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Abstract
This article assesses the impact of Europeanization on the minority protection
policies in Latvia. The diffusion of European norms into European Union and the
declaration of the Copenhagen Criteria in 1993 marked the respect for minority
rights as a condition for EU membership which is defined as part of the
“acquiscommunitaire”of the European Union.1 In this paper, I ask “which domestic
factors lead to the Europeanization of minority policies” to analyze the impact of
Europeanization on the minority policies in Latvia. Utilizing the data from European
Union official documents and reports from the year of official candidacy to
accession, I explore the influence of “the position governments” and the “veto
players” on the Europeanization process of minority protection rights in Latvia.
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1. Introduction2

The European Union links the “membership conditionality” to minority protection,
which refers to the policy changes and legislative reforms in the candidate states
that are determined by the “Copenhagen criteria” in 1993.3 These criteria included
the rule of law, stable democratic institutions, respect for human rights and respect
for minorities.  The candidate states of the EU are required to make policy changes
in these areas before becoming official member. This policy transfer is called
Europeanizationand the key concept of this article.4 In the literature,

1 Acquiscommunautaire is a French term meaning, the rights and obligations that EU
member states share.
2 I would like to thank Prof. Donley T. Studlar for his thoughtful comments on an
earlier draft of this paper as well as the anonymous reviewers and editors of this journal for
their insightful feedback.
3 The political criteria for EU membership, Copenhagen, 21-22 June 1993, available
at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/copenhagen/co_en.pdf (accessed January 10,
2013).
4 Simon Bulmer and Stephen Padgett, “Policy Transfer in the European Union: An
Institutionalist Perspective”. B.J. Political Science Journal 35 (2004):103–126; Simon Bulmer
and Claudio Radaelli, “The Europeanisation of National Policy” in ed. Bulmer, Simon and
Lequesne, C. (eds.) The Member States of the European Union. Oxford: Oxford University
Press 2005): 338-360; Kevin Featherstone and Claudio Radaell, eds. The Politics of
Europeanization, (Oxford: Oxford University Press 2003);Tanja A. Borzel and Thomas Risse

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/copenhagen/co_en.pdf
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Europeanization is usually defined as the interactions and impact of the EU on
domestic actors and structures.5According to Borzel and Rissethe EU has an impact
on the cultural norms and national identities of both the candidate and member
states.6 Therefore, Europeanization is not limited to changes in political and
administrative structures and policy changes but European values are also to some
degree internalized at the domestic level, shaping discourses and identities.7This
argument is based on the idea that further political integration is necessary for a
closer union.

Accordingly, respect for human rights became part of the required changes for
further integration. The transformation of the character of the European Union and
the diffusion of European norms facilitated a significant improvement in the
protection of the minority rights.8 This articleaims to analyze the process of
Europeanization on the minority policies in Latvia which is a new EU joiner after
negotiations focused on the problems of minorities specifically about ethnic
Russians.To understand this process, this articlecovers Latvia’s Europeanization
process from Latvia’s official candidacy for European Union membership in 1998
until its accession in 2004 as this time frame is under the impact of EU conditionality
and post-accession period is not monitored by the EU in any particular
way.Specifically, the goal is to answer the following research question “under which
domestic conditionsare the minority protection measures adopted and maintained
in the new EU Member States”? To answer the question, I look at the influence of
the “position of the governments”, and the “veto players”as two major domestic
conditions that would have impact on the Europeanization of minority protection
policies in Latvia.

This study adopts a qualitative case study analysis of Latviausing a longitudinal
perspective based upon the official documents of European Union and academic
literature. The generalizability of case study results can be increased by the strategic
selection of cases. Case selection therefore is an integral part of a good research
strategy to achieve well-defined objectives of the study. Hence the case selection
for this research follows two criteria;(1) a significant conflict between EU rules and
the initial situation in the candidate state and(2) the size of minority groups. For a

“Europeanization: The Domestic Impact of European Union Politics” in K. E. Jorgensen et al,
eds. Handbook of European Union Politics. (London: Sage 2006):483-504.
5 Lee McGowan, “Europeanization unleashed and rebounding: assessing the
modernization of EU cartel policy”, Journal of European Public Policy 12:6 (December 2005),
996.
6 Borzel andRisse “Europeanization”,483-504.
7 J.P. Olsen, “The Many Faces of Europeanization”, Journal of Common Market
Studies, 40:5, (2002): 921-952.
8 Milada Anna Vachudova, Europe Undivided: Democracy, Leverage, & Integration
After Communism, (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 182.
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better analysis, I select Latvia with size of ethnic minorities greater than 25%
withinthe whole state population.

Thus, as a contribution to the literature of Europeanization, this study reveals how
effective the domestic factors are in determining a candidate state’s attitude
towards the Europeanization process for minority protection.As a contribution to
the literature on ethnic politics, it illustratesthe situation of ethnic Russians in
Latvia.Unlike the previous studies on the topic, this article specifically analyzes the
impact of domestic factors on the process. As a broader contribution to the
literature, the analysis of Latvia as a case is applicable to the other Central and
Eastern European members of the EU, where the ethnic Russians constitute
significant size of minorities such as Estonia, Lithuania as well as other EU states with
sizable ethnic minorities.

