéport on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession; Commission of the European Communi#ié60 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress toward s
Accession; ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg,M&rch 1999 CRI (99) 8. Paragraph 2. ECRI, “Second
Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23, July 2002, CRIQ2) 21, paragraph 13; See also Open Societyutesti
2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process: MinpRtrotection in Latvia, pp. 273.
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passed that allowed businesses to terminate employees who héidiearguknowledge
of the Latvian language and amendments to the Administrative MisdatCode
introduced in June 2001, stipulated fines of up to 450 euros for a varieiglaifons of
the Language Law, including “disrespect towards the state dgegtf These laws
adversely affected the ability of Russians to maneuver withividra society, and

actually restricted them to certain occupations on the basis of their landillge s

In 1998, representatives of the EU Commission, the CoE, and the GBS@Edfan
expert group that criticized the new Language Law for takingfficgent account of the
distinction between public and private spheres, and for contravening tideatdegal
standards on human rigftsThe ECRI declared that the Language Law was too “far-
reaching” and that it needed to be kept in line with CoE conventimigding the
protection of contractual rights, private life, and the freedom gjression and
associatior?’ The expert group recommended either “limiting the scope of ttieldra
on the State Language exclusively and clearly to the public spleer&dentifying all
situations where a legitimate public interest can be demortstfi@teneasures requiring
the (additional) use of the State Language” (Muiznieks and K&@@3: 44). The
Latvian government decided to implement the latter option, which danes granted

lawmakers and implementers a wide birth for interpretation (Ibid 44).

8 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EUc&ssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.
287. See also Galbreath 2005: 182.
89 Commission of the European Communities, 1999 RedRéport on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession.
% ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 13 March QBRI (99) 8. Paragraph 21.
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The EU Commission warned the Latvian government several timesrggular reports
to make sure that the State Language Center “only apply and etifertanguage Law
and its implementing regulations to the extent required by &nfege public interest,
having regard to the principle of proportionality... and in view of Lasviabligations
under international human rights instruments and the rights and freegloananteed
under the European Agreemeft.The commission also recommended that guidelines be
established to help language inspectors apply the Language Law. In 20ECRie
commented that the Language Law adversely affected the abilihproiatvians to
access public institutions, and encouraged the State Language tGdimbérsanctions to
cases that are in the “legitimate public inter8stln 2002, when the State Language
Center wanted to introduce new professions that should be regulatembrdaance with
the public interest, “only the cold calculation of the potential tdssternational prestige
— not the internalization of Western norms - stayed the hand of ttevgenw/to regulate
language use in a manner inappropriate for a democracy iBEWhgMuiznieks and

Kehris 2003: 513

Language laws also adversely affected the political gaation of non-Latvians. In

1994, the government passed a law on local elections that preventedizesrsdrom

1 Commission of the European Communities, 2000 Redréport on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession; Commission of the European Communi#ié81 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession. Commission of the European Communi#i@82 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession.
92 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 2§ 2002 CRI (2002) 21, paragraph 17, 19.
% Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EUc&ssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.
337. “An attempt by the State Language Centre ¢adben its authority to regulate language use in the
private sector through the elaboration of amendsinthe State Language Law stipulating a nevofist
professions in local governments and private sdw@srbeen unsuccessful due to the interventiohdoy t
Minister of Foreign Affairs who argued that thiswl cause a negative international reaction.” For
description see LCHRESiuman Rights in Latvia, 1 January 2002 — 30 Jun@22pp. 3.
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voting or standing in national elections and made language knowdepggequisite for
standing in local and national elections. This policy was criticiby European
institutions because it was an additional barrier to the pati@paf non-Latvians in
Latvian society, which was already I0{.In its regular report in 2001, the EU
Commission criticized the language requirements for candidateslogal and
parliamentary elections, and cited the European Court of Human Ragesand the UN
Human Rights Committee decision in 2001, both of which ruled againsathian State
in two cases involving insufficient language skills on the part d¢ional and local
candidate$® The removal of language requirements for candidates in electionsext
in 2002, only after the amendment was clearly linked to NATO meifmipefSarv 2002:

105; See also Kelley 2004).

The Constitution was amended in April 2002 in order to strengthen tedatguage in
the context of the change in the election laws. The amendment irgtbduoyalty oath
for MPs and made Latvian the official procedural language afiapgent and
municipalities’® Allowing non-citizens the right to vote in local elections wasene
linked directly to EU or NATO membership and consequently, pressuckange the
law on local elections did not result in policy chaig@his illustrates the reluctance of

Latvian elites to develop inclusive policies for the particgraf minorities in society,

% ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 2§ 2002 CRI (2002) 21, paragraph 21.
% Commission of the European Communities, 2001 RedRéport on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession.
% Commission of the European Communities, 2002 RedRéport on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession.
" ECRI, “Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 13 March @9BRI (99) 8. Paragraph 2; ECRI, “Second Report
on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 23 July 2002, CRI (2002) Raragraph 34.
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and further demonstrates the importance of political conditignirt policy reform in

Latvia.

European institutions applied only normative pressure in the arelcdteon policy and
consequently had less impact on policy development. In 1991, the Sufemeil
established an education law that guaranteed the right of edudatithe Latvian
language only® In March 1992, amendments were made to the Language Law that
required all state financed higher education institutions to teadhatvian beginning
from the second year onward. In August 1995, the Education Law wasrateded
requiring at least two subjects to be taught in Latvian in all minority schrootsthe first

to the ninth grade, and for three subjects to be taught in Latviandeg10-12. In 1998,

the new Language Law required that in all general schoolssatHaH of the subjects be

taught in Latvian.

While the Language Law was criticized by the CoE and th€E)$he majority of the
criticisms focused on the regulation of language in the privat®rsand ignored the
provisions regarding education. The HCNM did send letters to the goeetnm
emphasizing that the current Education Law was not in line withnatienal standards
and that ethnic minorities should have the right to primary edurcati their native
language. The letter also recommended reducing the requirdmaehatf of the subjects
be taught in Latvian. These recommendations were ignored by thi@rLgovernment

and a separate education law was passed in October 1998 whichfaratrezl transition

% “The Republic of Latvia Education Law,” Act 174 8991, June 19. See Article 5, paragraph 1. “The
right to acquire education in the state languaggi&@anteed,” but with regards to other langualyedaw
stated, “The state makes every effort to guarahieeight”(Cited in Kelley 2004: 77).
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of all state secondary and vocational schools to teaching in hatyi&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 atajadge
programs to be accompanied by education in the minority languagellass minority
language instruction in such subjects related to cultural idgi@gjbreath 2005: 185).
All schools with a language of instruction other than Latvian bachbose one of four
bi-lingual teaching models by August 1999, or to submit their own mekdieh would
be subject to approval. Teachers had to demonstrate a certain level of proficiency in
Latvian, or else be subject to dismissal. In its regular rtgpthe EU Commission
recommended that more funds needed to be allocated to the traingagloéns and that
the use of minority languages should be maintained at all scheds as possibi&’ In
2002, the ECRI again recommended that the transition to Latvian-owgjydge teaching
in upper secondary schools be postponed until 2008, due to the need to proigamsuff
resources and training for teachers, however the recommendationgna=di®
European institutions did however recognize the importance of theiooreat the
National Programme for Latvian Language Training (NPLLT) in 199& program was

set to run for a ten year period (1996-2006) and focused on: The trainiegcbers in

% ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 2§ 2002, CRI (2002) 21. Paragraph 42. In the
appendix to the report the Latvian government iagid that the Ministry of Education will allow
secondary schools to teach 30-35% of subjectsimiinority language. The Ministry of Education and
Science determines the range of subjects whictodre studied in Latvian in the schools workinghwit
minority education programs, although individuat®als were allowed to select the precise subjects.
190 commission of the European Communities, 1999 Redréport on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession; Commission of the European Communi#ieé60 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession; Commission of the European Communi#ié8,l Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession.
191 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 2y 2002, CRI (2002) 21. Paragraph 42.
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Latvian as a second language and in bilingual teaching; the producticadfing
materials; and adult language trainfig.The EC Phare Program provided substantial
funds to the NPPLT, however in 2001, the Ministry of Education and Scieakeover
responsibility for the program and the government began allgcdiract state funding

for the first time.

In addition, to pressuring for changes in citizenship and languageegolEuropean
monitors also encouraged the creation of new domestic instituticgafeguard minority
protection. The HCNM pressured the Latvian government to creat®&atiohal
Commissioner on Ethnic and Language Questidfsli early 2001, discussions were
launched to transform the National Human Rights Office (NHR@ an ombudsman
institution with a broader mandate, and on January 1, 2007, the NationahHRigtds
Office became the Ombudsm&fi.The EU also encouraged the Latvian government to
implement concrete measures for the integration of non-citizengytany in the area
of language training and financial suppSnt. The “National Programme for the
Integration of Society in Latvia” was adopted by the governmefiteioruary 2001, a
department was set up within the Ministry of Justice to co-orgiaativities, and an
advisory council on social integration issues was establishedwAwks adopted by

parliament in July 2001 providing for the creation of a Social lategr Foundation,

192 ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 2iy 2002, CRI (2002) 21. Paragraph 76.
193 OSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter from the HCNM to thettian Foreign Minister, Reference No.
238/93/L/Rev.
104 Commission of the European Communities, 2001 Redréport on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession; ECRI, “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbpul2 February 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 14.
195 Commission of the European Communities, 1999 Redréport on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession; Commission of the European Communifiee0 Regular Report on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession.
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which is in charge of selecting projects and securing finartétin addition, the
Minister for Special Assignments for Society Integration wesated to oversee the
implementation of the Integration Program. European institutions eneourdge
program to address: Discrimination in Latvian society; the setindsrrepresentation of
the Russian-speaking community in political and administrativeiposjtthe problem of
unemployment, which disproportionately affects the Russian-speakingagiopuland

the separation of the Russian and Latvian language rtfédia.

Estonia: A Push in the Right Directiotf®

Estonia, unlike Latvia, did develop a clear citizenship and natusiahzaolicy in the

early years of independence. On February 26, 1992, the Estonian Supreme Council issued
a decree establishing Estonia’s citizenship guidefiffesollowing a restorationist

approach to the state, the Citizenship Law reinstated the 1938nship policy. It

196 Commission of the European Communities, 2001 Redréport on Latvia's Progress towards
Accession.
7ECRI, “Second Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 2i§ 2002, CRI (2002) 21. Paragraph 60-69. The
report notes that out of the 100 Members of Pasgi@monly 16 are non-ethnic Latvians, which is well
below the share of Russian-speakers within theecity (approximately 23%). In Riga, where non-athni
Latvians constitute the majority of the populationly 12 of the 60 persons belonging to the CityiQol
are drawn from the Russian-speaking populatiohpatjh 3 high-ranking positions do belong to Russian
speakers which is an improvement from the Marchl2@0nicipal elections. According to a survey
conducted by the Latvian Naturalization Board, aghtitose whose native language was not Latvian, 38%
of non-citizens and 22% of citizens indicated thaty could not work in a job requiring Latvian larage
skills. According to a survey conducted by NHRQ@00, 18% of all Latvians and 31% of non-ethnic
Latvians indicated that had experienced discrinmmain the last three years, especially in the ausda
employment and access to social services. Langaagdjethnicity were the most often cited reasonstier
discrimination. See also Open Society Institute1l20Monitoring the EU Accession Process: Minority
Protection in Latvia, pp. 275, 281. Despite the fhat experiences with discrimination appear to be
widespread in Latvian society, there have beerugoessful court cases concerning discriminatiothen
basis of language or ethnicity in Latvia; See &sonmission of the European communities. 1999 Regula
Report on Latvia's Progress towards Accession.
198 English translations of all Estonian Laws and Amtailable at:
http://www.lexadin.nl/wlg/legis/nofr/oeur/Ixweestrh; Last accessed 4/12/2009.
19 For discussion see “Human Rights Watch World Rep®93- Estonia Latvia and Lithuania” UNHCR
Available at: http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/publishHRW,,EST,467fca6e23,0.html| Last accessed
03/12/2009.
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granted automatic citizenship to those who were citizens in June I8fiGhair
descendants, and established naturalization procedfiréhose not eligible for
automatic citizenship could apply for citizenship after two year residency starting
from March 30, 1990. Citizenship was conditional on a loyalty oath arshguage
examination however the initial version of the law did not searckandards for
language proficiency and left evaluation open to the discretion af gavernment
officials (Barrington 1995: 736; See also Galbreath 2005: 161). WhileEghenian
Citizenship Law was more inclusive than its Latvian counterpiaie to the fact that it
did not set quotas or a timetable for naturalization, it stihmhéhat three-quarters of the
non-Estonian population was not eligible for automatic citizenship i(Bgon 1995:

736) !

Several amendments were made to the Citizenship Law in 1993rtteat at the greater
inclusion of minority groups. Among the most important was the provik@nexcluded
certain categories of people from the language requirement. Anyegistered for
citizenship prior to the election of the Congress of Estonia, #sawelisabled persons
could have the language requirements for naturalization waivedsdt iatluded a

provision that citizenship could be passed through either the materpaternal side of

119 Galbreath 2005: 159-160. At the start of the 19B@se were three different citizenship proposals p
forward. The Russophonic politicians favored arugive citizenship policy which allowed all permane
residents to become citizens. The radical natistsalivere firmly against the idea of allowing “cakis” to
become citizens and even discussed repatriatiopaigms. Moderate nationalists favored allowing
residents to choose Estonian or Soviet citizenshgreby demonstrating their loyalty. As a restihe
grievances over Soviet occupation and the factRlugsian troops were still stationed on Russian soi
many perceived that Russophones would not be toyah independent Estonia leading to the adoption o
the more exclusive version of citizenship.
M1 Barrington 1995: 736. Of the nearly 150,000 noteHisns eligible for citizenship, only 12,000 beeam
citizens by June 1993 and at least 30,000 Rush&hsesettled from Estonia by January 1993.
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the family (Barrington 1995). The Estonian Constitution, which was adaptegJune
1992, did grant non-citizens the right to vote in local electionsedsas the rights to
unemployment benefits and social services. Therefore Estoniamotdwsxcluded the
non-citizen population from political participation at the nationalll&eDespite the fact
that the chances for automatic citizenship were still exauand that citizenship policy
excluded almost the entire minority population from participating in finst
parliamentary elections, the CoE accepted the Estonian Citizebhahipand admitted
Estonia as a member in 1998 While exclusion from the CoE was an important lesson
for Latvia about the necessity of observing international normsnpithe CoE was
viewed by Estonians as a confirmation of their nationality poliog af legal

restorationism” (Brosig 2006: 146 citing D.J. Smith 2003: 30).

Several authors have argued that the effects of citizenshiglaliégn in Estonia on
interethnic relations were devastating, as citizenship poliejfactt created two types of
Estonian citizens: “real Estonian citizens” and “second-classdrian citizen$™* The
perception among non-citizens that the Estonian government did notheantd stay in
the country was reinforced when, in 1995, parliament passed amesdioeiie
Citizenship Law that extended the residency requirement to five yeduadaed a test on
the Constitution and a loyalty oath to the naturalization processdditica, the new law

eliminated the waiver provision on the language exam for perssiasnigein Estonia for

H12ECRI, “Report on Estonia” Strasbourg, 26 Janu&$91 CRI (99) 2, paragraph 3.
113 Galbreath 2005: 278. In October 1992, the Parliaarg Assembly of the Council of Europe visited
Estonia and criticized the Estonian governmentfiirallowing non-citizens to vote in the national
elections that were held the previous month.
14 Barrington 1995: 737 citing “New Citizenship Laimsthe Republics of the Former USSR{&lsinki
Watch,4, 7, 15 April 1992, pp. 1-8.

123



ten years, and established that the new waiver provision appliedootilg hearing or
visually disabled. Lastly, the law stated that “citizenslupld@ not be granted to persons
who had acted against the State of Estonia and its securitgear dmployed by the
intelligence or security service of a foreign state, or seiweal career position in the
armed forces of a foreign state” which had implications for theke 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 difect en Estonian
ethnopolitics by pressuring Estonian elites to make language #menship policies
more inclusive (Brosig 2006: 146). Soon after Estonia’s admissiohmetoCbE, the
organization began pressuring Estonia to develop a more inclusivensitipdaw and
President Meri refused to promulgate the Law on Aliens until tte & d the OSCE had
commented on the atf The initial version of the Alien Law, which was passed in June
1993, was very restrictive, requiring non-citizens to apply fordezgie permits and
requiring them to reapply every five years. The fact that niireos had to submit new
applications opened up the possibility that the applications coulddme®) In addition,
the failure to submit an application meant that the Soviet padsploier was an illegal
immigrant and therefore subject to possible deportation (Galbreath 2@13: In

addition, the law prohibited retired Soviet military and securégspnnel from applying

115 (See Galbreath 2005: 243). The OSCE began pragsEsitonia to change its citizenship law as ealy a
1993. See CSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter from the HCMMEstonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, No.
206/93/L/Rev. The HCNM offers 13 recommendatiomduding the creation of a “Commissioner on
Ethnic and Language Questions”; a recommendatiatncthildren born in Estonia who would otherwise be
stateless be given citizenship; and that languagmimations be administered fairly and that applisa
should only have to be able to conduct a simple/emation in Estonian (knowledge of 1500 wordsg Se
OSCE, 1 July 1993, Letter of HCNM to Presidentraf Republic of Estonia. In the letter the HCNM
praises the President for returning the Alien Lawarliament pending a professional assessmenD& C
and OSCE.
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for residency, which opened the door for the possible expulsion ofj@ amber of
Russians residing in EstonfaoE experts were not satisfied with the law, which rendered
Soviet era residence permits null and void and forced non-citizeslarify their status
within twelve months or risk deportation. The issue of demonstratirfgllamployment

as a requirement for receiving a permanent residence permit wascalseeafor concern,
due to the high levels of unemployment in certain regith&inally, the 1993 Law
allowed only .05% of the population to apply for permanent residencygivea year
(Galbreath 2005: 164). The strict and discriminatory nature of then Alaw sparked
protests from the non-Estonian commutiifyand produced an outcry from Western
governments and from Russian officials, who decried the law &mna of ethnic

cleansing (Kelley 20048

In light of criticism from the international community, the pamiient reviewed the Alien
Law and instituted amendments to the Citizenship Law in 1994. The devéssion
granted residence permits to all those living in Estonia befoyelJul991 and allowed

those remaining to apply for temporary residence permits byl®9y (Chin and Kaiser

18 OSCE, 1 July 1993, Letter to President of the Répwf Estonia, OSCE High Commissioner on
National Minorities, Tallinn.
17 Galbreath 2005: 162. As a result of both econaestructuring which produced high levels of
unemployment in North-Eastern Estonia, and therguteer the discriminatory nature of the Alien Law,
industrial strikes were organized on April 23, 1992arva, Sillamae and Tallinn. The strikes did no
produce any change from Laar government and coesdlgithe Narva and Sillamae City Councils held
referendums for autonomy within the Estonian Rejgulin Nava, 57.4% of eligible voters when to the
polls and more than 97% supported the move fomauny. In Sillamae, 61% of the eligible population
participated and 98% chose autonomy.” In respdmsgovernment decided to revoke the promise of
simplifying the naturalization procedure.
18 Galbreath 2005: 246. The HCNM played an importale in mitigating the “Aliens Crisis” by acting as
a mediator and facilitating correspondence betvtkermgovernment and the city Councils.
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1996: 102; See also Galbreath 2005: ¥83Pn recommendations from the HCNM, the
government dated all residency requirements from March 30, ¥9%¢hile the law was
softened, it still placed restrictions on those seeking natuiializéy stipulating that
those applying would have to certify that they have a job, housing, ealdrégistration
and by subjecting military and security personnel to speaalagons (Chin and Kaiser
1996: 102)**! In addition, many legal ambiguities existed in the law, whithwed the
government to appease Western organizations while still allowingdimnistration to
interpret the law conservatively (Galbreath 2005: 163 citing Smith B&)2Despite the
amendments, the CoE and OSCE continued to voice concern about low rate of
naturalization and the high number of “stateless” persons of plynfrussian descent in
Estonia (Brosig 146 citing Reinikainen 1999: #%)In addition, the HCNM expressed

concern over the choice of Russian citizenship among the non-qitoperiation, who

19 OSCE, 9 March 1994, Letter from the HCNM to théogn Minister of Foreign Affairs, No
3005/94/L; OSCE, 4 April 1994, Letter from the Hgtm Minister of Foreign Affairs to the HCNM, OSCE
Ref. Com no. 20. The Estonian government recogrtizadan extension of the registration deadline is
necessary however, the announcement had to beah#ue last possible moment in order to allow the
registration process to gain momentum and alsbaaittwould not give the impression that it was no
necessary to register and that the Governmentneapable of enforcing its own regulations.
120 0SCE, 8 December 1994, Letter to Estonian Ministdforeign Affairs, reference No. 3053/94/L,
OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, Hegue.
12LECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, p&l&2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 12. The report
expresses concern that the spouses and childmailiafry personnel should not be deprived of the
opportunity to become Estonian citizens and thatdcision to refuse citizenship on the groundsmher
military or security service activity should be reamh an individual case by case basis.
12 0SCE, 21 May 1997, Letter from the HCNM to thedBs&n Foreign Minister, No. 359/97/L. Advisory
Committee on the Framework Convention for the Rttaia of National Minorities Opinion on Estonia.
Adopted September 14, 2001. Council of Europe. AOFTOP/1(2002)005; . ECRI, “Report on Estonia”
Strasbourg, 26 January 1999, CRI (99) 2; ECRIct®d Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002,
CRI (2002) 1; Commission of the European Commusitd01 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress
towards Accession; Commission of the European Comities, 2002 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress
towards Accession; Open Society Institute, “200Inktring the EU Accession Process: Minority
Protection in Estonia,” pp. 178. Open Society togti 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accession Process:
Minority Protection in Estonia, pp. 213.
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viewed the naturalization requirements, particularly the langteseas too difficult?®

The Estonian government responded that the decision of individuals to teslsgamiR
citizenship should not be viewed as a negative developitiet.the suggestion of the
HCNM, alien passports were issued for both domestic and travel psnpo$896 (Sarv
2002: 101)®® and an amendment was passed in 1997 that allowed non-citizens who
applied for temporary residence permit before July 12, 1995 to obtaimnzarnmnt
residence permit after July 12 1998.In 1999, the Alien Law was changed to exempt

spouses and children of citizens from annual qudfas.

While the OSCE mission in Estonia and the HCNM began advisingniasto grant
automatic citizenship to children born of stateless parentsrigsasal992, it was only
after the EU made membership contingent upon the reform ofitizerGhip Law that
the Estonian government decided to grant citizenship to children betatefess parents

(Kelley 2004; See also Galbreath 2005: 267)European institutions argued that

128 OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter from the HCNM toHEstonian Foreign Minister, No. 1084/96/L.
124 OSCE, 27 November 1996, Letter from the Estoniareign Minister to the HCNM, No. 1/19028.
125 OSCE, 7 February 1996, Letter from Estonian Meristf Foreign Affairs to HCNM, Nr.6/10580. The
categories of people eligible to receive an aligr@ssport was extended to those people who possess
permanent registration in the former Estonian SSRecteive a residence permit, while those who do no
have a valid passport or similar document may afiplan alien’s passport. The government of Estonia
also called upon the HCNM to encourage those OSEmlmar states which still have not recognized the
alien’s passport to do so. See OSCE, 14 Febru@§,1%®tter to the members of the Permanent Couwfficil
the OSCE, Ref no. 1996 314/Bis/96/L.
126 permanent residents who had lived in Estoniatfteast three years and who had permanent
accommodation and regular income were eligiblgoBmmanent residence permits. Those excluded
included foreign workers or students temporaril¥stonia, retired military officers, and criminals
sentenced for more than one year. This move wasagrdy the EU Commission. Commission of the
European Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Est®Rirogress towards Accession.
127 Commission of the European Communities, 2000 Redréport on Estonia’s Progress towards
Accession.
128 5ee CSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter from the HCNM tddEsan Minister of Foreign Affairs, No.
206/93/L/Rev; The Estonian government did not askltee recommendations regarding the granting of
automatic citizenship to children born of statelgasents in their reply to the CSCE HCNM. See also
OSCE, 21 May 1997, Letter of the HCNM to the EsaorfForeign Minister, No. 359/97/L. In this lettbet
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denying citizenship to children born of stateless parents waslation of the ICCPR
(Art 24.3) and the Convention on the Rights of the Child (Art 7.1), both offwiinécl
been ratified by Estonia (Thiele 1999: 18} The Law on Citizenship was amended on
December 8, 1998 and entered into force on July 12, 1999, so that childremborn i
Estonia after February 26, 1992 are entitled to Estonian citizeridbhgph their parents
are stateless and have been residents of Estonia during the pfevorears (Galbreath
2005: 165). However, as in the Latvian case, citizenship is not autoamatiparents
must apply for citizenship on behalf of their child before the childstd5. Once the
child turns 15 years of age, they must go through the naturalization process, hbegver t
may be exempt from the language examination if they haeadstl a school where
Estonian was the primary language of instruction (Thiele 1999: 183. dpplication
procedure for children born of parents with undetermined citizenship contiouas

criticized by the international community (Kelley 2004).

In 1989, the Language Law was adopted which established Estoniaa asly State
language and required all public officials to learn Estoniaheabasic level within three

years (Galbreath 2005: 166). The Language Act that was passeebruary 21, 1995,

HCNM appeals to the Estonian government to makedssibility of children born of stateless parents
available upon application and dismisses the argtithat most stateless children have parents who as
former USSR citizens have the option of acquirimg ¢itizenship for the Russian Federation on ttssbha
that the Convention on the Rights of the Child earbe dependent upon the possible exercise of tonop
available to the parent. For reply See OSCE, 4 198¢&, Letter from the Estonian Foreign Ministette
HCNM. In this reply the Estonian government argileg several current OSCE members do not abide by
this recommendation and therefore granting citibgnto children born of stateless parents is ngebdan
universal principles or obligations of the OSCE anrthe basis of common practice in OSCE states. Fo
effect use of membership conditionality see alsmn@ission of The European Communities, 1997
Opinion on Estonia’s Application for EU Membersh@pmmission of the European Communities, 1998
Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards Aam@s§€ommission of the European Communities, 1999
Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards Aaess
129 0SCE, 21, May 1997, Letter to the Estonian MimisfeForeign Affairs, Reference No. 359/97/L,
OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, Hegue.
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and its subsequent amendments, reaffirmed the status of Estothanoéficial language
of the state and established requirements for public servants ahddimainistrators so
that everyone in Estonian could enjoy the right to receive asdveen the state agencies
and local government in Estonia. In cases where the inhabitants do noEktawan,
they have the right to communicate in any language the administratspeak, or to pay
for their own interpreter (Korts 2005: 30). In regions where th®rty comprises more
than 50% of the population, inhabitants also have the right to receive ranswihe
minority language, and these administrations may also applyderrait allowing them
to use the minority language as the language of inner comntionicahis last provision
has caused a great deal of controversy, as the Sillamé&e Coamtibd its application to
use Russian as the language of inner communication denied savesl(iKorts 2005:
30). In August 2001, after four deputies on the Narva city council suldnaitfgoposal,
the Minister of Population Affairs reportedly stated that theiiiah government would
have to ensure that officials be fluent in Estonia at the legelined by the Language
Law before it could approve the propo§8IThe 1995 Language Law also requires that
public signs, signposts, announcements, notices, and advertisements muasthbe
Estonian language. This article of the language law drew anitiiem the Advisory
Committee of the FCNM because the interpretation of “public’ apphéso to

information provided by private actors and therefore restricts the rightsofities**

130 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EUc&ssion Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp
192,
131 FCNM Advisory Committee 200Dpinion on Estoniapara. 43, p. 12.
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In addition to guaranteeing the dominance of the Estonian langudge agiministration

of the state, language policy also established a close linlebeti@nguage, citizenship,
and political participation. Estonian language proficiency is a guéesie for citizenship
and only citizens are allowed to participate in national electi®hs. naturalization
exams in Estonia in the early 1990s were arguably at a higheaton level that went
beyond general knowledge, and therefore international actors pressumeda B®
decrease their difficulty®” The HCNM commented that with respect to the Constitution
exam, there were a considerable number of questions that evengeith a university
education would find difficult to answer, and that the requirement of leugel of 2500
words exceeded the expectation that the applicant should be able totcarsionple
conversation in Estoniari® The Estonian government defended the level of language
required by the civic examination on the grounds that candidategvare copies the
Constitution and the Citizenship Law, and emphasized that the prodritye language
exam is in ensuring that applicants can understand “the contergsshiges” as opposed

to “the art of expression®* Nevertheless, international observers continued to comment

132 For international pressure to reduce the levéoguage proficiency required in naturalizationresa
see: OSCE, 8 December 1994, letter to Estoniandtéinbdf Foreign affairs, Reference No. 3053/94/L,
OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, Hegue; OSCE, 11 December 1995, Letter to the
Estonian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Reference N840/95/L, OSCE High Commissioner on National
Minorities, The Hague. Advisory Committee on thafiework Convention for the Protection of National
Minorities Opinion on Estonia. Adopted September2@D1. Council of Europe.
ACFC/INT/OP/1(2002)005. ECRI, “Report on Estoniatasbourg, 26 January 1999, CRI (99) 2,
paragraph 10.
1330SCE, 11 December 1995, Letter to the Estoniaristinof Foreign Affairs, Reference No. 1340/95/L,
OSCE High Commissioner on National Minorities, Hegue.
1340SCE, 7 February 1996, Letter from the EstoniareigorMinister to the HCNM, No. 6/10680, Tallinn.
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that the language and Constitution examinations were prohibitivengadge training

was inadequate and expensive.

The requirement of the written examination was abolished forlgldpplicants in 1995,
and in 2002, graduates from upper secondary schools who have passed thexashool
in civics were exempted from the Constitution eXdfnin 2004, an amendment was
passed exempting disabled persons from having to take the languh@o@astitution
tests. In addition to requesting the Estonian government to leasanguage proficiency
requirement, the international community also urged the Estonian goventtn@ovide
language training for applicants free of chafffeThe EU donated substantial money
toward improving Estonian language skills among the minority commtimiough the

PHARE program (Galbreath 2005: 278%1n 2003, an amendment to the Citizenship Act

135 0SCE, 21 May 1997, Letter from the HCNM to thedB&n Foreign Minister, No. 359/97/L. In this
letter the HCNM expressed that the language exguined a level of knowledge that cannot reasonbbly
considered as too high, however the Constitutiahtha Law on Citizenship exam remained too difficul
and more attention should be paid not to the higflegntage of people who pass the exam but how these
exams deter people from applying for citizenshige 8lso ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strashour
23 April 2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraphs 9 and 10.
136 OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter from the HCNM toEs¢onian Minister of Foreign Affairs, No.
1084/96/L; Commission of the European Communi2€82 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress
towards Accession.
137 Commission of The European Communities, 1997 ®pioin Estonia’s Application for EU
Membership; Commission of the European Communifi®88 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress
towards Accession. As early as 1994, the Estomaemment acknowledged the desire to fund such
language training programs and called upon the HGblkhcourage the funding of such opportunities.
OSCE, 4, April 1994, Letter of the Estonian Minisbé Foreign Affairs to the HCNM, OSCE Ref. Com
no. 20; ECRI, “Report on Estonia” Strasbourg, 26uday 1999, CRI (99) 2, paragraph 12; ECRI, “Second
Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 23 April 2002, C&02) 1, paragraph 11. Commission of the European
Communities, 1998 Regular Report on Estonia’s Rrsgjtowards Accession; Commission of the European
Communities, 1999 Regular Report on Estonia’s Rregjtowards Accession.
138 OSCE, 21 May 1997, Letter from the HCNM to thedBsn Foreign Minister, No. 359/97/L; OSCE, 4
June 1997, Letter from the Estonian Minister ofdign Affairs to the HCNM. The 1.4 million Euros
received under the EU-PHARE program was allocaigchplementing the language strategy both through
the standard school system and through adult eidacaitned at acquiring citizenship. In addition,
compensation would be granted to applicants whequhthe citizenship exam.
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provided for up to 100% of the cost of language training to be reimbtwssuccessful

applicants.

In addition to acting as a gatekeeper for official membership instae, language
proficiency requirements were also specifically tied to thktrio participate in political
life. Despite the fact that the Constitution guaranteed the oighbtn-citizens to vote in
local elections, which was reaffirmed in the May 1993 Law onalL&dections, non-
citizens were not allowed to stand in local elections, to bebaesyof political parties, or
to occupy posts as civil servanfs.In April 1996, in order to further restrict the
participation of Russian-speakers in local elections, the pariarpassed a law
stipulating that candidates for local elections that had not gedidedm an Estonian
language elementary school, high school, or university had to dasgwage exam to
prove their language proficiency (Kelley 2004: $8)President Meri returned the law to
parliament however a version of the law passed in 1998 that wktHieelanguage
requirements for candidates in local and national elections (Sarv 208Q: While the
requirement of the test was dropped, candidates had to certithélyainet the language
requirements (Kelley 2004: 98). In 1997, the National Election Comntittaeght action
against two elected deputies of local councils, one in Sillaandeone in Maardu, for
insufficient Estonian language knowledge, with the result that the ydepuandate in
Sillamae was revoked. The impact of these laws was a sél@reto democracy,
especially in the Northeast region of Estonia, in citiesNieva, where 80-90 percent of

people are Russian, and where most people did not have the languageeskiisary to

139 ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, p&l£2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 40.
1400s1 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Processniity Protection in Estonia,” pp. 199.
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participate in politics (Kelley 2004: 97). The CoE and the OS@khgly criticized the
establishment of language requirements for candidates in locabeteas did the EU

Commission and Minorities Roundtable (Galbreath 2005: ¥%8).

In December 1998, despite protest from international bodies, parliapesged
amendments to the Language Law requiring members of parlianmeht lazal
government to have sufficient knowledge of Estonian in order to takenpiuet work of
those bodies. In addition, the amendment allowed the government to elafugoage
proficiency for public officials. In May 1997, the state prosecut@mdsed four
Russian-speaking district attorneys in the northeast of the co@mtrynsufficient
language knowledge and the Justice Ministry called for theepution of two Russian-
speaking judges in Narva and Kohtla-Jarve for insufficient Estor@atbfeath 2005:
167). In 1999, three hundred policemen were dismissed as a result of vieg ha
sufficient knowledge of Estonian (Galbreath 2005: 168), and severajyaids were

fired because of inadequate language skills in January 2004 (Korts 2005: 31).

Despite the fact that the HCNM had cautioned Estonia in thy €890s to avoid
regulation of language in the private sphere, in February 1999, theidsgovernment
passed amendments to the Language Law that also made it maridafmyate sector
employees, NGOs, and self-employed entrepreneurs to use Eshbritaa proficiency
level required by the government (Kelley 2004: 100). Anyone who had noeteeated

in the Estonian language was required to take a new language(g@shchuk 2002:

141 Commission of the European Communities, 2000 Redréport on Estonia’s Progress towards
Accession. See also Open Society Institute 200DriMring the EU Accession Process: Minority
Protection in Estonia,” pp. 178.
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3). In May 2001, the Estonian government issued new regulationsyspgddnguage
proficiency requirements in the private secfSrEstonian leaders were concerned over
the fact that the state language was not being used, and theesfisezirthe law in the
hopes that it would lead to greater Estonian language knowledge ah@pgpulation,
however these concerns came up against a growing consolidation sfthieswegulation

of language in the private sphere was undesirable (Hogan-Bair2@07: 532). The EU
condemned the 1999 Language Law “as a step backwétdsiid the Advisory
Committee for the FCNM expressed concern at the high number ofismsldhat were
reported by the Language InspectordfeThe Advisory Committee cautioned that the
mandatory levels of Estonian language proficiency in the prigpigere must be
restricted to situations where they are necessary to protepedfic public interest
(Paragraph 60). The OSCE and other European bodies sent delegatdenta tés
discourage the regulation of language use in the private sphereh wdsulted in
extensive consultations between the EU, the OSCE and the Estonian government (Hogan

Brun et al 2007: 532; See also Galbreath 2005: 271).

142081 2001, “Monitoring the EU Accession Processnity Protection in Estonia,” pp. 201. Middle
level language proficiency was required of all ptevemployees involved in the sale of goods oricesf
they are “dangerous for one’s life or health, slosédety and environment” and for people selling
compulsory insurance policies.
143 Commission of the European Communities, 1999 Redréport on Estonia’s Progress towards
Accession; Commission of the European Communif#ié80 Regular Report on Estonia’s Progress towards
Accession.
144 Advisory Committee on the Framework Conventiontfa Protection of National Minorities Opinion
on Estonia. Adopted September 14, 2001. Coundiuwbpe. ACFC/INT/OP/I(2002)005. The Language
Inspectorate found 1600 violations in 2000 andelvess a marked increase in the number of finesgive
violators in the first half of 2001. Report 200Br&graph 39.
14%Commission of the European Communities, 1999 Redrégort on Estonia’s Progress towards
Accession.
ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, p&l&2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 14.
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The decision to eliminate language requirements for local and natandidates was
made only after the issue was linked to prolonging the mandaite @SCE mission in
Estonia and the effects of this on the prospects of EU membersbgarf{HBrun et al
2007: 534; Sarv 2002: 603)° When the President returned the law to parliament in the
summer of 1999, he emphasized that the parliament had to “elimihamlauities
connected with possible corruption, inaccuracies and objections frontEutmpean
Community” (82). Similarly, the chairman of the Estonian parBatary committee on
culture sent an amendment on language laws to parliament on May 16aAA060ncing
that the amendments “were meant to harmonize the law with thandenof the EU,
other European organizations, and international conventions” (Kelley: 2004: 82). T
language requirements for local and national candidates were r@nmo2601 (Kelley
2004: 96). Nevertheless, the representation of non-ethnic Estonians ioc#heahd
national government and that the proportion of non-ethnic Estonian cibzenpying
posts within the public administration has remained low and has draweroofrom the

international community?’

As in the Latvian case, European institutions have placed lessiqgress Estonia with
respect to education laws. Education reforms were meant to harmonize tred peinalbl

systems for Russian and Estonian language that were inheotedHe Soviet period, to
create common standards and to reduce language as a barrieerbetimic Estonians

and Russian-speakers (Galbreath 2005: 170). In the summer 1993, parliasseqdt ga

146 Advisory Committee on the Framework Conventiontfa Protection of National Minorities Opinion
on Estonia. Adopted September 14, 2001. Coundiuwbpe. ACFC/INT/OP/1(2002)005.
147ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, p&l2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 41.
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law stating that Estonian was the official language of instdh all schools, although
other languages could be used at the elementary level. In additidawtstated that all
students would be taught in the state language by 2000. The primaryr@réssn
European institutions came in the form of recommendations from @iMHto extend

the deadline for the transition to Estonian language instruction isidRd®nguage
secondary schools. In fall 1997, parliament moved the deadline from 2000 to 2007, a
was determined in 2000, that at least 60% of subjects must b taugstonian, while

the remaining 40% could be taught in another language, with the dampté the
transition set for 2011 (Korts 2005: 32). In November 1997, the Education Act wa
amended to establish new state language teacher posts teao\bke filled by qualified
and experienced teachers of Estorli@The CoE, however, continued to voice concerns
over the preparedness of Russian secondary schools to transitiochingea Estonian,

as well as what would happen to the surplus of Russian-languacfeets once the
transition was completé? In 2007, all secondary schools began teaching courses in
Estonian, however, Russian-language instruction in primary municipal schools deossi
with permission from the local government, and in state schools with permissioithie

central government.

Pressure also came to create new institutions to representeiests of minority groups

and to work toward integration. The HCNM began pressuring Estonigatecan office

148 Commission of the European Communities, 1998 Redréport on Estonia’s Progress towards
Accession.
149 ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, p&l£002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 46. See also
OSI 2001, Monitoring the EU Accession Process: MigdProtection in Estonia, pp. 195.

136



of a “National Commissioner on Ethnic and Language Questions” bsa=saf993:>°

The Estonian government had already created a Minister respofwiblieter-Ethnic
Affairs however, the HCNM worried that this position would be tamsely tied to the
official views of the state (Sarv 2002: 985.In addition, the Presidential Roundtable for
Minorities, which was established in summer 1993, was a body foneinigadialogue,
rather than an institution that had the capability to deal effégtivigh complaints from

the minority community* In February 1999, a law was adopted that vested the Legal
Chancellor with the powers of an Ombudsman (Sarv 2002: 99). The delaycire#tien

of the office was due to debates over whether the Constitution dlfmvéne creation of

an ombudsman’s office. In 2000, as a result of pressure fronklthethe Estonian
government adopted an integration strategy “Integration in Estoroaret§y 2000-
2007"and the Non-Estonian Integration Foundation was setup in 1998, to oversee the
implementation of the program which was placed under the resgiapsibthe Minister

for Ethnic Affairs (Sarv 2002: 103%2 The program aimed at the three main areas of
integration: cultural-linguistic, legal-political, and socio-ecoimnThe creation of the
program was received positively by international monitors agrealsof sincerity in the

efforts to integrate both ethnic Estonians and ethnic minority groups into one $8tiety

150 OSCE, 6 April 1993, Letter from HCNM to Estoniaarfign Minister Mr. Trivimi Velliste, No.
206/93/L/Rev.
151 OSCE, 21 May 1997, Letter from the HCNM to thedB&n Minister of Foreign Affairs, No. 359/97/L.
152 5arv 2002: 96. The amendments to the Electoral dratvanguage Law were made without prior
consultation with the Roundtable leading for proemnhRussian-speaking members to declare that they
would resign. While the Roundtable was later reoizgd in 2001, this event illustrated that the
Roundtable was not an effective counter weighh#&oHstonian government.
153 Commission of the European Communities, 1998 Redréport on Estonia’s Progress towards
Accession.
154 ECRI, “Second Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, p&l&2002, CRI (2002) 1, paragraph 59.
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Post-Accession Dialogue and National Policies: Interpretation or Non-&npliance?
Evaluating the success of normative pressure in the post-awtgssiiod requires
acknowledging that minority rights norms are vague in a numbareafs and therefore
leave interpretation of key clauses and concepts to the contrpatitgs. The vagueness
of such concepts provides elites the opportunity to interpret Eurapesority rights
norms in a restrictive manner. The most problematic aspect dEuhmpean minority
rights framework is that none of the key Conventions or documentsidingl the
Copenhagen Criteria, the FCNM, or the ECRML, provides a definitiotmafority”
leaving it as an issue for states themselves to decide. Bheceimternational consensus
on a single approach to defining national minority and it appears ntikat such a
consensus can be readily reached in the future (FCNM Explanatory Reportaplarb2y

See also Brosig 2006: 28).