This article has six sections. Aftera brief introduction to the research, the second
section is an introduction to the theoretical framework with a focus on
Europeanization and the literature on Central and Eastern European states.
Following this is a brief outline of the historical background of ethnic Russians in
Latvia that provides the reasons for the current conflicts. The fourth part details
what EU conditions and demands exist with regards to minority protection, in
particular for Latvia. The fifth section is both an analysis of the Europeanization
process in Latvia with a focus on compliance with minority protection policies of the
EU and a discussion of the two variables “the position of governments” and “veto
players” as the domestic factors that have impact on the process. The conclusion
thensummarizes the findings and examines the relationship between the theory and
the actual practices within the European Union in regards to minority protection as
a policy area.

2. Theoretical Framework

Europeanization has become one of the most widely used theoretical approaches
for studying the EU and its influence on the current and future EU member states
and has emerged as an “academically developing industry”.9There is a burgeoning
literature on conceptualizing the term and identifying how this process might shape
a country’s internal politics. There is considerable debate about how to define
“Europeanization”.10 The term is generally used with regard to “the domestic impact

9 Olsen, “The Many Faces of Europeanization”, 921.
10 Bulmer and Padgett,“Policy Transfer in the European Union”, 103-126; Bulmer and
Radaelli, “The Europeanisation of National Policy”, 338-360; Featherstone and Radaell, eds.
The Politics of Europeanization, (2003), Borzel and Risse “Europeanization: The Domestic
Impact of European Union Politics”, 483-504.
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of the EU”thus constitutes a crucial concept for analyzing the Union's transformative
power through diffusion of ideas namely rules, values and norms.11

The literature in Europeanization studies has traditionally focused on bottom-up
perspective analyzing the impact of its transformative power on the states that have
already joined the EU.12Cowles et al. have used Europeanization to describe the
emergence and the development at the European level of distinct structures of
governance, that is of political, legal, and social institutions associated with political
problem-solving which formalizes interactions among the actors, and of policy
networks specializing in the creation of authoritative rules.13 According to
Borzeluploading is also a way to minimize the costs that the implementation of
European norms and rules may impose on member states’
constituencies.14Therefore, member states have an incentive to upload their
domestic policies to the European level in order to minimize the costs of EU
adaptation.15 The member states seek to shape European policy-making according
to their interests. Borzel and Risse explain Europeanization as a process of
construction, diffusion and institutionalization of rules, procedures and policy
paradigms and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and consolidated in
the making of EU public policy and politics and then incorporated in the logic of
domestic discourse, identities, political structures and public policies.16

The EU also has an impact on the cultural norms and national identities of the
candidate and the member states.17Europeanization is not limited to changes in
political and administrative structures and policy changes but European values are
also to some degree internalized at the domestic level, shaping discourses and
identities.18Kurzer defined Europeanization as an institutional adjustment to wider
European rules, structures, and styles and the diffusion of informal understandings

11 Ulrich Sedelmeier. “Europeanisation in new member and candidate states".Living
Reviews in European Governance, 6: 1. (2011), 4; TanjaBorzeland ThomasRisse“The
Transformative Power of Europe: The European Union and the Diffusion of Ideas”, Working
Paper No.1, KollegForschergruppe,Berlin, (May 2009),URL:
http://userpage.fuberlin.de/kfgeu/kfgwp/wpseries/WorkingPaperKFG_1.pdf (accessed
February 1, 2013).
12 M.G.Cowles, et al. Transforming Europe.(2001); Claudio Radaelli. “Whither
Europeanization?: Concept stretching and substantive change”. European Integration online
Papers 4:8(2000);Klaus. H.Goetz and Simon.Hix (eds.) Europeanised Politics? European
Integration and National Political Systems, (London: Cass 2001).
13 Cowles, et al. Transforming Europe, 3.
14 TanjaBorzel, “Pace-setting, foot-dragging and fence-setting: member states’
responses to Europeanization” Journal of Common Market Studies 40:2 (2002), 212.
15 Ibid.
16 Borzel and Risse, “Europeanization”, 483-504.
17 Olsen, “The Many Faces of Europeanization”, 940.
18 Ibid

http://userpage.fuberlin.de/kfgeu/kfgwp/wpseries/WorkingPaperKFG_1.pdf
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and meanings of EU norms.19 This argument is based on the idea that further
political integration is necessary for a closer union. Featherstone and Radaelli
(2003) called this “domestic assimilation” and stressed the importance of the
change in the logic of political behavior in the member states by arguing that
Europeanization involves the domestic assimilation of EU policy and politics.20

Similarly, Bulmer and Radaelliargued that the concept of Europeanization is
different from EU policy making and thus, the creation of a shared understanding of
policy through learning on the part of the states is important for the success of
Europeanization.21