When Estonia ratified the FCNM it included a declaration in theérument of
ratification. The declaration was adopted directly from the ldgéhition of “national
minority” provided in the Law on Cultural Autonomy for National Minadi (first
passed 1925 and then again in 1993). It defines “national minority” titose citizens
of Estonia who: reside on the territory of Estonia; maintain lamgng, firm, and
lasting ties with Estonia; are distinct form Estonians on this lehsheir ethnic, cultural,
religious or linguistic characteristics; are motivated bgoacern to preserve together

their cultural traditions, their religion or their language, which ttute the basis of their
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common identity>> The Law on Cultural Autonomy allows persons belonging to a
recognized national minority to establish cultural self-governmeotgromote their
constitutional rights in the field of culture, and to establish miyocultural and
educational institutions. German, Swedish, Jewish or Russian cukilfrglbsernments
may be formed, and other ethnic groups of more than 3,000 citizens soappgly,
however, only the Ingrian Finns have formed a cultural autorfdtgs a result,
European institutions have repeatedly called for an amendment to whén larder to
broaden its scope and to allow non-citizens to vote or be elected toatidelf-
governments, however no such amendment has been p¥sdéw CoE has also
recommended that Estonia needs to pass a law on the statugylaisdofi national
minorities in order to help their integration into Estonian societiil&\this issue has
been raised a number of times within the President’s Roundtablefionil Minorities,

no draft proposal has been put forward.

Latvia also included a similar declaration in the instrument tfication. It defined
“national minority” as “citizens of Latvia who differ from Laans in terms of their
culture, religion, or language, who have traditionally lived in Lateragenerations and

consider themselves to belong to the State and society of Latviawishdo preserve

155 Law on Cultural Autonomy for National Minoritiedrticle 1. Declaration of Estonia to FCNM
available at http://www.coe.int/t/human_rights/mities/Country_specific_eng.asp. Last accessed
2/5/2008.
156 Open Society Institute 2001, Monitoring the EU Assion Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp.
190; , ECRI “Appendix: Comments by the GovernmdriEstonia on ECRI’'s Third Report,” Strasbourg,
21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 43. In 2004 fils€ national minority group, the Ingrian Finns
established a cultural autonomy.
5"Advisory Committee on the Framework Conventiontfar Protection of National Minorities Second
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted 24 February, 2005.n¢dwf Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 8; ECRI,
“Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 Febru2096, CRI(2006)1, pp. 11-12.
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and develop their culture, religion or languad®€ However, Latvia also declared that
“persons who are not citizens of Latvia or another State, who do noglel@national
minority within the meaning of the FCNM as defined in this detlan, but who identify
themselves with a national minority that meets the definitiothis declaration, shall
enjoy the rights prescribed in the FCNM, unless specific exceptre prescribed by
law”.**® In this way the provisions of the FCNM could be applied to stssepersons

living in Latvia®°

The inclusion of citizenship criteria into the definition of nationaharty has been
criticized by several international institutions because ituebes both stateless persons
and those with citizenship of other states from the protection tweational minorities.
Other states, including Austria, Germany, Luxembourg, Poland andeBaitd also
included unilateral declarations restricting the application ofF@GBIM to nationals of
the state. However, the fact that some state parties provideateuail declarations
indicates that “the States parties interpret the Frame®@orikention as applying to non-
citizens” (Thiele 2003: 126). The wording in the Convention ‘everygoebglonging a
national minority’ indicates the inclusion of every human being witlddgdrimination.
The approach to national minorities taken by Estonia and Latviaadicts the view of
the Advisory Committee of the FCNM, the UN Human Rights Commitdad the

recommendations of the OSCE High Commissioner of National Miesyitill of which

138 Declaration of Latvia to FCNM available at
http://www.coe.int/tthuman_rights/minorities/Countspecific_eng.asp Last accessed 2/5/2008.
159 i

Ibid.
180 atvia also included two more declarations alori their ratification stating that they would appl
Article 10 paragraph 2 and Article 11 paragrapbf3he FCNM to the Constitution and to the legisiat
acts governing the use of the State language.
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favor an inclusive approach that grants rights and protections tgoeeebelonging to a

national minority regardless of citizenship (Thiele 20636).

European minority rights conventions also contain a great deal of “vaguding that
leaves interpretation open to the contracting parties. For exathpld&CNM contains
many escape clauses that water down the rights obrities — phrases like “where
relevant”, “where necessary”, “as far as possible*vanere appropriate” (Brosig 2006:
28). In addition, the FCNM calls in general for “appropriate®necessary” measures to be
taken, however what may be deemed “appropriate” or Ssacg’ is for the parties
themselves to determine. While the FCNM is the most|ldped legal document for
protecting the rights of national minorities in Europeoisists of broad recommendations
and general principles that are meant to guide myneights in Europe, rather than
provisions with detailed rights for minorities (Thi&l®06: 125). The fact that much of the
Framework Convention is left open to interpretataipples its legally binding nature:
“The vague wording of the FCNM makes it almost impassio go to the Strasbourg
Court for Human Rights, the rights set up in thevemtion are not justiciable and no
individual complaint mechanisms have been developegeliaruling out litigation as a

further tool of norm promotion” (Brosig 2006: 29 citi@jlbert 1996: 175; Thiele 2006:

125).

161 See OSCE, 28 October 1996, Letter from the HCNMhéoEstonian Foreign Minister, No. 1084/96/L;
ECRI, “Report on Estonia” Strasbourg, 26 Janua§91ZRI (99) 2, paragraph 16; Advisory Committee
on the Framework Convention for the Protection afibhal Minorities Second Opinion on Estonia.
Adopted 24 February, 2005. Council of Europe. CM&)57, paragraph 18.
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The Oslo Recommendations are another example where vague woraling grgreat
deal of interpretation to state parties. For example, the Recodatiens state: “In areas
inhabited by significant numbers of persons belonging to national nm@soand when
there is sufficient demand...”; however there is no threshold gieerwhat might
constitute “significant number” or “sufficient demand.” Thesanterare left open to
interpretation on the part of State authorities. In addition, acaprttnthe Oslo
recommendations, the regulation of language in the private econorior 98
“undesirable,” however recommendations in the private sector remaieaunand
comprise only one paragraph (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 5R2gommendation 12
stipulates that national minorities should have the right to condwet@renterprises in
the language of their choice. However, it also stipulatesthigaState may require the
additional use of the official language “only where a legtienpublic interest can be
demonstrated.” The Explanatory Note describes these situatiofikfeathreatening
emergencies and situations which pose a threat to the rightseaddms of others, or
situations which threaten public morals, public health, national se@nt the general
welfare in a democratic society.” While the Explanatory eNa@llso cautions that
restrictions on freedoms should be interpreted restrictively, wiredtitutes “legitimate
public interest” is of course widely open to interpretation. Theo ®gcommendations
give no explanation of what should be done in complicated situations wadr@raercial
enterprises may be dominated by a linguistic groups or what tohéa 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 ofhbobrm-setters and
norm-followers and establishing the difference between delibe@teompliance and
restrictive interpretation on the part of norm-followers. In gust-accession period,
dialogue between European institutions and national governments contirthesform
of reports made after country visits as well as commermtarthese reports by national
governments. This dialogue highlights discrepancies between tbhasaot state parties
(norm-followers) and the expectations of European institutions (netters), as well as
the reluctance of state parties to make further reforms in the areaaftynrights. In the
post-accession period, the Commissioner for Human Rights, the AdGsonynittee of
the FCNM, the ECRI, as well as the UN and other internationaD¥NGave issued
reports on the minority rights situation in Estonia and Latvia, tlyepetviding insight
into the areas where minority rights norms have not been adequatehparated into

domestic legislation.

Citizenship Policies

There are no clear international conventions on citizenship and tleeréémisions
regarding citizenship remain the purview of sovereign states.egoeastly, citizenship
policies in Europe constitute a spectrum from liberal and inclusipeach as the case of
France, to more exclusionary as illustrated by cases suGerasany. However, there is
a consensus that state actions should not deliberately leave ptdpless and that
naturalization requirements should be made clear (Hogan-Brur2@0a 530 citing de

Varennes 1996). The battles over citizenship policy in Estonia andalaere not
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arguments over what international law prescribed, but were rabeerrdsult of
asymmetrical dependency and the recognition of leverage by Euaraps@tutions
(Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 531). It was during the fifth round of enlargethat the EU
was forced to define “European standards” with regard to citigersnd therefore
“measures were applied to candidate countries that had never beerdinvo&kation to
other member states” (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 531 citing Johns 2003eddgnition of
this fact by Estonian and Latvian elites has been used toyjtistiir reluctance to make

further policy changes in the post-accession period.

The inclusion of language requirements as a component of the rratioaliprocess has
been the source of debate between international monitors and the=e snce the
adoption of their citizenship laws. There are no specific intenmaticonventions that
mandate a certain approach on these matters, and thereforeepvactes significantly
across European states. Many states include language testscasipanent of
naturalization and in some cases there is no clear indication otdayetence will be
assessed. By contrast, Estonia and Latvia have developed relakpétt requirements
(Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 532). While international institutions haveogheally made
recommendations to soften the language requirements of the mzatiwali exam,
accommodations have only been made for the elderly and disabledn(Boga et al

2007: 531 citing Rannut 2004a: 10).

Reiterating the previous suggestion of the HCNM in 1996, the Commissigaar a

suggested that Estonia abolish the oral language test for théy elddrthat the State
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reimburse all language courses whether or not the person passatzenship exartt?
This suggestion has been partially implemented by the Estonianrngueset.
Amendments to the Citizenship Law, which entered into force in M200d, shortened
the overall length of the naturalization process and exempted peopée born before
1930 from the written portion of the exam. However, elderly persanstiéirrequired to
take the oral portion of the exam. The Estonian Citizenship Actfuvdser amended in
April 2005 to include a simplified naturalization procedure for persotis dsabilities,
and to allow persons with a severe disability or with a visual, hearing, or speduhtgisa

to be exempted from the examinatfén.

Despite these amendments, international monitors continue to expressn over the
large number of stateless persons in Estonia due to their diffioutgceiving adequate
free of charge preparation for the citizenship examination, anfditbhee of amendments
to significantly increase the number of citizenship applicattthin 2006, ECRI also
noted that the attitude of Estonian authorities toward statelesspgaplnot conducive
toward their integration into Estonian society. Despite the faat $52% of 139,000

stateless persons were born in Estonia, “there is a stronggfemhi the part of the

182 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Regny Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles Commissioner for
Human Rights, on his visit to Estonia 27-30 Octab@0d3,” Strasbourg 12 February 2004, CommDH
(2004) 5, paragraph 15; See also Advisory Commdtethe Framework Convention for the Protection of
National Minorities Second Opinion on Estonia. Atkip 24 February, 2005. Council of Europe.
CM(2005)57, paragraph 49.
183 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Mewwdum to the Estonian Government:
Assessment of the progress made in implementing@8é recommendations of the Commissioner for
Human Rights of the Council of Europe,” Strasbodrf July 2007, CommDH(2007)12, paragraph 10-12.
164 Advisory Committee on the Framework Conventiontfa Protection of National Minorities Second
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted 24 February, 2005.r¢dwf Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 10; ECRI,
“Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 21 Febru2096, CRI(2006)1, pp. 6, 32; UN Human Rights
Council, “Report of the Special Rapporteur on comgerary forms of racism, racial discrimination,
xenophobia and related intolerance, Doudou Diénissieh 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 stateésgde have in fact no

right to be in Estonia and should therefore seek to return to the Russian Fedé&tation.”

In Latvia, the Commissioner for Human Rights as well as the €@wiinue to express
concern over the declining naturalization rate due to the requirenwntthe
naturalization exam as well as the belief among non-citizsatscitizenship should be
automatic and that the advantages of citizenship are insignitféan order to improve

the naturalization rate, the 2004 Report from the Commissioner seddestering the
requirements for the language exam, especially for older peaptk,abolishing the
naturalization charg¥’ On August 8, 2006 simplified procedures were adopted for the
elderly and disabled, and while the charge for naturalizatiomnaiagemoved entirely, it
has been reducé® The Latvian authorities have expressed a reluctance to modify
naturalization requirements further, as the decision to acquizergtiip is an individual

choice and a demonstration of loyalty to the state.

The reluctance of both states to follow the recommendations ofinteenational
community in the post-accession period is evident in the continual Irefuath states
to make citizenship automatic for children born of stateles{zar@ the 2004 report on

Estonia, the Commissioner for Human Rights criticized thetipgof requiring that

185 ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, ZbRuary 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 31.
16 ECRI, “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12bFeary 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 6, 33.
167 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Reifmy Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles, Commissioner for
Human Rights on his visit to Latvid"58" October 2003.” Strasbourg February 12, 2004.
CommDH(2004)3, paragraph 49.
188 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Mewedum to the Latvian Government: Assessment
of the progress made in implementing the 2003 recendations of the Council of Europe Commissioner
for Human Rights.”. Stasbourg, May 16, 2007, Comn({@007)9, paragraph 39.
19 ECRI, “Appendix: The Third Report on Latvia: Commie 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 theiden. Because
many parents were not taking this option, the Commissioner argaethtstate should
not accept a situation where newborn children are renderedestatel the basis of a
mere option available for the parents to apply for another citizenSHipThe
Commissioner suggested that the Law on Citizenship be reinterpsetdtat “the
registration of a new-born child of non-citizens would be automaticalhgidered as an
application for Estonian citizenship, unless the parents of the chilarelée writing that
they have applied for citizenship of another state, under which laws the chmtdledeo
acquire citizenship of that country’* This suggestion has also been supported by the
UN Human Rights Counci’® While this suggestion has received some support among
political parties in Estonia, the amendment was recently @efea parliament and the
application procedure continues to be criticized by internationaltorshi* ECRI also
criticized the procedure for the fact that even when it izeti by stateless parents it
results in some members of the same family having citizerafdpothers remaining

stateless’*

170 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Regny Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles Commissioner for
Human Rights, on his visit to Estonia 27-30 Octab@0d3,” Strasbourg 12 February 2004, CommDH
(2004) 5, paragraph 11.
1 bid, paragraph 12.
"2 YN Human Rights Council, “Report of the SpeciapRarteur on contemporary forms of racism, racial
discrimination, xenophobia and related intolerai@aydou Diene: Mission to Estonia,” 17 March 2008,
A/HRC/7/19/Add.2, pp. 22.
173 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Mew@oedum to the Estonian Government:
Assessment of the progress made in implementing@é recommendations of the Commissioner for
Human Rights of the Council of Europe,” Strasbodry July 2007, CommDH(2007)12, paragraph 14;
ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 2bimry 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 32.
74 ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 2biemry 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 33.
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The same suggestion regarding children born of stateless paremsad@s$o the Latvian
government. These applications are reviewed under a simplifieddorecas recognition
to be a citizen rather than as an application for naturalizatiorawsmeness campaign
was organized in 2004 by the Ministry of Integration and the MingdtiFamily Affairs,

which did result in the naturalization of 5000 children. Neverthelesdattehat over

13,000 children remain non-citizens and that children are still beimgdsonon-citizens
has resulted in criticism of Latvia’s policy and a reiteratddrthe recommendation to

make the choice of citizenship for children part of the registration prdéess.

In both states, political participation at the national levelaiamthe privilege of citizens,
as non-citizens are not allowed to join parties or to vote in nataeelions. In Latvia,
non-citizens are denied the right to vote in municipal electionweds despite the
continued recommendations of international observers that grantingghisto non-
citizens would send a positive message about their inclusion into the politicabogynm
The Commissioner for Human Rights expressed concern in 2004 that imenscitould
not vote in municipal or national elections, or hold certain occupatiotieipublic and
private sector, stating that “in order for democracy and intiegréo progress in Latvia,

history should not be used as a justification for preventing the ity those people

175 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Reifmy Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles, Commissioner for
Human Rights on his visit to Latvid"58" October 2003.” Strasbourg February 12, 2004.
CommDH(2004)3, paragraph 49. UN Human Rights CdufiReport of the Special Rapporteur on
contemporary forms of racism, racial discriminafirenophobia and related intolerance, Doudou Diéne:
Mission to Latvia,” 5 March 2008, A/HRC/7/19/Add 3p. 22; Office of the Commissioner for Human
Rights, “Memorandum to the Latvian Government: Asseent of the progress made in implementing the
2003 recommendations of the Council of Europe Casnioner for Human Rights.”. Stasbourg, May 16,
2007, CommDH(2007)9, paragraph 37-38.
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without citizenship into Latvian society” Restricting non-citizens from participating in
municipal elections is not in line with European standards where foreigners evilomgr

term residents of municipalities should have the right to parteipat municipal
elections:’” The Latvian government responded to the recommendation by arguing that
allowing non-citizens the right to vote would not strengthen the in@efdr non-citizens

to naturalizé-’® In 2008, ECRI and the UN Human Rights Committee again urged the

Latvian government to allow non-citizens the right to vote in municipal etecti®

Kelley (2004) argues that the amendments that were made to&stahen Law were
not very significant and that the effect of the changes wadat#badespite the praise
that the amendments received from the EU (Kelley 2004: 113). Thedamats still
required non-citizens to apply for residency permits and thersfitireonsidered them to
be illegal residents (Kelley 2004: 112). She also argues trahdrd to regard this as a
clear case of conditionality as Russia clearly imposed thesmt cut off the gas supply in
response to the passage of the Alien Law in 1993 (113). Estonia f tine few EU

member states that still uses a quota to control immigradi@s,rhowever, as of January

178 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Regny Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles, Commissioner for
Human Rights on his visit to Latvid'568™ October 2003.” Strasbourg February 12, 2004.
CommDH(2004)3, paragraph 35.
Y7 |bid, paragraph 62.
78 Annex to the Report CommDH(2004)3, Section 65.6"Blffect of regional aspects on tackling
citizenship issues,” carried out by the NaturalmaBoard in 2003, “revealed that one of the major
obstacles to applying for citizenship is the latkmtivation, including the negligible differenchstween
the rights of citizens and non-citizens. Latviafpre having many citizens with full rights to hagimany
non-citizens with many rights.” There are no intgronal standards regarding giving voting rightsiom-
citizens.
9 ECRI, “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12bfgary 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 6, 36. This reluceanc
stems from a desire to prevent the possibility thist 17% of society could change electoral results
Human Rights Council, “Report of the Special Rapgar on contemporary forms of racism, racial
discrimination, xenophobia and related intoleraf@@ydou Diéne: Mission to Latvia,” 5 March 2008,
A/HRC/7/19/Add.3, pp. 22.
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2008, the annual immigration quota was doubled from .05% (approximately &thper
to .1% of the population (approximately 1340 persons). There are seagrgbries of
people who are exempt from the quota: ethnic Estonians; most fan@rbers entering
the country following the family reunification procedure; citizefshe United States of
America and Japan; specific persons in the national interescéomomic, educational,
scientific or cultural development; persons who apply for a residesrerit for studies;

and aliens holding an EU long-term residence permit.

Language Policies

The idea of linguistic rights for minorities is a tricky omeHurope and has been one of
the most divisive issues in the Baltic States, particularlgstonia and Latvia. While
there are other cultural differences between Russian-sgeaké@rthe titular majorities in
Estonia and Latvia, including religion, cultural heritage, and undeisgaf history,
language has continually been the most divisive and contentious [sstwesen ethnic
groups. Consequently, the weaknesses in the minority rights regevespecially salient
in the field of linguistic rights in these cases. The ECRNhie FCNM, the Oslo
Recommendations, and the Copenhagen Criteria all mention the oeedotect
minorities, including their linguistic rights, however they alspbasize the importance
that learning the state language has for integration andinpaistic rights for minorities
should in no way supplant the need for a sound knowledge of the officialaiges®

This latter point has been used by elites in Estonia and Latyuatify their conservative

180 5ee Oslo Recommendations Explanatory Note; FCNORIEL.
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approach toward granting greater control to the Russian-minoritlariguage and

education policies.

The various treaties of the European Union support multilingualism buspeatific
implementation of linguistic minority rights. The action plan “PromgtiLanguage
Learning and Linguistic Diversity” is based on the principle thaery European citizen
should have meaningful communicative competence in at least twolatiggrages in
addition to his or her mother tongue” as well as a commitmentetéohg language
learning™®* While this concept speaks to the importance of maintaining linguist
diversity and preserving communication across member statesilient on the issue of
the protection of linguistic rights for national minorities. Gamsently, European
organizations provide a framework for discussing language policyle wsiate
governments are the primary players in the development of langudigeeg (Brown
2006: 50). EU conditionality in the area of language policy is rdiheted because
issues of culture and education are excluded from abguis The Commission
encouraged Estonia and Latvia to ratify the ECRML and the FCNidwever after

accession there is little that these organizations can ddldernoe language policies in

ways that are more favorable to minorities (Brown 2006: 52).

Framing the linguistic issue as a minority rights issusbraplicated in the Estonian and

Latvian cases as a result of the Russification policies andetinegraphic changes of the

181 COM (2003) 449 final. Communication from the Corasibn to the Council, the European Parliament,
the Economic and Social Committee and the Committéke Regions. “Promoting Language Learning
and Linguistic Diversity: An Action Plan 2004-20@y.ussels, 24.07.2003. See also Consultation
Document “Promoting Language Learning and LingaiBiversity (SEC 2002 1234) which sets out the
European Commission’s philosophy and the contexthfe actions proposed.
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Soviet period. Druviete (1997) has argued that the problem is nothhaRussian
minority cannot find staff competent in the Russian language in pushitutions, but
rather that the minority demands the right to remain monolinguathwhiakes Estonia
and Latvia unique in the study of linguistic rights in Europe (Drevi€97: 181; See
also Hogan-Brun et al 1997: 536; Karklins 1994: 157-158). Nevertheless, pessiat
dialogue between international institutions and Estonia and Latvia fmimhportant
differences between international norms and domestic poligtbsr@spect to language
policies and the interpretation of language rights (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 470). Taere is
tendency among both Estonian and Latvian elites to disregard themecalations of
international bodies in the post-accession period, by arguing thatittsi$utions do not
understand the current situation in Estonia or Latvia or their uniquieriba

circumstances (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 535).

The development of language policies in Estonia and Latvia sinceathe 1990s has
been a controversial and contradictory process. The removal of languagemeqtsréor
candidates in national elections was an important issue in the ategwi between
European institutions and national parliaments prior to EU accessiorevdowlong
with these amendments, both parliaments introduced legislation makengState
language the language of parliament, effectively undercuttiegchanges made as a

result of conditionality (Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 534; See also Galtba&as: 170}%

182 Galbreath 2005:170. In Estonia there was a steuiggbarliament over the amendment to remove
language requirements for candidates in natioe&tieins. While the pro-amendment group arguedtkigat
amendment would convince the OSCE to end its migsi&stonia, the Fatherland Union faction opposed
the amendment. The Centre Party also opposed thacament stating that it would jeopardize the positi
of the Estonian language in society, despite thetfat Foreign Minister llves spoke out in favéittee
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With respect to the regulation of language in the private secstonia and Latvia did
change their legislation as a result of international preskareever the final versions of

the laws retained the ability of governments to influence laggussues in the private
economic sector (Hogan-Brun 2007: 533). In both Latvia and Estonia, amended
language laws in 1999 and 2000 respectively, required language pofidgejobs that

were in the area of “justified public interest.”

While these amendments satisfied European institutions, this chasgeedlly only
shifted the debate to the interpretation of what “justified pubtierests” entails (Hogan-
Brun 2007: 533; Poleschuk 2003). Poleschuk (2003) argues that the language
requirements for certain professions in Estonia remain problerpatiicularly the high
proficiency requirement for minority school teachers (7). The Casioner for Human
Rights, the ECRI and the Advisory Committee for the FCNM contirmuexpress
concerns over the actions of the Language Inspectdfate.the Latvian case, it is

guestionable whether leaving the question of what occupations henwite realm of

amendment. The Pro Patria faction pointed outdtter bills had been put in motion that would a#ity
establish Estonian as the language of parliamaha#state councils and the amendment passedghrou
the Constitutional Commission by a slim margin. @@®ciety Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EU
Accession Process: Minority Protection in Latvip, B52. In Latvia, amendments to the Constituti@ney
passed in April 2002 in order to strengthen thetjpesof Latvian language and to compensate for the
amendment to the language law.
183 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Regny Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles Commissioner for
Human Rights, on his visit to Estonia 27-30 Octad@0d3,” Strasbourg 12 February 2004, CommDH
(2004) 5, paragraph 22; ECRI, “Third Report on Betd Strasbourg, 21 February 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp.
11; Advisory Committee on the Framework Convenfmmthe Protection of National Minorities Second
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted 24 February, 2005.redwf Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 93.
Considering the strict regulation of language,Report also noted the need to provide quality éfee
charge language training to the adult populatiovisory Committee on the Framework Convention for
the Protection of National Minorities Second Opmamn Estonia. Adopted 24 February, 2005. Courfcil o
Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 163-165. In 2003|rthpectorate carried out 2400 inspections anddoun
1899 violations. When checking the Estonian langugglls of Kohtla-Jarve town officials between Z99
and 2003 the Inspectorate concluded that 83% of tid not have adequate skills. The Estonian
government replied in the Addendum to the repat twould not be possible to have different stadd
for different areas as this would lead to the fartisolation of Ida-Virumaa County, pp. 7.
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“justified public interest” is really an improvement overmntsich more general 1992 law
which demanded “republican language capacity of any personnay ienéerprise whose
professional responsibilities involved communication with the public” @degrun et al
2007: 533; See also Ozolins 2003). During interviews with Russian miheaiters in
Latvia, they expressed the view that the practice of fining pefupl their inadequate
language skills does not create a positive attitude towardingathe Latvian language
and is counterproductive to the integration process. In 2008, the EG&in&al Latvia
about the “over-zealousness” of state language inspectors agswbi need to address

discrimination resulting from language in employm#fit.

While the state language remains the only “official” ka&age in both states, Article 10 of
the FCNM states that if minority members inhabit an aréauhbstantial” numbers they
have the right to communicate in the minority language. The proislgimat the term
“substantial” is open to interpretation by the states thensedwel Estonia sets this
threshold at 50%, despite the fact that the EU Commission, the Agisonmittee of

the FCNM and the Commissioner for Human Rights have exprdssexpinion that this

184 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12bfgary 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 34.
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is a prohibitively high standard’ In 2008, ECRI urged the Latvian government to allow

Russian-speakers to communicate in Russian in areas where they live tpffipact

In its second report on Estonia the Advisory Committee for @ENF commended the
Language Inspectorate for the fact that it no longer considang other languages along
side Estonian on public signs as a violation, despite the fact thiateA23 of the
Language Act remains unchang&din March 2007, the Language Act was amended to
state: “A regional variety or translation into a foreigngaage may be added to the
Estonian text of public information however, the text in the Estomiaguage shall have
precedence and must not be less visible than the regional vari¢étgnslation into a
foreign language™® Article 21 of the Latvian Language Law states that: signs
billboards, posters, announcements, and notices must be in the stateydanfjube
content concerns legitimate public interest and is meant to irtfferpublic. The Cabinet
of Ministers shall determine whether the use of foreign langua@gngside the state

language is permissibf&®

185 Advisory Committee on the Framework Conventiontfa Protection of National Minorities Opinion
on Estonia. Adopted September 14, 2001. Coundiuwbpe. ACFC/INT/OP/I(2002)005; Advisory
Committee on the Framework Convention for the Rtaia of National Minorities Second Opinion on
Estonia. Adopted 24 February, 2005. Council ofdper CM(2005)57, paragraph 18; Report by Mr.
Alvaro Gil-Robles, Commissioner for Human Rightshis visit to Estonia 2%:30" October 2003.
Strasbourg February 12, 2004. CommDH(2004)5. Paphg?4; Commission of the European
Communities, 2002 Regular Report on Estonia’s Rrsgjtowards Accession.
18 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12bFgary 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 34. The Latvian
government replied that it should be noted thahimicipalities with a large percentage of national
minorities (Riga, Daugavpils), the local governmertdvides translation services free of charge tsqes
who do not speak Latvian (Appendix 54).
187 Advisory Committee on the Framework Conventiontfa Protection of National Minorities Second
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted 24 February, 2005.redwf Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 104.
188 | anguage Act, Article 23.
189 Language Law, Article 21.
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The transition toward bilingual education was deemed as necdsganternational
monitors so long as the reform is well-prepared and the stateesreamtinued access to
education in the minority language. While the EU has been silesdwsation issues, the
CoE and other international monitors have urged the Estonian and Lgdwviernment to
monitor school reform closely. In order to continue to allay featekeRussian-speaking
community about the reform, ECRI recommended that Russian-speakahgte should
continue to receive on-the-job training in Estonian and to ensutetitBaRussian-
speaking community can still have access to high quality educatitreilanguage of
their choice, even for those who cannot afford private educiforSimilar
recommendations were made to the Latvian government about theoneaid teachers

and to open dialogue between teachers, parents, and the state.

National Integration Programs

The enlargement of the European Union to include Eastern Europeanvsthtésge

internal ethnic minority groups necessitated the creation tdrierithat would prevent
internal conflicts as well as conflicts between bordering staby ensuring the
integration of these minorities into society. “The FrameworkHerIntegration of Third
Party Nationals into the European Union” consists of a list of ConmBaaic Principles
(CBPs) which are meant to guide EU member states in atiegrminority groups,
particularly new immigrants. Classifying the Russian-speakdms have lived in the

Baltic States for the past fifty years, as well asdrbih born to Russian-speaking parents

0ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 2bfery 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 26, 27; See also

Advisory Committee on the Framework Conventiontfa Protection of National Minorities Second

Opinion on Estonia. Adopted 24 February, 2005.r¢dwf Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 11-13.
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in these countries as “new immigrants” is problematic. The C&8&sot provide
guidance on how to integrate “involuntary migrants” who find themsedgef®reigners
as a result of border changes. The Framework’s program actifotas primarily on
how to bring immigrants into the socio-economic community, the engplesng on
immigrants’ adaptation to the host society in terms of languag@® and institutions.
However, in Estonia and Latvia the situation is one in which both higtatynstitutions,
especially the education system, has supported the development of gwdisterct

communities each with claims to their own cultural reproduction

While there is a strong norm in Europe against assimilatioavarfof integration as a
two-way process between majority and minority communities, aecleading of
integration programs in Estonia and Latvia cast doubt upon whether thesmments
are pursuing integration as a two-way process. The first natiprajram “The
Integration of Society in Latvia” was adopted in February 2001 and addrdésar
primary areas of integration: Civic Participation and Politicéegration; Social and
Regional Integration; Education, Language and Culture; and Informati@nprogram
does not focus specifically on minorities but rather covers allmargge of issues aimed
at the formation of a democratic society founded on common shared.vaheedirst
program has been criticized widely for: Inconsistent notions ofdheeapt of integration

in different chapters; the lack of coordination between various atiéisorihe lack of a
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clear implementation strategy; as well as for the faibfr¢he program to adequately

involve minorities in the implementation procéss.

The program defines integration as a process by which “diverse griths the society
must reach understanding among them and learn to work together imgleeceuntry”
and that “development means not only enjoying the right to presemie ekntity but
also accepting Latvian as the only state language, to learlanigisage and to use it in
public life.”**? However, given the emphasis in the program on the importance of the
Latvian language for integration and the lack of specific measido promote minority
ethnic and cultural identities, it is understandable that minoritpsl@ave questioned
whether an assimilationist scheme is lurking beneath the sdffagvhile the program
does acknowledge mutual enrichment between cultures, the emphasigpadgteen is
on the integration of non-Latvians into Latvian society rather than on integra@zoduzd
process: “An integrated civil society is one where non-Latviane Bacommand of the
Latvian language, having overcome alienation from Latvian cultmbles, and are
involved in realizing the common goals of Latvian society; and whenelLatvians have
the right to preserve their native language and cultiifaf’hile the integration program

does acknowledge that Latvians must cultivate an attitude cfpteeness” toward non-

191 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.
305.
192 National Program: “The Integration of Society iattia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 7, 9. Available at
WWW.NP.gov.|v.
193 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUc&ssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.
310
¥National Program: “The Integration of Society intia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 8.
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Latvians, there are no specific programs aimed at incretdgmgnce and understanding

among ethnic Latvians specificafty?

As a result of resistance from nationalist politicians, paditylthe “For Fatherland and
Freedom Party”, the program does not reference internatiomalribyi rights standards
such as the FCNM, the ECRML or anti-discrimination directiV&sThe program
therefore does not address internationally recognized minoritgriginth as “the right to
use one’s mother tongue in various spheres of life, the right to mass media in thy minor
language, or the right to participate in public life,” but rathefers to the rights of
minorities “to preserve their native language and culture”tarftinaintain their ethnic
identity.”®” Yet even these rights are not supported by specific initiatii#sn the

integration program.

The program was also criticized for not reflecting the corxef minorities especially
with respect to educational policy which is seen as a threathcebutic Russian identity
and the quality of education for Russian-speak€rdhe measures in the area of
education, which were created to support the 1998 Education Law, weae thg fmost
controversial aspect of the program, both as a result of perctiveats to Russian

culture and identity as well as the fact that the refornif itszs not well-preparetf® The

195 National Program: “The Integration of Society iatiia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 11.

19 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.

310-311.

197 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUc&ssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.

340 citing Integration Program, pp. 88.

1% Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUc&ssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.

310. These opinions were voiced at OSI Roundtatitg, June 2002.

199 Baltic Institute of Social Sciences, Canadianrmagional Development Agency, OSCE, SFL, “Analysis

of the Implementation of Bilingual Education,” Rjg&02, pp. 20. For discussion of the survey seenOp
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right to greater access to education in the mother tongue ampdoth@tion of minority
languages is therefore not adequately addressed by the integratpam?’° The ECRI
noted that the massive protests and demonstrations against schaolthefboccurred in
2003 and 2004 were due in large part to the fact that the government didfroaéntly
involve the Russian-speaking population in the rushed adoption of the refensiois
still remain due to the fact that many teachers are not addyjyaepared to teach in
Latvian and the shortage of adequate teaching matéfials. addition, while the
Integration Program acknowledges the importance of minority edacptograms for
learning about minority culture, traditions, history, and native langutigee are no
specific programs geared at increasing the interest ofceltlatvian children in minority
cultures and histories, again giving the impression that integretiogally a one-way
proces€® The initiative on intercultural education emphasizes “Latvian life,” “the walue

of civic society,” and “democratic interactiof®

The greatest weakness of the Integration Program is wigtndeg the issues that it does
not address. The problem of greater unemployment among minority groups, and

particularly non-citizens, as well as the underrepresentationmarity groups in State

Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accessierocess: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 327.
Approximately half of minority school students, ¢bars and principals generally support a bilingual
approach to education (equal numbers of subjeattan Latvian and the minority language, whil@#1
of students, 37% of teachers, 34% of principald, 2t of parents prefer the majority of classeseto
taught in the minority language. As regards theditéon to Latvian secondary education by 2004 abou
half of minority parents, school directors and teas are opposed to the reform.
20 0pen Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.
360.
2LECRI, “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12bFeary 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 18.
202 National Program: “The Integration of Society iatiia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 56. See also Open
Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EU Accessierocess: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp. 341.
203 National Program: “The Integration of Society iatia,” Riga, February 2001, pp. 57.
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institutions and decision-making bodies are reduced to problems witlahdanguage
proficiency. No measures for eliminating discrimination on the job marketetsled in
the program, despite the fact that both Latvians and non-Latvipoged experiencing
discrimination. In addition, no initiatives to promote the participatioomaforities in
public life or to promote dialogue between the State and minoatesncluded in the

program?®*

The “Society Integration Policy Basic Principles 2008-2018" isategpolicy planning
document in the area of societal integration that was creatzhsultation with NGOS.
The new program faces many of the same criticisms, natmelyains too much focused
on the promotion of the State language and does not deal effectiviyethinic
integration or the integration of newcomers into Latvian soéf8tHowever, the
development of the National Programme for the Promotion of Toleraricgvia (2005-
2009), which aims at the formation of a tolerant Latvian society #he further
development of a multicultural society through education and informatiantolerance,
has been welcomed by international minority rights observers pfbigam is especially
important considering the rise of intolerance toward visible miesrih Latvian society,
as well as the tendency of Latvian and Russian-speaking j@olgito stir up interethnic

tensions in order to attract votéf&.

204 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.
347.
25ECRI, “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12bFeary 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 16.
28 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12bFeary 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 28.
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The Estonian government has instituted two integration programsegfétion in
Estonian Society 2000-2007” and “Integration in Estonian Society 2008-2013|& Whi
the programs envision the promotion of integration in the legal-polittbal socio-
economic, and the linguistic-communicative fields, the focus of bothgratten
programs has been on increasing Estonian language proficiency #meomgn-Estonian
population as the key to integration. The texts of both integration pnsgckefine
integration as a two-way process between majority and mynoosinmunities, in which
minorities increase their participation in Estonian society agdltp to the Estonian
State, while at the same time preserving their own ethnic fgelmiegration takes place
around a common core of Estonian values including, democratic values,resl sha
information sphere, an Estonian language environment, common governniauttons,

and the involvement of both majority and minority communities in a bilateral pro€ess.

However, the focus on the Estonian language as the key to integeatggests that
integration is a one-sided process in which minorities must inéegnd Estonian
society. In the first program, three-quarters of all funding albocated to measure in the
educational and linguistic sectdf8. This has been criticized by both international
observers and minority representatives for neglecting other inmpoespects of
integration, such as discrimination issues and political partioipdli In his first report

on Estonia in 2004, the Commissioner for Human Rights commented on problems

27 State Programme. Integration in Estonian Soci®§022007,Tallinn, 2000, p. 15.
28 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp
194,
29 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp
208; Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring thd Bccession Process: Minority Protection in Estpnia
pp. 192.
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involving “the practical implementation of the laws and policies,wa$l as difficulties
“in the efforts to reduce the socio-economic differences betwee different groups of
the population, as well as in the protection of the minority languages and idéfitifpe
ECRI, criticized the focus on the linguistic aspect of integmatio the detriment of other
issues which demand attention, such as employment, education and the heed t
Estonian-speaking and Russian-speaking communities together andcto yteung
people about the benefits of living in a multicultural socfétythe Advisory Committee
for the FCNM noted these deficiencies as well as a neegréater representation of the

minority community in high levels of administratiéff.

The first integration program also drew criticism from both mtgaepresentatives and
international observers for not focusing on the naturalization processwahiespecially
problematic considering that the Estonian government defines mimsritgitizens 2
Despite the fact that the program calls for projects aimttethcreasing tolerance in
Estonian society, these projects are aimed at increasingrtoéein the future and not at

addressing problems of intolerance that currently exist in gotiethe programs aimed

20 Office of the Commissioner for Human Rights, “Reidmy Mr. Alvaro Gil-Robles Commissioner for
Human Rights, on his visit to Estonia 27-30 Octab@0d3,” Strasbourg 12 February 2004, CommDH
(2004) 5, paragraph 7.
#ILECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 2bimry 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 6, 19.
212 pdvisory Committee on the Framework Conventiontfar Protection of National Minorities Second
Opinion on Estonia. Adopted 24 February, 2005.redwf Europe. CM(2005)57, paragraph 15.
213 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp
201.
214 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp
194.
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at the education and culture of ethnic minorities received considdesislyunding than

those aimed at improving language skills among minortfes.

As in the Latvian case, the first integration program wagngty criticized for not
involving minority representatives in the design and implementationogérgment
programs, creating the impression that Estonia’s minoritiesmee@ly the objects of
integration, rather than partners in a shared social profethe draft program was
presented to the public in December 1999 and a slightly amendéshwees adopted in
three months later, however appeals by minority organizations aneseepatives for
further deliberation were ignored by the governniéhThe ECRI noted in 2006 that
minority representatives were dissatisfied with the factidsates of concern to them are
treated only on a project basis, rather than as part of a langgrernment policy, and
that greater efforts should be made to involve minority groups in tredagenent of the

Integration Program (2008-201%5.

215 Open Society Institute 2002, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp
227.
1 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp
179.
27 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Estonia, pp
209. citing J. Tolstikoviviolodjozh Estonji2 March 2000; Leivi SheMolodjozh Estoniji4 April 2000; M.
Hint, Den za Dneml10 March 2000; Open Society Institute 2002, “Moring the EU Accession Process:
Minority Protection in Estonia, pp. 196. CitiRligikogu Keskfraktsiooni kiri minister Katrin Salts
(Letter of the Centre faction of Parliament to Mieir Katrin Saks), No 87/3-8, 27 January 2000. The
Centre Party faction criticized the Integration greom for not adequately addressing the role ofiethn
Estonians in the integration process and that @uaned to an assimilative approach. CitRiggikogu
Eestimaa Uhendatud Rahvapartei kiri minister Ka®iaksalgLetter of the Estonian United People’s
Party of the Parliament to Minister Katrin Saksp, #-10/112, 31 January 2000. The MP of EUPP accused
the program of being overly language-oriented adcdt address the real problems of Russian-spsaker
terms of access to citizenship and underrepresemtat Russian-speakers in the labor market arné sta
institutions.
Z8ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 2bimry 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 34.
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In response to criticism over the lack of involvement of minoribugs in the drafting of
the first integration program, greater efforts were mamesdlicit a wider range of
opinions on the second integration program. One such effort includedeanatidanal
conference held in Tallinn October 18-19, 2007, which involved over 150 participants
from eight countries. The purpose of the conference was to rdeeieack on the draft
of the integration strategy and to compare the strategy to itiegsrategies in other
countries. Members of minority groups and civil society as welbther important
stakeholders were present. On December 14, 2007, the integratieg)stvais presented
and negotiations with various stakeholders were led by the Mirgtétopulation and
Ethnic Affairs. Despite these efforts, representatives of min@moups continued to
guestion their role in the process, particularly with respect tahghé¢heir views were

adequately reflected in the new stratély.

Despite the criticism regarding the first program and recomntienderom international
actors to broaden the scope of the strategy, the primary focus sédbad Integration
Program (2008-2013) continues to be on language learning. The mraetmees: “The
process of integration of the population of Estonia is a long-term one and itstelgoal
is a culturally diverse society with a strong Estonian si@detity, sharing common
democratic values in which, in the public sector, permanent residemisunicate in
Estonian.??° While the second integration program does emphasize the neede@sinc

tolerance in society and to promote contact between ethnic groupsiveesiereotyping

29 |nterviews with representatives of the Russiarekjyegy minority in Spring 2008.

220 Estonian Integration Strategy 2008-2013 (Unoffigienslation), pp. 4. Available at:

http://www.rahvastikuminister.ee/public/Loimumiskax2008 2013 ENG.pdf Last accessed: 5/4/2009.
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due to negative contacts are attributed to misunderstandings dueffcigst or non-
existent knowledge of the languagéIn the field of educational and cultural integration,
the emphasis is on teaching Estonian at all levels of educatiole, tivhi promotion of
minority cultures is advocated outside of the formal educatiorersyshrough the
activities of the Ministry of Culturé? In addition, the only real measures in the legal-

political sphere are aimed at increasing the naturalization rate amoriinens.

One substantial improvement in the second integration program isd#ae that

citizenship and language knowledge, while important for creatingse s belonging to
Estonian society among Russian speakers, are not the only ngcegs@éements for the
creation of an integrated society. In addition, the program acknovelettigeneed to
involve Russian-speaking citizens in the Estonian public life andsideanaking

processes. The hesitant attitude of many members of the Estmp@aking community
toward the greater involvement of other nationalities is also notedclaanging these
attitudes is highlighted as a goal of the integration progfatdowever, the issue of the
underrepresentation of minorities in the state agencies and mmistmot addressed in
any targeted programs. In addition, the program sets as a gasdbeto increase ties

between ethnic communities and to decrease the gap in terms of aperapl between

221 Estonian Integration Strategy 2008-2013, pp. 9.
222 Estonian Integration Strategy 2008-2103, pp. 19.
22 Estonian Integration Strategy 2008-2013, pp. 12véys have shown that among those whose mother
tongue is Estonian 36% have open and positivaidést toward integration while 40% remain hesitaint o
negative attitudes about accepting Estonian redefrother nationalities as equal members of $peaird
involving them in the decision-making process.ii@jtirhe need and feasibility study conducted by the
consortium (PRAXIS Centre for Policy Studies, thawérsity of Tartu, the Institute of Baltic Studjes
Geomedia, Hill & Knowlton) (final report Decembed@7).
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the two communitie$’* While the program does grant a role to ethnic Estonians in the
integration process, especially in terms of developing more open kendntoattitudes
toward non-Estonians and their involvement in society, there arefgeryprograms
geared at the ethnic Estonian community, and these only includegraéiig level of
information in society. Despite the acknowledgement that other substamtas are
important for encouraging integration, the majority of funding il atocated toward

efforts to improve language skills among non-Estonians.

Conclusion: Effective Conditionality or Selective Compliance?

This chapter has taken an objectivist approach to examining tiheedefyconvergence
between European minority norms and domestic policies in Estonid and, by
examining the degree to which recommendations made by Europeiutiorst have
been incorporated into domestic policies. The focus of recommendatioing doe
accession period were aimed at reducing the large number désdapersons in both
states, the removal of language requirements for candidatesectiors, and the
regulation of language in the private economic sector. These aglibg areas that
were explicitly discussed by both the EU and its partner institsitin regular reports,
and as a testament to the power of EU conditionality, thesbeapaces where the most
significant policy reforms were made. However, as the previacuskion indicates, the
OSCE and the CoE made a number of recommendations that were nghieghby the
EU in its regular reports on the accession process, with thelt réhat these

recommendations have not been incorporated into domestic legislatiomidks and

224 Estonian Integration Strategy 2008-2013, pp. 18.
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Kehris (2003) have labeled Latvia an “issue-specific reluctant denwsatadis a result of
the difficulties that persist in the realm of minority polici@®). In a similar manner,
Brosig (2006) and Poleschuk (2002) have suggested that in Estonia milghtityorms

have not always been interpreted liberally with respect the Russian-speahkamigym

Nevertheless policy changes did have a significant impact omafiagtion rates in both
countries. There has been a steady decrease in the numbeelegstpersons in Estonia
from 494,000 in 1992 to 134,000 in 2005 to 112,000 in 280M 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 thasdeikrehe
number of non-citizens is more linked to demographic factors thanratee of
naturalizatior?® The naturalization rate has decreased significantly in Ldteia 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, languagemeus are still
cited as barriers to naturalization in these societies, efipeaniaong older generations,
and the naturalization process is largely viewed as both humiliatidginnecessary by
the Russian minorit$’ In addition, the impact of granting citizenship to children born of

stateless parents has not had as large an impact as wagatediaglue to the lack of

25 ECRI, “Third Report on Estonia,” Strasbourg, 2bfmry 2006, CRI(2006)1, pp. 32; UN Human
Rights Council, “Report of the Special Rapportenicontemporary forms of racism, racial discrimioati
xenophobia and related intolerance, Doudou Diénissieh to Estonia,” 17 March 2008,
A/HRC/7/19/Add.2, pp. 13.
226 ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12bFeary 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 32.
227 Estonian Integration Monitoring 2005; Baltic Sd@aience Institute “On the Way to a Civic Society
2000.
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information about the process. The recommendations of European institiotioreke
this procedure automatic, as well as to further simplify nkrateon procedures has not
been received positively by either government in the post-accessiod.geis difficult
to call the process of EU conditionality “successful” when it letsso many persons

stateless (Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009: 140 citing Hughes 2005: 140)

Language policies have been more contradictory and have continued tecrdreigm
from the international community in the post-accession period. Wihige rhost
controversial aspects of language policies in both countries wereved prior to EU
accession, in both cases, the government retains the abilityulateetanguage use in the
private sector at its own discretion (Sasse 2009). European iostiugnd domestic
minority representatives have continued to question whether languagetorstes in
both countries apply the appropriate degree of proportionality. Whileetineval of
language requirements for candidates in local elections wasonmetl by European
institutions as contributing to the ability of Russian-speakesatticipate in the public
sphere, the passage of amendments in both countries to strengthetiotied l@nguage
and to make it the official language of both parliament and lomahcils, effectively

undercut the ability of Russian-speakers to participate in the political process

Due in large part to the linguistic requirements for elecoffidials to function in public
life, the representation of minorities in political life rangweak. In Latvia, the ECRI

noted in 2008 that only 18 MPs out of 100 belonged to ethnic minorities, dimsgpftect
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that ethnic minorities comprise 35% of the total populatfdin Estonia, the number of
non-Estonians MPs is currently 6 out of Z80While non-Estonians are generally better
represented in local government, non-Latvians in local governments remeaned
underrepresented’ In addition, minorities remain underrepresented in state messi
both countrie$! The under-representation of minorities in public life is compounded by
the fact that neither the Estonian or Latvian government has adequately invaleeitym
groups in consultation over issues that are of direct interds¢no, such as in the area of
education reform. While there are no clear norms regarding auyo@aoich political
participation for national minorities beyond non-discrimination, the irerakent of
minority groups in decision-making processes lies at the hearhufalatization (Deets
2002: 44). Consequently, European institutions have repeatedly reconimtrade
Estonia and Latvia make stronger efforts to incorporate minontiesdecision-making

processes with limited results.

European minority rights norms are explicitly vague in a numbeareés including

naturalization procedures and the linguistic and cultural rights nbnities. In these

228ECRI , “Third Report on Latvia,” Strasbourg, 12bFeary 2008, CRI(2008)2, pp. 36.
229 |_auristin, M. & Kristina Kallas. 2008. “The Paripation of Non-Estonians in Estonian Social Lifelan
Politics” in Estonian Human Development Report 200&linn. In 1995, there were 6 non-Estonian MPs;
1999: 6; 2003: 5; 2007: 6.
B0 Kristina Kallas. 2008. “Political Participation bational Minorities in Decision-Making Process:séa
of Estonia and Latvia,” Paper presented at Pamsepted at the international workshop focusing on
Effective Political, Economic & Social Participatiof Minorities Closing conference 29 — 30 Septembe
2008, Forum Minority Research Institute, Samorioy&k Republic, pp. 6. In 2008, 24 of the 63 meraber
(38 per cent) elected to the Tallinn City CounciR0D05 are non-Estonian, and Estonians tend todre e
better represented in areas where they form a iya@rthe population such as Narva and Sillamée. |
Latvia, minority representatives make up 12.3 it dn city councils and 11 per cent in adminisbrad.
In Riga, however, minority representatives makenly 4 per cent in city council and 7 per centity ¢
administration (Pabriks 2002).
#lKallas 2008: 7. See also Nestra 2008 and Pabdi@g.23). In Estonia 2.8 per cent of employees3of 1
ministries and central state administrative bodiesminority representatives (7.6% of all centtates
institutions). In Latvia, in 2002, minorities madg less than 8% of employees in state ministries.
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areas, both the Estonian and Latvian governments have interpreted these nor
conservatively with respect to granting rights to national ntiegri Both Estonia and
Latvia define the term “national minority” as applying onlycitizens however Latvia
extended this to apply also to permanent residents who have no cifzembis
interpretation has drawn criticism from the CoE and the Comomesifor Human
Rights, as well as from other international monitors such asftharld OSI. In addition,
the failure of both governments to adequately involve minority grougseinlrafting of
the integration programs and to effectively address the concemmority groups, as
well as the continual emphasis on language learning as the pattegoation, are all
evidence that elites have not embraced integration as a tw@ramgss between
majority and minority groups, despite rhetoric to the contrary. Thediegs support the
arguments of other major studies that have argued that the “tsiinsfesinority rights
norms, particularly in th@cquis,have led to a “conditionality gap” in which elites are
able to interpret norms selectively and restrictively towanaority groups (Hughes et al

2004: 174; See also Rechel 2009; Sasse 2009).

Neither government has been eager to incorporate recommendatbansEuropean
institutions in the post-accession period, as evidenced in policieardonational
minorities, stateless children, and the further simplificationattiralization procedures
(Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009; Pettai and Kallas 2009). EU support fguage
learning as the key component of integration in both societies dineraccession period
to the detriment of other policy areas has created a situati which integration

programs are not responsive to the needs of minority communities.e ViU
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conditionality was successful in bringing about important changestizenship and
language policies in both states, it did not pay adequate attentiorany areas that
impact the integration process in these countries, such as drsationi and the cultural
and linguistic rights of minorities, as well as policies aimed at incrgasiarance among

the ethnic majority community.

In Estonia, significant numbers of Russian-speaking youth still ddhae¢ the skills
needed to compete on the job and educational markets, as reflecteakeyllsn higher
unemployment rates among ethnic Russians in Estonia (Hallik2€0a; Lauristin and
Vetik 2000; Vetik 2006). While proficiency in the Latvian language doegeoerally
affect income levels, and while the employment rate islainfior citizens and non-
citizens in Latvia, ethnic minorities have greater difficuliiedinding jobs than ethnic
Latvians (Djackova 2003: 33). The Russian minority in both states ipesce
discrimination from the ethnic majority community on the job marketthe basis of
ethnicity and language (Baltic Social Science Institute 20@lljk-Klara, J. Kruusvall,
|. Pettai, M. Pavelson, I. Proos, R. Vetik. 2002; Lauristin and Vetik 2060k 2006).
Tolerance is also an issue for both societies and the thread pgsboth the Russian-
speaking minority and by foreigners in Estonian and Latvian socistypéan noted by
several studies. In 2003, Estonia and Latvia were cited astheandidate countries
most resistant to the creation of a multicultural society.il&ily, both countries also
exhibited a preference for exclusionist stances regarding imggamivil rights to
immigrant minorities (EUMC Report 3 2003). Integration monitoringdatlis that the

number of Estonians irritated by the different kind of behavior aedtjife of Russians
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has even risen from 46% (2002) to 59% (2005). The isolation of the Russmamuanity

has therefore been viewed a threat to social stability in Estonia (Aalto 268068 2306).

Finally, there are important differences between the EstoniarLanthn cases at the
level of policies. The fact that the development of a citizenshipwas not seriously
discussed until membership in the CoE was made contingent on itopmieeat is
evidence that Latvian elites were reluctant to develop policies aimed@&ttyinclusion
(Galbreath 2005: 176; Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009). The adoption of the Law on
Citizenship in 1994 demonstrates that “elites accepted internatgtantards only
reluctantly and saw their adoption as a price to be paid foratlweptance and
cooperation of Western nations” (Muiznieks and Kehris 2003: 34). Theegreat
reluctance on the part of Latvian elites to grant rights to minority greugdso evident in
the delay in ratifying the FCNM. In the first Regular Repsstied at the end of 1998, the
EU criticized Latvia for failing to ratify the FCN¥F? The Latvian parliament rejected
the ratification on three separate occasions, in May 2000, March 2001 epteim8er
2002 (Galbreath 2005: 275). While the rejection was justified on the bagsor
translation, speech acts of MPs and high ranking officials demtestit the failure of
ratification had much to do with the ethno-demographic situation in d.awd the
“unnatural way” it had been creat&.Iln March 1999, a high ranking Ministry of Justice

official argued that ratification of the FCNM *“could even be daoge for the further

232 Commission of the European Communities, 1998 RedRéport on Latvia’s Progress towards
Accession.
23 Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.
278. Citing MP and representative of the rulinglitoa 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 foRasa@an minorities
(Polish, Belorussian, Roma etc.), therefore we believe thaatsige of this Convention

was a mistake?®*

Estonia’s policy allows for a greater amount of participatiotnédemocratic process by
allowing non-citizens to vote in municipal elections. The failure tloé Latvian

government to allow non-citizens the right to vote in municipaltieles has drawn a
good deal of criticism from the international community; howeveeédms unlikely that
this right will be granted in the near future. There is alsoesemidence that Estonian
elites have acknowledged that integration requires more thanngsialge learning, even
if significant funds have not yet been allocated toward other obgsctConsequently,
political conditionality and normative pressure on the part of Europestitutions is not

sufficient for explaining the differences that exist between th®ritan and Latvian

cases, necessitating a look at alternative explanations, inglkt-state pressure and

domestic politics.

While policy change and the incorporation of international norms isipartant stage in
the norm cycle, the internalization of these norms by elites ensoontinuing
compliance in the post-accession period. Studies on the effect obiditionality in

other Eastern European states have pointed to the importance of daghtestias filters
between international pressure to incorporate minority rights nantisiomestic policy

outcomes (Hughes et al 2004; Sasse 2009}idvle government in Slovakia, Croatia

%4 0Open Society Institute 2001, “Monitoring the EUckssion Process: Minority Protection in Latvia, pp.
278.
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under Franjo Tudjman and Ukraine in its first decade of independeacexamples
where conditionality has fallen short of expectations (Kelley 20@jdek 2003; Rechel
2009). While European institutions are clearly committed to the broadnnof
substantive democracy, the EU may find it more difficult to de#h wtates “whose
leaders may formally embrace democratic horms but arguespieaial circumstances
limit the applicability of some democratic principles (esplgiminority rights) to their
country” (Kubicek 2003: 19). This issue has relevance for both Estoniaadwid,lwhere
historical legacies make the application of minority rights ndartee political situations
in their countries problematic. Chapter 5 will take a subjective oagpr to norm
compliance by examining how these norms are understood and interralisdites in
each of these societies as well as the comparative impBtt wfstitutions and Russia on
the integration process. The next Chapter will turn toward exagihow Russia’s
activism has affected integration processes and understandinggaafty 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 witkference to the
multiple, overlapping interactions between Russia, European institutiomsEstonian
and Latvian governments, and the Russian-speaking minoritiesviban lthese states.
The complicated nexus of relations between these various aetotseen the subject of a
large body of literature; however previous studies have focused pyimarthe impact
of international actors on policies in Estonia and Latvia duringatteession period
(Barrington 1995; Ehin and Berg 2009; Galbreath 2005; Kelley 2004; Muizaied#s
Kehris 2003; Smith 2002). While Estonian and Latvian leaders had hopexttession
to the EU and NATO would help to ease and restructure theitoftually burdened
relationship” with Russia, old issues such as the status of thessidh-speaking
minorities have not disappeared, and EU membership has actuallyd“addeconflict
dimensions and expanded the arenas of contestation” between kinrstdtesa states
(Ehin and Berg 2009: 3). What has not been adequately studied is theobfRessia’s
activism on the attitudes of elites toward minority inclusion asl \&s integration

processes more generally during both the accession and post-accession periods.

The literature on democratization in the area of minority siglais outlined in the
previous chapter, has accorded the primary influence on policy changeuropean
institutions and political conditionality. In these assessmentsid&bas been accorded a
marginal role in the process of policy change, namely drawiegattention of these

institutions to possible minority rights violations in Estonia antviea(Galbreath 2005;
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Kelley 2004; Morris 2004). The impact of European institutions on ethitiegaind the
internalization of minority rights norms in Estonia and Latvia cabeatnderstood apart
from Russia’s activism and the historical legacy of Soviet catooup (Karklins 1994:
133). It is not possible to clearly separate the impact of Earopenority rights norms
from Russia’s activism, as a crucial strategy of the Raggo@ernment was to appeal to
the Estonian and Latvian governments as well as to internatiotidtinas on the basis
of Baltic commitments to European institutions and norms. Europeatuiiosts became
an important arena for conflict, in which Russia, Estonia, and Lataxe all sought
recognition for their respective historical narratives and tifyuseir policies (Ehin and
Berg 2009: 5). Consequently, international pressures are overlappingtartdining
and therefore ignoring the influence of Russia’s activism on damestrms and
understandings leaves a large part of the explanation forakeflamorm convergence at

the European and domestic levels unexplained.

Brubaker (1995) argues that the emergence of Russia assemesti state in the early
1990s is not surprising considering its radical decline as a Bovatr, the presence of
nearly twenty-five million Russians in non-Russian successasstand the reversals of
ethnic hierarchy that occurred in these states (45). As dsdus Chapter 2, the ability
of a kin-state to pressure target states to develop accormweogalicies toward its
diaspora are affected by both the power and proximity of the kie-Jthe proximity and
power of Russia should “lead prudent successor state elites to aiemdting their
Russian minorities (and provoking the Russian state) by an owmugepfogram of

nationalization” (Brubaker 1998: 47). However, as noted in the previoaster, both
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Estonian and Latvian elites developed an approach to nation-buildingttbapted to
reverse the ethnic hierarchy that prevailed during the Speiebd, by excluding the
Russian-speaking minority from political and decision-making psssgsand by
requiring them to demonstrate loyalty to the newly rest&@®tdnian 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 statesttemluced restricted
citizenship which provided the pretext for Russia’s activism on belialie Russian-
speaking minority in Estonia and Latvia. The fact that Lithuanialdpgd an inclusive
citizenship policy has created a contrast that has been endbegdbtited by Moscow
(Hogan-Brun et al 2007: 523%° Despite the fact that Moscow vehemently opposed
Lithuania’s independence, in the period after independence, there waemmete
turnaround of relations between the two states. After guaraatessss to Kaliningrad
was negotiated, Moscow began praising Lithuania’s approach rership, and was
virtually silent on Lithuania’s language laws, which in reatltgt not differ significantly
from the language policies of Estonia and Latvia (Hogan-Bruh280¥: 522). Thus the
restrictive approach to citizenship adopted by Estonia and Latveasance set the stage

for the complicated relations with Russia that still persist today.

5 «Enlarged News Briefing on Foreign Policy Aspegtshe Address of the RF President to the RF
Federal Assembly (Foreign Ministry),” Official Krdim International News Broadcast, March 3, 1994;
“Press Briefing by RF Foreign Ministry (Mid Pressr@er),” Official Kremlin Int'l News Broadcast, Jul
14, 1994; “Moscow trying out policy of differentiah,” Monitor, April 9, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 69.
Jamestown Foundation.
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This nationalizing approach to nation-building drew heavy cnitidi®om Russian elites,
who have attempted to influence domestic politics in these statasgh a variety of
mechanisms since the early 1990s. Relations between Russia sedtdtes have been
“‘dominated by manifestations of distrust and animosity rangiogm fundeveloped
cooperation, limited interaction, and icy silence to scathing rleetsanctions, and
heated crises” (Ehin and Berg 2009: 3). Russia has repeatedlgt imkestatus of the
Russian-speaking minority in Estonia and Latvia to other foreigmyp@sues, such as
troop withdrawal, border demarcations, Soviet era monuments, and thesiaoc of

Estonia and Latvia to the EU and NATO.

At the heart of the many confrontations between Russia and thedlvo 8tates is the
issue of conflicting interpretations of history. While the RussiadeFation established
itself as the legal successor of the Soviet Union, and has prhisedgreatness and
accomplishments of the Soviet Union, Baltic statehood is based on thmeladtlegal
continuity and their re-emergence from fifty years of illegaligt occupation. As a
result, “the restitutionist logic of legal continuity which tiethe restoration of the&tatus
guo anteas the reference point for justice collides head on with threesls of Soviet
restorationism in the Russian construct of self” (Ehin and Berg 2009:See also
Bugajski 2004; Morozov 2008). Because of the inherent conflict betweegramel
narratives of Russian statehood on the one hand and Baltic statehood dretharot
reinforcement of these narratives through policies or discourse g®doaflict as each
side accuses the other of either denying history or attemptirgyvrite it (Ehin and Berg

2009: 10). The question of historical interpretation regarding the in@irporof the
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Baltic States into the Soviet Union underwrites the confrontationdastviRussia and
these states over the status of the Russian minority, border @¢iomasc debates over
language and citizenship policies, and the war over monuments.d@ooflier historical
interpretation are reproduced within Estonian and Latvian societyebetihe titular
majority and the Russian-speaking minority, and are manifestedonfrontations

between the two communities.

The development of the Russian diaspora as a central feature '®{m®ign policy
was accompanied by the expansion of the categories of persongkoRussia owed its
protection. There were multiple declarations made by the Rugsiagernment at the
beginning of the 1990s that establish Russia as the protector &tutbsan nation,
including those that were left outside of its borders after ¥¥9By late 1992, the
Russian government had taken a clear stance on the Russian demspachand Yelstin
issued the decree “On the Protection of the Rights and Inteve&sissian Citizens
outside the Russian Federation” (King and Melvin 1999: 120). In the mid-18@0s
discourse shifted from the protection of ethnic Russians and Russiiens to the

protection of all “compatriots,” including Russian-speakers or fiadsisettler

2% King and Melvin (1999) cite as examples: “Yelt§ives New Year Address with Pledge to Stand by
Russian Citizens Abroad,” BBC Summary of World Blocasts — Soviet Union (SWB-SU), January 3,
1994; “Yeltsin’s New Year Address,” SWB-SU, Janudry 995; “Kozyrev Details Russian Foreign Policy
Agenda,” Foreign Broadcast Information Service ip&eports — Soviet Union (FBIS-SOV), February 10,
1994, pp. 12-14; “Foreign Minister Kozyrev Outlinearliament’s Role in Foreign Policy,” SWB-SU,
February 5, 1994; and “Kozyrev Warns against Viols of Rights of Russian Minorities in Former
USSR,” SWB-SU, January 21, 1994. (121); See disw'Russian Nationalities Policy Programme,”
BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, October 2, 199B&yrshin’s “Russian Federation,” report,
“Nationalities policy concept exists. State Comestfor Nationalities Policy ants to become
‘superministry,” Nezavisimaya Gazeta, Moscow, Zpt&mber 1992; “Press conference with Presidential
human rights commission chair,” Official KremlintirfNew Broadcast, April 14, 1998.
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communitie$®” (Melvin 1998: 37). In 2000, the definition of the Russian diaspora was
again expanded when the chairman of the International Affairs Cibeenand the CIS
Affairs Committee Dmitry Rogozin, declared that Russia’s 25am compatriots in the
near abroad is Russia’s number one national security problem. Rdgman using the
terms “Russian citizens,” “ethnic Russians,” “our compatriot$fussian-speakers,”
“Russian subjects,” and “Russian diaspora” interchangeably, thexepsgnding the
categories to which Russia owed protection, and ultimately isiagaRussia’s
opportunities to meddle in the former Soviet RepulfiitsSeveral authors argue that
genuine concern for the situation of the Russian diaspora is secomd&yssia’s
manipulation of the issue for geopolitical gains. The emphasis ondbpada issue as a
central feature of foreign policy was the result of preséora nationalist groups inside
Russia, who increasingly called on the government to protect &Rgssn the ‘near
abroad’ at the start of the 1990s. In addition, Russia hoped that ftyngadio Estonian
and Latvian failures in the minority rights arena it could prevkair membership in
Western institutions (See Barrington 1995; Bugajski 2004; Karklins 1R#% and

Melvin 1999; Melvin 1998; Simonsen 200%5.

#7«Russians may carve out autonomous areas, Mosa@wsyMonitor, March 15, 1996, Volume 2,
Issue 52. Jamestown Foundation. Abduallah Mikitagéairman of Russia’s commission on citizenship
matters attached to the office of President Yeltsistified autonomy as quite natural on the grasititat
ethnic Russian and “Russian-speakers” must be @erei indigenous to the Baltic States...He also claims
a right for Moscow to represent the global categifr{Russian-speakers.”
#38«Ethnopolitics distorting foreign policy Monitor, February 18, 2000. Volume 6, Issue 3. Jamestown
Foundation.
29 «K ozyrev outlines priorities in field of human tits,” BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, December
13, 1993. “Out and out demagogy’ was the desaiptiiven by Kozyrev at the press conference to
Vladimir Zhironovskiy’s remarks in which he ‘mak#geats against Russia’s neighbours under thextrete
of defending the Russian-speaking population therezykev 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 Estoniataiatb adopt more
inclusive citizenship and language policies including: Citizenshipcyofnilitary and
economic pressure; border agreements; international institutionss; paopaganda
campaigng® In the hopes of weakening Baltic solidarity, Russia’s pressurEstonia
and Latvia alternated, with Moscow sometimes being more ¢rdfcane state than the
other?! Rather than providing an exhaustive account of relations befessia and the
two Baltic states in the post-independence period, this chaptepnailide a general
picture of how Russia has used these types of activism to promaightseof Russian-
speakers in Estonia and Latvia since 1991, and the consequences this itadetmic
relations in Estonia and Latvia. The chapter will discuss two prembiand recent
examples of Russia’s ability to destabilize interethnic iaatin these states: 1) Protests
over school reform in Latvia in 2003-2004; and 2) The Bronze Soldieis @rig&stonia

in April 2007.

Russia’s Citizenship Policy

Kin-state citizenship policies can affect the ability of neildependent states forge new
identities (Barrington 1995). As mentioned above, Estonia and Latvia took a
restorationist approach to the state in the early 1990s which eddaidge numbers of
ethnic Russians and Russian-speakers from obtaining automatiensitip, thereby
excluding them from many political and economic rights. This tugderceptions of

discrimination against Russians in each of these states andregegiethnic divisions

240 Bugajski 2004: 33. He calls this type of pressprepaganda attacks”.
241 «Moscow warns Estonia about “unsolved problenidghitor, May 22, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 99.
Jamestown Foundation.
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along linguistic, religious, historical and cultural lines @Pgbo 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 byudseaR Federation
actually increased the “Russianness” of ethnic Russians in &stand Latvia precisely
because so many of them were excluded from obtaining EstoniaraandnLcitizenship

(731).

The first version of Russia’s citizenship policy was passed in ibee 1991, and stated
that “those residing in the Russian Federation or anyone resiliagrepublic of the
USSR could receive Russian citizenship provided they registerdd thét Russian
government and did not take citizenship of another state” (Barririgd®5: 739). Dual
citizenship was only permitted in the case of those who wished o tkee Soviet
citizenship. The law was cited as part of the government®girdo protect the interests
of Russian citizens both within Russia and abr8adfter the collapse of the Soviet
Union, a new law was published in February 1992, which removed the dmahsitip
clause and set February 1992 as the starting date for they&faneein which citizenship
by registration was possible for citizens of the former USH# law stipulated that
Russian citizenship was available only for those who live in remubliich are now, or
were on September 1, 1991, a part of the USSRhe choice of September 1, 1991, had
implications for Russians in the Baltic States because thtec B@vernments had all
declared independence before September 1, even though independence was not

recognized by Soviet officials until September 6 (Barringt®85: 740). This law was

242 Barrington 1995: 739 citintzvestiya 28 November 1991.
243 Barrington 1995: 739 citinRossiiskaya gazeté, February 1992.
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amended in June 1993 making Russian citizenship available to “cibtahe former

USSR living in those territories of states that formed path®fformer USSR as well as
those who arrived to live in the territory of the Russian Fedarafter 6 February 1992,
if within three years of entry into force of this law they ldee their wish to acquire

citizenship of the Russian Federatigfi*”

In addition to allowing stateless citizens in Estonia and Latviaet®eive Russian
citizenship by application before February 6, 1995, it also allowed thdee had
citizenship in their state of residence to acquire Russiaremgi®p in addition to their
existing citizenship (Barrington 1995: 740). Moscow was highly afitid the refusal of
Estonia and Latvia to allow dual citizenship for Russian-speaketiseogrounds that it
“deprived them of civic rights®*° Citizenship and repatriation has remained a tenet of
Russia’s approach toward its compatriots abroad. In October 2007, RteBigkn
announced the government’s plan to allocate 4.6 billion rubles in 2007 on aavglunt
repatriation program for Russians living abroad: “They [compa}rieit be assisted
with their travel arrangements and primary accommodation, inclubagegistration of

their legal and social status, as well as with jobs, municpal pension services,

preschool, school and profession educatf@h.”

Russia actively pursued the registration of many ethnic Ruskiang in the former

Soviet Republics by setting up additional consulates and by sendlvagsy officers out

244 Barrington 1995: 740 CitinRossiiskaya gazetad, July 1993.

245 «Russians may carve out autonomous areas, Mosa@wsyMonitor, March 15, 1996, Volume 2,

Issue 52. Jamestown Foundation; See also “Pre$sreane with Presidential Human Rights Commission

chair,” Official Kremlin Int'l News Broadcast, Adril4, 1998.

4% “Russia to spend $171 min on repatriation progim@007 — Putin,'RIA NovostiOctober 24, 2006,.
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to register ethnic Russiafi¥.Due to the fact that Russians felt alienated and unwanted
by the Estonian and Latvian governments, the inclusiveness of Rudsianstiip was

an attractive alternative to “statelessness”. By July 1, 1994Rtlssian government
estimated that 40,000 residents of Latvia, 15,000 in Lithuania and over 42,08@mmaE
had registered as citizens of Ruséfarhe number of Russian citizens currently residing
in Estonia and Latvia has never been officially revealed by tissiBn government and
estimates vary. In 2008, the Russian embassy in Washington estithat number of
Russian citizens in Estonia at approximately 114%398ccording 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 numbergof fore
citizens in Estonia at 8% of the population, or approximately 104800 study of the
Russian diaspora commissioned by the Russian Foreign Ministry ineafi@dated that

40,000 Russian citizens reside in Latti4.

As noted in the previous chapter, the choice of Russian citizenshipova®cessarily
seen as a negative development by elites in these stateghtirof the fact that it

contributed to the reduction of stateless people. Elites in both EstodilLatvia tend to

247«Russian Foreign Ministry reaches out to Russam®ad,”Monitor, August 3, 1995, Volume 1, Issue
66. Jamestown Foundation. The article reportshtasicow will establish 18 additional consulates aber
next three years and that the Russian embassyanig$as already sent embassy officers around the
country to sign up ethnic Russians who would lik&écome citizens of the Russian Federation.
248 «pregs Briefing by RF Foreign Ministry (Mid PreBenter),” Official Kremlin Int'l News Broadcast,
July 14, 1994. 40,000 residents of Latvia, 15,00Dithuania and over 42,000 in Estonia registered a
citizens of Russia.
24%Estonian Embassy, Washington. Available at: Httpviv.estemb.org/news/aid-1479. The Estonian
government estimates that approximately 8% of thteritan population is foreign citizens. See Estonia
Integration Strategy 2008-2013.
0 5ee Estonian Integration Strategy 2008-2013.
%1 Muiznieks 2006: 126 citing V.M. Skrinnik, T.V. Riskovaet al, Rossiskaya Diaspora v Stranakh
Baltii: Sostayaniye i perspektiyiiloscow: Moskovskoe otdelenie gosudarstvenno-olesteennogo
fonda “Rossiyane,” 2004), 20.
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interpret the choice of Russia citizenship as evidence of glegtdty to Russia than to
the Estonian or Latvian state among Russian-speakers and thdtefber justified
“decolonization” discourses by some nationalist efitésEstonian and Latvian elites do
not explicitly acknowledge the interaction between the exclusatere of their own
citizenship policies and the inclusive nature of the Russian ciligensolicy in
influencing the decision of “stateless” persons to obtain Rusgiaanship. Nevertheless
Russia’s citizenship policy and the decision of many Russiatergsi to obtain Russian
citizenship gave Russia a further justification to interfarEstonian and Latvian politics
on the basis of protecting not only their ethnic kin but also theiraitiaens (Barrington

1995: 740).

Military Pressure

Military pressure on Estonia and Latvia came in the form ofydedathe withdrawal of
Red Army troops from Estonia and Latvia in the early 1990s. This vgaseensitive for
both Estonian and Latvian elites because they considered the Sowiatyntd be an
occupation force (Karklins 1994:121). The withdrawal of Soviet troops wassied
several times in bilateral talks and multilateral negatretiat the start of independence
however these talks met with limited succ€8€On October 29, 1992, Yeltsin issued a
decree suspending the withdrawal of Russian troops due to “profound coneertihe

numerous infringements of the rights of the Russian-speaking piopulatthe Baltic

%2 Barrington (1995) argues that this worked to ttheamtage of some Estonian and Latvian elites becaus
it allowed them to more easily justify steps tow&tdcolonization” if Russian residents were als@$tan
citizens (740).
3 Karklins 1994: 121 citing Dzintra Bungs, “Sovietobps in Latvia,” RFE/RIResearch Repor28
August 1992, pp. 18-27; Dzintra Bungs, “Progres$\6thdrawal from the Baltic StatesRFE/RL
Research Repori,8 June 1993, pp. 50-59.
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countries” (Karklins 1994: 122§* The Russian government began linking troop
withdrawal to the fate of army pensioners left in the B&8tates, as well as to the fate of
the non-citizen Russian population in genétaln April 1993, Yeltsin stated at a press
conference in April 1993: “We will be scheduling the actual witheéiaw line with what

[Estonia and Latvia] decide in the human rights fiéf§.”

As discussed in the previous chapter, the initial version of EstoNiais Law restricted
military personnel from applying for residence permits, thersblgjecting them to
possible deportation. Yeltsin reacted to the restriction whiledbislation was still on
the agenda in June 1993 stating: “The Estonian government has misjRdgsia’s
goodwill and, giving way to the pressure of nationalism, has ‘feggbfabout certain
geopolitical and demographic realities,” and warning that “the iRussde has means at
its disposal to remind Estonia about these [realiti®$]A few days later, agreements
were made between Russia and Estonia government concerning ltheg pliRussian
troops by the end of August 1994, on the condition that Estonia consider tloathqusi

for residence by military personnel on an individual b&Sis.

In Latvia, agreements on troop withdrawal by the same AWjuskeadline were signed

in March 1994 and included guarantees for the Russian militarygmemsiwho had

%4 35ee New York Times, October 30, 1992; See als@Meis 2006.

25 «press Briefing by RF Foreign Ministry (Mid PreBenter),” Official Kremlin Int'l News Broadcast,

July 14, 1994,

%6 Kelley 2004: 167 citing “Latvian ChronologyMonthly Survey of Baltic and Post-Soviet Politidsy

1993, p. 15.

7Kelley 2004: 167 citing “The Russian Presidentat&ment on Estonian ‘ethnic Cleansing’ and

‘Apartheid,” ITAR-TASS News Agendyne 25, 1993, as translated in B&C Survey of World

BroadcastsSU/1726, June 28, 1993.

8 Kelley 2004: 168. The Estonian commission wouldsist of a representative from the OSCE and

Estonia would reserve the right to reject any aapif considered a threat to Estonian security; iRuss

would pay a pension to the military retirees retgssl of citizenship and some social guarantees.
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retired before January 28, 1992. The pensioners were granted theo$tpersnanent
residents and were allowed to naturalize (Kelley 2004: 168). Wheniry &ter tried to
push back the deadline by linking troop withdrawal to the passage inénsihip
legislation in Latvia, the international community weakened Rusd@&verage. The
international community, particularly the United States, was ‘iste® and
uncompromising in their call for the withdrawal of Russian troops,camidized efforts
to link it with human rights” (Kelley 2004: 167). Throughout the 1990s, Rwgsidd

continue to express disapproval over the outcomes negotiated bytiotehestitutions

however Russia never again applied direct military pressure on Estonitviar La

Nevertheless, Russia continues to stage military operationg #ie border with Estonia

in order to intimidate Estonian elites (Bugajski 2004; Simonen 2001). feomaus
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 ofxtreise,
“Operation Return” was considered a major provocation by Estonias.dh addition,

Baltic leaders have been alarmed over the deployment of tactickear weapons to
Kaliningrad in 2001 (Bugajski 2004: 117), as well as Russia’s suspesfgpamticipation

in the Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE) in 2007.

Russia has also engaged in nonconventional forms of warfare abaisltic States. A
cyber-attack against Estonia on April 29 and 30 was deternunledve originated from

specific persons and computers in Russian government agencies, inchhing
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administration of the President of the Russian Repd@hlithe attack crippled Estonia’s
largely paperless government and followed on the heels of theodatien of relations
between the two governments following the removal the Bronze Seldiememorial,
which is discussed in greater detail befé%.Throughout May 2007, the attacks
continued coming in waves that were launched against banks, newspapeots and
other institutions. While the first wave of attacks was trade@éctly to Russian
government computers, the subsequent attacks originated from arounatltheDespite
their origin, Estonian experts still believe that the attacksFhasian roots, owing to the
numerous instructions on the internet, detailing in Russian, how to idficiage on
Estonian cyber-spa¢&" Moscow officials denied involvement and refused to cooperate
in the investigation to find perpetratdfé. In response to the attacks, top military
commanders from seven NATO countries and the Allied Command ®raretfon
signed an agreement on May 15, 2008 to create a Cooperative Bfees® Center in

Tallinn.2%®

Economic Pressure

Throughout the course of the 1990s, Russia threatened economic saresteyatténes
in connection with the treatment of Russian-speakers in Estonidawh. In April

1996, the chairman of the Russian Duma, Gennady Selznev criticiz&tistremination

#9«Russian attacks over Bronze Soldier affect al| Estonia says,Agence France Pressklay 1, 2007.
#0“Russia begins cyber attacks against Estonianrgovent,”Eurasia Daily MonitorMay 2, 2007,
Volume 4, Issue 86. Jamestown Foundation.
#luEstonia urges firm EU, NATO, response to new fafwarfare: cyber-attacks&gence France
PresseMay 16, 2007; See also “Analysis: Estonia accusessia over cyber-attack€8BC Monitoring
Europe — Political, May 17, 2007.
#2«Estonia says Russia brushing off cyber-attaclprbAgence France Presséyly 6, 2007.
234NATO creates cyber defense center in Estorfiajfasia Daily MonitorMay 15 2008Volume 5, Issue
93. Jamestown Foundation.
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against Russians” in Latvia and the “consistently anti-Russian e&e@md mass-scale
oppression” of Russians and Orthodox believers in Estonia” and threatersstrR
economic retaliation if the situation did not imprd%&In June 1996, the Russian State
Duma adopted a resolution to impose restrictions on trade-econdatione to protest
the education law, which “the Duma characterized as the beginnimgpobgram to
forcefully integrate the Russians in Latvia” (Kelley 2004: 170)rdsponse to Latvia’'s
declaration on occupation, the Russian Duma adopted a resolution on Oct@bBé6 4,
calling for economic sanctions against Latvia in order to e#écadical improvement in

the situation of Russian-speakef&>”

When many older Russian residents in Riga protested the pensionipdieysummer
1998, the police responded with crowd control methods. Russian officiatsede
strongly: “Moscow’s mayor accused the Latvian government of ‘poigsai consistent
policy of ‘genocide’ against the Russian-speaking population and compagacs
policies to events in Cambodia during Pol Pot's rule” (Kell®p£ 170; See also
Muiznieks 2006: 121). The Mayor of Moscow also expressed concern dmut t
treatment of Russian-speakers in Latvia during meetings withgaRussian Prime
Minister Sergei Kirienko and UN Secretary-General Kofi AnmanMarch 25 and 29,
respectively. Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin, proclaimed that“Russian people

[are] in shock” over Latvia’s policy of “apartheid® A week later, on April 8, President

#4«Moscow trying out policy of differentiation,Monitor, April 9, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 69. Jamestown
Foundation. Citing Ekho Litvy, April 5 1996 and #{fiass and Interfax, April 6, 1996.
26541 atvia threatened by Russian Dumabnitor, October 7, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 186. Jamestown
Foundation.
20«05 CE” Monitor, March 16, 1998, Volume 0, Issue 10. Jamestown Fatiov
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Yeltsin announced targeted economic pressures against Latvia irtampdessure Latvia

to change its policy toward the treatment of the Russian-speakingrity?®’ The
pressures involved scaling back the transit of Russian exports lhit@iga, reducing
Russian use of Latvian ports and cutting Russian oil deliverieii @&hd May 1998
(Kelley 2004; See also Bugajski 20F4J.In July 1998, Russia imposed new sanctions,
including a 20% transportation surcharge on most goods shipped to, from or through

Latvia2®®

The international community condemned Russia’s mixing of economits paiitics,

however “the threat of Russian sanctions both contributed to internaitglodrisis in

Latvia and increased the European institutions’ focus on the issedéyk2004: 171).
The Saimnieks party quit Latvia’s coalition government blaminm@iinister Guntars
Krasts and the Fatherland and Freedom party for the sitdliés. discussed in the
previous chapter Latvia amended the citizenship law after inteessype from the EU
and other international actors, however, Russia’s political managvead an effect on

drawing international attention and increased pressure to thé{$suéovember 1999,

#7«Russia announces sanctions against Latvia; Gavenncrisis in Riga,Monitor, April 9, 1998,

Volume 4, Issue 69. Jamestown Foundation; “LatviaMchitor, May 18, 1998, Volume 0, Issue 19.

Jamestown Foundation.

%8 “Russia announces sanctions against Latvia; Govenn crisis in Riga,Monitor, April 9, 1998,

Volume 4, Issue 69. Jamestown Foundation.

#940n the border: Latvia...Monitor, July 6, 1998, Volume 0, Issue 26. Jamestown FoipmidRussia’s

upper chamber for embargo on Latvibnitor, July 10, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 132. Jamestown

Foundation.