Regarding the influence of Europeanization on the Central and Eastern states,
Grabbestates that the EU’s long-term influence works primarily through persuasion
and voluntary adaptation rather than exclusion and coercion, because after
accession, the future of policies cannot be envisioned clearly.22Grabberefers to
Europeanization as an ambiguous process despite the EU’s enormous potential to
influence the public policy in candidate countries.23 Therefore, for the Central and
Eastern European members Europeanization started as “a process of meeting of
accession requirements and the adoption of EU norms, policies and institutional
models” although it aimed to be a process of “moving beyond communist legacies
and regaining a full role in the European political and economic space.”24 Focusing
on the policy areas concerned with regulating the movement of persons in all
Central and Eastern European countries between 1989 and 2004, Grabbe finds that
requirements had not been entirely fulfilled in these states due to
the inconsistency and lack of precision in the Union’s membership criteria.25

The policy field of human rights and minority protection is another one of the areas
that Europeanization process follows a slower pattern. While most of the Central
and Eastern European states “consistently aimedtowards European integration” to
solidify their economic and political status as liberaldemocracies, they first had to
reconcile Western European norms regarding the protectionof minority rights with
their own laws and standards.26 Thus, the analysis of the“Europeanization” of Central

19 Kurzer, Markets and Moral Regulation, 4.
20 Featherstone and Radaelli, eds. The Politics of Europeanization, 30.
21 Bulmer and Radaelli, “The Europeanisation of National Policy”, 338-360.
22 Heather Grabbe. The EU's Transformative Power—Europeanization through
Conditionality in Central and Eastern Europe.(Hampshire and New York: Palgrave Macmillan
2006), 5.
23 Ibid.
24 Ibid.
25 Ibid.
26 David J. Galbreath, “European Integration through Democratic Conditionality:
Latvia in the Context of Minority Rights,” Journal of Contemporary European Studies
14:1(2006), 69.
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and Eastern Europe generally focuses on the interplay of contemporary
international and domestic conditions. Schimmelfennig andSedelmeierprovide an
explanation for this process by suggesting that the adoption of democratic and
human rights norms as well as EU legal norms depends on the size and credibility of
tangible, material incentives provided by external actors as well as on the political
costs that target governments suffer when adopting and implementing these rules
domestically.27

Many of these countries that used to rest behind the Iron Curtain have problems
with democratic ideals. As a result, adoption of the rules about the protection of
minorities required by the EU’s Copenhagen Criteria and the Council of Europe’s
Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities is not easy. In
addition to these difficulties, Central and Eastern European states face the
dilemmas existing within the Union itself about minority protection policies.
Rechellists these dilemmas within the European Union’s minorityrights policy itself
as the lack of minority rights standards within the EU; superficialmonitoring of
candidate states; concern for regional stability rather than minority protections; and
the double standard that require Central and Eastern European statesto adopt
minority rights policy while Western European states did not.28

Despite these problems within the Union, evidence of the impact of the EU
conditionality on minority protection is present and presents the treatment of
ethnic minorities in Eastern and Central Europe as one of the most vivid cases of
successful EU conditionality.29 Similarly, the cross-country analysis ofSchwellnus et
al.reveals that the formal adoption and sustainability of minority protection rules in
four new EU member states (Poland, Romania, Estonia, and Latvia) over a twelve-
year period including pre- and post-accession phases (1997-2008) demonstrate a
clear distinction between the developments in five minority protection related issue
areas between pre and post-accession periods.30Although, these positive
developments about the minority issues decline after the accession of these
countries, the literature on the Europeanization of minority protection in Central
and Eastern European states show that due to the requirements of the Copenhagen
criteria and the necessity to ensure protection of minority rights to obtain EU
membership, countries like Romania have pursued efforts to improve the

27 Frank Schimmelfennig, and Ulrich Sedelmeier, (eds) The Europeanization of
Central and Eastern Europe. (London: Cornell University Press 2005), 173.
28 Bernd Rechel, “What Has Limited the EU’s Impact on Minority Rights in Accession
Countries?” East European Politics & Societies 22: 1 (2008), 171.
29 Vachudova, Europe Undivided, 145.
30 Guido Schwellnus et al. “It Ain’t Over When It’s Over: The Adoption and
Sustainability of Minority Protection Rules in New EU Member States”, European Integration
Online Papers (ELOP), 13:2(2009):1-28.
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educational and cultural restrictions on its Hungarian minority.31Thus, the
negotiation processes led to the agreements that are respective of the ethnic
minorities between Romania and Slovakia and Hungary.32In addition, the position of
the Roma in the Czech Republic and of ethnic Russians in the Baltic States improved
because these states were required to regularize their treatment of minorities in
order to join the European Union.33

3.Background of Ethnic Russians and Minority Issues in Latvia

Latvia is a small Baltic state with a population of approximately 2.3 million people.
Although Latvia originally gained its independence in 1918, later the Second World
War brought Latvia the occupation of the Soviet Union for half a century. Ethnic
Latvians represent approximately 58.2% of the population and their mother tongue
is Latvian. The largest ethnic minorities are mostly Russian speaking and include
Russians (29.2%), Belarusians (4%) and Ukrainians (2.6%). Ethnic groups
representing less than 2.5% of the population include Poles, Lithuanians, Roma and
Estonians.34