20«Russia announces sanctions against Latvia; Gavenn crisis in Riga,Monitor, April 9, 1998,

Volume 4, Issue 69. Jamestown Foundation.

Zt«pppeal to European Union precedes crucial votedtvia,” Monitor, June 4, 1998, Volume 4, Issue

107. Jamestown Foundation. “EU officials at alldksy including the EU group on the joint committers

urging Latvia adopt in toto the changes demandgzhiallel by Russia and the OSCE for naturalizatibn

the Russian population. While the EU has come gainst Russian economic sanctions in Latvia, EU
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Russia again threatened Latvia with sanctions over the newagadgaw. In 2002,
Russian companies severely cutback oil supplies to the Ventspiisia&rthe largest oil

port in the Baltic region (Bugajski 2004: 123).

Vladimir Zhironovsky’s Liberal Democratic Party often initidtthe threats of economic
sanction against Estonia. On March 24, 1995, the Duma passed the resotution
sanctions against Estonia “to protest Tallinn’s decision to deporidRusationalist Petr
Rozhok. Yeltsin ignored the Duma’s recommendation, but Russia remaingd ve
involved with the case. A year and a half later, a court rulecozh®&k’s favor. This is
the only case in which sanctions were directly linked to an outconRussia’s favor.
Van Houten (1998: 139) argues that Russia’s halt of natural gas supstonia at the
end of June 1993 to protest the Law on Aliens was somewhat sutdessause it
achieved some concessions in the law, however the concessions odaate (Kelley
2004: 171; See also Bugajski 2004). For the most part, Russia’s econessarpron
Estonia has consisted of periodic bans on food imports and the imposition oé doubl

customs duties on Estonian products (Bugajski 2004: 118).

In 2005, Russia began using its status as a leading energy praulyegrgressure on
Estonia and Latvia. Russia’s state-run energy giant, Gazprom, anndbhatedwould
end subsidies to former Soviet states in order to boost profits.HEmnan of the State
Duma Foreign Affairs Committee, Konstantin Kosachev, stated Khagcow will

continue to subsidize energy supplies to its “allies,” but will yapplarket principles

officials hint that Latvia might not be invited é&zcession talks if it does not adopt all the amesmisto
the citizenship law.”
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while doing business with those countries with which we don’t have lamca-type
relationship.?’? Estonia and Latvia were not considered allies. Finally, in resgortse
Bronze Soldier Crisis in April 2007, Russia began imposing hidden ecorsamations
on Estonia including the reduction of passenger rail servicesoiurtdansit through
Estonia, as well as by encouraging Russians to boycott the purchasendiproducts.
These efforts did not have an impact on changing Estonia’s polard the monument;
however they did serve as a further condemnation of governmeahsactn reality,
Russia’s use of economic pressure against Estonia and Latviflyacturevinced Baltic
leaders of the necessity of belonging to Western institutionthat they could reduce
their dependence on Russia, thereby speeding up the accessiess {wgajski 2004

118).

Border Agreements

The settlement of borders between the two Baltic States assldRhas been problematic
as a result of different versions of history on each side of thigc-Baissian border.
Moscow refuses to recognize the mutual borders established hf20etreaties which
granted Estonia and Latvia independence from the Russian Empire.l1820Odreaties,
Russia renounced any future claim on their territories. On Septed0, 1996, the
Russian Foreign Ministry spokesman issued the statementrgiathat the 1920 peace

treaties with the Baltic States lost all validity whenytieluntarily joined the USSR in

22«kremlin uses energy to teach ex-Soviet neighladiesson in geopolitical loyaltyPurasia Daily
Monitor, December 2, 2005, Volume 2, Issue 224. Jamestowndzdion.
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19402" The refusal of Russia to recognize the 1920 peace treatiesisse of concern
for both states because the illegality of the 1940 Soviet occupatitve basis for the

restorationist approach to statehG6t.

In response to Moscow’s position, the Latvian parliament adoptecediation on the
Occupation of Latvia” which stated for the record the fact thatidavas occupied in
1940 by the USSR. Russia’s official news agency responded thatdbement
condemned “the Red Army soldiers who liberated the repufificehd resulted in the
cancellation of the Latvian Prime Minister’s visit to Moscow, a move whichintasded
to underscore Russia’s disagreement with the declardfiothe Duma also issued a
statement stating that the declaration revealed Latvia'siofredist ambitions” and
“crudely distorted the truth about Latvia’s entry into the Savi@bn,” in order to justify

“discrimination against Russian-speakefs.”

By linking the agreement over borders to the treatment of thesiduspeaking
population, Russian hoped to drive a wedge between the Baltic Stateke West and

to prevent their admission into the EU and NAT®In 2005, the issue of the border

273 Balts reject Yeltsin spokesman’s attackjonitor, September 16, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 171.
Jamestown Foundation.
27| atvian declaration of Soviet occupation reaffirtegal continuity of the stateMonitor, August 23,
1996, Volume 2, Issue 156. Jamestown Foundation.
275«_atvian declaration of Soviet occupation reaffiegal continuity of the statelonitor, August 23,
1996, Volume 2, Issue 156. Jamestown Foundatigmgditar-Tass, August 22 1996).
218 «Moscow disinvites Latvia’s Prime Ministeri¥onitor, September 6, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 165. Citing
Monitor August 23 and 26, 1996, and Itar-Tass,rfateSeptember 5, 1996.
277« atvia threatened by Russian Dumabnitor, October 7, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 186. Jamestown
Foundation. Citing Itar-Tass October 4 1996.
278 «“Moscow using border issues to slow Baltic progresvard EU and NATO,Monitor, January 29,
1997, Volume 3, Issue 20. Jamestown FoundatiomdZBNS, January 25, 28; “Latvia accommodates
Russia in border negotiationdyfonitor, February 27, 1997. Jamestown Foundation; “Ivarmmtinues
Primakov’s hard line,Monitor, September 25, 1998. Volume 4, Issue 176. Jamegtowndation;
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treaty with Estonia again became an issue when Russia revslsighiature of the treaty
after Estonia included, in the preamble to ratification, a referéa the uninterrupted
legal continuity of Estonia during the Soviet occupation. The RussiangRdvenster
chastised Estonia for “equating [Soviet] liberators to occupi€is”was the Soviet
people’s victory that gave [Estonians today] the opportunity to pleset games and, in
general, to speak freely” Moscow announced that it refused to ratify the border treaties
with either Estonia or Latvia nearly a decade after sigti@gn, claiming that the
occupation was legal and denouncing as criminal the resistanceviet rces that
occurred in both staté& The Latvian-Russian border treaty was eventually signed in
late 2007 when Latvian authorities agreed to remove controversigldge from the
treaty, however the Estonian-Russian border treaty remains wa@gshle 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 ofRlesian minority involved
appealing to international institutions in order to point to the inctibijiy between

Estonian and Latvian policies and international nofthSince the early 1990s, Russia

“Moscow’s new ambassador to Estonia in a fightirapdh” Monitor, January 8, 2001, Volume 7, Issue 5.
Jamestown Foundation.
#9“Russia cancels border treaty, assails Estofiarasia Daily Monitor June 30, 2005, Volume 2, Issue
127. Jamestown Foundation.
280 «Moscow to Baltics: Annexation was legal, resistamriminal,”Eurasia Daily Monitor July 20, 2005,
Volume 2, Issue 140. Jamestown Foundation.
#leEnlarged News Briefing on Foreign Policy Aspesfshe Address of the RF President to the RF
Federal Assembly (Foreign Ministry), Official Kreimlinternational News Broadcast, March 3, 1994.
Director of the International Humanitarian and @Qrdl Cooperation Department, Vyacheslav lvanovich
Bakhmin, called upon “authoritative internationaj@nizations in protecting the rights of ethnic Sass
abroad, such organizations as the United Natimetyding the Office of the High Commissioner for
Refugees, the CSCE, the Council of Europe and #iicBCouncil”; “Press conference with Presidential
Human Rights Commission chair,” Official KremlintliNews Broadcast, April 14, 1998.
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has tried to internationalize the treatment of the Russian dagpoplacing it on the
agenda of all major regional and international institutions includindgJtieEU, OSCE,
NATO, and the CoE (Muiznieks 2006: 121). While Russia opposed the incorpartion
the Baltic States into the EU and NATO, Russia used the isSugrospective
membership to call attention to minority rights violations inoB&t and Latvia in order
to discredit these states in the eyes of Western institutammsto try to prevent their
admission into these organizatidfi$.Russia often invoked European norms as a
justification for its criticism of minority policies in Estonand Latvia. For example, as
early as 1992, the Russian Foreign Ministry declared: “The lawstiaenship adopted
by the Estonian and Latvian parliaments in fact depriving thousandastizdns of
Slavonic origin of many civil rights and liberties run counterhi morms and principles
of democracy, [and] obviously contravene the documents of the Viennar@uwédeof

the CSCE.?®

In 1994, the Director of the International Humanitarian and Cult@abperation
Department, Vyacheslav Ivanovich Bakhmin, justified Russia’s potmyard the

Russian diaspora stating: “It is already a commonplace pringiptee international

#24QSCE envoy differs with Christopher on Estonil®nitor, September 27, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 180.
Jamestown Foundation; “Moscow using border issoiestotwv Baltic progress toward EU and NATO,”
Monitor, January 29, 1997, Volume 3, Issue 20. Jamestownd&tion; “Developments in Russian policy
signal intensified pressureMonitor, February 12, 1997, Volume 3, Issue 30. Jamestowndradion;
“Moscow escalates the rhetoridyonitor, February 6, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 25. Jamestowmdration;
“Moscow targets Estonia toolVonitor, March 13, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 50. Jamestown Fatiomg
“Moscow overplays its hand on Latvian Language Lavonitor, December 14, 1999, Volume 5, Issue
231. Jamestown Foundation; “Moscow’s new ambassadéstonia in a fighting moodMonitor, January
3, 2001, Volume 7, Issue 5. Jamestown Foundation.
#3press briefing by Foreign Ministry Spokesman ®eipstrzhembski,” Official Kremlin International
News Broadcast, October 23, 1992; See also “Praefiriy) by RF Foreign Ministry (Mid Press Center),”
Official Kremlin Int’l News Broadcast, July 14, 199
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community and in Europe in particular that measures to ensurectpyotéor human
rights and lawful interests in the human rights situation in any state arger@ention in

internal affairs and should not be viewed as an act of subversiontatairsovereignty
of any state®* In one of the clearest statements of Russia’s tactics,ePdimister

Viktor Chernomyrdin stated in January 1997 that Latvia and Estoniaahasge their
policy toward the Russian-speaking population “if they want to bettethto European
structures.®® In addition to using the European minority rights framework to jussf

continuing intervention in the domestic politics of Estonia and LatvizssRR also
brought international awareness to the situation by raising the sk the rights of
Russian-speakers within these institutions, and by calling fategrefforts at monitoring

the situatiorfe®

The UN was a useful platform for Russia to issue statemadtgecusations about the
treatment of the Russian-speaking minority in Estonia and Lébea Muiznieks 2006).
In 1992, Russia encouraged the UN to send a fact finding missionvia bad in 1994
the 48" session of the UN General Assembly passed a resolution on the highizs
situation in Latvia and Estonia as a result of a proposal initiagedRussi&®’ The

Russian Federation proceeded to raise the situation of the Russiaritymin Estonia

#4«Enlarged News Briefing on Foreign Policy Aspesfshe Address of the RF President to the RF
Federal Assembly (Foreign Ministry), Official Kreimlint'l| News Broadcast, March 3, 1994.
285 “Moscow using border issues to slow Baltic progresvard EU and NATO,Monitor, January 29,
1997, Volume 3, Issue 20. Jamestown FoundatiomdCBNS, January 25, 28. Russia’s ambassador to
Latvia Aleksandr Udaltsov suggested the same liekdcatvia accommodates Russia in border
negotiations,’'Monitor, February 27, 1997. Jamestown Monitor; “Russia legyber attacks against
Estonian governmentEurasia Daily MonitorMay 2, 2007, Volume 4, Issue 86. Jamestown Fouodati
28 «lyanov continues Primakov’s hard lindylonitor, September 25, 1998. Volume 4, Issue 176.
Jamestown Foundation.
#7«Enlarged News Briefing on Foreign Policy Aspegtshe Address of the RF President to the RF
Federal Assembly (Foreign Ministry), Official Kreimlinternational News Broadcast, March 3, 1994.
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and Latvia almost ever year thereafter in speeches, lataisft resolutions (Muiznieks
2006: 121; See also Kelley 2004). The following examples are givestysimillustrate

the nature of these accusations, rather than to provide an exhaustive account. Inal996, at
meeting of the UN Subcommission on the Prevention of Discrimmathe Russian
delegate attacked Estonia and Latvia for denying automaerthip to their Russian-
speaking populations, arguing that their citizenship policies aimefiminate the
consequences of the natural labor migration which took place in therfds8SR.2®
Another resolution was prepared by the Russian delegation in late I8fif&naning
Estonia and Latvia for “depriving the Russian-speaking populationvidfacid political

1289

rights.

At the 53" session of the United Nations General Assembly, the Russiantédini
Foreign Affairs Igor Ivanov stated: “Russia cannot and will eatain indifferent to the
fate of hundreds of thousands of Russian-speaking citizens sultjgdtatsh repressive
measures in Latvia and Estonia. The international community and ababhe OSCE
should watch closely the situation in those count&slh addition, a resolution on the
situation of human rights in Latvia was submitted to th® &@ssion of the UN Human
Rights Commission calling on Latvia to grant citizenship to lailldeen born in Latvia

and to address the situation of ethnic minorities more gendoallyyas withdrawn after

28 «Russia defends Soviet demographic polidyidnitor, August 26, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 157.
Jamestown Foundation.
29 «Baltic States face Russian Indictment at UNIgnitor, October 11, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 190. Citing
Itar-Tass, October 10, 1996.
299 permanent Mission of the Russian Federation t&Jthited Nations, “Statement by Mr. Igor Ivanov,
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Russia, at the Fiffihird session of the United Nations General Asdgmb
September 22, 1998,” Available at:
http://www.un.int/russia/statemnt/ga/53rd/plena8y/09 22.htm#english
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assurances that the European Union was doing everything possibl&ke¢osora that
Latvia respects human rigHts.In November 1998, Mr. Lavrov criticized the adoption of
the Latvian Law on Education, stating that it ignores universaldsirds in the field of
education and that the Declaration on legionaries “can be qdadifiy as jeering at the
victims of Nazism.?*? Russia raised the situation of the Russian-speaking minority in
Estonia and Latvia again in 1999, encouraging the international commpaiticularly

the OSCE, to continue to press those governments for policy cHafges.

In November 2007, Russia introduced a new draft resolution in the UNrdbene
Assembly, decrying xenophobia and racism. The resolution was promptdteby
tendencies of some countries “to glorify the Waffen SS” tandeclare the anniversary
dates of their liberation from Nazism as national days of mogfifrAt the 629 Session

of the UN General Assembly, the Deputy Permanent Representdtitlee Russian
Federation issued the statement: “We cannot but be concerned todayh&bownical
attempts to whitewash Nazism and distort history. The desmtrati graves and

monuments of those who died on the battlefields of the World War &l fwighter future

21 «press conference with Presidential Human Riglusission chair,” Official Kremlin Int'l News
Broadcast, April 14, 1998.
292 permanent Mission of the Russian Federation tdJthited Nations, “Statement by H.E. Mr. Sergei
V.Lavrov, Permanent Representative of the Russéiefation to the United Nations, in the Third
Committee of the 53rd Session of the UN GenerakAdsy on Agenda item 110 (b), (c), (e) "Human
Rights Questions" November 9, 1998,” Available at:
http://www.un.int/russia/statemnt/ga/53rd/3rd_coBn/81_09.htm#english
293 permanent Mission of the Russian Federation taJthiteed Nations, “Statement by H.E. Mr. Igor S.
Ivanov Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Russiaaderation, at the 54-th Session of the United Matio
General Assembly September 21, 1999,” Available at:
http://www.un.int/russia/statemnt/ga/54th/plena®y/09 21.htm#english.
24uKremlin continues attempts to divide EuropEfirasia Daily Monitor,November 10, 2006, Volume 3,
Issue 209. Jamestown Foundation.; See also Pertridaapresentative of the Russian Federation to the
United Nations, “Statement by Vitaly Churkin at &' session of the General Assembly of the United
Nations when voting on resolution ‘Denial of Holasd™ January 26, 2007. Available at:
http://www.un.int/russia/new/MainRoot/Statementsgga docs/260107plenen.htm
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of humanity is an insult to the goals and principles of the Uritations. Any such
attempts are unacceptable as they are an outrage to our vellectiscience®®®

Considering the recent Bronze Soldier Crisis in Estonia in A7, as well as the
conflicts over monuments that have been occurring in Latvia hstiexe is little doubt

that Estonia and Latvia were primary targets of the resolution.

Russia also actively used the HCNM and the OSCE missions ami&sind Latvia, as
well as the CoE as platforms for criticizing the human rigitisation in those countries
and for calling for the greater protection of the Russian-speglopglation in those
state® In 1992, the Russian delegation to the CSCE raised the issue ah hights
and discrimination against Russian-speakers in the Balties3tafThe result of these
accusations was to force continual monitoring of the situation foniesand Latvia,
despite the fact that missions never found systematic violatiadmsnadén rights in either
state’®® In 2005, the Russian acting permanent representative to the OS@EnEat
Council appealed to the OSCE to take steps to settle the cavilictschool reform in
Latvia. When Russia submitted its application to join the CoE in 1890k the
opportunity to distribute to the Committee of Ministers a “Memdtan on the Violation

of Human Rights in the Baltic States” (Muiznieks 2006: 123). In JgnR@07, the

2®Deputy Permanent Representative of the Russiarré&témte “Statement by Mr. llya |. Rogachev in the
Third Committee of the 63 Session of the UN General Assembly on Agenda R8rtPromotion and
Protection of Human Rights,” October 31, 2007. Aafale at:
http://www.un.int/russia/new/MainRoot/Statement#By&62/ga_docs/Statement311007en.htm
2% «press Briefing by RF Foreign Ministry (Mid PreBenter),” Official Kremlin Int'l News Broadcast,
July 14, 1994; “OSCE mission in Estonia to continnél December,Monitor, June 15, 1995, Volume 1,
Issue 33. Jamestown Foundation.
2"Barrington 1995: 749 citing Rossikaya Gazeta, 1614992.
2984QSCE envoy differs with Christopher on Estonil®nitor, September 27, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 180.
Jamestown Foundation; “Baltic States fingered bsn&kov,” Monitor, October 18, 1996, Volume 2, Issue
195.
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Russian Duma began appealing to the CoE and various other organizatocamslémn

the removal of the Bronze Soldier from downtown Talfitth.

While Russia clearly sought to discredit the candidacy of EstomdalLatvia in NATO
and the EU through its criticism of Estonian and Latvian policiesternational forums,
Russia also addressed the EU directly. In response to the 1988@nLbanguage Law,
the Russian Foreign Ministry appealed to the Council of the Elddonsider Latvia’s
candidacy. In May 2003, Russia tried to include the compatriot issuee @génda of the
EU-Russia summit and threatened to raise the issue of RussitiesBaltic States if the
EU raised the Transdneister issue. Russia also resisted rapping Partnership and
Cooperation agreement between Russia and the EU to Estonia anddusvia their
treatment of Russian-speakers. Prior to the membership of thesiies in NATO, the
Russian Foreign Ministry wrote letters to NATO Secretagn&al Lord Robertson
inquiring what was to be done about the one and half million Russaiting in the

Baltic States (Muiznieks 2006: 124-125).

Propaganda Campaign: The War of Words

In addition to calling attention to the situation of compatriots ierirdtional forums,
Russia also engaged in propaganda and disinformation campaigns &gaomsd and
Latvia. Russia’s criticism of human rights violations in Estonma d.atvia were
particularly virulent and involved disputes over the treatment of Rusgieakers in each

of these states, minority policies, border treaties, and Soviemermiments. These

29 “Moscow wants OSCE to look at human rights abuseaitvia,” News BulletinFebruary 16, 2005;
“Moscow stung by Estonian ban on totalitarian sytefidcurasia Daily Monitor, January 26, 2007,
Volume 4, Issue 19. Jamestown Foundation; “Ruds@man wants Europe’s view in connection with
Estonian Monument,Baltic News Servicéylarch 23, 2007.
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criticisms have occurred both at the official diplomatic legelvell as extensively in the
Russian language media. Under President Vladimir Putin, Moscow rneghtéhe
government’s control over the broadcast media in order to incraazssaR® ability to
influence public opinion both at home and abroad (Bugajski 2004: 33). As part of
Russia’s policy of differentiation toward the Baltic Statess$a took turns attacking
Estonia and Latvia. While Estonia was the focus of Russia’s itkee early 1990s and

more recently since 2007, Latvia was Russia’s primary target in the9as.

Russia began attacking Estonia and Latvia over the passagezenddiip legislation as
early as 1992 and the criticism continued throughout the T89Baissia often accused
the Estonian government of being “unwilling” to negotiate, therebgvagking
confrontation with Moscow®" In 1994, as a result of the Estonian President's warning
“not to trust Russia,” Moscow cautioned: “If the course for aggmayarelations
between our neighboring countries is not stopped, the responsibilityefoonsequences
will rest wholly on the Estonian sidé* Criticism of Estonia continued with Moscow
claiming that talks regarding troop withdrawal were “deadlocked usecaof the
unwillingness of the Estonian side to discuss, along with troop withtréveaproblem

of army pensioners staying back thef®In 1994, Kozyrev accused Estonia of “ethnic

cleansing” because its citizenship policy differentiates quexson the basis of

3% Enlarged News Briefing on Foreign Policy Aspedtthe Address of the RF President to the RF Federal
Assembly (Foreign Ministry), Official Kremlin Intaational News Broadcast, March 3, 1994.
301 Enlarged News Briefing on Foreign Policy Aspedtthe Address of the RF President to the RF Federal
Assembly (Foreign Ministry), Official Kremlin Intaational News Broadcast, March 3, 1994;
302 Enlarged News Briefing on Foreign Policy Aspedtthe Address of the RF President to the RF Federal
Assembly (Foreign Ministry), Official Kremlin Intaational News Broadcast, March 3, 1994.
303 \syacheslav Ivanovich Bakhmin. “Press Briefing bly Roreign Ministry (Mid Press Center),” Official
Kremlin Int'l New Broadcast, July 14, 1994.
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ethnicity>®* Several times throughout the course of the 1990s, Russian officials
highlighted Estonia’s explicitly “anti-Russian” foreign poli&y.In 1996, the Russian
deputy foreign minister declared that “normalization of Russiaorizst relations is
impossible without cardinal changes in the Estonian authorities’irdisatory policy
toward our compatriots in that county® In 1998, Russia’s Foreign Ministry again
accused Estonia of “displaying a ‘colonialist attitude toward Fhessian-speaking

population and unwillingness to seek a civilized solution to human rights prob&hs.

Russia’s criticism of Estonia and Latvia escalated in the1@80s. In July 1996, the
Russian Foreign Ministry stated that “the difficulties of thes§tan-speaking population
in the Baltic States persist and are in some respects lgattmakening...the mass-scale
and gross violations of human rights, particularly in Estonia and Laéighten tensions
and undermine cooperation in the regié¥. The Russian Foreign Ministry continued to
issue similar declarations throughout the remainder of the*$%&Rhetoric against both
states, but especially against Latvia escalated in 1998, and coimdttieithe economic
sanctions imposed on Latvia. The spokesman for Prime Minister \tiernomyrdin
declared in 1998: “Development of bilateral economic and politicatiogls directly

depends on the resolution of the entire range of problems rétatieel human rights and

304 «statement Protests Slander Campaign by Russi&B$3 Daily Report: Central Eurasid,0 April
1994, pp. 68. Cited in Barrington 1995.
395 “Moscow trying out policy of differentiation Monitor, April 9, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 69.
3% “Moscow not interested in normalization with EsehMonitor, November 4, 1996, Volume 2, Issue
206. Jamestown Foundation. Citing Interfax Novenhetr996.
307 «“Moscow escalates the rhetoridylonitor, February 6, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 25. Jamestown
Foundation. Quoting Foreign Ministry chief spokesn@ennady Tarasov.
308 “Moscow slams Balts,Monitor, July 10, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 135. Jamestown Fatiov Citing
statement of Russian Foreign Ministry chief spokasi@rigory Karasin quoted in Interfax July 9.
39«Russia, Belarus lecture Balts on human rightéghitor, November 25, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 221.
Jamestown Foundation.
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interests of Latvia’s Russian-speaking populatidfi.ln March 1998, Foreign Minister
lvanov announced: “We will work to isolate Latvia and Estonia, andruntErnational
pressure, compel the two countries to correct the human righasicn.”®** The assault

on citizenship policies continued throughout 1998, with accusations that 'tatvia
amendments were cosmetic and not in line with the recommendatiangernational

organization$*?

Criticism of Estonia and Latvia continued with the election ¢ddunir Putin, who
continued the rhetorical attacks that had been escalating throughocoutse of the
1990s. In reaction to the trial of Kononov, who was found guilty of waresiim Latvia,
Putin accused Latvia of “deliberately targeting antifasiggiters” and Yeltsin echoed
the criticism expressing indignation over Latvia’s “violation of tights of minorities,
discrimination against our compatriots and persecution of antifasaists [Soviet]
military veterans*® Moscow protested the trials of other former NKVD and KGB

officers, whom Moscow also defended as anti-Nazi fightérs.

While President Putin continued to denounce citizenship policies in BEstodi Latvia
and to accuse them of discrimination against Russian-spéakétatin’s presidency

represents a change of tactics toward the compatriot issueerRaan working with and

310“Moscow escalates the rhetoridfonitor, February 6, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 25. Jamestown

Foundation;

31 “Moscow targets Estonia toollonitor, March 13, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 50. Jamestown Fatior

$12«Moscow not satisfied with liberalization of Latis Citizenship Law, Monitor, June 25, 1998,

Volume 4, Issue 122. Jamestown Foundation.

313«Russian leaders intercede for convicted Soviatatianinal,” Monitor, February 21, 2000, Volume 6,

Issue 36. Jamestown FoundatidBiting Itar-Tass, BNS, February 18, 19.

314«pytin Presidency signals harder line toward Bafiates, Monitor, March 23, 2000, Volume 6, Issue

59. Jamestown Foundation.

315 «pytin’s anti-Baltic monologue rebuffedBurasia Daily Monitor August 3, 2005, Volume 2, Issue 151.
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through international organizations to pressure Estonia and Latvizhaoge their
minority policies, Russia began taking a more unilateral approads ohealings with
Estonia and Latvia. In 1999, the Duma passed the “law on the state qialey Russian
Federation with regard to compatriots abroad,” which was used tfy jtisti creation of
an all encompassing structure to represent the interests oRuksian-speaking
population abroad™® The change in tactics was due in part to the ineffectiveoless
Russia’s pressure on language policies in Estonia and Latvia. Masowemned the
language policies as discriminatory and described Latvia’s atwhia’s policies toward
their Russian minorities as “outright apartheltf. " However, Moscow was dissatisfied
with the response of European institutions to its calls to briegtgr pressure on Estonia

and Latvia with regard to language policies.

In 2001, in a live phone-in show, broadcast on all of Russia’s statésten and radio
stations, President Putin urged Russians and Russian-speakbes Baltic States to
demand official status for the Russian language and numericakaqpfatgpresentation in
government bodies (Bugajski 2004: 112). In the interview, he cited thedblisiea
peace agreement of August 2001, arguing that Russians in the 8alis should have
the same rights as Albanians in Macedonia. In 2005, upon ratificatithre 5FCNM by
Latvia, Moscow assailed Latvia’'s definition of “national mingritcalling it

“sacrilegious,” “antidemocratic, anti-European,” as well as “pritait Latvia is not a

31%«The word from Moscow: Form a united Russian froMonitor, April 11, 2000, Volume 6, Issue 72.
Jamestown Foundation.
$%politics: Moscow encourages repatriation of etHRiessians,” IPS-Inter Press Servi@etober 17,
2001. Citing Moscow Mayor Yuri Luzhkov.
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European country and moving toward Nazisti.”Relations have continued to
deteriorate as a result of school reform in Latvia, the remoivéhe Bronze Soldier
monument from downtown Tallinn, and the cyber attack against Estohiaf, \&@hich

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 Estoniaivia, due
to the fact that Russia advocated for policy changes alongsiagean institutions and
even utilized European institutions as platforms for its criticidrthe two Baltic States.
As noted earlier, previous research argues that European insstyparticularly the EU,
had a greater impact on policy change in Estonia and Latwan gihe level of
asymmetrical interdependence between these states and thadElde timing of and
justification for policy changes in relation to European pressure. Howing is not to
say that Russia’s activism has had no impact on ethnopolitics or attithdes of elites
and society toward the integration process more generally. In 199&Uhexpressed
concerns that “Russian pressure on Latvia can defeat, instead obtgrothe
‘integration’ of local Russians in Latvian sociefy” There is evidence that Russia’s
activism does produce reactionary tendencies on the part of Estodidraiian elites.
This is hardly surprising considering the Soviet legacy, the hdatomemory of

occupation, the forcible deportations of native populations, and the evemnipiemse of

318 «Russia assails Latvia’s ratification of minor&ieonvention,'Eurasia Daily MonitorVolume 2, Issue
109. Jamestown Foundation. Comments made by Miro§teoreign Affairs Sergei Lavrov, Head of
Russia’s Presidential Commission for Human Righis EBanfilova, Federation Council of International
Affairs Commission Chairman Mikhail Mrgelov. CitiBNS, Interfax May 26-31.
319«Top European officials promise to lift pressure laatvia,” Monitor, July 21, 1998. Volume 4, Issue
139. Jamestown Foundation.
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an imperialist Russia that is deeply embedded in these issc{@uagajski 2004: 2).
However, reactionary statements and policies on the part of Estomibatvian elites
have the potential to destabilize interethnic relations in theseties¢ alienate Russian-
speakers, and produce mistrust of the government among the Russophonaitpnhm
addition, Moscow has the ability to mobilize the Russian-speakgisist government

actions, thereby straining interethnic relations in these states.

In the early 1990s, Estonian and Latvian nationalists worried lileat large Russian-
speaking communities could be a potential “fifth column” for Russia@mperialism
(Bugajski 2004; Kolstoe 1996; Made 2003; Melvin 1998; Petersoo 2007: 129; Tabuns
2006: 25 Zepa et al 2005: 37; Zepa and Supule 2006M¥cow’s policy of the “near
abroad,” worried Baltic leaders who wanted Russia to treat ¢bamtries as “equal and
normal states° (See also Kelley 2004; Sheffer 2003). In 1993, Kozyrev announced that
Russia had a strategic interest in all of the former Sasigtdries, and in 1995, he made
comments about the reintegration of the former Soviet republics j@iiga04: 9)*4* In
1996, after Yeltsin's reelection, leaders of Estonia and Latviaeeged wariness over
Russia’s rhetorical attacks on their policies (Spruds 2009). Sathads Estonia’s Foreign
Minister, and the Estonian Prime Minister Tiit Vahi expressed hope that Masoeeent
“worrisome rhetoric” would decrease. Latvian President Guntieadls echoed these

sentiments expressing worry about “the growing influence of Rsssiilitary-industrial

complex.”®?? While Baltic leaders may “understand that Russia’s econora&mess and

3204Balts remain wary of RussiaMonitor, July 5, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 132. Jamestown Fdiorda

%21 See Nezavisimay Gazets (Moscow), 22 September, Bfvdnya (Moscow), 7 July 1995.

322 «Balts remain wary of RussiaMonitor, July 5, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 132. Jamestown Fdiorda
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internal turmoil limit any direct military threat..they fethat latent imperial aspirations
present a persistent challenge to their independence” (Bugajski 200¢he2g is also
evidence that the leaders of both states resent Russia’s ngeatdhivhat they consider
internal affairs, an issue that is especially sensitive gikkenlegacy of occupation. In
February 1997, following stalls over border talks and threats of ecorganction, the
Estonian Foreign Ministry expressed that talks with Russia on chang&stonian
legislation were unnecessary, in light of the fact that theslegn was accepted by
European institutions. In a similar manner Latvia’s Foreign Minidescribed Russia’s
attempts to pressure Latvia for changes in domestic legislancluding the citizenship

law as “unacceptable®

The fact that Russia fails to recognize the Soviet periodcaspation has been a
continual source of tension between these states and Russia since independmjsie (Bu
2004; Ehala 2009; Karklins 1994). Russian officials have continually diatimeg the
Baltic States voluntarily joined the Soviet Union at the end of WW/Iclaim that has
been a continual irritant for Baltic leadéf8.In June 1998, the Latvian parliament
instructed the Foreign Ministry to disseminate abroad the 199érd&oh on the Soviet
occupation of Latvia, and instituted a Day of Remembrance for themegicof the

Communist Genocide. The move outraged Moscow elites, who decried the sove a

323«Calm but firm reactions to Russian policy doogfhiMonitor, February 20, 1997, Volume 3, Issue 36.
Jamestown Foundation.
324«Balts reject Yeltsin spokesman’s attackjonitor, September 16, 1996, Volume 2, Issue 171.
Jamestown Foundation.

208



deliberate provocatioff> On May 9, 2005, President Putin invited the heads-of-state
from around the world including the presidents of the three Baltites to celebrate the
60" anniversary of the end of WWII. Latvia was the only Baltic coutiat decided to
attend. Moscow interpreted the decision of Estonia and Lithuania ntéetal @s a snub.
The fact that Estonia and Lithuania refused to attend the cetebchew international
attention and the Latvian President was able to deliver the neegstighe Baltic States
have a different understanding of May 9 (Onken 2009). At the May 9 a&tais, Putin
stated “in 1941 [sic] we could not possibly have occupied them, inasmublkyag/ere
already a part of the USSR?® Statements to this effect continued and were again linked
to the border treaty as noted previously. When speaking of the Russopinority in
Estonia and Latvia, Kosachev, the head of the Department for fjiteraé and Cultural
Ties with Foreign Countries, stated: “If we imagine even hypiatst that Russia
would acknowledge the occupation, all of these people would become océdffiéns.
2004, Latvia’s Prime Minister Kalvitis stated: “It will be jportant to analyze and
acknowledge the negative events in the history of our countries. I§thig done, it will

be difficult to surmount something diplomats refer to as a dearttoofidence.®®

325 «“Moscow hurling more epithets at Latvidyfonitor, June 18, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 117. Jamestown
Foundation. Citing Russian agencies, June 17.
3% “Kremlin assails Baltic StatesMonitor, May 12, 2005, Volume 2, Issue 93. Jamestown Foiomiat
Citing Russian Channel One, Interfax, May 9, 10.
32K remlin signals to the Balts it is displeased witieir defiant stance Furasia Daily Monitor,
November 11, 2005, Volume 2, Issue 211. CitingtRaliAPN.ru, Itar-Tass November 8, Newsru.com,
November 7, and Postimees, November 1.
3284 atvia’s PM says relations with Russia must béttmn mutual respect,BBC Monitoring Former
Soviet Union — PoliticalDecember 28, 2004. Citing Rossiyskaya Gazeta.
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Speaking to the Estonian Parliament on November 7, 2005, Estonian PrinsteMini

Andrus Ansip announced that “Estonia is waiting for Russia’s apof5gy.”

These different interpretations of history are reproduced anmenBussian-speaking and
majority communities in these states, which has produced interéémsions that have
played themselves out at the sites of Soviet era monuments and cidrenin the
streets on May 9 (Berg and Ehin 2009; Zepa et al 2004). May 9dbratdd by the
Russophone community as the day that the Baltic States weratdidbdrom the Nazi
forces, whereas the titular majorities understand this adayén which they essentially
traded one occupier for another. As a result, Soviet era monuments that coratedire
victory of the Soviet Union in the Great Patriotic War argoarce of tension between
communities as well as between the Baltic States and RudstaRussian Foreign
Ministry has expressed outrage at the vandalism of Red Armyomamin Latvia,
which took place in Dobele and Liepaja, as well as at a synagogue in Rigagnlg9s,
calling on the Latvian government to put an end to such “terrorist*&cand decrying
that the Latvian government “had turned militant nationalism iratte giolicy, using it as
the basis of relations with neighboring countri&&.March 16, the day when the Latvian
Legion who fought on the side of Germany in WWII, marches iraReyrying Fascist
flags is also a controversial day for the two communitiespgZet al 2004: 40). The

confrontation over Soviet era memorials took on greater signigcan&stonia, where

32932%K remlin signals to the Balts it is displeased wiitieir defiant stance Eurasia Daily Monitor,
November 11, 2005, Volume 2, Issue 211. CitingtRaliAPN.ru, Itar-Tass November 8, Newsru.com,
November 7, and Postimees, November 1.
330«Moscow indignant over fresh incident at Red Armgmorial in Latvia, Monitor, May 6, 1998,
Volume 4, Issue 87. Jamestown Foundation.
331Bullying the Latvians,”Monitor, March 10, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 47. Jamestown Fatioml
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the removal of the Bronze Soldier from downtown Tallinn in April 2007, edipt the
first instance of interethnic violence in Estonia since independamdded to a drastic

deterioration of bilateral relations (Briiggemann and Kasekamp 2009).

Mass Protests over Education Reform in Latvia

The shift toward a more hands-on approach by the Putin administratiomrellass the
economic and political campaign launched by Russia against Latvia in 1998, dienobi
Russians within Latvia against government polidfédn April 1998, the head of the
Russian Party in Latvia, Mikhail Gavrilov organized a picket outsige parliament
building to protest the draft legislation requiring half the subjexbe taught in Latvia in
Russian schools. The demonstrators demanded a policy of “bilinguatismatvia with

the goal of elevating the Russian language to the status aifieial language on equal
footing with Latvian®*® On May 14, 1998, a rally of 300 young Russians in downtown
Riga carried signs with the slogans “Official status for Russian language in Latvia,”
“We are not an ethnic minority, we are half the country,” and “Awith the language

of genocide.®** The organization of a youth movement to protest the draft education law

marked a turning point in activism in Latvia, as previous ralliesihaolved primarily

pensioners and middle-aged Russians.

The protests over language policy escalated in 2003-2004 over the eduefdrm that

required minority schools to transition to teaching in Latvian. IayM2003,

3324 atvia...” Monitor, May 18, 1998, Volume 0, Issue 19. Jamestown Foiomlat
333«Russian leader in Latvia demands bilingualisMgnitor, April 3, 1998, Volume 4, Issue 65.
Jamestown Foundation.
3344 atvia faces more ambitious bi-national Russiamppsals,”Monitor, May 15, 1998, Volume 4, Issue
94, Jamestown Foundation.
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approximately 7000 people turned up for a mass protest in central RigaRussian
language press in Latvia played a strong role in encouragingabest>® The timing of
the protest was well-planned to coincide with preparations for thveviSion song
contest final in Riga, for which foreign media representativese vpgesent in large
numbers. Moscow praised the move and called upon the international comtauakg
notice of the situation of Latvia: “Let's hope that the voice afvia’s multinational
democratic public will be heard both in and outside Riga, first aneimfost by the
international organizations called upon to protect ethnic minoritim® fattempts to
assimilate them by forcé*® At an event at the Russian embassy in Latvia in July 2003,
the Russian ambassador said that each school should have the right ® whabs
language they will teach in and that this could be done by smeeiatils consisting of
teachers, parents and local authorities. At the event, the ambaaksadbanded a letter
from President Putin to a school child. In the letter, Presidentn Raxpressed
understanding for the child’s wish to continue studying in Russiating that minorities
in many countries have such rights as it is an indicator of damypan modern
Europe®’ In reaction to Russia’s activism, Latvian Prime Ministep$estated: “I do
not pay attention to such nonsense. Russia’s declarations about intentropréee
relations with neighboring countries are just declaratidffsl"atvia’s Education and

Science Minister Karlis Sadurskis commented on the many opiniogedvdiy those

33547000 opponents of Latvia's minority educationareh gather in mass protesBaltic News Service
May 23, 2003.
3% «Russia hopes protests against Latvian schootmefuill be heeded, BBC Monitoring Former Soviet
Union, May 27, 2003. Text of report in English by Russiegws agency Interfax.
337 «pytin writes to school kid in Latvia on educationRussian, Baltic News Serviceluly 21, 2003.
3384 atvian PM dismisses Russia’s complaints aboutcation reform as nonsens&altic News Service,
May 28, 2003.
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protesting the school reform stating, “hatred and foolishnessaisgnlike dogs here

openly on the street® a statement which outraged the Russian-speaking community.

Protests continued on January 22, 2004, with hundreds of protestors caamnegsand
standing outside parliament during a plenary meeting to discuss amm@isdio the
country’s education la®’® The Russian Duma made an announcement about the
education reform in February 2004: “This will inevitably cause furth&ntegration and

a rise in the protesting mood of hundreds of thousands of people livihg ibatvian
Republic, and will obviously harm the mutual relations between our two reesufif*
The Latvian Prime Minister Einars Repse described the announceaseat gross
interference in Latvia’'s internal affairs, and President Vikakerga dismissed the
announcement as “daily routin&? Latvian authorities maintained that the reform was
being distorted by both Russia and the Russian press, as tbéthenreform is improve
the competitiveness of minorities in higher education and the jokemhy improving
their knowledge of Latvian. On February 5, the educational law d@sted in the third
reading and protestors gathered outside the President’s officdonraRell in the hopes
that the President would return the law to parliament. President VikeeFgaibigned the

law on February 13 and it entered into effect on February 27 (Zepa et al 2004).

339« atvia will never speak in Stalin’s language —Ugdtion Minister,"Baltic News Servic&eptember 13,
2003.
340«Hundreds of loud protesters challenge minorityeation reform outside Latvian parlBNS January
22,2004.
341 «Russian State Duma threatens to trouble relatilstvia adopts minority education refornBaltic
News Servicesebruary 4, 2004.
342«Russian State Duma threatens to trouble relatilstvia adopts minority education refornBaltic
News Servicesebruary 4, 2004.
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In reaction, a video clip was distributed among minority youths througbatvia
depicting youths in black with stylized swastikas on arms bandsogeg Russian
language books. The video is set to the music of Pink Floyd's “And@hek in The
Wall” and the lyrics include phrases such as “Paws off Russihoots,” and “Hey
Sadurskis, take note, we'll keep breathing how we [fk&0On February 27, a protest was
organized in central Riga to defend the producers of the video (Zep&2@d4. The
outrage over school reform traveled across the border to Russ&Eamaliths staged a
symbolic funeral for democracy outside the Latvian embassy icdlosn February 24,
20043* The demonstrators played “Another Brick in the Wall” during the ptoied
carried banners with slogans “No to oppression of Russians in LatMaghan Rights in

Latvia,” and “Russian as a second state langu&ge.”