The history of minority issues in Latvia is heavily influenced by the Soviet occupation
of Latviaafter 1940. Soviet population policies during the Cold War caused major
demographic shifts, with the number of Russian-speaking minorities within the
country growing from around 33% to 48% by the end of the 1980s.35 As a result of
this, according to the 1989 census, native Latvians had become a minority group in
the eight largest cities.36As a result of this large demographic shift, the proportion
of native speakers of Latvian faced significant changes and the dominant language
wasRussian and throughout all of Latvia.37With regards to the Soviet occupation,
Latvian ended up becoming a minority language by the end of Cold War.

31 “The EU and minority policy- does enlargement signal the end of influence?”
Euractiv.com. http://www.euractiv.com/en/enlargement/eu-minority-policy-enlargement-
signal influence/article-110088, (accessed February 15, 2013).
32 Vachudova, Europe Undivided, 145.
33 Tom Gallagher, “Minorities in Central and South-Eastern Europe.”Europa
RegionalSurveys of the World – Central and South-Eastern Europe, (London and New York:
Routledge Taylor & Francis Group 2008), 12.
34 LatvijasStatistika [database online]; available at http://www.csb.gov.lv(accessed
December 15, 2012).
35 David Galbreath,“The Politics of European Integration and Minority Rights in
Estonia and Latvia,” Perspectives on European Politics and Society 4:1 (2003), 37.
36 Judith Green Kelley, Ethnic Politics in Europe: the Power of Norms & Incentives.
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press 2004),73.
37 Ibid.

http://www.euractiv.com/en/enlargement/eu-minority-policy-enlargement-
http://www.csb.gov.lv
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The implementation of Mikhail Gorbachev's policies of glasnost and perestroika
allowed Latvia to declare its sovereignty in 1989. Despite the objections from the
Soviet authorities, Latvia declared the renewal of its independence in 1990.38With
regained independence, Latvia granted automaticcitizenship only to those residents
who were citizens prior to the commencement ofthe Soviet occupation in 1940 and
their descendants. A large proportion of Latvia’ssignificant Russian-speaking
minority was refused Latvian citizenship.39Since 1999, Latvia's official languages
have been the Latvian language and the Livlanguage, the latter being an indigenous
language close to extinction.40 Anyother language used in Latvia, especially Russian,
was declared as a“foreign language”. The State Language Law of 1999
proposed“the preservation, protection and development ofthe Latvian language”,
and “the integration of national minorities into Latvian society”.41

The result of this significant change in policy had a direct impact on ethnic Russians
as they constitute the largest minority group in the state. The reasons behind this
control on the usage of language are primarily related to theLatvian fear of losing
“Latvian identity”. Initially,the major reason is the demographic fears of ethnic
Latvians arising from half a century of Soviet occupation. At the end of the Second
World War, 83% of Latvia's population was Latvians. However, during the Soviet
occupation between 1940 and 1991, Latvia experienced mass immigration from
other Soviet territories, mostly ethnic Russians. Therefore, the proportion of Latvian
speakers among the population of Latvia dropped to 52% by the end of the Cold
War and ethnic Latvians became almost a minority on their own land.42

In addition to demographic reasons, Latvian control over the language was also a
part of the “state-building”. During the Soviet occupation of Latvia, Russian was
approved as the official language. The Latvian language was only allowed in the
public sphere. However, although there was no legal restriction for using Latvian
language in the public sphere, Latvians faced insults from the ethnic Russian
population toward those who used Latvian in public places.43The nineteenth article
of 1977 Constitution asserts that the “Soviet state promotes the intensification of

38 DainaStukulsEglitis, Imagining the Nation: History, Modernity and Revolution in
Latvia. (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State. University Press 2002), 110.
39 Ibid, 113.
40 Section 4 of the State Law states that “the state shall ensure the maintenance,
protection and development of the Liv language as the language of the indigenous
population”.
41 Article 1 of the State Language Law adopted by the Parliament of the Republic of
Latvia in 1999.
42 Boris Tsilevich,"The Development of the Language Legislation in the Baltic States",
International Journal on Multicultural Societies 3:2 (2001), 137.
43 Eglitis, Imagining, 30.
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the social homogeneity of the society”.44The sblizheniye(drawing together)policy of
Soviet Russia supported by the Constitution ensured the dominance of the Russian
language.45With independence, the reassertion of the Latvian language in the
public sphere became vital as the language plays an important role as a symbolism
of the state. The status of the Russianlanguage was degraded to the status of an
“unofficial” language although the demography of the state pointed to a significant
percentage of Russians among the whole population. Despite the fact that Russian-
speaking minorities accounted forapproximately 36% of the population, while the
Livonian language, which gained an official language status, is the first language of
only approximately 200 people.46

A third reason relates toLatvian fearsabout identity, and specifically about the
preservation of a distinct Latvian culture.47 The cultural landscape of Soviet Latvia
allowed for a politically passive population of ethnic Latvians with loose ethnic ties.
Despite all suppressions, a strong Latvian identity was still present in most of the
families with a Latvian background. Therefore, the private sphere allowed for the
transfer of culture to younger generations. These cultural activities included the
celebration of Latvian holidays, family traditions, decorative art, folk dancing and
ethnic music.48The language is at the center of this cultural heritage. Therefore, use
of the Latvian language was of vital importance for reawakening Latvian “identity”.