Protests continued in Latvia throughout the spring 2004. One thousand mégtress
from 100 minority schools in 22 Latvian towns, along with representatiz82 NGOs,
foreign experts, and guests from Russia assembled in Riga ohM@04 to protest the
reform and to ask international institutions for resumed monitoringhef Liatvian
situation®*® Another protest of 2000 school children was organized outside of the

presidential palace. On April 15, another protest was organizedntral Riga with the

purpose of handing a letter to the Minister of Education under the lgedWite don't

343 atvian security police track down authors of amtiucation reform clip,Baltic News Service,
February 11, 2004.
344«Russian youths stage funeral of Latvian demociadyioscow,”Baltic News Servicdebruary 24,
2004.
34> «Russian youths stage funeral of Latvian demociadyioscow,”Baltic News Servicdebruary 24,
2004.
346 «Russian pupils gather in Latvia in school refgurotest congress — Russian T®BC Monitoring
Former Soviet Union — PoliticaMarch 6, 2004, citing Channel One TV, Moscow.
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need this kind of reform.” (Zepa et al 2004). This was followed oril A, by an open

Russian lesson held outside the Hall of Congresses in Riga (Zepa et al 2004).

Latvian authorities began leveling accusations that Russian @oigiesvere helping to
organize and fund the series of protedt§.President Vike-Freiberga announced in a
press conference: “There are people who protest against tiseine®and it seems the
protests have been inspired by Moscow politicians which is an entade into our
internal affairs.?*® Alexandr Kazokov, adviser to the Russian Duma member Dmitri
Rogozin, was expelled from Latvia due to his direct involvement imdarigay the unrest

surrounding the school refortfy

The mass mobilization against school reform and the reactidmeadvernment to the
protests both united the Russian-speaking community in Latvia and pbdwsense of
alienation from the state among Russian-speaking youth, paremisieachers. A
research study conducted by the Baltic Institute of Socian8eiin the wake of the
protests shows that while non-Latvian students would like Latvia ta beified and
integrated society, there is a strong belief that theeesgparation of the political elite
from society and particularly from the Russian-speaking contmidepa et al 2004:
23). In focus group interviews, young people expressed the view tha isatn ethno-
centric place: “The Latvian state not only fails to listerotiver parts of society [i.e.,the

country’s Russian speakers], it is essentially based on thethdé there is no need to

347« atvian security police know financial sourcesasttischool reform campaignBBC Monitoring
Former Soviet Union — Politicalugust 28, 2004.
3484 atvian president accuses Moscow politiciansméiference,’Associated Press Worldstreaspril
16, 2004.
349 «Estonia: Experts see clear Kremlin link to ridtBaltic News Servicévlay 18, 2007.
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hear the views of those other parts of society” (Zepa et al 200%h8)study also found
that attitudes toward bilingual education had become more negatieazinwith the
results of the BZSI study conducted in 2002. While in 2002, 40% of studentspf42%
teachers and 42% of parents supported the shift toward a systemch most classes at
the high school level are taught in Latvian, in 2004, only 15% of students, 1j38teoits
and 30% of teachers supported bilingual education with the 60/40 divisipa €eal
2004: 10). While this can be partially explained by the socio-polideahts and mass
protests that were occurring while the research was being ceddactly 10% of those
students who did not take part in any protest supported the educabom.réf focus
group interviews that were conducted, students expressed certaantthé education
reforms have had a negative impact on interethnic relations kygndnem harsher and
by hardening divisions along ethnic lines. Education reforms areedieag an attack

against the Russian language as well as against those who speak it (Z&0®4t 30).

Among non-Latvian parents, the study showed that negative festbwgsd the Latvian
state were predominately due to their status as non-citizenghangovernment’s
indifference toward the rights and needs of the non-Latvian commduregchers also
criticized the authoritarian way in which the educational refovas carried out, and
cautioned that the reform may result in greater consolidationddididrsty of the Russian
community and further polarization of society along ethnic linek wie potential for
ethnic conflict (Zepa et al 2004: 50, 54). The limited participation oflradwians in the
reform fuels the belief that those organizing the reformatieanpting to assimilate rather

than integrate the Russian-speaking minority into Latvian sof&gpa et al 2004: 54).
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These views were supported by a 2005 study on ethno-political tendiatvia, which
found that “the greatest dissatisfaction among Russians and Rsgemlers focuses
specifically on the country’s ethnic policies,” particularly ediora and language

policies (Zepa et al 2005: 11).

The events surrounding education reform in Latvia highlight the linksele® Russia’s
activism and the mobilization of the Russophone community in Latvia. &oesionly
encouraged and helped to fund the protests in Latvia, but also issuedcsiticrsgn of
the education reform in the Russian language press. The use Rusk&an language
media as well as direct criticism of education reform on h higisterial level provoked
reactive tendencies on the part of the Latvian elite that isedethe sense of alienation
among Russian-speakers, as well as the perception of sharplbirecken elites and the
Russian-speaking community. Effective use of the Russian-langnadi&a also helped
to mobilize the Russian community and unite them in a common causeyS show
that Russian-speakers, particularly students, feel that thatemluceform has increased
ethnic tensions in society and has contributed to the greasmizablon between ethnic
communities. The way the reform was carried out, with littlesaltation between elites
and the non-Latvian community has contributed to the feelingsttbdtatvian elite is
not responsive to the rights and needs of minorities in Latvia, edetlat was also
expressed during the drafting of the National Integration Praghdinof these factors
work against greater integration in Latvian society. Consequenthiyle wRussia’s
activism may not have prevented the reform, it has impacted ethnogpalhil interethnic

relations in Latvia.
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The Bronze Soldier Crisis in Estonia

The most recent confrontation between Russia and Estonia occurgathgn 2007 over
the decision of the Estonian government to remove the Bronze Soldtatua marking
the grave of unknown Red Army soldiers who died in World War I, faowntown
Tallinn to a military cemetery on the outskirts of town. The BrdBaklier Crisis is the
only case of interethnic violence in Estonia in the post independence peddths had a
profound affect on interethnic relations in Estonian society (ER@D®; Korts 2009).
The Bronze Soldier, commonly referred to as “Aloysha” by thes@phone community,
is a powerful symbol for both Russian-speakers and ethnic EstoniansRussian-
speakers, the statue symbolizes liberation from Nazi forcessamdfocal point of their
national identity as well as their sub-group identity in Estohat provides cultural
support for their memory of a heroic role in WWII as well as a venue for coraraéngy
their war dead” (Maiksoo 2009: 61). For ethnic Estonians, the stadusiter reminder

of a half-century of brutal Soviet occupatitfi.

In 1994, attempts were made to broaden the symbolic meaning of the thiatugh a
rededication. The original inscription, “Eternal glory for the henvs have fallen for
the liberation and sovereignty of our countfy}"was replaced by a more neutral one,
“For the fallen in the Second World W (Ehala 2009: 141 citing Smith 2008; See also

Tamm and Halla 2008: 43). Despite attempts to broaden the symbaiingeof the

#0«wWar of words between Russia and Estonia over 2e@oldier, The Daily Telegraph (London),
February 5, 2007.
%1 Ehala 2009: 141, “lgavene au langenud kangelasgteteon langanud meie maa vabastamise ja
sOltumatuse eest.”
%2 Ehala 2009: 141, “Teises maailmaso~jas hukkunitele
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monument, most Estonians have not been able to move away from vidvang
monument as a symbol of illegal occupation and repression, duetahlpa#g to the fact

that the Bronze Soldier is dressed in a Red Army uniform (Méaiksoo 2009: 61).

As mentioned previously, Russia organized a large celebration on 9V&p05 to
celebrate the sixtieth anniversary of Russia’s victory in WWifty foreign leaders
attended the celebration and the absence of the Estonian and Lithelgrigot a great
deal of attention in the foreign press. As a result of the mustussed Victory Day
celebration in Moscow in 2005, the gathering of Russian-speakdre Branze Soldier
monument the following year attracted a great deal of attemtithve Estonian press. On
May 9, 2006, as on every May 9, the Russophone community gathered atubdcstay
flowers at Alyosha’s feet. During the commemoration, an Estonigaonadist holding an
Estonian flag went into the crowd, the flag was torn away from dmoh he had to be
rescued by the police. The incident caused resentment amongkttoneans and in the
weeks that followed Estonian nationalists organized a series daésfgoat the site
demanding the removal of the Bronze Soldier. After a clash betetbaic Russians and
ethnic Estonians at the statue, the police sealed off the are¢aeaRdssian youth group
Nochnoi Dozor (Night Watch) began to stage gatherings in the evewingstect the

Bronze Soldier (Briiggemann and Kasekamp 2009).

Prime Minister Andrus Ansip promised to solve the problem of tiee®&r Soldier before
the next May 9 anniversary and made the relocation of the BrondeiSal central

component of his Reform Party’s parliamentary election campaig007 (Ehala 2009).
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As politics surrounding the removal of the soldier progressed throughewpring of
2007, it should be recognized that the divisions between Russian-spaa#eeshnic
Estonians were blurred, with many Russian-speakers supporting tinegsstamoval but
objecting to the way it was handled, and with many ethnic Estonrahsding important
leaders and politicianS? expressing the view that the removal and the way it was
handled was unnecessarily provocative, or even outright opposing tloealeai the
statue (Astrov 2009: 82; Ehala 200%)What is important in the context of this project is
the manipulation of the issue by Moscow and the reaction this actpreduced in
Estonian society. While the removal of the Bronze Soldier begapadsof Prime
Minister Ansip’s parliamentary election campaign, the monumesis aeveloped a life
of its own, and Russia no doubt played a role in fanning the fire amthgstip

interethnic tensions.

In January 2007, the Estonian government passed the “Law on the Protécéar

Burial Sites,” and passed legislation banning the public displdgtalitarian symbols,
which paved the way for both the relocation of the Bronze Soldier memiuto the a
war-graves site outside of town, and for the banning of all Nazi an@tSzra symbols.

Moscow responded to the laws stating that they would be “frauglit seétious

353 president Toomas llves refused to sign the lalaizing the removal of the monument; Edgar
Savisaar leader of the Center Party who opposelifitaecried the move as an attempt to rewritednis
See “Estonia’s Centrist leader: Some politiciaressmaying with fire,”Baltic News Servicdsebruary 14,
2007; “Estonia provokes storm with Soviet statugeyoAgence France PressEebruary 15, 2007;
“Estonian ‘Sacrilege’ Prompts Outragd,ie Moscow Time&ebruary 16, 2007.
%4 Ehala 2009: 144. In 2006, 29% of Estonians as age#dlmost all Russophones were opposed to the idea
of moving the monument. An additional 18% of Estms were undecided.
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consequences for Estonian-Russian relatid?tsOn January 24, the Russian authorities
organized a number of anti-Estonian rallies and pickets in a numiRarssfan citie3>°

In February, the Kremlin-sponsored youth group “Nashi” (Ours) dtagenonstrations
outside the embassies of eleven former Soviet Republics, exclintisg of the Baltic
Republics. The purpose of the demonstration was to gather support ®a Rushe
Bronze solider issue and to oppose what they described as the ‘tamrhadf the
monument>’ Demonstrators of the youth wing of “One Russia” began gathering eutsid
the Estonian embassy on February 15, chanting slogans such as “EstBuoi@pe’s
Disgrace,” and “Fascism will not prevail>® Russia’s Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov
called the effort to move the monument “a sacrilegious actionhwhicinacceptable in

today’s Europe*°

The Estonian Foreign Minister Urmas Paet dismissed thenstat stating: “The
insubstantial accusations that have been leveled against Estoniatberiast few weeks
in Russia have obviously been brought about by the need to draw at@nagnfrom

Russia’s domestic worrie$® Estonian President Toomas llves reacted stating:

¥ “Moscow stung by Estonian ban on totalitarian sgtaly Eurasia Daily Monitor January 26, 2007,
Volume 4, Issue 19. Jamestown Foundation. SpedstbgdRussian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov.
3% “Moscow stung by Estonian ban on totalitarian sgtapy Eurasia Daily Monitor,January 26, 2007,
Volume 4, Issue 19. Jamestown Foundation.
%7“Russian activists hold another anti-Estonian gsbaction in Moscow,Baltic News Servicdsebruary
9, 2007.
#8«One Russia’s young guard pickets Estonian embiassjoscow,”BBC Monitoring Former Soviet
Union — Political,February 15, 2007. Source Ekho Moskvy radio, Fatyr@5, 2007.
9 «Estonian foreign minister slams Russia over Sovienument row,’Associated Press Worldstream,
February 20, 2007.
3% Estonian foreign minister slams Russia over Sawehument row,’Associated Press Worldstream,
February 20, 2007.
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“Moscow is angered by the fact that Estonia dared to remembentii¥®! He went on
to say that, for Estonians, the statue is an insult becaussbddées the deportations,
murder and destruction of their state, and not liberation. He cechphe loss of
privileges suffered by Russians after the fall of Soviet Unionthe loss of white

privilege in South Africa at the end of apartheid.

As a result of his promise to remove the Bronze Soldier, Prinmestdr Ansip and his
Reform party won a resounding victory in the March 4 parliamergéegtions. The
Prime Minister quickly formed a coalition with the Union of ProtrlBaand Res
Republica and the Social Democratic Party and plans for the e¢robuhe Bronze
Soldiers proceeded quickly (Briggemann and Kasekamp 2009). In Russiapbigahi
to lobby for the protection of the statue calling on Muscovites taisjaard at the statue
and offering to cover expenses for participafinThe Estonian Minister of Defense
announced that the exhumation and reburial process would begin sometimaeat of
April; however the government also promised that the Bronze Soldier weyakn in its
current location until after the May 9 commemoration (Ehala 2009kddé& 2009).
Moscow issued a torrent of criticisms against the Estonian gment including
accusations of Nazism and vandali&hMembers of group “Night Watch” set up a 24-

hour watch next to the memorial hoping to prevent its reni6¥al.

%luEstonian President: Bronze Soldier insults Battic News Servicdsebruary 21, 2007.
%2«Russia’s Nashi appealing to Moscovites to replastnian Bronze SoldierBaltic News Service,
March 12, 2007.
363«Russia blasts exhumation of Soviet soldiers itlifita” RIA NovostiApril 26, 2007.
34 «Dismantling Soviet memorial in Estonia “inhumaretys Russian diploma3BC Monitoring the
Former Soviet Union — Politicalpril 26, 2007.
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Unannounced the government began excavation of the site on April 26ul Feat the
government was going back on its word not to remove the monument tetiMVaty 9,
demonstrators, numbering about 1000, gathered at the site on the evenipgl @6A
The demonstrators clashed with the police when demonstrators ¢mmpty bottles at
them. In response, the police began to use crowd control measuess ghs, batons,
and water canons (Ehala 2009: 143). The confrontation turned into a riotcspahed

the demonstrators back toward the center of Tallinn. The demionstri@ined by ethnic
Estonians, rampaged through the city, causing mass destruction andImjilng course

of the night, over 300 people were taken into custody, over 40 personswesd, and

one man was killed®” In an extraordinary government meeting, the decision was made to
move the Bronze Soldier in the early hours of April 27 as a rektlie violence that had
erupted the previous nigfft® Russia condemned the secret move by the Estonian
authorities to remove the monument and a number of protests againsa’Estotions
broke out in Russia. Members of the youth group “Rossiya Molodaya” (YBRuisgia)
burnt an Estonian flag outside of the Estonian embassy in Moscow, embers of the
Nashi and “Molodaya Gvardia” (Young Guard) movements barricadedah®f the

Swedish ambassador after a meeting with the Estonian amba&¥ador.

In response to a call posted on Russian websites to converge on dextiira,

approximately 1000 Russian-speakers gathered on the boulevard leaditige to

35 «Russia indignant by destruction of Bronze SoldiieTallinn,” Tass,April 27, 2007.
3¢ «Russian TV reports on police brutality in TallitrBBC Monitoring the Former Soviet Union —
Political, April 27, 2007. Source Channel One TV, Moscow, AT, 2007; “Russia indignant by
destruction of Bronze Soldier in TallinATass,April 27, 2007.
%7«Russia indignant by destruction of Bronze SoldiieTallinn,” Tass,April 27, 2007.
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excavation site by the evening of April 27. In a second nighbthg, nearly 100 people
were injured and 600 were detairf&tOver the course of the next several days Russian
youths also walked through downtown Tallinn carrying Russian flags shouting
“Rossiya! Rossiya!” (Russia!l Russial). Riots also broke ouldhvi, a predominately
Russian town 165 kilometer northeast of Talliif?In a further escalation of tensions
between the two countries, the Nashi youth group picketed the Estoniassgmba
Moscow for over a week, and called for the boycott of Estonian géd@n May 4,
Nashi organized a mass protest outside the EU headquarters in Mosllimg on

Europe to condemn Estonia’s actions.

Estonian authorities responded by accusing Russia of stoking ethisioms: “That's
what Russia is waiting for impatiently — a fight between Esto@ind Russian-speaking
young people®*! President llves stated: “Estonia has no need for taunting cotsithet
instigate hostility, or gloating declarations looking for politipabfit.”*’? The Estonian
Foreign Minister Urmas Paet said that the “biased covdrgghe Russian mass media
and the ill-intentioned statements by Russian politicians wentéy ga blame for the
violent clashes between protesters and the poliéélhe Russian media focused almost
entirely on the police brutality, accused the police of tortudeinees, and accused the

Estonian government of cutting the statue into pieces. By contradgstbaian media

38«3cores hurt, more than 600 detained as more mais Estonia,’Agence France Pressapril 28,
2007.
39 “Estonia moves Soviet war monument, sparking Rusiry,” Agence France Press&pril 27, 2007.
370«Russian youths picket Estonian embassy, charitasgism will not pass,BBC Monitoring Former
Soviet Union — PaliticalApril 27, 2007.
371 «Estonia moves Soviet war monument, sparking Rusgiry,” Agence France Press@pril 27, 2007.
Quoting Deputy speaker of parliament Krstiina Ojuda
372«Estonia moves Soviet war monument, sparking Rusgiry,” Agence France Press@pril 27, 2007.
373«Claims of Russia’s part in clashes in Estoniaoumided — MP,'RIA Novosti April 29, 2007.
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focused almost exclusively on the vandalism and destruction caused by the rioéekThe |
of a common information sphere between Estonian and Russian-speaking cbesmuni
fueled interethnic tensions. Foreign Minister Paet also acdhgeRussian embassy in
Tallinn of fomenting the unrest that occurred surrounding the monumemisvat¢
declaring that “before disturbances, members of the Russibasssnmet in very bizarre
places with ringleaders of the unre$t¥"Other rumors that the Russian embassy had paid
the demonstrators to go to the statue site circulated in Tallinacdv politicians denied
any involvement in the events in Estonia and continued to condemn botlcriienseve

of the Bronze Soldier, the police brutality against protestergrentbrture of detainees.
They also called for the resignation of the Estonian governmeitsftailure to protect

the rights of Russian-speakers and to ensure interethnic face.

Relations between the two countries further deteriorated afteybar attack was
launched on Estonia on April 29-30. The attack crippled Estonia’s “eigoesrt.” As
noted above, the cyber attacks were determined to originate frosiaRgovernment
agencies. The attacks against numerous institutions continued to comaves
throughout May 2007 and were believed also to have Russian rootsviRgltbe cyber-
attacks, the war of words escalated between the two governmiémtRwssia accusing
the Estonian government of cutting the monument into pieces beforengvaldback
together and placing it at the new cemetery. In turn, the Estdtoagign Minister

accused the Kremlin of paying the youth groups laying siedgeet&s$tonian embassy in

374 «Russian attacks over Bronze Soldier affect all Estonia says,Agence France Pressklay 1, 2007.
37> «Russian MPs in Tallinn criticize human rights feition,” BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union —
Political, May 1, 2007. Source Channel One, Moscow. “Russ@é@gation alleges torture in Estonia row,”
Agence France Pressilay 1, 2007.
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Moscow, and of imposing hidden economic sanctions on Estonia (Astrov 2009; Ehal
2009)%"® The director of the International Center for Defense StudiadriK.iik noted

the similarities between Russia’s involvement in fanning the temsi&stonia over the
Bronze Soldier, and its involvement in Latvia in 2003-2005 unrest over sgffoam:
“Russia has from the very start been trying to discredibéve members of the European
Union, portraying them as problematic small states, in order to drive a wadgebehe

old and the new member staté§’”

Despite the fact that a very small fraction of Estonianespevas directly involved in the
events of the April 2007 Crisis, the symbolic meaning of the Chnigsstouched a large
part of the society (Ehala 2009: 144). The events have had a negapiget on
interethnic relations in Estonia and most integration elitdshHaéthe events have set the
integration of society back several years. As Ehala (2009) arguesmparison of
identity orientations among Estonians and Russophones in 2002 (Pettai 2002)tlze
summer of 2007 (Lauristin 2008), reveals a sharpening of ethnic oppdsétameen
Estonians and Russian-speakers (153). The number of Estonians nmanifgsgrative
attitudes had decreased from 53% to 36%. The proportion of those who adbepted
presence of Russophones, but did not want to have contacts with theransiserably.

In 2002, 28% were in this category; the number grew to 40% in 2007 (Eb@®a 153
citing Lauristin 2008; Pettai 2002). Among Russophones, the number of those

manifesting integrative attitudes and values has dropped from 46200ihto 27% in

376 «Russian attacks over Bronze Soldier affect all Estonia says,Agence France Pressilay 1, 2007;
“Russian rail cargo shipments through Estonia pletyiidgence France Pressklay 8, 2007.
377 «Estonia: Experts see clear Kremlin link to ridtBaltic News Servicévlay 18, 2007.
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2008, and the number of those who cooperate with Estonians on pragmatic drotunds
are disillusioned has risen from 20% to 33% (Ehala 2009: 153 citingstiauR008;
Pettai 2002). The Russophones “who previously had sincerely believedtonidh
democracy and justice, have been deeply hurt” by the governmeah auid the
reactions of large sections of Estonians to the ‘Bronze Nigitala 2009: 154 citing

Belobrovtsev 2008: 123).

A survey carried out in June 2007, “Ethnic Relations and Challengée timtegration
Policy after the Bronze Soldier Crisis” and an accompanyingitgtra¢ study of
interethnic attitudes and contacts among youths shows that interedtaiions have
deteriorated as a result of the April-May 2007 events. An asabfsattitudes among
both Estonian and Russian youth shows that each side perceives a flesgeat from
the other, and that these feelings were reinforced during the é8&wildier Crisis (Korts
2009: 135). Both media coverage of the events and discourses in the Veendy
important in forming attitudes among youth. Despite the facttthathirds of Russian-
speakers have adapted to life in Estonia by learning the Estamigmage and gaining
citizenship, these achievements have not been accompanied by ra theg istatus in
Estonian society (Ehala 2009:155 citing Lauristin 2008). This situabarbimed with
the lack of trust for the Estonian government after the codeidd lead to further
confrontation between the two communities (Ehala 2009:154 citing Lobjakas\2€x18;

2008).
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The Bronze Soldier Crisis clearly shows that Russia has thHiy aloi destabilize
interethnic relations in Estonia by aggravating historical mexaoWhile Russia may no
longer be viewed as the external national homeland for EstoRwassian-speaking
minority, “it seems that in enforcing a rehabilitation of Soviet history Mossaitill able
to drive a wedge along ethnic lines” (Briggeman and Kesakamp 2808 (2009)
argues that history was not very important for the identity obritss Russophones in
the early 1990s, however pride over their role in the Great Patir grew throughout
the course of the 1990s in response to Russia’s identity politicsngpizhsis on history
(153). Events and protests in Russia, as well as the portrayal ofiglsein the Russian

media, clearly escalated tensions and ethnic mobilization across the border.

Conclusion

There is little doubt that Russia’s strategic activism inli#®@0s was due in large part to
the desire to discredit Estonia and Latvia in the eyes of Wesgf@vernments and
institutions in order to prevent their admission into NATO and the BElgdjski 2004).
In addition, Russia has strategically used the Russian diaspasdivate a post-Soviet
national identity and a common foreign policy objective that couldgoeed upon by
Russian domestic factions, and which could justify “the assertionRhasia had a
leading role to play in the postcommunist world” (Melvin 1998: 41). piwection of
the Russian diaspora abroad was also broadly supported domesticalRyssia.

(Bugajski 2004: 4§78

378 Bugajski 2004: 4 citing William Zimmerman. 200the Russian People and Foreign Policy: Russian
Elite and Mass Perspectives 1993-20Bfinceton: Princeton University Press. Surveys ootatl between
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Russia’s activism was often not successful in bringing aboutr gtikhange in minority
policies or in driving a wedge between the two Baltic Statelsthe Western countries.
Russia’s activism did not have much affect in changing langpaliges in either state,
preventing school reform or the removal of the Bronze Soldier, orianfy the
resignation of the Estonian government after the April 2007 dkiaskkala 2009; See
also Kelley 2004; Melvin 1998). However, at a minimum, Russia’s antivdid play a
role in drawing the attention of the international community to tiuatson of Russian-
speakers in Estonia and Latvia and may have contributed to changegensbip

policies by forcing Estonian and Latvian elites to think twice about theciesli

Nevertheless, the protests over school reform in Latvia and the B&mider Crisis in
Estonia demonstrate that Russia’s activism has a substanpalctinon interethnic
relations and attitudes toward both the government and integratioespesc Russian
criminals have confessed to fomenting ethnic conflicts in Latwdh EBstonia and have
indicated that their direction came from Moscow (Bugajski 2004: 127 citintkBIa98).
In addition, protests in Russia as well as effective use of tlssi& language media
helped to mobilize the Russian-speaking community in both statesedtison of both
Estonian and Latvian elites to Russia’s activism has resultéelelimgs of alienation
among Russian-speakers and a mistrust of government which worksstagse
integration process. Bilateral relations seem unlikely to impdvaenatically as Russia
continues to pressure Estonian and Latvian elites over history, lanquad) citizenship

policy through speech acts, economic sanctions, cyberwarfare, pnolpagampaigns,

1993 and 2000, show that between 69 and 81 peageatd that “the defense of Russians abroad in the
former Soviet republics of the USSR is a very intgot foreign policy goal.”
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and international organizations. Consequently, despite the hopes of Estuhiaaidan
elites, membership in NATO and the EU has not reversed th&nhisf confrontation
with Russia, a history which continues to plague bilateral relations. The fofjmhiapter
will look more closely at how Russia’s activism affects ihternalization 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 coredlethen all groups
have equal access to political and social institutions, wherendisation on the basis of
ethnicity or language is not systematic, and where there is igerlalebate about the
legitimacy of minority rights norms. Chapter 3 took an objective Gggr to norm
compliance by pointing out areas in Estonian and Latvian law whereonvergence
between international norms and domestic policies is hot complete chiapter takes a
subjective approach that focuses on whether understandings of mirgirisynorms and
minority integration by the elites responsible for the creatiomuafority integration
policies are compatible with international standards. If minoigiiyts norms do not have
validity for domestic actors there is little reason to beligna they will be implemented
in a way that is consistent with their original meaning. If &ldession is a confirmation
of the fact that states have met European standards regardnogitynrights, then
common understandings of these norms should be present among inteditaoane

should continue to guide minority policy in the post-accession period.

Chapter 4 pointed to Russia’s ability to influence ethnopolitics ireteesieties through
its mobilization of the Russian-speaking community and its phditproduce reactive
tendencies among elites that alienate the minority communitgughra Q method study
as well as semi-structured interviews with integration eliteboth states, this chapter
will explore: 1) The influence of pressure from European ingiitgt and Russia’s

activism on minority policies, majority-minority relations, andtattes toward language
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use; 2) How Estonian and Latvian elites understand minority rights sn@na
integration; and 3) The extent to which minority rights norms leen internalized by

Estonian and Latvian elites.

Several studies in Estonia and Latvia have pointed to the exasténdiscourses that
view the inclusion of the large Russian-speaking minority intcsthectures of the state

as threatening either to state security or national ide(igyto 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 deapgdgdded in these
societies as a result of Soviet occupation as well as Rsiddia’'state activism. In
addition, there are discourses that view the EU as threateniegjsely because the
conditionality that accompanied the accession process required dgeatian of the
Russian minority into society (Aalto 2003; Kuus 2002). However theee rer
comprehensive comparative studies in the post-accession period d@naihexvhether
elites view the creation of more inclusive minority policies in the late 199@sthaisat to
security or national identity. This is an important question kimeeds to be explored
because it has important implications for the integration procedsoth states and
ultimately for the participation of the Russian-speaking minonitythe democratic
process. Drawing on discourses in Estonian and Latvian societytfrerearly 1990s
through 2007, found in the media and European minority rights conventions, the Q
method study examines the degree to which these discourses regitndatese elites
responsible for the creation of minority policies (For a more léetaliscussion 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 integratitite® in Estonia and
Latvia in spring 2008 reveal four important discourses across @fiteach case. The
results of the study reveal variation both across and within caslesrespect to the
interpretation and understanding of both minority rights norms and iticegr&Vhile
some elites have accepted and internalized minority rights norines, eites reject them
outright because they are either inapplicable to the domestiticitwa because of the
double standard that exists between Eastern and Western Europeegaitd 1to
expectations in the minority rights arena. In addition, elitedoth cases grant a
significant role to both European institutions and Russia in influentitggration
processes; however interviews suggest that pressure from Europsidumions and
Russia work in opposite directions from one another despite thehfgicbdth actors
claim to be pursuing similar objectives. While pressure from Europesitutions has
played some role in the development of more inclusive policies duringcitession
process, Russia’s activism aggravates intergroup tensions by prgddefensive
reactions among elites and cultivating myths in society tloak wgainst the integration
process and the development of more inclusive minority policies.|GWelevel of
cultural match between European and domestic level norms has muidd woth
historical legacies and the aggravation of historical tensiofgulsgia. Consequently, the
conclusion that Russia’s activism did not have a strong impact on changing palities i
direction of greater minority inclusion (Galbreath 2005; Kelley 20@idpres the more
varied and subtle ways that Russia influences the integratioegzrat these societies.

While Estonia and Latvia represent most-similar cases msteasf the challenges to
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nation-building after independence and in terms of international ysee¢s integrate
their large Russian-speaking minority, attention to internationaspre alone is not
sufficient to explain the different policy outcomes or the diffeesnin elite attitudes
across cases. These variations across the two cases sugggsiréamt role for domestic

level explanations and an important avenue for future research.

The results of the Q method study, which are presented in tablesgardzed by issue
area in the following sections, include both statements that twersource of consensus
and disagreement between the discourses, based on normalized sceaeb &tatement
and ideal factor arrays. The factor loadings for each resporlenpresented in the
Appendix along with the age, sex and ethnicity of respondents. Othevgosghic
factors such as citizenship, language knowledge, and mother toregagadable from
the author upon request. The appendix also contains the full factor ancy®rmalized
score for each statement. Follow-up interviews with elites whoparely loaded on a
factor and whose viewpoints therefore define that factor @®epted in order to further
elucidate the results of the Q study. In some places, intervigwsothers are included
however these respondents are also significantly loaded on a factwth cases, the
factors were extracted using the principle components method andrdteted by
varimax in order to maximize the total amount of variance expldnyethe factors. As
the majority of high level decision-makers and the most importaayers in the
integration field are purely loaded on one of the factors, no additioeatetical 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 2008veal the presence of four
distinct discourse¥® Respondents consisted of 16 females and 16 males ranging from 22
to 69 years of age. Five of these respondents self-identified asadthRussian, and the
rest self-identified as ethnically Latvian. The first discoutbe “Latvian Nationalist
Stance” (LNS), is defined by ethnic Latvians. This discourse deféredgestorationist
approach taken by the government after 1991 and the government’s positangaage
and citizenship laws. It feels that the prevalent use of Russidmatvian society is a
threat to the position of the Latvian language. The threat fromid&Russks high in
priority for this discourse and “Cold-War rhetoric” was oftamaked during interviews
to describe bilateral relations. The “Latvian Nationalist Staigcat best skeptical about
the loyalty of the Russian minority, particularly those who ienmn-citizens. This
discourse does not feel that the state is obligated to developimstusionary policies
toward the Russian-speaking minority on the basis of the facinihatity rights norms
are not applicable to the Latvian situation. The signing of the NFGN viewed as

something that was necessary for EU membership, but not as sonmtéttimgn guide

minority policy in the post-accession period.

The “Russian Rights Advocates” (RRA) discourse is defined hgietRussians and

Latvians and is in direct opposition to the LNS on issues of langaagecitizenship.

3 Three factors were discarded because they eagthadlone or two respondents loaded significanily o
the factor and because these respondents weréghetamking decision-makers. The four factors
presented in this study collectively explain 63 #the total variance.
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Both the LNS and RRA factors were bipolar and 8 out of the 14 respsnakatdefined
one of the two factors were also negatively loaded on the ottier.fibe RRA not only
takes issue with the concept of the nation-state in Latvighbytare also highly critical
of citizenship policies and voting rights. This discourse feels thatgovernment
fundamentally misunderstands the needs and motivations of the Ruyssimg
minority in Latvia and is therefore not seeking the meaningtegration of the Russian-
speaking minority. The “Russian Rights Advocates” (RRA) feel tha conditionality
that accompanied EU accession in the area of minority rightaumssccessful because
reforms were not substantial and the Russian-speaking minostyetdbrought into the

negotiation process.

The third discourse, the “Integrators as a Middle Ground” (IMG) e by ethnic
Latvians but is more evident of a middle ground between the “LatMionalist
Stance” (LNS) and the “Russian Rights advocates” (RRA). Whike third discourse
generally supports language and education reforms, these akeesssue with various
provisions of the citizenship policy and the lack of dialogue betwé#aricegroups in
society. This group would like integration to move forward through comigeommn
issues that would not require substantial reforms to existing legislatidnasworrecting
the abuses of state language inspections and naturalization exanoishave often been
overly penalizing. However, even this discourse is skeptical aboupdssibility of
accommodation and compromise among political elites due to the pttaria&the elite

along citizenship and language issues. The IMG agrees withRR& that EU
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conditionality was not very successful; however in contrast @ atgues that Russia is

able to affect integration through its links with the Russian-speaking community

The last discourse the “Optimists” (OPT) is defined by ethaitvians and is for the
most part positive about the way integration is going in Latvike tthe LNS and the
IMG, this discourse supports the emphasis on language learning aati@dueform as
the key to integration. However, unlike the LNS, these elites dee®threats coming
from Russia, the Russian language, or the non-citizen Russophone mmaatyia. In
addition, while the IMG is willing to admit problems with citizéns policy and
intercultural dialogue, the Optimists emphasize the increassearance that has occurred
over the last four years in Latvian society. The following ieast discuss the four
discourses in greater depth, particularly with respect to how they perceiz¥ tiRussia,
and the Russian-speaking minority, as well as how pressure fuoopéan institutions
and Russia influence attitudes toward integration policies, majority-rtymetations and

language use in Latvian society.

Threats to Identity and Security: Russia, the Russian Minoréyd the EU

The four discourses differ with respect to how they view the tHreat the Russian-
speaking minority living in Latvia. While there is a clear sapan between the threat
from Russia and the threat from the Russophone minority for the RRAWG, and the
OPT, this separation is not as clear for the LNS. Elites athese three discourses agree
that the Russian-speaking minority is not a threat to the seadfrLatvia, however the
LNS is concerned over the ability of Russia to destabilizedtiterc relations (S16, S25,

S43, S41, Table 1). In addition, the four discourses agree that changugeattoward
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the Russian minority is both possible and necessary; however thissvigat as strong

for the LNS, which reflects the skepticism this groups of ehtes regarding the loyalty

of the Russian minority (S50, S9 Table 1).

Table 1 Statements about Russia and the Russian Minority

Factarays
Consensus Statements LNRRA IMG OPT
52* In order to overcome the burden of negativéohisal experiences 3 3 1 3
between Latvia and Russia it is necessary to ackauge frankly both
past and present mistakes so that they will noepeated.
Consensus statements non-significarg & 0.01; (x)p = 0.05
Distinguishing Statements LNS RRMG OPT
16 The history of relations between Latvia and Rupsove that Russians -2** -5 -4 -5
are not to be trusted and therefore Latvia canmise@ home for
Russians.
9 The prevailing majority of the people living imtvia despite their -1x 5 2 3
ethnicity are loyal to the state.
25 The geographical proximity of Russia and theosype to Russian 0 -2 -3 -3
cultural influences means that Latvia is constatithgatened in the
cultural and linguistic senses.
43 The inclusion of Russians into state structigésrmful to the Latvian -2* -5 -5 -5
state because Russians are sympathetic to thestgef the Russian
state.
44 Russia’s aggressive rhetoric as well as recanite in Estonia and 4+ 0 0 -2
Georgia raise serious concerns about Russia’stiotenin the post-
Soviet region.
19 There's reason to be worried, looking at thewagps with which Russia 2** -2 -2 -4
is escalating tensions with the West, - is it et beginning of a new
cold war?
50 There are things we can’t change about histodycaur past issues, but 2 4 5 4
we can change our attitudes toward our compatriots.
37 Russia tries to use statements about discrimmmagainst Russians by 5 3 4 0**
the Latvian government as a propaganda tool aad@sl for interfering
in the politics of Latvia.
Distinguishing Statements significant (*#) <. 0.01; (*) » < 0.05
Other Statements LNS RRA IMG OPT
13  Russian military intervention in the Baltic regisnot a possibility. -3 1 -2 -1
32 The future of Latvia depends on relations witls&ta. It is the vital -2 3 -1 3
interest of Latvia that these relations are as gmogossible.
41 The Russian people living in Latvia are notlemte for the (negative) 0 2 3 2

history of Russian-Latvian relations
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The “Latvian Nationalist Stance” is at best skeptical regarthe loyalty of the Russian
minority in Latvia, particularly the ones who have not naturalizédl [&ble 1). The
naturalization process is viewed by this discourse as an impargarts for non-citizens

to prove that they are loyal to the state. The LNS feelsthraicitizens have had enough
time to learn the language, and therefore, that their princggpdsition to naturalization

is evidence that this group does not want to be part of Latvian\sothet protests over
school reform in the spring 2004 and the threats of violence that accompanied this prote
were most often cited by these elites as evidence thgg Bggments of the Russian-
speaking minority are not loyal to the Latvian state. The wigespbelief among these
elites that Russia played a strong role in organizing and funkéngrotestors is used as

further evidence that naturalization requirements are necessary.

The biggest obstacle to integration is the compiéxoyalty to the Latvian state. It
includes living in the information space createdRussia and it is very serious. A lot of
people are physically in Latvia but they are aciimg Russian language environment in
the family and in the workplace (Respondent 1, LNS)

After accession to the European Union we feel antote safe. But Latvians feel fear
from Russians because there are so many of themimédmatvia. There are so many of
them that they can feel like an island here in latlike a small Russia here in Latvia
(Respondent 19, LNS).

The greatest obstacles to integration in Latviatiedp is fear and an inferiority complex
[among ethnic Latvians]...Nationalism with a high agpation of my culture would be
helpful in political bodies to open up attitudesotber cultures. Because as a policymaker
when | am feeling safe there is no need to fostar from Russia, from the Russian
minority, from sexual minorities...| am just feelingfe and when | feel safe | am open

and interested about otherness. Diminish fear asteff interest toward other cultures
would be the key strategy (Respondent 4, RRA).

Foreign policy issues, particularly Russia’s recent aggresssend-stonia and Georgia,
were among the most important issues for elites in the LNH&, ($able 1). This
discourse notes the existence of a real threat from Rbethain terms of military and

economic security (S13, S19, Table 1), while the other discourses®xphealthy does
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of uncertainty about Russia’s intentions in the post-Soviet region (384,339, Table
1). The RRA and the OPT feel that good relations with Russiaemessary for Latvia’s
future, whereas the LNS and the IMG view future relations witfoge as the only ones
that are vital (S32, Table 1). Nevertheless, this healthy dogeaofand uncertainty
provides Russia the opportunity to meddle in Latvian society, whichdsnzern to the
LNS, RRA and IMG discourses (S37, Table By. contrast, the OPT feels that while
pressure from Russia has decreased significantly, the fd@unssia in Latvian society
still exists.

Whereas the situation in Russia is deterioratirgamding minority rights and religious
rights and people being beaten up and killed insRubecause of their ethnicity. And
then you dare come out with these statements adgethe situation in a neighboring
country and trying to provoke a national clash #reh claim that you defend the rights
of Russian people? (Respondent 29, LNS).

| can't say yes and | can’t say no to this [miltantervention by Russia]. After all,
Russia is so unpredictable (Respondent 19, LNS).

As a whole, Latvian elites do not feel that joining the EU dmager to the cultural and
linguistic identity of Latvia. Elites also agree that thgarity of Latvians give priority to
their identification with the Latvian state over their identifica as “European” (S2,
Table 2). However, only the IMG feels that joining the EU guasghtéhe national
security of Latvia (S20, Table 2). The four discourses alsoypdighgree over the degree
to which membership in the EU is a security guarantee agamgsRussian threat (S20,
S22, Table 2). This is due in part to the fact that the majdrigjites who reacted to this
statement across all four discourses felt that NATO is thmapy security guarantee
against Russia. It is also due in part to dissatisfaction witlEtinepean response to the
cyber attacks launched on Estonia and concerns over energy re3@4@eS48, Table

2). There is a strong feeling among the four discourses, andiagpére LNS, that
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many European countries do not adequately support the needs of tb&RBadis and are

not willing to stand up to Russia.