Finally,ethnic Latvians felt offendeddue to the comparatively adverse economic
position of ethnic Latvians in relation to ethnicRussians, whose language had
dominated the economy and the administration for decades. Soviet equality in
Soviet citizenship had privileged ethnic Russians in terms of housing, jobs, language
and power.49After independence, the law required employees of the state and of all
“institutions, enterprises, and institutes” to know sufficient Latvian to carry out their
profession.50

4.The European Union’s Pre-accession Conditions and Demands

Within the legal framework of the EU accession process, the European Commission
is the primary body of the European Union for monitoring of the pre-accession

44 John S.ReshetarJr, The Soviet Polity: Government and Politics in the L'SSR (New
York: Harper & Row 1989), 176.
45 Richard Mole, The Baltic States: from Soviet Union to European Union. (London:
Rutledge 2008), 54.
46 Litvonian Language. [database online]; available at
http://ec.europa.eu/languages/euromosaic/lat5_en.htm(accessed December 15, 2012)
47 Eglitis, Imagining, 26-7.
48 Ibid.
49 Ibid, 115.
50 Article 6 of the State Language Law adopted by the Saeima in 1999.

http://ec.europa.eu/languages/euromosaic/lat5_en.htm
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conditionality. In accordance with Article 49of the Treaty on European Union the
Commission presented its Opinions on the applications for membership together
with Agenda 2000, an elaborated strategy paper on the policies of the Union and
the impact of enlargement, on 17 July 1997 for Latvia.51The relationship between
the European Union and Latvia is considered to be a relatively healthy compared to
other states during negotiations. Despite all the other conditions required for
membership, human rights -specifically minority rights protection issues- had the
potential to block Latvia’s accession to the European Union. To sum up the situation
between the EU and Latvia as of 1997, the Commission reported that in Latvia
“thenon-citizens continue to beaffected by various types of discrimination”.52

The main demands that the European Union put to Latvia regarding its minority
policies were the naturalization process and the integration of
minorities.Concerning the fate of the Russian-speaking population in Latvia, the
Commission concluded that theyhave problems of “accessing to certain professions
in Latvia”.53Furthermore, the Commission observed that the rate of naturalization of
non-citizens has been slow in Latvia and recommended the acceleration of this
process to ensure the integration of non-citizens.54

The naturalization process has been the concern of the EU as it was directly related
to the ethnic Russians that constitute almost 29 % of the whole population in Latvia.
The main problemfor the EU was the speed of the naturalization process as noted in
the Agenda 2000 Commission Opinion.55Another point that the Commission
Opinion on Latvia criticizedwas the so called “window system”, which restricted the
right to apply for naturalization according to age brackets. The system of age
brackets, initially devised as a way of preventing the administration from being
overwhelmed by a flood of applications, had had an inhibiting effect. The “window
system”limited until 2003 the numbers of those who could apply for citizenship on
the basis of age criteria and gave priority to younger age groups.56 These restrictive
rules justify the concerns of the European Commission that 1994 Citizenship Law is
likely to present an advantagein not possessing Latvian citizenship. In some cases,

51 Article 49 of the EU Treaty defines the procedure for the accession of new states to
the European Union.
52 European Commission, Commission Opinion on Latvia’s Application for
Membership of the EU, COM(97), (European Commission2005), 17.
53 Ibid: 45.
54 Ibid.
55 European Commission, Agenda 2000: Commission Opinion on Latvia’s Application
for Membership of the European Union, (European Commission 2000).
56 European Commission, Annual Progress Report on Latvia, (European Commission
1998) , available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/1998/latvia_en.pdf
(accessed December 5, 2012).

http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/1998/latvia_en.pdf
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non-possession of Latvian citizenship may have appeared as an advantage, which
may also help to explain the low number of naturalization applications such as no
military service obligation, ease of travel to the countries of the former USSR with
the old Soviet passport.57

Another point that the European Commission declared about minorities is the fact
that non-citizens are barred from certain occupations.58In Latvia, minorities
representing 28% of the populations donot have Latvian citizenship and a large
proportion of that group,consisting of former citizens of the USSR, have no
citizenship at all.59In addition, non-citizens cannot directly acquire ownership of
land and have no right to vote, even in local elections, even though that would be a
powerful factor for encouraging integration. Lastly, some of their fundamental
rights are less well protected; they are, for example, excluded from the scope of the
1995 amnesty law.Addressing these was essential with regard to the
Europeanization process in minority protection.60

Finally, educational rights under the topic of integration were another factor of
concern in Latvia.As regards the use of ethnic languages, European Commission
points to the facts that some obstacles exist for those who have no knowledge of
Latvian such as the need to know Latvian to receive unemployment benefits andthe
obligation to pass a high-level language test to be able to stand for
election.61Further, in higher education, students have to pass a test in Latvian before
being admitted.62In the next section, the developments regarding these issues in
Latvia will be discussed.