Table 2 Statements about the EU

Factor dys
Consensus Statements LNRRA IMG OPT
2* Most people living in Latvia identify more strgly with Latvia than with 3 2 2 1
Europe.
1 Being part of the EU is a danger to the cultaral linguistic identity of -3 -3 -5 -3
Latvia.
55  Joining the EU guaranteed the economic developofd_atvia. -1 1 2 1
Consensus statements non-significarg z& 0.01; (+)p = 0.05
Distinguishing Statements LNS RRA IMG OPT
48 EU bureaucrats are keeping a blind eye to thierscon the part of 4** 0 1 -1
Russia, a strategic partner of the EU, and for sason apply dual
standards in the energy sector.
40 The EU responded vigorously and appropriatetjr¢ocyber attacks S4xr -2 0 0
launched by Russia on Estonia.
20 Joining the EU was the only means to guaratie@ational security of 0 -1 2% -2
Latvia in the present rapidly changing world.
Distinguishing Statements significant (*§) = 0.01; (*) p < 0.05
Other Statements N§ RRA IMG OPT
22 Joining the EU was the only way to effectivebynbat the Russian threat. 1 0 -2 -2

The Impact of European Institutions on Minority Inclusion: EU Condinality and
Norms

The four discourses represent different interpretations of the trop&t) conditionality
on minority policies and minority inclusion in Latvia. They also repmeslifferent views
on the role the EU should play in the continuing development of minorityigmiit the
post-accession period. At best, the effect of the EU accessionsprooeinterethnic
relations and integration in Latvia is ambiguous (S3, S53, S18, S283)jallee LNS is
highly defensive of Latvia’s citizenship and language policies agld that the time for

having to justify and to account for these policies has come and g8nd4Ble 3).
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Membership in the EU is regarded as sufficient proof that LatyalEies are in line

with international standards.

They [minority groups] very often look at those emtational bodies and their
representatives as heralds of some truths andejte¢lithey will come here and change
the situation in favor of those who are not in &ofable position...The tonality, the
intensity, the interest in this dialog between liatand the different international and
regional bodies has changed. To some extent tleeestt has decreased on both sides
(Respondent 29, LNS).

| remember all this impact from European Union, \d&n Stohl, who has a very negative
attitude to Latvia, and | would say that he wasywesry close to Russia and this way of
thinking. And of course our attitude is negativetha kind of policy (Respondent 19,
LNS).

Whereas the LNS argues that the EU should not be involved diractihat are the
internal affairs of Latvia, the IMG is critical of the w&U conditionality was exercised
during the accession period and feels that stronger demands couldelavendde prior
to accession. However, in the post-accession period recommendations &eger

appropriate or effectual.

Listen, | was in the government when we joined Eté Overnight there was a change
with the Latvian authorities basically saying te ommissioners to take a hike and go
somewhere else...What you will have is after the AalyisCommittee comes and draw
up its conclusions, you will have a lot of debaté b won't have a direct impact on
policy (Respondent 21, IMG/RRA).

There was change but they [laws] were changed egt much. They were changed on
the margins. They were changed significantly but mo essence. But occasionally
changes and liberalization in one realm was accamadaby a tightening up in other
realms to compensate so it was a very contradigimygess and it still is (Respondent 21,
IMG/RRA).

When someone comes from European institutions w&ys show that everything is
okay and | think that the problem is real dialogd a®al participation of national
minorities in Latvia. And for example when someauenes from European institutions
and tell state institutions that they need to mmdbme discussions, they [government]
always go the easiest way and take for example $ouassian minority NGO which is
very loyal to state institutions and will say thght things (Respondent 3, IMG).
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Table 3 Statements about EU Norms and the Impact of EU Bmbership on
Integration

Factordys

Consensus Statements LNRRA IMG OPT

35* Complete assimilation of the Russian minontioiLatvian society is the -4 -5 5 5
only way to combat the threat that they pose toriah identity.

14 In the post-accession period EU norms regandiimgrity protection are -1 -2 -1 -4
not as important as Latvian values.

15 All people in Latvia have access to media (islewn, radio, and 1 0 1 1
newspapers) in their native language.

Consensus statements non-significargt & 0.071; (+)Jp = 0.05

Distinguishing Statements LNS RRA IMG OPT

3 Joining the EU is proof that Estonia follows liédepolicies with 3** -3 o** -4
respect to its minority groups and therefore there need to justify
integration policies.

10 Ethnic diversity is a valuable feature of societ -1 x* 4 5 3

8 All people in Latvia, including Russians, enjbe freedom to speak, 1* -3 -1 5**
study, and promote their own native language i Ipoblic and
private.

46 Latvia is most likely to succeed economicallydaknowledging the -3** 3 -1 2
integrity/value of the Russian minority.

4 EU institutions should defend the rights of Rassiliving within EU -5 1= -4 -3

borders because disregard of these liberties ghtsrwill bring local
crises of civic society such as the April event&gatonia.

17 It is necessary to promote the language, cuétndeeducation of all 0 5* 4 2
ethnic groups and single persons living here, te giem a feeling of
safety in the present and future.

18 In the past four years, there is a greater awaeof the problems of -1 2* 0 0
ethnic discrimination and intolerance in Latviamcisty.

47 Belief in the equality of all people, regardle$&thnicity, is reflected 0 2% 0 3**
in society.

28 In the past four years, there is a greater aanep and open- 1 -1 1 4**

mindedness toward cultural diversity, includingglinstic diversity in
Estonian society.

Distinguishing Statements significant (*#) <. 0.01; (*) » < 0.05

Other Statements BN RRA IMG OPT

53 Joining the EU has not affected interethnicti@te in Latvia. 0 0 3 1

12 The EU should not interfere or pass judgmertherminority policies -1 -4 0 -3
of member states.

36 The Russian minority does not require protedtiecause it is not a 0 -4 -2 1

national minority.

By contrast, the RRA feels that the EU along with other Europesitutions should be
more active in passing out directives regarding integration andrityi policies in the

post-accession period (S3, S12, S4, Table 3). These elites femndétonality does not
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go far enough and if Europe claims to be a region based on celltas Haen it needs to
monitor minority rights and to take a more active role in making shat they are
implemented in member states after accession. In addition, thzudse does not view
the dialog with European institutions as genuine on the part of batlites in either the
pre-accession period or the post-accession period because thessioisc did not

actively involve members of the Russian minority.

We have seen that help from Russia is not prodeictlso European institutions have

made recommendations to the Latvian governmenntory years and it does not change
things. Therefore my colleagues and | feel th& @nly possible to solve this internally

(Respondent 20, RRA).

| do not evaluate the pre-accession dialog as t&féecUnfortunately the EU has
formulated the Copenhagen Criteria and at that nmbnaed still now has neither
instruments nor mechanisms nor relevant bodiesvétuate the situation with minority
rights. What happened during this pre-accessiootra@n was political bargaining with
the government and there was really no involvenwnparliament let alone NGOs,
minority associations etc. And those bureaucrads$ tbpresented the EU really had no
idea or concept of minority rights standards... Soréquirements were unclear and this
was a matter of the efficiency of Baltic diplomaénd now that we are a full-fledged
member state, the EU has absolutely no leveragep@elent 2, RRA).

The OPT agrees with RRA that European institutions need to be involvadnitoring
the minority rights practices of member states and that nmsimpein the EU is not
sufficient proof that countries follow proper practices (S3, S12, SdeT3). However,
unlike the RRA and the IMG, the OPT is not as critical of thpaich of the accession
process. This discourse does see a genuine improvement in toleraa ¢oltural and

linguistic diversity in Latvian society (S28, S47, Table 3).

[These changes] would have taken longer, it wasspire, we had to do it and we wanted
to do it...Dialogue still went on during first year jofning EU. But now you can say it is
not so much emphasized. There are sometimes somaissioners come to visit Latvia
and speak about minority rights that we have toaym#on-citizens from minorities but
this is not pressure but more of a suggestion dmy speak to us like a partner
(Respondent 25, OPT).
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Evaluating the impact of EU conditionality on minority policies an@gration in the
post-accession period requires examining whether European minghtg norms are
understood by elites, internalized, and implemented in the post-asc@ssiod. While
the RRA, the IMG and the OPT view diversity as a valuable featfisociety, the LNS

is not certain (S10, Table 3).

| can't say that [ethnic diversity] is importantiwa. Yeah people are very different and
that is a reality but maybe | can't say that iaigalue (Respondent 19, LNS).

In addition, the OPT is the only discourse that feels that beliequality is reflected in
society (S47 Table 3) and that there is greater awarenedsasimination and the

problem of intolerance in Latvian society (S18, S28, Table 3).

It is interesting for me to notice how this attituéind approach has changed. The
understanding of those people who are against assRussians or only speak about
occupants, | would say now it is gone. There amesinstances when maybe you feel
this or hear this, but for the most part it is géRespondent 25, OPT).

[Regarding tolerance] in the cultural sphere, maybeon an everyday level but maybe
at a little higher cultural level everything is gkaAnd as far as lower levels maybe we
just need a little time (Respondent 9, OPT/LNS).

Several elites across the other three discourses noted theehedd of intolerance in
Latvian society, especially with respect to foreigners and tibleisninorities, which
supports the findings of previous studies that report high levels of xenophdlatvian

society>®° In addition, while there is consensus among elites that the Risgsiaking
minority, if not all minorities, has access to media in theather-tongue, their ability to
promote their own language in the public sphere is regarded with@g&epby the RRA

(S8, S15, Table 3).

3301n 2003, Estonia and Latvia were cited as thedamdidate countries most resistant to the creatian
multicultural society. Similarly, both countriesalexhibited a preference for exclusionist stances
regarding granting civil rights to immigrant minies (EUMC Report 3 2003).
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We think that Latvia as a country is not readytfos diversity. And if we won’t make a
program which will require language skills for ingrants and also the cultural
[competency] then they are not going to integrateur society (Respondents 31 and 32,
LNS).

For sustainable international human rights advoeeeyeed to address the majority. We
need to work with the ethnic majority to createstahce and to open up public opinion
toward diversity (Respondent 4, RRA).

We have immigrants already we just don't recogriizem and as long as we don't
recognize we will have problems because we worthethem Latvian and we won't
teach them Latvian history and they will integrateto the Russian-speaking
community...But having an immigration policy and adwiag this is political suicide
because Latvians are so anti-immigration and améifiners because of historical
reasons. There is no way you can win politicallytiis issue. If we are not careful we
will have integration on the basis of Russians &adlvians on one side united in
Islamaphobia and other things (Respondent 21, INRB/R

It is very important to look to the future becaukere are newcomers in Latvia and
different states and visibly different minoritidsat lived here for decades. But now we
need to make some new integration policy to inva@lNegroups in society and if we can't
find [a] solution between Latvians and traditiomaltional minorities, it will be very
difficult to find solutions between Latvians andese newer minorities (Respondent 3,
IMG).

When respondents were asked about how they understand “minority dgktsiptions
ranged from precise definitions and recitations of the FCNM tmraplete lack of
knowledge regarding minority rights and minority rights conventions irofeur The
LNS feels that international minority rights norms are attyabblematic in the Latvian
situation due to the fact that it is actually the majorityglzage that needs protection
(S17, S36 Table 3). Because of the strong feeling among this groeptes that
international minority rights standards are not directly applicabthe Latvian situation,
there is a tendency among these elites to view the recomnmrsdahd monitoring by

European Advisory Committees as unhelpful and irrelevant.

| am very against the viewpoint that it is neceggardefend the rights of the Russian
language here. The Russian language enjoys vegg lghts in Latvia. Of course it is
impossible to get services in Latvian and it isyveasy to get services in Russia so we
have to work very strongly against Russian lingistuman rights here. We have to
defend Latvian linguistic human rights here verpisgly (Respondent 1, LNS).
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These standards are based on Western Europearnieexgewhere the percentage of
minorities is 3-15 percent, and when these areotiéstt minorities and living
comfortably in separate regions. But for our sitwat.The deportations of Latvians
and so on and so it is impossible to implemenstmae standards but sometimes there
is this perception that if you are a minority witha nation-state then you are
discriminated against and the majority are enjoyhefull scope of linguistic human
rights and that is not the case in Latvia and ithabt the case of Estonia (Respondent
1, LNS).

If linguistic human rights are to exist in LatviadaLatvian is the state language then you
need to be able to receive services in Latvian§Bedent 19, LNS).

By contrast, the RRA and the IMG discourses argue that the prablewt with the
applicability of international norms to the Latvian situation but rathieh the fact that
these norms are very weak. In addition, there is also concern aimese dlites as to

whether or not these standards are actually being implemented in Latvia.

International minority rights standards are weake basic norms are non-discrimination,
effective participation of minorities and protecti®f their identity. You know the
Framework Convention, they do not pass bindinggiews it is basic dialog. There is no
minority rights acquis so a lot of the argumentsgenade by OSCE and the Council of
Europe are political arguments. They are not legguments. | mean the way they
themselves described what they were doing, loo&tnginority rights standards, but also
at conflict prevention and trying to wrest the k@ggpolitical compromise they could in
difficult situations. So it wasn'’t pure minoritygtits work (Respondent 21, IMG/RRA).

Elites will say that now we are fully in complianeéth EU directives blah blah blah see
this paper and that paper. Yes, basically EU hadp® make this documentation - policy
papers, legislative acts in more or less good shegarding human rights but the basic
issue is implementation. And basically the capaéity monitoring implementation in
Latvia is too weak among executive branch and at®ong us NGOs (Respondent 4,
RRA).

Now that we are a full-fledged member state, thead absolutely no leverage...It is
simply sort of a lingua non-grata to speak aboutaniiy rights in the European Union as
such. It means that if we are [a] member then wetdmve any problems with minority
rights. Otherwise we wouldn't be a member of thiseeclub. In respect of minority
protection this club is very far from high standar&o the question is whether this
international community made full use of this poht conditionality...it was political, it
was situative, and that it was not a standardizzderia based, compliance-based
approach (Respondent 2, RRA).

Despite the fact that none of the discourses supports the ideanpfete assimilation as
a path to integration (S35, Table 3), the RRA believes that theabafj@vernment does
not see integration as a two way process and that policies aticprare aimed at
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assimilation and not integration. The IMG discourse is likewisptgla@ about whether
the Latvian government is working toward integrating the Russiamrityininto the
political community. The fact that minorities were not consultednduthe drafting of
the integration program, combined with the fact that the governdidnhot respond
positively to the concerns of the Russian-speaking community oveatemuceform,
fuels these perceptions. The OPT actually feels that Russiakespéhave all the rights
to preserve their culture, and therefore the problem is not with Eamoporms but rather
the failure of minorities to avail themselves of the opportunitbesngage in cultural

activities.

If you look at minority rights standards what isyke effective participation and effective
participation means giving people a voice in whagdrens and Latvians don’t want to do
that. Latvians still have a minority mentality irany ways. They still feel threatened and
when they feel threatened they isolate themselMeste is a small basis to that threat but
we are in the EU and NATO now and Latvian languiaga a much better situation than
it was 15 years ago in terms of the demographiagan. But it takes a long time and
you know these values change slowly. And the saristhreat only eases gradually
(Respondent 21, IMG/RRA).

Latvian politics and the larger part of Latvian isbg do not want Russians to have equal
positions in society. | think there are some ttgahthey will be in some positions in
some state positions they can makes some thingsangbod for Latvia and they will
make something not so good for Latvia and they midlke more contacts with Russia
and | think there is some threat for this Latviamtf society (Respondent 3, IMG).

You behave as ethnic Latvians at the social leyelj speak our language, and you
recognize our higher position in the state hierarahd in exchange we will allow you to

sing your songs and dance your dances and we wélypu money to sing your songs

and we will come to listen how you sing your sobgs for me this is a designated area
for minorities and this disagreement about the ephof integration is the main obstacle
(Respondent 2, RRA).

| understand it as a two-way street. We, the Latgige could try as much as we can to
integrate minorities, culturally, linguisticallyf there is no response from our partner it is
very hard. | still feel that many non-Latvians as8ll not interested to integrate
themselves. It is not assimilation, but to allowy aninority to keep there culture, their
roots, not to lose them. Russians don’t seem istede(Respondent 25, OPT).

Understandings of “integration” also varied significantly acrelgss. While some elites

did acknowledge integration as a two way process between magmttyminority
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communities, a significant number of elites across the four disesustill put the
primary emphasis on minorities integrating into Latvian socpyticularly the LNS due

to its emphasis on Latvian language learning as the key to integration.

Free development for all the nations and all tigleages, maximum support for national
cultural organizations but there are two requiretsie@ne is loyalty to the Latvian state
and the other is recognition of Latvian as the sté¢e language and its usage in all major
sociolinguistic functions and then the Latvian etatuld provide all necessary support
for minority culture, education and so on and mumim interference from the state
(Respondent 1, LNS).

| would say that as | understand integration tkighat we can communicate in one
language, that we can understand each other amdnvimtegrate on the basis of the state
language. Because this is linguistic human rightd & cannot see any other way
(Respondent 19, LNS).

I will start with the problem. Usually it is undémed you Russian people, we are
integrating you. | have a very good friend who &Jian and he always asks, how are
you integrated, and | look back at him and askfand are you [integrated]? And he says
| don’t think that | have to be integrated (Respamtdl2, RRA).

When it [integration policy] was made back in erid0s it was made like we Latvians
will integrate those Russians into our nationaliunel and society. | think it is totally
wrong but still in political circles you will seehis sort of interpretation. We are
struggling with this misunderstanding of integratio would say in a simple language
that integration means losing in terms of both sid&¥e Latvians - Okay let us agree to
lose this only Latvian language. Let's be openRassian, English and other languages
for communication. Let other cultures come to uendch us. For Russians losing would
mean losing chauvinistic sentiments and losing éhgsian language and as language of
power as it used to be in Soviet times and lis@r other opinions. Because this is
problem of Russian minority — this Russian impésral back from the tsar time and
giving away their positions. This is a hard isseeduse it is rooted in cultural memory
for both sides. So yeah it is social agreemeris the case that government, those who
are not “academics” do not understand integrat®a &vo way process (Respondent 4,
RRA).

Integration means participation....If a person feelslided and is engaged, he/she is
integrated (Respondent 2, RRA).

| think our Minister of Integration thinks if we@now in European Union and now there
are these directives on anti-discrimination andparesome of these statements into our
legislation it is enough...] don't think it is enougio put some statements into

legislation...but it is important to understand thdgrgs in everyday life (Respondent 3,

IMG).

An integrated person is a person who first accéptbe integrated, accepts the state,

accepts the language, because language is a partegfation. This process means to
make people comfortable and for them to accepstdie (Respondent 9, OPT/LNS).
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The Impact of Russia’s Activism on Minority Inclusion: Language, Hosy, and Myth-
Making

The explanation for why the EU accession process did not transtatecommon

understandings of minority inclusion among elites can be found by iexgrhow

Russia’s activism affects the viewpoints of both elites and thesiBn community with
respect to naturalization, language and history, in ways th&t ataross purposes with
European minority rights norms. All the discourses, with the excepfitime OPT agree
that Russia tries to use statements about discrimination aganRBussian minority as a
tool for interfering in Latvian politics. However elites are ded 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 politicahgahat Moscow plays, rather
than a reflection of genuine concern for the Russophone minority andotleciet|s that
Russia could do more to support the Russian community (S27, Tablea)yesglt, this
discourse also does not think that Russia’s activism has had muoh effect on the
attitudes of the Russophone minority toward integration and there¢fisraat necessary
to “win them over” (S30, S39, Table 4). By contrast, both the LNS anliMBefeel that
Russia has been very active in promoting the rights of Russianatwah society,
regardless of whether these actions represent a genuine carrctrairf ethnic kin. The
RRA discourse also acknowledges the negative affect of intetstaseons 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 Integrati Processes

Factor dys
Distinguishing Statements LNS RRA IMG OPT
39 Russia’s continued accusations of discriminatioverd Russian-speakers 5** 0 1 -1
in Latvia by the state, inhibits the process ofjlaage learning and
integration.
6 It is not necessary to hold deep discussions th@lRussian authorities ~ 4** -1 -2 -1
over the internal affairs of Latvia.
30 Winning over Latvia’s ethnic Russians is not stinng that can walit, 1= -2 5 -1
especially in the current environment where, therilin lie-factory is
working overtime to sow discord in Latvian society.
27 Russia cares little about the Russian minoitityid abroad in other -2 2 -3* 1
countries and consequently has done little to aateoon the behalf of
Russians living in Latvia.
5 Post-Soviet tensions with Russia have led Latvidiscriminate against the-4 1* -3 -1*
Russian-speaking minority.
11 Ethnic Russians will continue to speak Russiahta get the majority of -2 0 3* 0
information from Russia, as long as state-run Ruskinguage media
remains insufficient.
Distinguishing Statements significant (*¢) == 0.01; (*) p < 0.05
Other Statements N§ RRA IMG OPT
51 Putting a stop to discrimination against Russlasing in Latvia is the -5 -1 -2 -4
basis for the normalization of international redas with Russia.
45 Minority policy must take into account the thrfam both Russia and 0 -1 -2 -1

the Russian minority living in Latvia.

The IMG discourse recognizes the danger that alienating the Russiartymmght have

for social stability in Latvia as well as the ability of Rizsto exacerbate tensions

between ethnic Russians and ethnic Latvians. Therefore thamyglstrfeel that it is

necessary to make ethnic Russians feel secure in Latviden tor mitigate the negative

effects of Russia’s posturing on the integration process (S30, Fabldve most direct

impact of Russia’s activism is through links with the Russophone community.

It [Russia] has many tools in bilateral relationghwLatvia. They can pick up the best
tool and best matching for particular situationgRinow we see normalization of our
relationship which means both sides on high palitievel avoid harsh criticizing of each
other... But | expect that Russia will re-intensifg #fforts to make closer ties with
Russian diaspora and under umbrella of the Russiabassy there is a consultative
council for Russian organizations and they haveatied House of Moscow here in Riga
and they are spending huge money for cultural aslitiqal activities and financing

Russian organizations here (Respondent 30, IMG).
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What is interesting is not these accusations thasR makes. What works against
integration is when Russia says we will achievét@aton where the Russian language
has an official status because then people sayboether to learn Latvian and also when
they say that the EU will force Latvia to changeditizenship law then people say why
bother to naturalize if the law is going to chanfemakes Russians more passive
(Respondent 21, IMG).

The IMG argues that Russia creates myths among the Russiantynthrough the
Russian language media that work against the integration proces &blel4). This is
particularly true with respect to naturalization, which has beergtbatest source of
criticism from European institutions. In addition, Russia’s activisifiects attitudes
toward language use in Latvian society and intensifies disagreementinterpretations
of history, all of which work at cross purposes with pressure framiristitutions by
hurting the prospects for increased integration. The ability okiRus mobilize the
Russian community through effective use of the Russian languagea raadi by
encouraging and funding opposition movements was noted in the previous chapéer i
case of education reform in Latvia. The fact that Russianshgetmijority of their
information from the Russian language media is a problem tlakisowledged by the
LNS as well.

Those old people and middle generation people theich television in Russian of
course and what do they see here? That Latvia verg bad country that [we] are
discriminating against their own people. They cdamn@n speak their own language in
their own family they are forced to speak Latvidhey can’t get any job and they have
nothing to eat and we are killing them and we atinly them (Respondent 31, LNS).

The LNS does not feel as strongly about the need to win over &lsgians because
they feel it is not the job of the state to do this (S30, T4blRather, the obligation is on
minorities to be loyal citizens if they decide to remain atvia. The LNS does however
recognize the strong negative effect of Russia’s accusatibaéscrimination on the

integration process in Latvia (S39, Table 4). This discourse fleglsRussia’s actions
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and accusations provoke Latvian elites into making reactionary staterninat produce
interethnic tensions in Latvian society. Examples of this reactiotendency were
clearly visible during the protests over school reform. Intervialgs reinforced the
tendency of Latvian elites to be irritated over the involvemenRudsia in what are
considered to be internal affairs. While the other three disesuasknowledge that
opening dialogue with Russia over the status of the Russian-sp@&aikiogty might be

helpful, the LNS adamantly dismisses this approach (S6, Table 4).

It's like Russia’s expression of its interests he tfirst stage was through military

intervention, the next was economic and now it'srhgans of human rights. It is our

reality and in the last years its economic presstsegas and its also a very serious tool
to make Latvia’s politics more Russia oriented ghd] primary pressure is on language.
And so we see this direct link between languageematiomy (Respondent 1, LNS).

Sometimes [these statements and actions by Rugsdapke statements by national
politicians very often or reactions by [the] Latvigovernment and sometimes they were
not helpful, but they were statements that werenintmaprovoke. And the most difficult
thing for Latvian politicians, by ethnicity, is thd is very difficult to understand how
people can talk about things that do not existatvia or are not close to the description
given by Russia...and so yes sometimes these statensrd actions provoke
unnecessary unhealthy reactions domestically imidats well (Respondent 29, LNS).

Yes we feel this criticism from Russia very strognddecause Russia has the potential to
interfere so of course we feel it (Respondent MS).

The OPT actually feels that Russia’s activism has deedess recent years, however
being in close proximity to Russia does impact policies in Lasecially with respect
to language and integration policies. The OPT feels that ifilriBseases its pressure
against Latvia again then it would most likely reduce the lilzeatéon of citizenship and
language policies. This discourse also acknowledges the tendenagsstiner from the

EU and Russia to have opposite effects on Latvian society.

| would say that if Russian pressure will be feirsmand more then Latvian government
and all institutions will be much more against #diberalization policies. They will be
tougher. If EU pressure will continue it will beken positively but from Russia, no way
(Respondent 25, OPT).

253



The history of Russian-Latvian relations, particularly the messaosf Soviet occupation
and Russification policies, continue to affect the attitudes of tiiceLatvian elite
toward the position of the Russian language in Latvian society. Agsdisd in Chapter
1, nation-building since the early 1990s has centred prominently arounagbgance
of the Latvian language. Language policies have been at thre cérdebates about the
integration of the Russian minority and have figured prominently in &otession talks
with the European Union and as focal points for Russia’s activismame@adments to
language policies that accompanied the accession process habveenosufficient to
qguell debates over the role of the Russian language in Lato@ety. Russia’s ability to
impact elite attitudes toward language use in Latvian socsetfearly evident in the
reactions of elites to Russia’s support and involvement in the matgst education
reform in spring 2004. These protests are also evidence of Russiidysta mobilize the

Russian community and to spark debates over language policies in Latvian society.

The four discourses agree that cultural differences betweesidRssand Latvians do not
present insurmountable obstacles to integration (S21, Table 5). Howeerlso agree
that the lack of Latvian language use among the Russian-spgeipatation is a source
of irritation for most Latvians which produces tensions between g(@23& Table 5). In

addition, only the OPT strongly agrees that the education sysigumnes that the Latvian
language is learned sufficiently, which is important in lightecent school reform (S56,
Table 6). The RRA and the IMG remain skeptical due to the fattnthay Russian

schools were not well prepared for the reform, as many teatdwd both the skills and

adequate teaching materials for teaching in Latvian.
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Table 5 Statements about Language Policies and Language Use

Factarays
Consensus Statements LNRRA IMG OPT
21* Because of the cultural differences betweersRus and the mainstream -3 -4 4 -4
society, the integration of Russians cannot pregfasher in Latvia.
26* Most Latvians are irritated when Russians caspeak Latvian and feel 2 3 3 2
that the Russian community should make strongertsffo learn it.
Consensus statements non-significarg z& 0.01; (+)p = 0.05
Facforays
Distinguishing Statements LNS RRA IMG OPT
54 The use of Russian should be relegated to thatprealm only, and 3 -3 0 -3
the state language should be used in all statiéuiisihs.
7 It is necessary to enhance the national selfaonsness of the -5 2% -3 0
Russian-speaking population and strive to relaXatws on education
and language in order to give Russian-speakers cumteol in these
areas.
23 Most Russians understand the need to teach ymeome the state 2* 4 4 5
language.
34 Many Russians are afraid to speak Latvian becenssmuch attention  -2* 2* -1 0

is placed on the fact that they speak it differentl

42 Latvia should drop its defensive attitude towitssdanguage, which is  -3* 5** -1 0
often perceived as a hostile barrier to those sgeki learn it. Instead, a
more positive promotion of the language and a kirmdiitude to new
speakers would improve the situation.

38 A multicultural society should allow for moreathone official -4* 4* -3 -2
language.

31 There is no possibility of Russian joining Latvias an official state 2 -1* 5 2
language.

33 Learning Latvian is the key to better integnati@cause it allows the 5 1** 3 4
two communities to communicate with each other.

49 Ethnic Russians and their children should nagraated civil rights 1 “4r -2 0
unless they can speak the state language.

24 The education system ensures the developmenirgaheimentation of 3 -3%* 2 4

ethnic minority education programs which promote pheservation of
ethnic minorities’ identity and their integratioma society.

56 The education system ensures that the Latvisgukege is learned 2 0 1 5**
sufficiently by all residents of Latvia, but espalyi so that the younger
generation is able to use it freely as a meanswingunication.

Distinguishing Statements significant (*g) =2 0.01; (*) p < 0.05

Other Statements NE RRA IMG OPT

29 Ties that Russian-speakers in Latvia have tasR@nsures the 4 1 1 2
continued use of the Russian language in Latvia

The LNS views the prevalent use of Russian in Latvian socsgetlgraatening to Latvian
language and culture and therefore supports policies aimed at proteetswperiority of

the Latvian language as the only official language of L& S31, S54, Table 5). This
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discourse is also firmly committed to the idea of integration erb#msis of the Latvian
language (S33, Table 5). Most elites defining this factor watite clear that the problem
is not with learning the state language, as is the casgtamig, but rather that even when
the Russian minority can speak the language they choose not to Tke firoblem is
viewed as psychological for both ethnic Latvians and Russian-speaictthe tendency
for both groups to communicate in Russian is viewed as threatenihg identity and
culture of the Latvian state. The refusal of Russian-speakersetthe Latvian language
is attributed to both the historical presence of the Russian lgagtle feeling of
superiority of among older Russians which is transmitted to yougeeerations, and
Russia’s activism through support for activists in Latvia and throogleffective use of

the Russian language media.

We have to be very careful of quite widespread alsp® teach Russian to Latvian kids
and some people regret that we are losing Russidn think it is very dangerous such a
widespread nostalgia for Russian language in masiarand such a high evaluation of
its value. Because of our background and histogsfi@ndent 1, LNS).

| would say | don’t know a similar case in all therld. That people know the Latvian
language but they refuse to use it. This is a dquestf attitudes toward the state and the
people and so on. The most important problem isging attitudes toward the language,
especially among the younger generation. They ktftmManguage, but because of this
impact from Russia and from the older generatiay ttefuse to use it. And this is some
form of demonstration (Respondent 19, LNS).

For the LNS, language is still an important gatekeeper for maimpein the Latvian
nation and for participation in politics at any level. Non-citizensst prove their loyalty
to the Latvian state by learning the Latvian language andatizing before they can be
allowed to participate in politics. The OPT also expressesocaatiout granting non-

citizens the right to vote in municipal elections.

| can say that my party would never vote for sunhamendment to our citizenship law
because we can’t deal with municipal elections Emdjuage policy separately. Some
European politicians do not understand this didgdt, or the political dimension,
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because municipalities are not dealing only withrgglay issues about garbage and road
correction, but they are dealing also with big pplconcerning ethnic policy - language
policy...If people who were either so lazy not to feahe Latvian language or so
aggressive not do it, because of principle, wel@nald to vote or to be elected, it would
not be the right approach in Latvia. It could irfhece all of the domestic policy of Latvia
with hardly predictable results (Respondent 1, LNS)

| don't think that the government has been pondedany changes in the citizenship
policy as of now. We will have to wait and see Hong this trend will continue and then
take appropriate decisions. | doubt we would er@geira change in election system so
that non-citizens would be able to vote in locadctbns despite the fact that they
produce a certain amount of social benefits, welv@@crease interest of those non-
citizens to apply for citizenship. We do not see tieed to passportize people which has
been requested by Russia, to give out Latvian passp those who have not decided
what to do about it. They have plenty of rights #rttley are not happy about it they can
apply for citizenship and they will get it (Respend 29, LNS).

For those municipal elections | do not think a ademwill happen anytime soon, for
maybe five, seven or ten years because politiciathsot go for it. They will say that if
you want to be a Latvian citizen then you can hthase rights and being a Latvian
citizen is the best way to integrate into socieéwill say it is a little dangerous in regions
like Daugavpils where the majority is Russian, #nithey would have rights to vote in
municipals, then we don’t know what would happeylre they will vote to join some
region in Russia. The Constitution doesn’'t allowbiit it could be a big problem
(Respondent 25, OPT).

The RRA is in direct opposition to the LNS and OPT with respedanguage and
citizenship policies. This group feels that the defensive staedeatvian state has taken
with respect to citizenship and language has actually servedetmtal the Russian
population and to work against creating a positive environment for lgadearning and

language use (S38, S42, S34, S54, Table 5).

[With respect to citizenship] it is all done in ayto repulse people and to send a clear
message, yes of course in principle you have ibi,rbut we don’t want you as our co-
citizens and we don’t want your children and pedgtel to receive these messages quite
well. (Respondent 2, RRA).

The Latvian government wants to integrate peoplé¢henbasis of the Latvian language
but the problem is that there is no real positivaivation to learn the language... | think
we need a friendly language policy to motivate pedp do it...I think it is not possible
to achieve more from pressure alone (ResponderRRR8,).

In addition, elites defining this discourse also expressed the opimamot allowing

non-citizens the right to vote in municipal elections goes agtiesstandards of other
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EU countries and produces an unfair situation in which people who migrdtatvia

from other EU countries can gain the right to vote in municipal iefectafter a short
period of time, whereas Russians who have been living in Latvia faddscannot vote.
As noted earlier in Chapter 3, this opinion was also voiced by atternal monitors in

the post-accession period.

The IMG discourse is in many ways trying to find a middle grduetsheen the RRA and

the LNS. This can be seen in the fact that it agrees wathLN5 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 thi®udlise, there is fear
that granting non-citizens the right to vote will diminish th& l@maining incentive for
naturalization, especially because Russia has been working to moaketizenship
attractive through its visa policies.

| have met many representatives of these Europgsitutions and sometimes they put
the question why doesn’t Latvia grant voting rights non-citizens in municipal
elections. But | don't think that it will be [a] piive signal for integration in society. |
will explain why. Because if you have followed masedia in last days. The Russian
state Duma made [the] decision to grant easingsebosder regime for non-citizens so
they will have a non-visa regime and so it meaas they are working in direction that
non-citizens will have a preference over citizefisd also non-citizens can travel all over
Europe, except non-Schengen countries, like citize&3o if we will grant access to
municipal elections there will be no more reasoth am more stimulus for non-citizens to
naturalize (Respondent 30, IMG).

The IMG acknowledges the unique and threatened situation of thihdanguage in
the early 1990s, and the need for one official language in Latvia (S385337,S38,
Table 5) however they are also willing to admit the problentis thie current citizenship
policy and naturalization procedures (S49, Table 5). The elites inthh group

recognize that, in the past, language laws have not been impésimient fair and
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consistent manner which has created a great deal of resentment tthe Latvian
language and apathy toward learning the language and rahgatn the part of the
Russian-speaking population. They also agree with the “RussiarsRRidkibcates” that
the procedure by which children born of stateless parents must tredizesmship is not
productive for moving integration forward. While the OPT agrees th& bn voting
issues it agrees with the IMG on the question of statelessremiland therefore favors
making the procedure automatic. Because of the political deadlogkdrethe LNS and
the RRA, the “Integrators as a Middle Ground” have tried to fingswa promote
integration that do not require changes to the citizenship and laniguegyelrhey do this
by running information campaigns and by trying to create metuid@glogue between

the Russian community and Latvian policymakers.

The “Optimists,” also represent a kind of a middle ground betweedd\NBeand the RRA
on language issues; however, this discourse is different frorfiviGBein that they are
generally more positive about integration policies. This is the disigourse that feels
that the education system both preserves the rights of minaaitigésgives them the
language skills to function in Latvian society (S24, S56, Tablet®.QPT does support
the policy of only one official language in Latvia and integmaton the basis of the
Latvian language (S31, S33, Table 5); however this discourse isalneegarding
granting Russians more control over language and education policiegllaas the

cultivation of more positive incentives for language learning (S7, S42, S49, Table 5).

It is sad that people who lived here for fifty ygaio not speak Latvian. Perhaps it shows
that you have no interest in this country. Probdi#ggause Russia is a big neighbor and
maybe they feel it is not so important to learnviant or be integrated. It will be only
older people. When | went to high schools in 20002 in Latgale region, all those
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eleventh and 1™®grade pupils spoke fluent Latvian and when | askedn, do you want
to be citizens of Latvia, or are you already thiémagsed their hands. The new generation
will be a different situation, friendly among Ladwis, they don’'t see what nationality you
are (Respondent 25, OPT).

In general we can say that this process is goimng well. Because it is one of the means
which is a little bit forced, but people are leagilanguage and they are integrating
(Respondent 9, OPT/LNS).

As discussed in the previous chapter, the other challengingaartree fpolitical elite and
for Latvian society more generally, concerns interpretationsistbry regarding the
incorporation of the Baltic States into the Soviet Union. The disputeeba Russia and
Latvia over interpretations of history is reproduced in Latvian spdietween the
Latvian and the Russophone communities. In 2005, a study showed that 45%iah Russ
respondents said that in 1940 Latvia voluntarily joined the Soviet Union, and.4¥ly
said it was the result of military attack (Tabuns 2006: 22). @leré of some segments
of the Russian community to recognize the Soviet period as occupatn@mns a major
source of tension between the two communities. As mentioned in theysehapter,
this tension often finds expression in the vandalism of Soviet eranemnorials and on
May 9 and May 16. Russia often exacerbates these tensions bygma#kammatory
statements in the Russian language media that in turn provokiemedoom the Latvian
government that work against the integration process. These tomiier history are
proof to the “Russian Rights Advocates” that learning the Latvéanguage is not
sufficient for creating an integrated society.

The history is very painful for us. We know whae dhe facts of history and those that
Russia will show as the real ones, but they arehwteal facts. They say that there was
no occupation and if Russians can’t admit this,fdlsen we cannot admit them as
members of our society....Maybe when the eldest artilmigeneration will die, then
this understanding can happen. But | know thatusdan families they used to sit in the
evenings and the eldest would talk to the youndggst) don’t believe those Latvians that
there was occupation” (Respondent 31, LNS).
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We know that understandings of history and politi@ainot be changed by simply
learning the Latvian language...The exam itself isdifficult and therefore the problem
of integration is about something else...| know mampge who know the Latvian
language and they are able to learn the main tddtatvian history but they choose not
to naturalize (Respondent 20, RRA).

For Latvians, mostly | think, the understandinghistory is a part of their identity and if
somebody doesn’t share this understanding thenreastcally they will be excluded from
this identity. So you can’t share a common iderifitgou don’t share a common view of
history (Respondent 12, RRA).

Regarding history, if we are looking at facts amdtwments, they [Russians] must take
the real situation. But of course [a] big counikelRussia, they can either accept or not

accept the facts. But we consider that there apeginfacts and documents to prove that
there is one real explanation (Respondent 9, OPS)LN

The Way Forward: “Estonian Identity Defenders” (EID), “Reformers” (REF), “Integration
Champions” (IC) and “Dissatisfied Reconstructionists” (DR)

Interviews with 33 policy elites in Estonia from February-June 2@08al the presence

of four distinct discourse®! Respondents included 14 females and 15 males aged 25 to
76. Six respondents self-identified as ethnically Russian, whilethez 25 identified as
ethnically Estonian. Aalto (2003) argues that there has been awremfsihe tight
coupling between security and identity in Estonian national identitpdises. Through

a Q method study he identified four primary discourses in Est@uaiety regarding
threats to Estonian security and identf§This study supports his finding that there has

been a decoupling of the security-identity puzzle in the chdbe Russian-speaking

31 Two factors were discarded because they eachhamlyone respondent located on the factor. Onerfacto
which had three respondents defining it was disghitbcause the factor did not differ in a cohenayt
from the other factors. The four factors that a@uded in this study collectively explain 52% béttotal
variance.
%2The first discourse consists of people who contilagenation and the state, and “perceive a Russ@pho
or Russian threat to their identity and opt for Ht¢ and NATO as security measures” (Aalto 2003:)587
The second discourse is also a primarily ethnioriigh discourse that focuses on the constructiasist
opposed to restorationist approach to nationaltieand view the EU accession process less asust raf
existential security concerns. The third discowsesists of people disillusioned by the harsh tiealiof
post-Soviet transition politics and who feel that state and society is in a dangerous positioa.fifial
discourse which is represented by ethnic Russgti®istrongest discourse against linking secarity
identity, as this discourse is dominated by thesdhat neither the Russian minority nor the ethnic
majority has any reason to feel threatened, anddbatity politics should proceed along constromtst
lines. The only insecurity that this discourse esges is concern for ontological security.
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minority, however attitudes toward Russia are still securitaetthe ability of Russia to
destabilize interethnic relations is explicitly acknowledgedablyfour discourses. In
addition, all four discourses view the EU positively despite the heglels of
Europskepticism prior to EU accession (Aalto 2003; Kuus 2002; Vetik @06b).
However, as in the Latvian case, the creation of a more inclasitrenal identity is

plagued by debates over history and language in Estonian society.

The results of the Q method study in Estonia point to important asities and
differences with the Latvian case. While Russia’s activismls a similar impact on
integration processes in Estonia, and while European pressure mggauidority policy
is no longer deemed to be effective in the post-accession peried, &l less polarized
along ethnic lines with regard to citizenship and language plid¢re addition, the
internalization of minority rights norms by elites has been ncoraplete than in the

Latvian case.

The first discourse, the “Estonian Identity Defenders” (EID)defined by ethnic
Estonians and represents what might be termed the “official” pagew among the
various ministries involved with the integration process. It cpmeds most closely with
the first discourse in Aalto’s (2003) study and shares much withNisin the Latvian
case. The EID differs from the LNS however because it does ewt Russian culture
per se as a threat to Estonian identity, but rather argudsstbrian language is always
threatened and in need of protection because Estonians are such raaioral Like the

LNS, this discourse feels that the EU accession process wasestiffor establishing
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compliance with European minority rights norms, and that continuing dslog longer

necessary. In addition, the EID continues to view language as the key to iotegrati

The second discourse, the “Reformers” (REF) is defined by ethrsisi#s® While the
REF shares with the EID an understanding of the need to integradReissean minority,
the REF is more skeptical that an emphasis on the Estonian laniguhg key to better
integration. While still agreeing that the Estonian approachrtbwation-building in the
early 1990s was necessary, this group is willing to concede theefaiof the first
integration program and to look for solutions. The Bronze Soldier sCrisis an
important wake-up call that language is not the only key toesstal integration. In this
way, they are a pragmatic group of elites and therefore stiaretising in common with

the IMG in the Latvian case.