5.Outcome Conditions and Compliance

5.1. The Governments’ Position

The likelihood of adoption decreases with net political or power costs to
governments from fulfilling the EU requirements. Political actors in the candidate
states calculate whether the rewards offered by the EU are worth the costs of
adaptation. The size of domestic adoption costs, in this sense, determines whether
they will accept or reject the conditions. When the political costs of compliance are
high for the target government, that is, when fulfilling EU conditions threatens the
security or integrity of the state, or the survival of the regime or the government’s
domestic power base, and its core political practices for power preservation, even

57 Ibid.
58 European Commission, Opinion on Latvia, 17.
59 Ibid, 19.
60 Ibid, 20.
61 Ibid.
62 European Commission, Opinion on Latvia, 17.
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credible membership incentives turns out to be ineffective.63Vachudova shows that,
although the EU began to implement the conditionality of the pre-accession
process, it had little success in changing domestic policies in illiberal democracies in
the Western Balkans where “governments turned their backs on the benefits of EU
membership to protect their power, autonomy and rent-seeking opportunities”.64

In terms of the Europeanization of minority policies, policy preferences of a
government can be either in favor of adopting EU standards for minority protection
if the government has a pro-minority orientation and/or includes representatives
from minorities within the government. As the adoption of rules do not add high
adoption costs at the domestic level for the government, the adoption of the EU
rules are likely. On the other hand, in the case of a government with nationalist
members and/or with a nationalist orientation, the likelihood of the government to
postpone the adoption of minority protection due to the fear of political failure in
elections is high. According to Kelley the inclusion of national minority parties on
the one hand and nationalist parties on the other in the government are important
factors in determining the state policy towards minorities and the state’s reaction to
external demands to protect minorities.65 Coalition governments under the
inclusion of parties representing national minorities are likely to be willing to
implement minority rights, whereas governments with a strong nationalist influence
are likely to resist this. The rationale behind this hypothesis is that political decisions
follow directly the policy preferences of the ruling decision-makers.

Focusing on the governments is important for the analysis of Europeanization of
minority protection policies in Latvia. Electoral statistics show that Latvian
administrations since its independence in 1991 have generally not been very long-
lasting, as party coalition shift, party lists disintegrate and reform, and individual
politicians change allegiances.66In the 1998 elections, AndrisSkele’s newly formed
center-right People's Party (TP), Latvian Way and Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian
National Independence Movement came first, second and third. Owing to personal
conflicts and scandals, they were not able to put together a coalition government.
The period 1998-2000 saw the collapse of two governments before the four-party
coalition of AndrisBerziņs (Latvian Way) was installed.In terms of minority
protection policies, the 1998 amendments to Latvia’s citizenship law werethe
clearest success of the government on minority rights. Obviously, the amendments
were primarily due to external pressures in other words EU conditionality. The

63 Frank Schimmelfennig, “Entrapped Again: The Way to EU Membership
Negotiations with Turkey”, UCD Dublin European Institute Working Paper 08-8, July 2008, 6.
64 Vachudova, Europe Undivided, 2.
65 Kelley, Ethnic Politics in Europe, 88.
66 European Election Database [database online]; available at
www.nsd.uib.no/european_election_database/country/latvia (accessed February 23, 2013).
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European Commission’s progress report stated the EU’s satisfaction with the new
amendments. These decisions of the government were important in order tospeed
up the citizenship and naturalization procedures, in response torecommendations in
the 1997 Commission Opinion were proffered as a significant step towards
accession. When the amendments approved by Parliament were put to
areferendum in October,53% voted in favor of the liberalization of the Citizenship
Law.The changes approved in the referendum are expected to facilitate an
acceleration ofthe naturalization process, which would allow for the further
development of anintegrated Latvian society.67 The 53% approval rate for these
changes in a referendum signaled significant public support. However, the reason
behind the ‘yes’ vote would likely have come from the desire to join the EU and
NATO rather than general realization that resident Russians must be accepted.

With regards to the integration of minorities, Commission reports pointed to some
of the attempts of the government to abolish restrictions in the area of
employment. As of 1998, the government abolished the restrictions on non-
citizensworking as fire-fighters, airline staff, pharmacists and veterinary
pharmacists.68The knowledge of the officialLatvian language remained to be
sufficient for employment regulation which gave the minorities two options: to join
to the Latvian language program under the National Program for the Integration of
Society that was developed in order to accelerate the integration process; or remain
unemployed which requires knowledge of Latvian language in order get
employment benefits. Although the developments (especially in the field of
employment) were appreciated by the European Union, the Latvian parliament
amended the language law in July 1999, an act that can be interpreted as an
intention to reverse Soviet-era policies. With virtually unanimous support from the
four parties comprising the new governing coalition, the law required those working
in the service sector, both employees and the self-employed must know and use the
state language to the extent necessary to perform their duties.69However, the Law
adopted lacks sufficiently integrating standards of proportionality and precision and
considers the mandatory use of the state language in the private sector that could
impair the exercise of rights and freedoms guaranteed under the Europe
Agreement, such as the exercise of business activities for enterprises from the
European Union.70Due to external pressures, newly-elected President Vike-
Freiberga returned the language law to parliament for reconsideration. She
criticized the law for going against Latvia’s constitution and international

67 European Commission, Annual Progress Report, (European Commission 1998).

68 Ibid.

69 AnatolLieven, “No Russian Spoken Here”. New York Times Magazine. (16 July
1999), available at http://www.nytimes.com/1999/07/16/opinion/no-russian-spoken-
here.html?src=pm (accessed February 23, 2013).
70 European Commission, Annual Progress Report, (European Commission 1999).
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commitments as well as for lacking legal precision. Parliament approved a revised
law in December 1999.71

The national parliamentary election in 2000 brought a four-party coalition to
power. The Prime MinisterAndrisBerzins’ four-party coalition lasted until
parliamentary elections in October 2002. However, this coalition was not able to
bring significant developments in the field of minority protection. Several elements
limiting the integration of non-citizens still persist in the economic sphere as the
non-citizens were not allowed practicing some professions on the grounds of state
security.72However, theamendments to the Administrative Violations Code which
foreseesfines for eleven different violations related to the implementation of the
Language Lawin 2001 has been one of the few developments during the
coalition.73Although,Latvia signed the European Convention on Nationality in May
2001, reservationson certain aspects related to the acquisition of Latvian citizenship
were introduced and the Latvian Parliament rejected a renewedproposal to ratify
the Council of Europe Framework Convention for the Protection of
NationalMinorities.74

Prior to the 2002 elections, two new parties entered the stage: New Era (JL) and the
Latvia First Party (LPP). Both advocated a fight against corruption and came first and
fourth in the elections. The New Era Party gained the most seats and formed a four-
party coalition governmentcomprising the ofJL, LPP, Union of Greens and Farmers
(ZZS), and For Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian National Independence Movement
(TB/LNNK). Although, the outcome of the 2002 elections seemed to be a response
to the public demand that Latvia develop a new era in its politics, this coalition was
not successful in making significant changes about minority issues. Similar to the
previous governments of Latvia, the new coalition also failed to ratify the
FrameworkConvention.75 Thus, in April 2002, the European Court of Human Rights
ruled that Latvia had violated the right of Latvian citizen of Russian origin who had
not been allowed to stand as a candidate in the 1998 parliamentary elections due to
insufficient knowledge of the official language.76

Following these failures and the resignation of the Repse administration, a new
short-lived, center-right, coalition government was approved by the Saeima in
2004. With the support of leftist parties, a minority government led by the Greens

71 Morris, President, 548.
72 European Commission, Annual Progress Report, (European Commission 2000-
2001).
73 Ibid.
74 Ibid.
75 European Commission, Annual Progress Report, (European Commission 2002).
76 Latvian Centre for Human Rights and Ethnic Studies, Report on Human Rights in
Latvia 2002, (Latvian Centre for Human Rights and Ethnic Studies 2003),12.
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and the Farmers Union leader IndulisEmsis took office in March 2004. The new
government focused on smoothing Latvia's entry into NATO and the European
Union, which took place in the first half of 2004. Although Latvia ended up with
getting the ultimate incentive, European Union membership, as of 2004, the
governments served before and during the accession reported to have some missing
points to comply with the European Union conditions on human rights and minority
protection policies. Comprehensive monitoring report on Latvia’s preparations for
membership that was published in 2003stated that Latvia still hadimportant
shortcomings with regards to the full transposition of the acquis. Inthis context,
Latvia was strongly encouraged to promote integration of the Russian minorityby, in
particular, continuing to accelerate the speed of naturalization procedures, and
bytaking other measures to increase the rate of naturalization. It was also
expectedto ensure sufficient flexibility regarding transition to bilingual education in
minorityschools, and to ensure that at all levels the implementation of the language
law respectsthe principle of justified public interest and proportionality, as well as
Latvia’sinternational obligations.77 However, these factors remained only as advice
from the EU and the governments as the effective domestic players blocked the
Europeanization of minority protection process in Latvia.