The third discourse the “Integration Champions” (IC) is defined by ethnic Batrithis
discourse shares something in common with both the EID and the RERdigdosirse
strongly supports the official approach of the government towardudayeg and
citizenship policies and like the EID does not feel that Estorsadaontinue to justify
its policies in the post-accession period. However this discouraegsod deal more
positive about the integration process in Estonia, than either theoElbe REF,
especially with regard to Russian youth and therefore shareshsogi® common with
the OPT in the Latvian case. The IC is also strongly orientedrtbWurope and

considers NATO to be a strong security guarantee againstaR@snsequently, this

383 Respondent 10 is also a defining sort for thisdiaand is ethnically Estonian. However the indiatl
has spent a great deal of time working within this§.an community and has many personal connections
with Russians.
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discourse is less concerned than the other three discourses absiatsRofuence on

Estonian politics.

The fourth discourse, the “Dissatisfied Reconstructionists” (BRjefined by ethnic
Russian®* and views the Estonian state as discriminatory toward the Russian population.
This discourse feels that Estonia needs to reconstruct its natdensty in a way that is
more positive for ethnic Russians. In addition, this discourse is thepalyhich favors
continued intervention by European institutions in the development of nyimpmiicies

and in this way shares much in common with the RRA in the Latvian case.

Threats to Identity and Security: Russia, the Russian Minority dathe EU

The four discourses that are present among Estonian elites suygito’s (2003)
findings that there is a trend toward desecuritizing Estonianitg@ntelation to Russian
culture and the Russian minority living in Estonia. Among intégmnaglites in Estonia,
there is a clear separation between Russia as a thretiteaRaissian-speaking minority
as a threat, and therefore discourses that were present irarthel®90s about the
possible decolonization of Estonia and the necessity of assimiRtisgjan-speakers are
no longer viable strategies for nation-building (S25, S50 Table 6). Howegentrast to
the LNS, the majority of Russian-speakers are perceived ag &®ioyal to the Estonian
state, regardless of whether they are Estonian citizensabeltss” (S9 Table 6). The use

of the term “our Russians” or “our compatriots” during intervigsvpositive in light of

384 While this third discourse is not dominant in #aenple, largely because this viewpoint is under-
represented in P-set, the factor was not dismiasexdsignificant on the basis of the fact thaoi¢sl
represent a coherent if often unheard viewpoimtegration discourses. Despite the fact that oty
respondents were significantly loaded on this faittis nevertheless interesting for the fact thabntrasts
sharply with EID and for the fact that the peopdéiming DR have close relationships with the larger
Russian community in Estonia and serve as imporegpresentatives of that community.
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the recent disagreements over interpretations of history thafaest during the Bronze
Soldier Crisis (S41, S50 Table 6). Finally, the Estonian language lisnger viewed as
being threatened by the presence of a large number of Rgp&akers; however it
should be noted that the EID discourse agrees less stronglyhiasthter discourses
(S25, Table 6).

We are finally starting to understand that Russiaresour minority (Respondent 10,
REF).

| think they [Russians] are already regarded asgfasociety...| think we are one. They
are our compatriots at the end (Respondent 2, IC).

The threat today is definitely from English rathban from Russian (Respondent 11,
EID).
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Table 6 Statements about Russia and the Russian Minority

Factarays
Consensus Statements EIDREF IC DR
9* The prevailing majority of the people living Estonia despite their 4 4 3 2
ethnicity, are loyal to the state.
16* The history of relations between Estonia andgfaprove that Russians -3 -4 -4 -5
are not to be trusted and therefore Estonia caerrteya home for
Russians.

41 The Russian people living in Estonia are ndtléone for the (negative) 3 4 2 3
history of Russian-Estonian relations

43 The inclusion of Russians into state structigdémrmful to the Estonian -4 -5 -5 -4
state because Russians are sympathetic to thestgaf the Russian
state.

Consensus statements non-significargt & 0.01; (+)Jp = 0.05

Distinguishing Statements EID REFIC DR

32 The future of Estonia depends on relations Ritlssia. It is the vital o** 3 -3 4
interest of Estonia that these relations are asl gggossible.

52 In order to overcome the burden of negativeohitstil experiences -1* 3 2 5*

between Estonia and Russia it is necessary to ad&dge frankly
both past and present mistakes so that they wilbagepeated.

19 There's reason to be worried, looking at theesagss with which 1 3* 0 0
Russia is escalating tensions with the West,t-nisti the beginning of
a new cold war?

44 Russia’s aggressive rhetoric as well as recanite in Estonia and 3 -3* 3 -5*
Georgia raise serious concerns about Russia’stiotenin the post-
Soviet region.

25 The geographical proximity of Russia and theosupe to Russian -1 -4x -2 0
cultural influences means that Estonia is constahtkatened in the
cultural and linguistic senses.

Distinguishing Statements significant (*§) = 0.01; (*) p < 0.05

Other Statements EID REF IC DR

13 Russian military intervention in the Baltic regiis not a -1 -2 3 1
possibility.

37 Russia tries to use statements about discrimmmagainst Russians 4 -1 5 1

by the Estonian government as a propaganda tochsadool for
interfering in the politics of Estonia.

46 Estonia is most likely to succeed economicajiyabknowledging -2 2 3 2
the integrity/value of the Russian minority.
50 There are things we can’t change about histoedycar past issues, 3 5 3 4

but we can change our attitudes toward our congiatri

In addition to not posing a threat to Estonian identity, the Rusgi@aking minority is
also not seen as threatening to the stability of the Estorass through their inclusion
into state structures (S43, Table 6). The third discourse in 84R603) study indicated
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a fear that ethnic relations had reached a dangerous prettigiculd lead to instability
however this study did not find much support for this view. This is sdraesurprising
in light of the recent Bronze Soldier riots. While most ethniofians indicated that
they were surprised by the events of April 2007, they also exqurdbe view that the
rioters are not representative of the Russian population. If agyttiie Bronze Soldier
riots are viewed in a somewhat positive way by respondents defirengID, REF, and
IC discourses. While the crisis may have slowed the integrptmress for a time, it did
make elites more aware of interethnic tensions in Estonian ywauiet therefore more

willing to fund integration initiatives.

Not all the Russians were on the side of the réoterd they were shocked as well that
people could act like this. It just happened onee probably it won’t happen again in
this way. So | was in Paris and they said to mdcaevee to the club. So maybe it's
because we are in Europe and in the free worldpsagle can say whatever they want
and they have the freedom to do this (Responddnii),

Of course the division lines, some of the divisioms have between Estonians and
Russians came out last year. The positive thing thane out of it, if you can see
anything positive come out of it, is that we ackfexiged more the Russian-speaking
population and the lines that divide us. They aceepted. | would say they are
loyal...there were maybe a few hundred rioters, theyewRussians, and you can’t say it
also applies to the rest of the Russian populatibmt would be a fatal mistake
(Respondent 2, IC).

If positive things can come out of things like tlitais that Estonians, for instance, think
that more effort needs to be put into integration.eythink it is more important to put
more resources and its more important to investntagration and that is positive
(Respondent 25, REF).

Some respondents defining the REF discourse and all respondents déimimR

discourses view the Bronze Soldier crisis as having a moreiveegapact on interethnic
relations and integration processes in Estonia. The primary litantiee riots is placed
squarely on the shoulders of politicians who were strategin@dlyilizing support along

ethnic lines, which has created a healthy dose of distrushdéoEstonian government
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among these Russian respondents. In addition, some ethnically Estop@mmdezgs did

express some feeling of distance from ethnic Russians after the riots.

Antagonism. Confrontation in the society [is thegkst obstacle to integration], spread
from the beginning by the different politicians. d\this kind of antagonism is always

heating up by different people; possibly it is sbime beneficial for them. At times, there

were some moments in society, when people usegtd&d &nd respect each other more,
before the April events. But today the picture ustedifferent (Respondent 9, REF).

To be honest, | am pretty skeptical [about the peots for integration]. And this
happened after April. The hatred. Before April didt know there was so much hatred in
the air. You can'’t change the basic ideas and fealiepeople. They hate the place they
live in and the people they live among. For thesepte | do not have any solutions. But
for others if you have at least one Estonian fritheh the human picture of us is much
more real (Respondent 10, REF).

| think this effectively stopped [the] integratipnocess for awhile at least. | think that we
made at least a 10 year step back. It was a grietgka that was made for purely narrow-

minded political considerations but the effectésywstrong and far-reaching (Respondent
24, DR).

While Aalto (2003) is correct that perceptions of threat to Eastordentity and culture
are clearly decreasing, the threat from Russia in & seaurity sense is still reflected in
elite discourses. All four discourses express a healthy dose eftainty over Russia’s
intentions in the Baltic region, although military intervention is se@n as likely (S13,
S19, S44, Table 7). This uncertainty is understandable in light ofetent Bronze
Soldier Crisis and the subsequent cyber attacks. Most elites)xglsessed the view that
the majority of Estonians still feel threatened by Russiagwo the fact that Estonia has
not been independent for very long and because memories of occupation atetidepor

are still present for the majority of Estonian society.

I hope that military intervention is not really gdse, but from the other side, most of
Estonian people are thinking about guarantees marttieise circumstances they are not
sure that military intervention is not possible...194ot that long ago (Respondent 3,
REF/IC).

For ethnic Estonians, Russia is still the number thmeat and not without reason. Threats
to security and threats to Estonian culture, theyand in hand (Respondent 8, EID).

268



While the REF and DR discourses clearly feels that open dialagd bettering relations
with Russia are important to Estonia’s future, the IC and EID thed relations with
Europe and the West are a good deal more important than relationRwsisha (S32,
Table 6). Because of a strong distrust of Russia, the EID doeseahdhét dialogue with
Russia will result in meaningful reconciliation, unless Russieeady to admit its past
mistakes. There is consensus among ethnic Estonian respondents thatpRiyssl a
primary role in organizing the Bronze Soldier riots and the subsegybat attacks,

which contributes to the strong feelings of distrust for Russia among the EID.

The issue of confessing all bad things in the pasta bridge with the future. | am not
sure. Usually developments for the future are hwiltsome pragmatic steps. Oil price
might have more impact on relations then a dialahaut the past (Respondent 11, EID)

If both sides agree that negotiations are needsddhcourse we will be ready to discuss
with them Estonian internal affairs. But in thesecumstances when we are very
separated it is not possible (Respondent 3, REF/IC)

Definitely the reason was not the Bronze Soldiewds prepared very much before. Our
defense police knew it but maybe they were not sth iwformed. This is all clear that
this was dictated from Moscow along with the cybtacks that happened immediately
afterward (Respondent 13, REF/EID).

In the period prior to EU accession, the EU had been alternatpaigeived as
threatening the identity of the Estonian state by demandingntihatity policies be more
inclusionary, and as preserving Estonian identity by providing a isequarantee
against a resurgent Russia (Aalto 2003; Kuus 2002). While the EU vsemadd as being
threatening to Estonian identity by any of the three discoug&ksT@ble 7), the REF is
more skeptical than the other discourses about the effectivenetise dEU as a
counterbalance to Russia (S20, S22, S40, Table 7). NATO is morerftgqoerceived

by all elites as the real counter toward threatening moves fromeRarssithere 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 Arsa
Consensus Statements EIDREF IC DR
2* Most people living in Estonia identify more stgly with Estonia than 3 3 1 1
with Europe.
Consensus statements non-significarg z 0.01; ()p = 0.05
Distinguishing Statements EID REF IC DR
40 The EU responded vigorously and appropriatetjr¢ocyber attacks 4 -2% 2
launched by Russia on Estonia.
22 Joining the EU was the only way to effectivetynbat the Russian -1 A4 0
threat.
55 Joining the EU guarenteed the economic developofeEstonia. 1 2 S
Distinguishing Statements significant (*#) <. 0.01; (*) » < 0.05
Other Statements EID REF IC DR
1 Being part of the EU is a danger to the cultaral linguistic identity -5 -2 -5 -1
of Estonia.
20 Joining the EU was the only means to guarahieaational security 2 -2 1 0
of Latvia in the present rapidly changing world.
48 EU bureaucrats are keeping a blind eye to thierscon the part of 0 -2 1 -1

Russia, a strategic partner of the EU, and for sason apply dual
standards in the energy sector.

The Impact of European Institutions on Minority Inclusion: EU Condibhality and

Norms

The four discourses are somewhat divided on the role that the EU shayuid fhe post-

accession period in ways that are very similar to the viepsesged by the Latvian elite.

While all three discourses feel that the EU should have thetagssue judgments about

the minority policies of member states, the EID and the I@rlgialiffer from the other

two discourses in their belief that Estonia should not have to jutstifginority policies

in the post-accession period (S3, S4, S12 Table 8). In this wayliaey Something in

common with the LNS in the Latvian case.

| would say that we are now in the group of thosgepted countries. When we were just

behind the door everyone could just make us jungw W's different (Respondent 11,

EID).

| wouldn't say it is a dialogue, but because of Bugssian accusations we keep them

updated (Respondent 2, IC).
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There is a dominant view among the elites defining the EID andiGh¢hat the
Copenhagen criteria was sufficient for ensuring that minoritycpotionforms with
European standards and therefore the question of whether minoritggalaciform with

international standards should be a non-issue at this point.

The EU has its own values. If Estonia is a memlbieéh® EU or Council it means it had
to fulfill this criteria (Respondent 16, IC).

This is actually quite normal. Both sides have rttoeiin viewpoints and it is clear that

some things that [Europe] says are taken into adc@nd other things are not
(Respondent 27, EID).

As with the RRA in the Latvian case, the DR discourse féeisthe EU can and should
do more in terms of protecting the rights of minority groups in mestiages and that the
changes that were made to minority policies in Estonia asop#ine accession process
were not substantial (S4, Table 9).

[The] EU used to have particular demands towartksgimation policy and Estonia tried to
reduce discrimination, but after it became a menabfdtU, national phobias became more
important than common humane things (RespondddbRJ,

While before 2004 one might believe that yes wetagrio do many things because we
were a very developed European democracy but ngmaire. After 2004, there is no
design, there is no incentive to demonstrate hberdil 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 Membershign Integration

Factor &ys

Consensus Statements EIDREF IC DR

14* In the post-accession period EU norms regardinprity protection are -2 -2 -2 0
not as important as Estonian values.

36* The Russian minority does not require protethecause it is not a -2 -3 -1 -2
national minority.

35 Complete assimilation of the Russian minoritp iBstonian society is -4 -5 -5 -3
the only way to combat the threat that they podestonian identity.

10 Ethnic diversity is a valuable feature of societ 5 5 5 3

Consensus statements non-significarg & 0.01; (*}p = 0.05

Distinguishing Statements EID REF IC DR

3 Joining the EU is proof that Estonia follows lidepolicies with 4* -1* 1* -4*
respect to its minority groups and therefore thero need to justify
integration policies.

53 Joining the EU has not affected interethnicti@te in Latvia. -3 -1 1 0

8 All people in Estonia, including Russians, erjog freedom to speak, -3 1x*  4x* 2
study, and promote their own native language i Ipoblic and
private.

4 EU institutions should defend the rights of Rassiliving within EU -2 1= -2 5**
borders because disregard of these liberties ghesrivill bring local
crises of civic society such as the April eventg&atonia.

15 All people in Estonia have access to media\igan, radio, and -2 -1 4% 1
newspapers) in their native language.

28 In the past four years, there is a greater aanep and open- 2 4 o* -2*
mindedness toward cultural diversity, includingglinstic diversity in
Estonian society.

47 Belief in the equality of all people, regardle$&thnicity, is reflected 0 -1 0 -4x*
in society.

Distinguishing Statements significant (*g) == 0.01; (*) p < 0.05

Other Statements El REF IC DR

12 The EU should not interfere or pass judgmertherminority -3 -3 -1 -2
policies of member states.

17 It is necessary to promote the language, cuétndeeducation of all 0 4 1 4
ethnic groups and single persons living here, ¥e tliem a feeling
of safety in the present and future.

18 In the past four years, there is a greater awaeof the problems 0 3 2 0
of ethnic discrimination and intolerance in Estonsaciety.

46 Estonia is most likely to succeed economicajiabknowledging -2 2 -3 2

the integrity/value of the Russian minority.

Assessing whether or not EU membership has impacted minaegyration in the post-

accession period also requires examining the degree to which imdeahatninority

rights standards are internalized by elites. The vast magpfriEstonian elites was not

familiar with the various European conventions on minority rights andlgotldescribe
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what “minority rights norms” in Europe actually are. Whereeslitvere familiar with the
FCNM, there was an overwhelming consensus across all fououdsss that the
ratification of the convention was a necessary step in the amtgs®cess, and is not
regarded by policymakers as a tool for guiding minority policyh@ post-accession
period. Like the LNS, the EID discourse argues that recommendatmmsHuropean
advisory committees are often not helpful because these advigndanientally

misunderstand the uniqueness of the Estonian situation.

Estonia cannot simply adopt minority rights staddafrom other countries, like the
United States, in the area of citizenship. Occpais a crucial factor in understanding
the Estonian approach to these issues (RespontieBtD).

As in the Latvian case, there is a good deal of skepticisardieq whether respect for
diversity is reflected in Estonian society (S47, Table 8). Whieadashether Estonia was
a “multicultural” society, or whether Estonia was “reafty multiculturalism,” the
majority of respondents answered negatively. However the REF, aitmghe EID and
the IC do see improvement in both awareness of discrimination andnigerfor
diversity since joining the EU, and in this way Estonian ebi@smore positive on the
whole than their Latvian counterparts (S18, S28, Table 8). In additieri|ntegration
Champions” is quite positive about the ability of Russian-speakegaih access to the
media and to use the Russian language in both public and privgte8jf&15, Table 8).
However the overall impact of EU membership on interethnic relatisnsnore

ambiguous (S53, Table 8).

Estonia is on the path to overcoming this Soviet.pidot every foreigner in Estonia is a
spy. Not anymore. We are on the right path, butane not there yet (Respondent 11,
EID).

273



Estonia is not multicultural in anyway. We are aanelting pot. We were 95% Estonian
and because of WWII we ended up 67% or whateverl &'t see multiculturalism
anywhere. If anything this is biculturalism. Thigktis empty (Respondent 8, EID).

| think so it is changing. People are definitelctming more open and tolerant because
young people and students and at least one sentksiestudy somewhere abroad and
this is the life that we have today (Respondent @},

Nevertheless, when compared to their Latvian counterparts, Estomesnselem to have
come farther in the internalization of minority rights norms. Cespiaims about the
ethnocentric nature of Estonian society and its “fear of foresgnall four elite
discourses view ethnic diversity as a valuable feature of gowigh a high level of
agreement (S10, Table 9). Similarly, as noted previously, a# theeourses are strongly
against assimilation as a viable strategy toward the Russi@rity however the DR
discourse remains unsure as to whether Estonian values are commeenghrguropean
norms (S14, S35, Table 8). Finally, although Estonia has ratified thiMF@dhg with a
definition of “national minority” as “citizens”, all four discows feel that the Russian
minority is entitled to both protection and civil rights, and that thifficial” definition is

not important in practice (S36, Table 8).

The Impact of Russia’s Activism on Minority Inclusion: Lan@ge, and History, and
Reactionary Politics

The Bronze Soldier Crisis demonstrates that Russia clearlthbaability to destabilize
ethnopolitics in Estonia. However, what remains unexplored is the wmayshich

Russia’s activism affect the attitudes of elites towardamity rights protection. While
the majority of Estonian elites across the four discourses #maeRussia’s activism has
an effect on minority policies, the elite is divided regardimg true nature of Russia’s

intentions. While the DR feels that Russia does not really ahorit its minorities
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abroad, the EID, REF, and IC discourses are uncertain about Russia/ations (S27,
Table 10). While most ethnic Estonians in the EID and the IC daltiaelthe Russian
population is loyal to Estonia, the Russian minority is cleardy s a pawn of Moscow
politics.

Yes it [Russia] has an effect. Definitely...Moscow ooty in neighboring countries but
in other countries as well is trying to keep pdrth® people of Russian origin in their
hands and to use them in every moment if there jssibility to do something to
destabilize the situation (Respondent 13, EID/REF).

| think Russia has understood that it hasn’t regly that much influence anymore. We
are out of the influence sphere. At the same timse very difficult for Russia to cope
with it and that is why there are hidden measumiagoused to influence us somehow.
These are since 1997, the double tariffs, theytdryweaken our position in the EU by
making constant accusations trying to show thatmeeone-state country within the EU
so there are other means by which they try to weake position in the EU (Respondent
2,1C).

Ethnic Estonian elites are united in the belief that Russiaisslabout discrimination
against the Russian minority in Estonia are unfounded (S51, Talilev@@ver there is a
consensus across these elites that accusations from Russianorerdikely to make
policymakers defensive and therefore more resistant toward tedodment of more

inclusionary policies (S39, Table 9).

It is basic psychology, the more you pressuredhs people are willing to cooperate. But
| think Russia... has its own interest, obviously, amda political level things there are
more tensions between the countries and | doniktttiat a lot of people have said that.
But on an everyday level in the context of say mady people, there is economic
exchange taking place, and there is cultural exghaaking place...l would say it is
more on an official political level that it [Rus&anfluence] takes place (Respondent 25,
REF).

As a matter of fact, criticism from Russia makedeis likely [that integration will
happen]. Russia’s interest is not for Estonianetgdb be integrated...because then these
Russians won't be controlled by Russia anymore...Whenre has been pressure from
Russia then it means that breaks have been puttegration in Estonia...Usually those
in power don't want to have [a] scandal and theyntwa show that everything goes
smoothly. Whenever Russia tries to stir things Egtonian elites try to hush things up
(Respondent 11, EID).

| would like to say that Russia does not influenae policy because their accusations for
the most part are unfounded. In one sense it farsés look at these criticisms but in the
other sense the effect is rather negative. It fabdsperception in society that we are
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doing things because Russia says so, when in dgtitddas always been our approach to
do things because we think they should be donep@etent 8, EID).

As the case of the Bronze Soldier Crisis demonstrates, Russi@avism can produce
defensive reactions among the Estonian elite which alienate thsiaRgpeaking
population. While the IC does not feel that Russia has much impgmblimy because
this activism depends upon giving false information, the media wad astdeing an

important field for Russia’s influence.

Yes, | think for elderly people this is the fearRifissia because they really remember this
period. Maybe for young people it is not the feARaoissia but it may cause unfriendly
thinking toward Russia or even toward Russianga¢h youngsters are very international
and very culturally integrated not just with Ruskig with all people, not depending on
national origin or color of skin but in some sifoat it [Russia’s activism] may work and
produce tensions (Respondent 16, IC).

Russians only look [at] Russian television anddghgas a clear division of opinions last

April/May but still I wouldn’t think that opening €onian-Russian national TV channel

would change the things. Because one of the redbah&ussians are looking at Russian
TV is because of the quality of the programs, draerges, that we could never provide.

So basically it comes to the news. But we haveadlyesome very good Russian radio

programs, there are newspapers, all the Estoniavspapers have online Russian

versions, and people are very comfortable and sg thcus on some, and that shapes
their perspectives on issues but there is podsilhdi get balanced news and information
and it is up to the individual (Respondent 2, IC).

Because of the defensive attitudes that Russia’s activism proainoeg) Estonian elites,
the DR discourse views Russia’s activism as potentially hurtimey prospects for
improving the lot of the Russian-speaking minority. This discoursds féeat

discrimination against Russians does exist in Estonian sociatyessilt of the Soviet era
and that ending this discrimination might lead to better relatiatis Russia because it
would put an end to Russia’s justification for meddling (S51, Table 9).folr

discourses feel that the Soviet period has had the most direct effeattitudes and

discrimination, as opposed to relations with Russia after independ8b¢celable 9).
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During interviews, the majority of ethnic Estonian elites usetbhesl legacies of the

Soviet period to justify Estonia’s language and citizenship policies.

On [the] one hand Russia emphasizes discrimingtmtesses that do happen [in
Estonia]. On the other hand, Russia uses themfarl@rovocation. It seems that Russia
is more interested in gaining their political godlsan in better living conditions for the
Russians living here. And the Russian minority gtdgia is like “a card”, which you can
throw on the table, when it's needed (Respondebs3,

Table 9 Statements about Russia’s Impact on Policies and Integrati Processes

Factor Arsa
Consensus Statements EIDREF IC DR
27* Russia cares little about the Russian mindiing abroad in other -1 0 -1 2
countries and consequently has done little to aaleoan the behalf of
Russians living in Estonia.
45*  Minority policy must take into account the tatédrom both Russiaand 0 0 -1 0

the Russian minority living in Latvia.

Consensus statements non-significarg & 0.01; (x)p = 0.05

Factor &ys
Distinguishing Statements EID REF IC DR
39 Russia’s continued accusations of discriminatbwvard Russian- 3** 0 -1 -1
speakers in Estonia by the state, inhibits thegssof language
learning and integration.
5 Post-Soviet tensions with Russia have led Estoniiscriminate -5 1 -4 -5
against the Russian-speaking minority.
51 Putting a stop to discrimination against Russlasing in Estonia is -3 0** -3 3**
the basis for the normalization of internationdatiens with Russia.
30 Winning over Latvia’s ethnic Russians is not stining that can wait, 2 0 -3 1
especially in the current environment where, therilin lie-factory
is working overtime to sow discord in Latvian sagie
Distinguishing Statements significant (*§) = 0.01; (*) p < 0.05
Other Statements EID REF IC DR
6 It is not necessary to hold deep discussions th@Russian 1 -1 3 1
authorities over the internal affairs of Latvia.
11 Ethnic Russians will continue to speak Russrahta get the -2 2 0 1

majority of information from Russia, as long agetain Russian
language media remains insufficient.

As in the Latvian case, attitudes toward language use in s@ndtyhe importance of

language for Estonian identity remain divisive issues foeslts a result of Soviet era

policies. For the EID discourse, it is essential that Estoreamain the only official

language of the state because the Estonian language is thefbBsi®nian national
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identity and because allowing for more than one official languaggdaremove the last
remaining incentive for Russian-speakers to learn Estonian (S3T,ab8810). As is the
case with the LNS, the EID views language as the key to ityinimtegration and
supports the emphasis that has been placed on language learniotly imtbgration
programs (2000-2007) (2008-2013), as well as the need to protect theaidtmguage
(S33, Table 10). The IC also supports the idea that there should berenlfficial
language in Estonia however this discourse does not view spehkirgnguage as the

only key to integration, but emphasizes also the importance of participation.

The Estonian language is the language of aboutlempeople and it is a very critical
amount of people because if there were less theannghion people then the Estonian
language would be danger of disappearance of titiisre and language and that is why |
support the protection of this language (Respon@eitD).

Like in any small language, in different times dnistory, there have been many times
when the Estonian language was in a very precaposgion. In Russian Tsar times, in
beginning of 19 century, at the end of T@&entury, then again in Soviet times, and yes
we are a little bit afraid of it. Maybe this proten is a little bit strange to other people
but for us it is a very important thing. In thistaneeting with the European Language
Commission, once again this proposal of [a] seauffidial language came up and for us
it is like, again attempts to push down the Estor@nguage. It is very painful for us
(Respondent 3, REF/IC).

Integration for me is that | [have] respect forefthiaws of countries where | am. Even
though | am not born here, | comply with the ruleam loyal. | learn the language. |

don’t have to know it perfectly but | give it anfat and | try to be part of the society...

We don't have anything against people coming te iivEstonia, and becoming Estonian
citizens as long as they make an effort to leaerdhguage. (Respondent 2, IC).

[Integration] It means that you are interested hie processes that are happening in
society and you take part not only in studies orkwout also in the cultural life and
volunteer work. You are interested in the procesisasare happening in society and you

do something more than what you do for your jobyour studies and then you will
definitely get back something (Respondent 16, IC).

Consequently, both these discourses believes that school reform irakstamecessary

step toward creating a common Estonian information sphere betweeriwthe
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communities, and therefore does not believe that Russians should haveontoskover

the decision to teach Estonian in Russian schools (S7, Table 10).

Table 10 Statements about Language Policies and Language Use

Consensus Statements

Factor Arsa
EIDREF IC DR

23

Most Russians understand the need to teach ymeoyge the state
language.

2 5 4 2

Consensus statements non-significarg & 0.01; (+)p = 0.05

Factor Arsa

Distinguishing Statements EID REF IC DR

33 Learning Estonian is the key to better integrabecause it allows 5 0 0 -3*
the two communities to communicate with each other.

54 The use of Russian should be relegated to thatprealm only, 2% -3 0 -3
and the state language should be used in allistgttaitions.

31 There is no possibility of Russian joining Estonas an official 5* 2 2 -4xx
state language.

38 A multicultural society should allow for moreathone official 50 -3 2
language.

49 Ethnic Russians and their children should nagrbated civil 1* S A -3
rights unless they can speak the state language.

7 It is necessary to enhance the national selfatonsness of the -4 0** -4 5**
Russian-speaking population and strive to relaxats on
education and language in order to give Russiaakgye more
control in these areas.

24 The education system ensures the development and 1 2 4xx - ZH*
implementation of ethnic minority education progsawhich
promote the preservation of ethnic minorities’ itigrand their
integration into society.

26 Most Estonians are irritated when Russians despeak Estonian 2 3 -2* 1
and feel that the Russian community should makenger efforts
to learn it.

34 Many Russians are afraid to speak Estonian sedao much 0 2 -2* 2
attention is placed on the fact that they spedKfierently.

29 Ties that Russian-speakers in Estonia have $siRensures the 1 1 -2% 3*
continued use of the Russian language in Estonia.

42 Estonia should drop its defensive attitude towtsrlanguage, 0 1 0 3*

which is often perceived as a hostile barrier tisthseeking to
learn it. Instead, a more positive promotion ofldregguage and a
kinder attitude to new speakers would improve theton.

Distinguishing Statements significant (*#) <. 0.01; (*) » < 0.05

Other Statements

El REF IC DR

21 Because of the cultural differences betweeniRossnd the -4 -4 -4 -2
mainstream society, the integration of Russiansagprogress
farther in Estonia.

56 The education system ensures that the Estcarmuége is -1 1 2 -2

learned sufficiently by all residents of Estoniat bspecially so
that the younger generation is able to use ityrasla means of
communication.
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The REF discourse is also skeptical over whether langudpe leey to integration and
sees a variety of other obstacles to integration in addition toebessity of speaking a
common Estonian language (S33, Table 10). Respondents in this category also
acknowledged that language learning may not be necessary fymatida. Controversies
over the different interpretations of history, different attitugggmrding social and ethnic
hierarchies, and the mobilization of ethnic differences by ehtese all mentioned by
the “Reformers” as the largest obstacles to establishirigtegrated society and were

given priority over the problems of language learning.

To be integrated into society doesn’'t depend on ta you know the language of this
society, though it is very important to know it.r&enally | think that | am integrated into
society, even though | don't speak Estonian (Redeon9, REF).

[Integration] is respect. And acceptance of eachemtto put it in very general
terms...The message that has gone through, that yed teelearn Estonian. But as a
drawback they think that you learn the languagethatlis it and | think that a very good
example that a colleague of mine compared integrdt a chair and you know it has, a
chair can have well four legs and language is only of those legs. It is one thing that is
important but it is not sufficient obviously. Andthink that is what we saw in spring
[2007] with young people. Some of them were fluenEstonian and that is obviously
not something we are looking for (Respondent 25 RE

Language courses will not solve the integrationbfgm in Estonian society. This we
have seen (Respondent 10, REF).

The DR is the most strongly against the idea that languate isey to integration and
feels that the education system, neither preserves the idehttyrac minorities nor
gives minorities the Estonian language skills that they needrticipate effectively in
Estonian society (S24, S56, Table 10). In contrast to both EID and REMjstugirse
also feels that Estonians are hostile toward people who spealatiggiage “differently”

and that strict language policies in the area of citizengidpeaucation are not the best
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means for promoting a positive attitude toward learning Estonian (S8 T1@). In this
way, the DR discourse shares much in common with the RRA in Latvia.

While learning languages people need to have diymstimulus, then it will be much
easier and faster. And if this stimulus is negathen peoples’ perception of the language
is different. When people are being forced to learfanguage the outcome will be
completely different (Respondent 4, DR).

The IC discourse is much more positive than the other three discainsdasintegration
in the field of language. This discourse feels that the educatstensydoes ensure that
young people learn the language while at the same time yresethnic diversity (S24,
S56, Table 10). This discourse also does not think that there is much &miphas
Estonian society on speaking the language perfectly, but rather speakirgfiinctional

level.

In addition to language, the two most often cited obstacles to ngfahintegration and

the creation of an inclusive Estonian national identity across tke thscourses were
disagreements over history and the nation-building project. As inLdb@an case,

debates in Estonian society, over the incorporation of the BaltiesStato the Soviet

Union, create tensions between segments of the majority and tyinommunities as

the Bronze Soldier Crisis demonstrates. The failure of Russiapblogize for the

occupation of the Baltic States aggravates these tensions andgzodsentment among
ethnic Estonians.

After April there is discussion about the commonenstanding of basic facts so that you
know what change of power in Estonia really mearit940. But then we have to discuss
whether you need one common understanding or whetbe allow for different
understandings? This actually has a lot to do witbrance. In Europe there is discussion
of multi-perspective history...but in Estonia | amt sare [if it is possible]. But | agree
that there needs to be discussion and dialoguemiis¢ dangerous situation is if we have
closed communities. If they don't discuss then yall have the next monument crisis
(Respondent 27, EID/REF).

281



There needs to be one official history. The Russ&nsion just doesn't fit with Estonian
understandings and unfortunately you can't have timderstandings. Average people
don't read history books but if they did they wodidd out the truth (Respondent 8,
EID).

The basic problem is attitudes, attitudes in allgfeven those of us who are responsible
for integration policies...Attitudes toward historypward the position of Russian
language speakers in Estonia, and the attitudertbwaulticulturalism. We are pretty
self-centered and nationalistic (Respondent 10,)REF

There is also a clear tendency among ethnic Estonian ditésfine Estonian national
identity in opposition to the Soviet period and to Russia. When asked tabdestat
Estonian national identity is all about, several Estonians mentioneaotiatic values”
or history as being important and in doing so juxtaposed Estonia teaRumsaddition,
conceptions of national identity among ethnic Estonian respondents do ool aoy
role to the importance of the Russian minority or any minoritieis national canon.
Within the EID and IC discourses, there seems to be a strong sspdra and
continuance of the traditional nation-state model, with its emplasithe Estonian

language as the central feature of Estonian identity.

Estonians are very proud about their independeecause such a small nation...they
won a war against two big countries when Tartu fyreaas signed in 1920 and built up
their own state with their own language and | guéssas at a good level before the
Wars. And the disaster that came after the Wardiftyryears, if | can compare these
times | would never want back these fifty years... Amabably its fear of losing
everything again is what makes you worry abouttlaise questions about Russia and
Russian people (Respondent 6, EID).

Most Estonians believe that we have a very heragt.pAnd this is based largely on the
idea that we have neighbors that will not let us las we would like. And some

neighbors are even more harsh and violent thanrotiBut almost everyone is a bad
neighbor. And there are some criteria that are comto every nation and Estonia is not
different in this respect (Respondent 11, EID).

The first aspect is citizenship. The second, reitimgnof democratic values, respect for
the Constitution, European values, like respectéquality. Also it is knowledge of
Estonia, history and common traditions, public diajis and also definitely knowledge of
Estonian language (Respondent 27, EID/REF).

A person can have a Russian name, but if they spetdnian, 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 Estonation with the land, territory wise,
| would associate it with traditions, and of coutse core of Estonia is the language. So
these would be the three things (Respondent 2, IC).

While discussion surrounding the drafting of the Estonian Integratiogrén (2008-

2013) focused on the need to create a new more inclusive Estoniamahadentity,

there is little understanding among elites as to whan#snational identity might look.
As discussed in Chapter 3, the core of Estonian values mentiondgk iEstonian
Integration Program (2008-2013) is centered on the Estonian languleg®ise, there is
a great deal of confusion among elites over what values might auiridge between
ethnic Estonians and Russians. Aside from building Estonian socig¢he drasis of the
Estonian language there is really nothing that suggests a commerfdrasationhood
among ethnic groups. It is therefore understandable that members &utistan

community argue that integration policies in Estonia have asdiamist undertones and

in this way are countervailing to European minority rights norms.

One Estonian statesman said in Estonian newsp#parijt is important that Russian
children would not only speak in Estonian, but tiety would also think in Estonian...It
is possible to talk in Estonian, but to think isealdy called assimilation — this is a
changing of my mentality. And when we are beingl tthlat we have to learn all the
languages in Estonian, it is a changing of my migptgRespondent 4, DR).

In addition, the DR discourse views traditional nation-statdehof state building that has been
cultivated by Estonian elites since the early 1990s as one dérthesst barriers to creating an
integrated society.

How can a multicultural society exist in mono-natb state? It is situation when one
thing contradicts another... But when we talk aboutlticultural society, it means
equality of different cultures. And if the statebiased on one nation, which dominates,
the question of multicultural society excludeslit§@espondent 4, DR).

The biggest obstacle to integration is that in eothtic sense from the very beginning
Estonia is very particular and non-modern undedsten of statehood and all other
mistakes are simply based on this. They are sifbpbed on this wrong malicious dumb
understanding. So if the majority of people belighat Estonia belongs to ethnic
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Estonians and that's it and all others are histbigiests that afjeist permitted to stay it
is very difficult to integrate these people (Regpemt 24, DR).

The REF discourse does acknowledge that the nation-state medtdsca problem for
conceptions of an inclusive Estonian nation however the solution of how to move

forward is not clear.

Historically | think, again | would say all peoplleat live irrespective of language they
should be treated as part of this nation as haairight to say what is happening around
them and taking part in the things that affect théut historically language is an
important question in Estonia. So it is for me pegly it is not such a big dividing point
but | think as an official discourse it is a bigconstitutes a very large amount or a big
portion of Estonian identity (Respondent 25, REF).

They still criticize. But when you go to the ledalel there is no difference between

Estonia and any other country with respect to awsl The problem and the criticism are

more on the level of feelings. The fact that pedyaee lived here for fifty years and they

cannot automatically get citizenship, they havapply. When you compare with other

countries Russians in Estonia are not new immigramthe same sense and they feel this
(Respondent 10, REF).

Conclusion: Explaining Consensus and Difference acrossdhEstonian and Latvian
Cases

This study ultimately contributes to theoretical work on the impa&U conditionality
on democratization in the area of minority rights by taking a stibigt approach. The Q
method asks integration elites in Estonia and Latvia directly atbeutcomparative
impact of Russia’s activism and European institutions as weflloas they understand
integration and minority rights norms. While EU conditionality didlleasome changes
in citizenship and language policies in the late 1990s, the internatizait European
minority rights norms is still not complete, as debates aboutpipécability of these
norms to the Estonian and Latvian situation are still present amibesg} éhtegration is
still not viewed as a two-way process by many elitescuestions about the willingness
of the government to include Russian-speakers into decision-makingspesc still
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persist. Respect for the Russian language and attitudes towardeitsn society are
conditioned by historical legacies and therefore tolerance dRtissian language in the
public sphere is conditional knowledge of the titular language. Iniaddibistorical
legacies of occupation and the forcible deportation of ethnic majoopulations also
condition domestic understandings of citizenship legislation in waysatkarestrictive

toward the Russian-speaking community.

In both cases, elites pointed to the double standards betweemEastaVestern Europe
as well as the unique situation of the Baltic States as exjasdor why European
minority rights norms cannot be implemented in their societigsr @me, the degree to
which domestic actors regard an international norm as legitimatehinge upon how
much other states adhere to its tefi&t&Videscale noncompliance by other states may
inspire domestic actors to challenge the norm’s legitimacy witity as a guide to
behavior (Cortell and Davis 2000: 83). While these concerns on the ditesfmay be

legitimate, it still calls the success of EU conditionality into question.

In addition, the Q method study supports the findings of the previous chhpte
Russia’s activism does have an impact on the integration pratéssse states. While
Russia’s criticism may not always have a direct impactlanging policies it does at
times produce a defensive reaction among elites and can cultivate and penmgtha in

society that work against integration processes. In additidtes eh both societies

35 Cortell and Davis 2000 cite here Ann Florini. 199Bnhe Evolution of International Norms.”
International Studies Quarter0, pp 363-389; Richard Price. 1998, “ReversingGoa Sights:
Transnational Civil Society Targets Land Minésiternational Organizatiorb2:3, pp. 613-644; and
Finnemore and Sikkink 1998.
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recognize that Russia’s citizenship policy and visa regimedtasged incentives for non-
citizens to naturalize. Finally, the fear of Russia thatiilspesent among Latvian and
Estonian elites as a result of the historical legacies protteespportunity for Russia to

exacerbate ethnic tensions and to incite interethnic tensions in society.

Despite the fact that Latvian and Estonian elites faced roattye same challenges to
nation-building in the post-independence period, particularly integratinglatge
Russian-speaking minority and dealing with the historical legdc§oviet occupation,
there are important differences in elite discourses acrosswihecases. Differences
between Latvian and Estonian elites exist with regard to tperaeptions in relation to
Russian culture, beliefs in the loyalty the Russian minority, taeddegree of ethnic
divisions across issue areas in each case. Aalto (2003) is corraoting the trend
toward the desecuritization of Estonian identity. While the thiteen Russia has not
disappeared entirely, the Estonian language and culture is no longeivedras being
under threat from the presence of the large Russian-speakingtynivang in Estonia.
Similarly, interethnic relations are not seen as a thredietstability of the state even in
light of the unprecedented violent riots in April 2007, and Estonian d¢lags come
further than their Latvian counterparts in internalizing European samspecting
diversity. Membership in the EU and the pressure to make languaheitezenship
policies more inclusionary have also not been interpreted as thirgptey elites in
charge of the creation of these policies, despite the earbslapticism and reactive

identity processes reportedly at work in Estonia in the period fariaccession. Estonian
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elites do view membership in the EU and NATO as a means eémieg Estonia’s

national security as protection against a resurgent Russia.

The results of the Q method study and interviews with elitesinid, paints a different
picture. Latvian identity is still highly securitized both witHateon to perception of
threat from Russia and from Russian culture in Latvian societyngnthe LNS. In
addition, this discourse views the increasing use of the Russigmalge in everyday life
and the decline in the use of Latvian among the general populattbreatening to the
cultural and linguistic identity of ethnic Latvians and to natiodehtity more generally.
Whereas the Estonian elite did not question the loyalty of theid®ussinority and
expressed a feeling that these are “our Russians” and “our compatrgpgedhe events
of April 2007, the issue of loyalty among the Russian minorityjqudarly among non-
citizens, is still very present in the minds of Latvian eliidss view was expressed with
reference to decreasing naturalization rates and the masszatadril of protest against

education reform in 2004.

In addition, there exists a common ground between discourses in tmaBstase with
respect to language and citizenship policies that suggests tomiayegration to move
forward. Ethnic Russian elites expressed a level of understafuditige approach taken
by the Estonian government during the early 1990s; however thethédhe time has
come for the creation of a more inclusive Estonian identity. Thase also a division
among the ethnic Estonian elite with regard to the emphasis mladatiguage learning

as the key to integration. This creates the possibility for emeegef a middle ground in

287



Estonian society that may be able to accommodate the intarestglentities of both

ethnic groups.

By contrast, the ethnic Latvian elite across all three disceuesrains committed to the
role of the Latvian language as a key component of the nationgtdtiten program. In
addition, the LNS and the RRA discourses are in direct oppositioncto ather with
respect to citizenship and language policy which leavesittien for consensus on how
integration may move forward. The IMG discourse in Latvian socwbyld like
integration to move forward through compromise on issues which wouldequire
substantial reforms to existing legislation on language and rustize, such as the issues
of state language inspection and naturalization exams. However tbee IMG is
skeptical about the possibility of accommodation and compromise amongabalites.
The OPT discourse is much more positive about the integration priocgseseral and

therefore is not looking to change integration policies.

Both Estonia and Latvia have shared a common history of Sovietaitmu@nd both
states have been primary targets for Russia’s kin-statg@sattsince independence. In
addition, both states were forced to meet EU accession ciiitetiee area of minority
rights and EU conditionality did result in changes to citizenship argu&ge policies in
the late 1990s. As Chapter 3 notes, important differences remaiedretive rights of
non-citizens in each case. Attention to international pressure aamet isufficient to
explain these different policy outcomes or the differencesit@ attitudes in the post-

accession period. Future research therefore needs to focus on hostiddéactors shape
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the nation-building projects in these cases. Some possibilitie®xjoliaining these

differences and challenges for future research are presented inokerfglthapter.
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Chapter 6
Two More Cases for the “Conditionality Gap”

Scholarship on the influence of EU conditionality on minority policiegcicession states
is divided between those who champion the positive influence of thesamtegrocess
on the development of more inclusive minority policies in candidate ¢esnand those
who argue that such positive assessments are exaggerateda EstdniLatvia are
interesting cases for testing the effects of EU conditignalit minority rights policies
due to both the intensity and visibility of international involvement irdénelopment of
citizenship, language and education policies in these cases 2Ba@Sse25). In addition,
these cases have been described both as “success” casesctorditidnality (Galbreath
2005; Galezis 2000; Kelley 2004; Vachudova 2005), and as cases that detedhstra
inherent weaknesses of European minority rights norms and the fafilaomditionality

to ensure norm compliance (Pettai and Kallas 2009; Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009).

It is possible to draw different conclusions about the effectdJotdnditionality in these
cases depending on whether analysis stops with policy chantes late 1990s, or goes
on to examine how policy changes have impacted the minority situatithhese states
and the continuing development of policies in the post-accession pemotheOone
hand, EU conditionality did encourage the incremental first steps dowanority
integration in these cases by forcing the removal of somleeofmbst exclusionary and
controversial aspects of citizenship and language policies. Theseed provisions of

the Estonian Aliens Law that prevented retired Soviet milifewyn naturalizing, the
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abolishment of the window system of naturalization in Latvia, andréhneoval of

language requirements for candidates in local and national elections.

On the other hand, amendments were shallower than envisioned by &unagtéutions
and several recommendations made by European monitors during thsi@tgqeocess
were not adopted. For example, naturalization exams were simgdfienot abolished
for the elderly, non-citizens still do not have the right to vatenunicipal elections in
Latvia, regulation of language in both the public and private spler@mues and is
often judged by international monitors to be overly penalizing, and batisstefuse to
make citizenship “automatic” for children born of stateless paréntaddition, both
Estonia and Latvia adhere to a restrictive definition of “natiomaority” and there is
substantial evidence that minority integration is not understood as-@a/dw process in
these states. This is evident in the limited involvement of miaesrih the drafting of
legislation and the dearth of programs aimed at educating diwity population about
minority cultures, diversity and tolerance. In the post-accessioodpéhe final word on
integration remains a domestic one and elites in Estonia andalatten interpret
European standards in ways that are contradictory and resttmtraed minority groups.
No significant changes to citizenship or language policies haverbade in either state
since they gained membership in the EU and post accession dialadhu&uropean

minority rights monitors do not point to changes on the horizon.

Studies of minority integration in both societies demonstrate thieaRussian-speaking

minority remains marginalized with respect to its economictipalj and social standing
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in these societies. In addition, language continues to serve as thempodant marker
of national identity and as an effective gatekeeper to the fuitipation of a substantial
number Russian-speakers in socio-political community. In Latvia, thecitipen

population is not allowed to participate in politics at either th®nal or the local level
which is problematic for democracy, considering the large numbegrersfons who
remain stateless and the fact that the naturalization satgeadily declining. The
participation of minorities in governmental bodies, state admitimtraand local

government also remains low in both countries. The reactions e$ etitthe Bronze
Soldier Crisis in Estonia and to protests over school reform in d dt&ve increased
feelings of alienation among Russian-speakers in these ssci€@nsequently, the
conditionality process in these cases is contradictory at des$tEU conditionality was
not successful for establishing full compliance with minority sgmbrms at the macro-
policy level. As a result, Muiznieks and Kehris (2003) have classifiedd_at/an “issue-
specific reluctant democratizer” because of the difficultte 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 obiditionality

on democratization in Estonia and Latvia is that the analysis reveblely around an
objectivist approach that only looks on at the level of policies. Thiggraprrects the
problem of this strictly correlational analysis (Geortz andhDiL992; Checkel 2001) by
also examining whether minority rights norms have been interdaltiyeelites in these

societies. By adopting Q methodology to study the effect of natemal actors on
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minority inclusion in these societies, this study contributes anotber to the

constructivist tool box for studying norm compliance and internalization.

The results of the Q method study and interviews with integralites in Estonia and
Latvia reveal that the internalization of minority rights norms aot complete. The
majority of the elite in both cases are not familiar with dp@an minority rights
conventions, and understandings of minority rights norms differ subshaatiabng the
elite in each case. In addition, there are still discoursésnthe elite that question the
applicability of minority rights norms to the Estonian and Latvidmasion and therefore
demonstrate that these norms have not been internalized, but rather tiee subject of
substantial debate. Divisions among the elite over citizenshigudage, and history
frustrate the development of more inclusive minority policiesalfy, there is evidence
that a substantial number of elites do not understand integratiotmasveay process,
but rather place the responsibility to integrate on the shouldersnafrities, 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? Théitheigeason to
believe that the pro-nationalist governments that were in power in both istéhe early-
mid 1990s would have made moves toward greater minority inclusion of diveir
volition. This is evident in the reluctance of the government to change poleieswhen

the carrot of EU membership was dangling right in front ofmthdost likely, the
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number of stateless persons in these societies would be muchdadgire segregation

of society along linguistic lines would be even more profound.

One of the most positive effects of conditionality on minority indasn these societies
is that it forced the institutionalization of integration in theseieties which may
produce a “lock-in effect” for the continuing relevance of minorniights in these
societies in the post-accession period (Sasse 2009: 28). Both ws&atesequired to
create institutions that deal specifically with the minoritjegration and that act as a
voice for the minority community. In addition, both states have adoptednahti
integration programs, which while problematic, still constitutaamty integration as a
legitimate social and political objective. Criticisms from &pgan institutions about the
large number of stateless persons and the slow rate of natticalidid lead to efforts in
both states to increase language training, and as a reswt tanguage knowledge
among minorities is improving, especially among the younger gtoer Consequently
not classifying EU conditionality as “successful” is difigrédrom saying that it has had
no effect on the situation of the Russian-speaking minority in tkesesties. The
institutionalization of minority integration in these societies rfemd 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 tiolsrship on the
influence of international actors on minority inclusion in these sesidy employing a
methodology that can reveal the interaction of different inteynatiand domestic level

variables. The analysis reveals that the impact of intemaltiactors on both policy
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development and understandings of minority rights and minority integratidghese
societies cannot be explained through a linear model that links imbe@apressure
directly with domestic outcomes. Consequently, this project contribemegirical
evidence to the theoretical claims that EU conditionality must be understooationéb
multiple overlapping actors on both the domestic and international |@detshes and
Sasse et al 2004; Rechel 2009). The use of Q methodology allowsnimreathorough
examination of the multiple overlapping lines of causality and iase@s that affect both

norm compliance and internalization, than a strictly objectivist approach.

Constructivist theory argues that norms are likely to have théegtesztfect where they
are clear, and where they resonate with pre-existing damestms (Checkel 1999;
2001; Cortell and Davis 2000; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). In areas where yninorit
rights norms are vague Estonia and Latvia have developed restqdlicies toward
their Russian-speaking minorities. Such areas include the righietase of minority
languages where minorities live in “substantial” numbers, tgalagon of language in
the private sphere in the areas of “justified public interest,"défenition of “national
minority,” and naturalization procedures. Consequently, the weakneSsas minority
rights framework itself create opportunities for elites torpret 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 stéb&shing
compliance with and internalization of international norms where ¢baffict with pre-

established domestic norms. Both the doctrine of legal restoraticens! the role of
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language as the most important cultural marker of national igeméte already well
embedded before EU conditionality began. Legal restorationism westal feature of
independence movements in both states, and the doctrine of legal cordintatgd a
restrictive understanding of who constituted the post-independen@ngytizn addition,
the independence movements in both states were framed largjabuisstic terms which
reinforced the importance of the titular language as the most mmpaoniarker of national
identity in these societies. Pettai and Kallas (2009) argud #s a result
“conditionality...was confronted with a legal straightjacket, whichmadtely limited

much of its effectiveness” (105).

Consequently, understanding the low level of cultural match between Bor@vel
domestic norms on citizenship and language cannot be understood witkatibm to
historical legacies and Russia’s activism. Resentment overetSoecupation and
Russification policies, combined with what elites perceive asoanperialist Russia in
the post-independence period, reinforce the need to protectulae tiation and culture
and make the adoption of more liberal policies toward the languagei@rehship
problematic. Russia’s use of the Russian-speaking minority in Esdadid atvia as an
instrument for achieving its geostrategic objectives, fueled pgoos in both societies
in the early 1990s that the Russophone minority was an agent foaRuenimperialist
ambitions. While this perception is no longer prevalent in thesetissciboth the case
studies of the Bronze Soldier Crisis in Estonia and school reforpatvia demonstrate
that Russia is still able to mobilize the Russian-speakingnity in both societies and to

destabilize intergroup relations.
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The Q method study and interviews with integration elites denatestnat uncertainty
over Russia’s intentions in the post Soviet region is still premaoing elites and that
Russia’s activism works as a countervailing force to pressome European institutions.
Russia’s activism can produce defensive reactions among the Bsaoaid atvian elite
that alienate the Russian-speaking population and works againstedt®rc of more
inclusive minority policies. In addition, through its effective us¢hef Russian language
media, Russia can cultivate and perpetuate myths among thiarRsigeaking minority

that undercut integration efforts in the areas of naturalization and langraagay.

Alternative Explanations

Evaluating the “success” or “failure” of conditionality in thesses ultimately hinges on
interpretations of the end-goal of the EU accession procesgingidmre minimum
standards in the policy arena, or ensuring full compliance with nymaghts standards?
The fact that a double-standard exists with regard to minagitysrexpectations in older
EU member states and the states included in the 2004 round of enlardegs the
guestion of whether EU conditionality aims at enforcing full conmgka with the
European minority rights framework in target states (HughesSasse 2003; Sasse
2009)? This project argues that it does. Despite the existerdeubfe standards, the
costs of creating a minority rights regime, as well astui®nalizing the monitoring and
enforcement mechanisms indicates that the interests of Europs&guations are in

encouraging full compliance in target states.
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This argument notwithstanding, the existence of a multiple stand@tdsregard to
minority rights legislation in different EU countries obviously nskenforcing

compliance with minority rights standards and the internalizatominority rights

norms more difficult. Noncompliance by other states affectaltiléy of elites to view
international norms as legitimate (Cortell and Davis 2000; FinnearaieSikkink 1998;
Price 1998). The existence of a double-standard in Europe is not rbissedionalist
minded majority elites in these cases, who use this as ficptsdn for either interpreting
minority rights norms narrowly or for justifying the lack of implentation in the post
accession period. These tendencies came out very clearhe ifLatvian Nationalist
Stance” and the “Estonian Identity Defenders” discourses in thme@od study. In
addition, European institutions clearly have a pecking order for thportance of
different democratic norms during the accession process, whildistsated by the lack
of an acquis on minority rights (Sasse 2009). This affects the ability of Eesap
institutions to establish clear benchmarks for compliance and noneos®land hurts

the overall meritocracy of conditionality in the area of minority rights.

Nevertheless, the lack of convergence between European mingtitg morms and
domestic outcomes in Estonia and Latvia are not reducible to weaknadte minority
rights framework and the problems of enforcing compliance. Retstaly matters in
these cases because interactions with the kin-state cléartyuse debates about the
applicability of minority rights norms in Estonia and Latvia (Rettnd Kallas 2009;
Galbreath and Muiznieks 2009). If Russia did not have a significantctngmanorm

internalization, statements about Russia and Russia’s influence egmnatimin policies
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would not have produced such strong reactions among Estonian and Latesudwalihg
either the Q sort or the interviews that followed. In additione®ktcross all discourses in
the Estonian and Latvian cases cited historical legacies anawensies over historical
interpretation as the largest obstacles to integration in theaposssion period.
Consequently, Russia’s ability to exacerbate tensions over ibadtamterpretation, as
illustrated by the Bronze Soldier Crisis, belies an importarg foi the kin-state in

influencing both integration processes and the internalization of minority righs nor

Finally, it is necessary to address the generalizabilityQomethod study itself. Q
methodology only requires the use of a small humber of respondentseaafbte it is
not possible to generalize the results of Q methodology to g@sed whole. It is quite
possible that if different elites were used in the study, @iffediscourses might have
emerged from the analysis. Nevertheless, the methodology caeféeded on two
grounds. First, the goal of the analysis is not to generalieélier society as a whole or
to the total class of elites in Estonian and Latvian societtheRathe study is limited to
“integration elites” who have been involved in both the creation aptementation of
minority rights policies, including the drafting of language, emnighip policies and
integration policies. The study is limited to these elitesipedc because they are the
ones with the greatest ability to affect the implementationuadérstandings of minority
rights norms in these societies. The goal of utilizing Q metloggoin this study is to
tease out the varied ways in which both European institutions andaRogsct the
development of integration policies, majority-minority relations, amtliage use in

ways that may be either contradictory or mutually reinforc®gnsequently the goal of
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the project is to distinguish how different viewpoints and issues limatiyer than trying

to determine which variable has greater causal impact.

Secondly, integration elites present an easy test for normnatt&ation and convergence
because they are working directly with minority rights poli@ad therefore are the most
aware of international standards in this arena. The fact thaiQthmethod study
demonstrates both disagreements over the meaning and applicabilitpavityrrights
norms among this group of elites suggests that greater disagseare likely to be
found by expanding the study to include more respondents. Finally,tbanstudies
using large P-sets tend to reveal the presence of only fdiveamportant and coherent
discourses, and this study has revealed four “real” discoursesiahakist in these

societies (Brown 1980; Thomas and McKeown 1988).

Avenues for Future Research

Comparative scholarship on EU conditionality has pointed to importardtioas in

norm compliance across the Central and Eastern European lan{lsugpes et al 2004;
Rechel 2009; Vachudova 2005). However, this scholarship has tended to rely on
objectivist methods of measuring compliance and has not granted telatjeation to

the role of either kin-states or elites understandings in normpl@me and
internalization. The theoretical contribution of this research prajeald be buttressed

by expanding the range of kin-state activism. For example, &issaivery different kind

of kin-state than Hungary, which has lobbied extensively foritjfintsr of its ethnic-kin in

the neighboring states in Slovakia and Romania (Csergo and Goldf¥idj. In

addition, research on the effectiveness of EU conditionality and &ie-activism has
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implications for Kosovo, which has a large Serbian minority acdmaplicated history
with the Serbian kin-state, and Bosnia-Herzegovina, which wasitthefslarge scale
ethnic violence in the 1990s, and is an extreme example kin-statsra. Lastly the
inclusion of Lithuania would provide important theoretical leverage gegcbecause it
adopted more inclusive policies toward its large internal miesrithan its Baltic
neighbors. In addition, it has two large internal minorities Russiah$ale that are each
supported by their respective kin-states. A comparison of how nbiawe been
internalized by elites across a variety of cases that éxhilfferent degrees of
international pressure and different levels of norm convergence wibald far a more
nuanced theoretical understanding of how and when international pressecesiafm

compliance and internalization.

In addition, the results of this study also point to a need foregrattention to the ways
in which domestic factors structure normative understandings arefdtes affect norm
compliance and internalization. As mentioned previously, both the anafysigority
inclusion at the policy level and at the level of elites point tportant similarities and
differences across the Estonian and Latvian cases with refpeitte degree of
convergence between European minority rights standards and undegsasfdninority
inclusion in these societies. Latvian minority policies remain mesgictive than their
Estonian counterparts and issues of language and citizenship aedivisive in the
Latvian case. In addition, the results of the Q method study and ewsrguggest that
Estonian elites have come further with respect to the inteatializ of minority rights

norms. Due to the fact that these cases are most similaregpect to external pressure,
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it necessary to examine how domestic level factors mightagxfte variation between

cases.

A few possibilities for future inquiry at the domestic level luge the level of
mobilization around ethnic issues in these societies and the liogaistl ethnic
demography of both states. The fact that truly “ethnic” pasigst in Latvia suggests
that somehow divisions in society over language and citizenship iasu@sore deeply
embedded in Latvian society. The extreme division between theabd$he RRA over
language and citizenship issues may reflect these deepeoiisviine party structure in
Latvia and Estonia seems to suggest an inherent division betweéncthmses with
regard to mobilization around ethnic issues in society. Most Latgignsort parties such
as New Era, the People’s Party, the Alliance of the Gregty And the Farmers Union,
as well as For Fatherland and Freedom, whereas non-Latviansllyygigpport For
Human Rights in a United Latvia as well as the National Haynfarty (Zepa and
Supule 2006: 36). These two groups of parties represent opposing viewpdmts w
respect to minority issues. Politicians in Latvia deliberatabnipulate ethnic issues,
especially language and citizenship issues, and play upon ethmscifieorder to win

votes.

By contrast, Russian parties in Estonia (Russian Party in EstBstanian United
People’s Party, Russian Unity Party) often fail to garndficgent support from the
Russian community to pass the parliamentary threshold, and Russienoftde support

mainstream Estonian parties such as the Central Party ancfibenRParty. This may
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help to explain why the division among the Estonian elite along effmuidssue lines is
more moderate in the Q study (Berg 1999; Korts 2002). The fachdmatitizens were
granted the right to vote in municipal elections in the Estonian fDdrst may have
encouraged the moderation of Estonian elites so that they could wrest votes fraim-the

citizen and Russian-speaking population.

Finally, understanding policy differences between the two a&spsres examining the
conditions present in these societies at the point at which thegednfom the Soviet
period and the differences in the ethno-demographic situation in tadéis.sWhile both
Estonia and Latvia received large numbers of Soviet migrantdethegraphic shift this
caused in Latvia was more extreme. In 1989, the proportion of non-Latwidratvia
was 48% compared with 40% in Estonia (Aalsand and Flotten 2001). In addition,
Russians comprise a higher percentage of the population in the catyitall Riga than
they do in Tallinn. The highest concentration of Russians in Estonratise North-
eastern region of Ida-Virumaa and not around the capitalths ase in Latvia. The fact
that the highest concentrations of Russians are in the fourtlarges further politicizes
the issue of granting voting rights to non-citizens in municipattEns. Finally the
higher level of asymmetrical bilingualism in Latvia createsitaation in which language
use in society has been decreasing despite the increatee itevel of language
knowledge, which helps to account for the greater threat from Russiamecthat is

perceived by the Latvian elite.
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The Way Forward?

Despite these differences, the way forward toward greater ityimttegration remains a
serious obstacle for both Estonian and Latvian elites and changesdrity policies in
the late 1990s were not sufficient for ensuring the integration oRtlesian-speaking
minority. In both cases, Estonian and Latvian elites agree thatsth@eties are only
partially integrated society and that serious obstacles tgratien remain. There is
agreement that these obstacles are greater than the surof tbtejuistic differences
between ethnic majority and ethnic Russian communities, howeves &itk a clear
understanding of how to move beyond exclusive understandings of state emd nat
Finally, this study shows that recommendations by European irmtisudire likely to fall
on deaf ears in the post-accession period and that Russia haslithecalbiestabilize
attitudes toward integration in both societies. Unless internatmmarity rights norms
are understood and internalized by elites in these societiesjgHigtle reason to expect
that they will be implemented in a consistent manner in theset®ssgi which will
ultimately work against the integration of both older more traditioniaorities and

newer more visible ones.
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Appendix

Table 11: Estonian Q Sample with Factor Arrays and Normalized Scorfor Each Statement

EID REF IC DR
1. Being part of the EU is a danger to the cultural an-5 | -1.70 | -2 | -0.46| -5| -2.13 -1 -0.40
linguistic identity of Estonia.*

2. Most people living in Estonia, identify more3 | 0.89 | 3 0.98 1 0.67| 1 0.28
strongly with Estonia than with Europe.

3. Joining the EU is proof that Estonia follokberal | 4 | 1.14 | -1 | -0.39| 1 0.34| -4 -1.36
policies with respect to its minority groups and
therefore there is no need to justify integration
policies.

4. EU institutions should defend the rights of -2 |1-081] 1 0.15| -2| -0.80 5 1.89
Russians living within EU borders because
disregard of these liberties and rights will bring
local crises of civic society such as the April eige
in Estonia.

5. Post-Soviet tensions with Russia have led Estonja5 | -1.89 | 1 027 | -4| -154 -5 -161
to discriminate against the Russian-speaking
minority.

6. Itis not necessary to hold deep discussions wigh|t1 | 0.41 | -1 | -0.31| 3 097 -1 -0.4D
Russian authorities over the internal affairs of
Estonia.

7. ltis necessary to enhance the national self- -41-169| 0 006 | -4| -153 5 1.89
consciousness of the Russian-speaking population
and strive to relax the laws on education and
language in order to give Russian-speakers morg
control in these areas.*

8. All people in Estonia, including Russians, enjog th-3 | -0.84 | 1 037| 4 1.18| -2| -0.68
freedom to speak, study, and promote their own
native language in both public and private.

9. The prevailing majority of the people living in4 | 1.39 | 4 138 | 3 095 2 1.07
Estonia despite their ethnicity, are loyal to ttedes

10. Ethnic diversity is a valuable feature of society. |5 | 1.74 | 5 204 | 5 1.72| 3 1.08

11. Ethnic Russians will continue to speak Russian an@ | -0.68 | 2 084| O -0.17 1 0.15
to get the majority of information from Russia, as
long as state-run Russian language media remajns
insufficient.

12. The EU should not interfere or pass judgmenton -3 | -1.33 | -3 | 0.76 | -1| -0.32 -2 -0.6%
the minority policies of member states.

13. Russian military intervention in the Baltic regisn | -1 | -0.24 | -2 | -0.69| 3 095 1 0.38
not a possibility.*

14. In the post-accession period EU norms regarding -2 | -0.82 | -2 | -0.67| -2| -0.64 O -0.18
minority protection are not as important as
Estonian values.

15. All people in Estonia have access to medid | -0.77 | -1 | -0.44| 4 1.26f -1 -0.4p
(television, radio, and newspapers) in their native
language.

16. The history of relations between Estonia ane | -1.23 | -4 | -1.53| -4| -1.28 -5 -1.4f
Russia prove that Russians are not to be trustd an
therefore Estonia can never be a home |for
Russians.*

17. Itis necessary to promote the language, culture] 0 | 0.04 | 4 1.19 1 0.63| 4 1.47
and education of all ethnic groups and single
persons living here, to give them a feeling of Baf
in the present and future.

D
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18

. In the past four years, there is a greater awaseng
of the problems of ethnic discrimination and
intolerance in Estonian society.

0

0.08

1.12

0.73

0.0Q

19.

There's reason to be worried, looking at the
eagerness with which Russia is escalating tensiq
with the West, - is it not the beginning of a new
cold war?

ns

0.47

-0.76

-0.03

0.00

20.

Joining the EU was the only means to guarantee
national security of [...] in the present rapidly
changing world.*

the

0.79

-0.74

0.50

0.0Q

21.

Because of the cultural differences between
Russians and the mainstream society, the
integration of Russians cannot progress farther i
Estonia.

=2

-1.64

-1.82

-1.21

0.81

22.

Joining the EU was the only way to effectively
combat the Russian threat.*

-0.15

-1.17

0.17

23.

Most Russians understand the need to teach yo
people the state language.

iy

0.81

1.54

1.37

0.94

24.

The education system ensures the development
implementation of ethnic minority education
programs which promote the preservation of eth
minorities’ identity and their integration into
society.

ahd

NIC

0.45

0.51

1.33

-1.2

Xy

25.

The geographical proximity of Russia and

exposure to Russian cultural influences means
Estonia is constantly threatened in the cultura
linguistic senses.*

the.
that
an

-0.44

-1.52

-0.77

26.

Most Estonians are irritated when Russians canpdt

speak Estonia and feel that the Russian commu
should make stronger efforts to learn it.

nity

0.62

1.05

-0.6(Q

0.39

27.

Russia cares little about the Russian minoritynlivi
abroad in other countries and consequently has
done little to advocate on the behalf of Russians
living in Estonia.

-1

-0.31

-0.06

-0.40

0.4Q

28.

In the past four years, there is a greater acceetal
and open-mindedness toward cultural diversity,
including linguistic diversity in Estonian society.

0.85

1.26

0.20

29.

Ties that Russian-speakers in Estonia have to
Russia ensures the continued use of the Russial
language in Estonia.

0.33

0.18

-0.84

1.35

30.

Winning over Estonia’s ethnic Russians is not
something that can wait, especially in the curren
environment where, the Kremlin lie-factory is
working overtime to sow discord in Estonian
society.

0.87

0.09

-3

-1.01

0.28

31.

There is no possibility of Russian joining Estonia
as an official state language.

1.75

0.52

0.93

-1.2

32.

The future of Estonia depends on relations with
Russia. It is the vital interest of Estonia thas
relations are as good as possible.*

0.11

1.01

-3

-1.18

1.48

33.

Learning Estonian is the key to better integration
because it allows the two communities to
communicate with each other.

1.66

-0.03

0.11

34.

Many Russians are afraid to speak Estonian
because too much attention is placed on the fact

that they speak it differently.

0.01

0.72

-0.77

0.64
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35. Complete assimilation of the Russian minority into-4 | -1.39 | -5 | -2.09| -5| -1.67 -3 -1.20
Estonian society is the only way to combat the
threat that they identity.

36. The Russian minority does not require protection -2 | -0.61 | -3 | -1.00| -1| -0.49 -2| -0.79
because it is not a national minority.

37. Russia tries to use statements about discriminatijod | 1.14 | -1 | -0.17| 5 1.77 1 0.27
against Russians by the Estonian as a propagarda
tool and as a tool for interfering in the politizk
Estonia.

38. A multicultural society should allow for more than5 | -1.93 | 0 002| -3| -1.09 2 0.68
one official language.

39. Russia’s continued accusations of discriminatjo® | 1.10 | 0 -0.08| -1| -0.28 -1 -0.58
toward Russian-speakers in Estonia by the state,
inhibits the process of language learning and
integration.

40. The EU responded vigorously and appropriately #0 | 1.40 | -2 | -0.46| 2 0.83] 3 1.09
the cyber attacks launched by Russia on Estonia.

41. The Russian people living in Estoniaare notto | 3 | 1.02 | 4 152 | 2 0.84| 3 1.08
blame for the (negative) history of Russian-
Estonian relations.

42. Estonia should drop its defensive attitude towesd i0 | -0.05 | 1 039| 0 -0.10 3 1.34
language, which is often perceived as a hostile
barrier to those seeking to learn it. Instead, e&emag
positive promotion of the language and a kinder
attitude to new speakers would improve the
situation.

43. The inclusion of Russians into state structuresis -4 | -1.59 | -5 | -2.12| -5 -1.87 4 -1.34
harmful to the Estonian state because Russians |are
sympathetic to the interests of the Russian state}*

44, Russia’s aggressive rhetoricaswellasrecent | 3 | 0.90 | -3 | -0.94| 3 1.15( -5 -1.76
events in Estonia and Georgia raise serous congerns|
about Russia’s intentions in the post-Soviet region

45. Minority policy must take into account the threat| 0 | 0.25 | 0 009| -1| -037 O -0.12
both from Russia and from the Russian minority
living in Estonia.

46. Estonia is most likely to succeed economically by -2 | -0.69 | 2 092| -3| 095 2 0.53
acknowledging the integrity/value of the Russian
minority.*

47. Belief in the equality of all people, regardless|dd | 0.18 | -1 | -0.19| O 0.10| -4/ -1.3b
ethnicity, is reflected in society.

48. EU bureaucrats are keeping a blind eyetothe | 0 | 0.30 | -2 | -0.54| 1 0.24| -1 -0.39
actions on the part of Russia, a strategic padher
the EU, and for some reason apply dual standargds
in the energy sector.

49. Ethnic Russians and their children should notbg 1 | 047 | -5 | -2.12| -1| -0.3§ -3 -1.0y
granted civil rights unless they can speak thestat
language.

50. There are things we can’t change about history ar®l | 0.95 | 5 184 | 3 1.17| 4 1.47
our past issues, but we can change our attitudes
toward our compatriots.

51. Putting a stop to discrimination against Russian8 | -1.23 | 0 -0.03| -3| -1.18 3 1.35
living in Estonia is the basis for the normalizatip
of international relations with Russia.

52. In order to overcome the burden of negative -1|-005]| 3 096 | 2 0.73| 5 1.76
historical experiences between Estonia and Russia

it is necessary to acknowledge frankly both past
and present mistakes so that they will not be
repeated.*
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53. Joining the EU has not affected interethnic -3|-084| 1| -013] 1 053] O 0.01
relations in Estonia.

54. The use of Russian should be relegatedtothe | 2 | 0.61 | -3 | -0.78| O -0.26 -3 -0.94
private realm only, and the state language should
be used in all state institutions.

55. Joining the EU guarenteed the economic 1049 | 2 058 | 5 155 -1 -0.56
development of Estonia.

56. The education system ensures that the Estonian -1 | -0.26 | 1 042 | 2 0.86| -2| -0.82
language is learned sufficiently by all residerfts g
Estonia, but especially so that the younger
generation is able to use it freely as a means of
communication.

Statements with an (*) were drawn from the Aalto (2003) dataavailable at PRIO Replication
Data for the Journal of Peace Resedutth://www.prio.no/Research-and-Publications/Journal-of-
Peace-Research/Replication-Data/

Aalto, Pami. 2003. “Reconstructing the Security/ldentity PukizlRusso Estonian Relations,”
Journal of Peace Researdd:5. Some of the statements were modified from their original for
by the author in order to balance the number of positive and negasitements or to make the
statements clearer for the purposes of interpretation.

Other statements consist of speech acts made by Estoniagnl.arud Lithuanian elites that
appeared in the Baltic Times and on BBC News; texts from Estamd Latvian integration
programs and integration monitoring; norms regarding the linguigtits and cultural rights of
minorities and respect for diversity drawn from the Framev@mkvention for the Protection of
National Minorities and the European Charter on Regional and Mirlaanguages, as well as
attitudinal statements drawn from the EUMC 2003 Report on Attitbolward Migrants and
Minorities. Some statements were modified by the author fhain briginal version in order to
make these statements clearer for the purposes of inteigetat
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Table 12: Latvian Q Sample with Factor Arrays and Normalized Scors for Each Statement

LNS RRA IMG OPT
1. Being part of the EU is a danger to the cultura| -3 | -1.40| -3 | -0.98| -5| -1.7§ -3 -0.98
and linguistic identity of Latvia.

2. Most people living in Latvia, identify more3 086 | 2 083 | 2 0.78 1 0.58
strongly with Latvia than with Europe.

3. Joining the EU is proof that Latvia follows 3 099 | -3 | -1.19| O -0.02 -4 -1.21
liberal policies with respect to its minority
groups and therefore there is no need to justify
integration policies.

4. EU institutions should defend the rights of 5 | -189| 1 040| -4| -153 -3 -1.08
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. Post-Soviet tensions with Russia have led Latyi
to discriminate against the Russian-speaking
minority.

6. Itis not necessary to hold deep discussions witt# 131 | -1 | -0.37) -2| -050 -1 -0.58
the Russian authorities over the internal affairs o
Latvia.

7. ltis necessary to enhance the national self- 5 | -197 | 2 0.77| -3| -0.88 O -0.19
consciousness of the Russian-speaking
population and strive to relax the laws on
education and language in order to give Russign-
speakers more control in these areas.

8. All people in Latvia, including Russians, enjoy| 1 021 | -3 | -097| -1| -038 5 1.79
the freedom to speak, study, and promote their
own native language in both public and private.

9. The prevailing majority of the people living in-1 | -0.16 | 5 136 | 2 0.79| 3 0.98
Latvia despite their ethnicity, are loyal to the
state.

10. Ethnic diversity is a valuable feature of society. -1 | 0.08 | 4 129 | 5 152 3 1.19

11. Ethnic Russians will continue to speak Russian-2 | -0.59 | 0 -0.02| 3 111, O -0.28
and to get the majority of information from
Russia, as long as state-run Russian language
media remains insufficient.

12. The EU should not interfere or pass judgmentjorl | 0.04 | -4 | -1.21] O 0.03| -3 -0.8
the minority policies of member states.

13. Russian military intervention in the Baltic region-3 | -1.01 | 1 0.32 1 0.54| -2 -0.63
is not a possibility.

14. In the post-accession period EU norms regardind | -0.30 | -2 | -0.58| -1| -0.46 -4 -1.19
minority protection are not as important as
Latvian values.

15.  All people in Latvia have access to mefia 024 | 0O -0.17| 1 034 1 0.58
(television, radio, and newspapers) in their
native language.

16. The history of relations between Latvia apd2 | -0.72 | -5 | -2.04| -4| -1.60 -5 -1.98
Russia prove that Russians are not to be trusted
and therefore Latvia can never be a home|for
Russians.

17. ltis necessary to promote the language, cultu
and education of all ethnic groups and single
persons living here, to give them a feeling of
safety in the present and future.

R

-151 | 1 029 | -3| -147 -1 -0.56

NJ

® 014 | 5 195 | 4 122 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.

-0.07

0.87

0.09

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?

0.72

-0.55

-0.62

-1.3

20.

Joining the EU was the only means to guarant
the national security of [...] in the present
rapidly changing world.

0.11

-0.35

0.69

21.

Because of the cultural differences between
Russians and the mainstream society, the

integration of Russians cannot progress farther i

Latvia.

-1.37

-1.78

-1.57

-1.4P

22.

Joining the EU was the only way to effectively
combat the Russian threat.

0.29

-0.18

-0.49

23.

Most Russians understand the need to teach
young people the state language.

0.64

1.32

1.34

1.54

24.

The education system ensures the developme
and implementation of ethnic minority educatig
programs which promote the preservation of
ethnic minorities’ identity and their integration
into society.

0.87

-0.96

0.88

1.56

25.

The geographical proximity of Russia and
exposure to Russian cultural influences me
that Latvia is constantly threatened in the cultd
and linguistic senses.

0.10

-0.76

-1.20

26.

Most Latvians are irritated when Russians can
speak Latvia and feel that the Russian
community should make stronger efforts to lea
it.

0.82

1.12

1.10

0.84

27.

Russia cares little about the Russian minority
living abroad in other countries and conseque
has done little to advocate on the behalf of
Russians living in Latvia.

ntly

-0.35

0.61

-1.10

0.23

28.

In the past four years, there is a greater
acceptance and open-mindedness toward cult
diversity, including linguistic diversity in
Latvian society.

1
ural

0.43

-0.22

0.34

1.59

29.

Ties that Russian-speakers in Latvia have to
Russia ensures the continued use of the Russ
language in Latvia.

4
ian

1.12

0.28

0.68

0.4Q

30.

Winning over Latvia’'s ethnic Russians is not
something that can wait, especially in the currg
environment where, the Kremlin lie-factory is
working overtime to sow discord in Latvian
society.

1
Nt

0.48

-0.45

1.67

31.

There is no possibility of Russian joining Latvig
as an official state language.

19%

0.86

-0.26

1.81

0.61

32.

The future of Latvia depends on relations with
Russia. It is the vital interest of Latvia thatshe
relations are as good as possible.

-0.72

1.06

-0.39

1.03

33.

Learning Latvian is the key to better integratio
because it allows the two communities to
communicate with each other.

N5

1.57

0.19

1.13

1.56
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34.

Many Russians are afraid to speak Latvian
because too much attention is placed on the fz
that they speak it differently.

-0.80

0.77

-0.22

35.

Complete assimilation of the Russian minority
into Latvian society is the only way to combat
the threat that they identity.

-1.65

-1.80

-1.78

-1.5

36.

The Russian minority does not require protect
because it is not a national minority.

0.10

4

-1.24

-0.71

0.0§

37.

Russia tries to use statements about
discrimination against Russians by the Latvian

a propaganda tool and as a tool for interfering|i

the politics of Latvia.

1.77

1.12

1.27

0.0Q

38.

A multicultural society should allow for mor
than one official language.

-1.69

1.22

-1.04

39.

Russia’s continued accusations of discriminat
toward Russian-speakers in Latvia by the st
inhibits the process of language learning g
integration.

1.65

0.14

0.49

40.

The EU responded vigorously and appropriat
to the cyber attacks launched by Russia
Estonia.

-1.56

-0.40

-0.10

41.

The Russian people living in Latvia are not to
blame for the (negative) history of Russian-
Latvian relations.*

0.15

0.70

1.06

0.79

42.

Latvia should drop its defensive attitude towar
its language, which is often perceived as a ho
barrier to those seeking to learn it. Instead, a

more positive promotion of the language and §
kinder attitude to new speakers would improve
the situation.

d-3
stile

L

-1.01

1.99

-0.24

NJ

43.

The inclusion of Russians into state structures
harmful to the Latvian state because Russiang
sympathetic to the interests of the Russian sta

is2
are
te.

-0.83

-2.08

-1.80

-1.7

44.

Russia’s aggressive rhetoric as well as recent
events in Latvia and Georgia raise serious

concerns about Russia’s intentions in the postt

Soviet region.

1.39

-0.01

0.08

45.

Minority policy must take into account the thre
both from Russia and from the Russian minori
living in Latvia.

ato0
ty

0.15

-0.33

-0.64

46.

Latvia is most likely to succeed economically
acknowledging the integrity/value of the Russi
minority.

y-3
an

-1.23

1.19

-0.4Q

0.77

47.

Belief in the equality of all people, regardless
ethnicity, is reflected in society.

@

0.12

-0.78

-0.04

1.4Q

48.

EU bureaucrats are keeping a blind eye to the
actions on the part of Russia, a strategic partn
of the EU, and for some reason apply dual
standards in the energy sector.

4
er

1.45

-0.02

-0.18

49.

Ethnic Russians and their children should not
granted civil rights unless they can speak the
state language.

pd

0.17

1.67

-0.57

50.

There are things we can’t change about histor
and our past issues, but we can change our
attitudes toward our compatriots.

y 2

0.70

1.32

1.52

51.

Putting a stop to discrimination against Russi
living in Latvia is the basis for the normalizatig
of international relations with Russia.

AnRs
n

-1.69

-0.30

-1.50
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52. In order to overcome the burden of negative | 3 097 | 3 0.87 1 054 3 1.00
historical experiences between [...] and Russia it
is necessary to acknowledge frankly both past
and present mistakes so that they will not be
repeated.

53. Joining the EU has not affected interethnic 0 012 | O 0.02| 3 0.88 1 0.42
relations in Latvia.

54. The use of Russian should be relegated to thg 3 1.09 | -3 | -0.96| O -0.12 -3 -0.7y
private realm only, and the state language shquld
be used in all state institutions.

55. Joining the EU guarenteed the economic -1 | 0.08 1 057 | 2 0.78 1 0.21
development of Latvia.

56. The education system ensures that the Latvian 2 075 | O 004 | 1 0.64| 5 1.79
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.

The same Q sample was used in both Estonia and Latvia in order to &coiaparison 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 0.258%  (0.7712) -0.1459
3. Estonian Male 50+ 0.2914 0.530% 0.4749 0.11p1
4, Jewish/Russian Male 60+ -0.0649 0.2778  -0.1761 (0.7835)
5. Estonian Male 60+ 0.3805 0.062% 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 0.21%6 0.2839
12. Estonian Female 20+ -0.0055 0.1585 0.46P5 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+ 0.064% 0.1846 0.3001 0.0525
16. Estonian Male 40+ 0.3823 -0.1104 (0.7495) 0.0783
17. Russian Female 30+ 0.1966  (0.6382) 0.1868 0.2526
18. Estonian Male 50+ 0.3756 0.2643 (0.6489) 0.0066
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  -0.0805
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/Russiapn Female 20+ 0.1664 (0.786717) 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 0.14Dp1
28. Estonian Male 50+ 0.4284 0.3113 (0.655%9) 0.02[1
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  -0.0%75
32. Estonian Male 40+ 0.3397 0.3105 0.5102 0.09p7
33. Estonian Male 60+ (0.7915 0.1409 0.2217  -0.1452

Factor loadings are significant if they are greater than 2.58 x SEL(8Ft N, where N=total
statements). In this case 2.58 x (1/sgrt 56) = >.34. Defining factor loatimgsdicated 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 0.2844 0.1822
3. Latvian Female 30+ 0.1777 0.424% (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 -0.0528 0.2774 0.0134
19. Latvian Male 60+ (0.6388 -0.229( 0.4555 0.1451
20. Russian Female 20+ -0.085 (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 0.343y 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 -0.02[73
30. Latvian Male 30+ 0.3600 0.2624 (0.6220) 0.3621
31. Latvian Female 20+ (0.6505 -0.2758 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 SEL(8¥t N, where N=total

statements). In this case 2.58 x (1/sgrt 56) = >.34. Defining factor loatimgsdicated by

parenthesis.
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