5.2. The Veto Players

Veto players are defined as “actors whose agreement is required for a change of the
status quo”.78Veto player theory predicts increasing policy stability with a higher
number of veto players, because it becomes increasingly likely that a change from
the status quo will be blocked. However, it is not only the institutional power to
block a decision that is important, but also the policy preferences of the veto
players. A player will only veto a decision if s/he has both the institutional capability
to veto and preferences that differ from the government that proposes a policy.
Compliance to the EU requirements therefore becomes a challenge if there is a high
number of effective veto players who are institutionalized in domestic structures
with vested interest in protecting the old normative order and controlling the
forcesthat sustain it.79Thus, if Europeanization threatens the interest of these forces,
they are likely to block the process. In terms of minority protection policies,
depending on their policy preferences the existence of veto players might block
either positive attempts for change or support the required change.

To analyze the influence of the domestic veto players on the Europeanization
process of minority protection in Latvia, I take two types of possible veto players

77 European Commission, Comprehensive Monitoring Report on Latvia’s Preparations
for Membership, (European Commission 2003).
78 George Tsebelis, Veto players: How Political Institutions Work, (NY: Princeton
University Press 2002),17.
79 Sedelmeier, “Europeanisation in new member and candidate states”, 4.
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into account: first, the president, who generally has veto powers; second, the
constitutional court of Latvia. The European Union is not considered as a veto player
per se as defined by Tsebelis since its agreement is not necessary in the decision-
making process of the states, although it has an important level of influence on the
decision-making under ‘membership conditionality’.80

The presidents are one of the major veto players that have influence on the political
setting. The analysis of the performance of the presidents in regards to minority
issues points to the effective involvement that leads to changes. The 100-
seat unicameral Latvian parliament, the Saeima, is elected by direct popular vote
every four years. The president is elected by the Saeima in a separate election, also
held every four years. The president appoints a prime minister who, together with
his cabinet, forms the executive branch of the government, which has to receive a
confidence vote by theSaeima. According to article 71 of the Latvian Constitution,
the Latvian President can return legislation to the Saeima for further deliberation.81

For the time frame that is analyzed in this chapter, Latvia had two presidents namely
GuntisUlmanis (served between 1993-9) andVairaVike-Freiberga(served between
1999 and2007).

Ulmanis was a member of the Latvian Farmers’ Union party. His first interference
with the minority related policies is his decision to return the citizenship law for
reconsideration. As mentioned before, Latvia’s citizenship law adopted a ‘window
system’ limiting the number who could apply each year and were designed give
citizenship primarily to those who had held it prior to the Soviet occupation in 1940
as well as their descendants, leaving approximately one third of the country’s
population stateless unless they could demonstrate sufficient command of Latvian,
show familiarity with the constitution, prove residence for more than 16 years in the
country, and take an oath of allegiance.82 However, President Ulmanis then
returned the law to parliament for reconsideration, a move that enabled Latvia to
join the COE in 1995, and signaled Latvia’s change in the direction of harmonizing
with EU norms.

Another significant impact of the veto playerscan be seen with regards to the
problematic language law. PresidentVike-Freiberga who came to office in 1999 and
served until 2007, encountered external pressures from the European institutions
about the strict nature of the language law in Latvia. As a result, the newly-elected
President returned the language law to parliament for reconsideration. She

80 Tsebelis, Veto players, 17.
81 The official English translation of the Latvian Constitution,
http://www.saeima.lv/Likumdosana_eng/likumdosana_satversme.html (accessed December
5, 2012).
82 Morris, President, 552.
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criticized the law for going against Latvia’s constitution and international
commitments as well as for lacking legal precision. More specifically, she urged that
the law: (1) should restore Latvian as the country’s dominant language but should
lead integration of non-Latvians by allowing them to use their own languages; and
(2) abolish the parts restricting the education and freedom of expression of non-
Latvians, and to allow state interference in the private sphere only when going
against the public interest.83Taking Vike-Freiberga’s criticisms into account, the
Parliament approved a revised law in December 1999. 84

The second veto player analyzed is the constitutional court of Latvia. Latvijas
Republikas Satversmes Tiesa(Constitutional Court of the Republic of Latvia) is an
independent court, which was established in 1996 on basis of the Constitution of
Latvia made in 1994. The Constitutional Court of Latvia had intervened in the
Europeanization process in minority policies to some degree in a negative direction.

The Mentzen or Mencena judgment of the Latvian Constitutional Court of 21
December 2001 has been one of the most important domestic cases in
Latvia.Names and surnames in Latvian-issued documents are formed in Latvianized
form, according to Section 19 of the language law. JutaMencenasubmitted a claim
at the Constitutional Court, because after marrying a citizen of the Germany,
Ferdinand Carl Friedrich Mentzen, the Department of Citizenship and Migration
Affairs issued her a passport, spelling her surname Mencena. The Constitutional
Court declared the legitimacy of article 19 of the state language law and declared
that “there shall be set out in a passport or birth certificate, in addition to the name
and surname of the person presented in accordance with the existing norms of the
Latvian language.85

Another similar case is Kuhareca v. Latvia that was rejected by the Constitutional
Court of Latvia in 2001 and later by European Court of Human Rightsin 2004. Again
in this case, the Latvian Constitutional Court had found these provision of the
language law constitutional. The complaints were rejected on the basis Article 11 of
Regulations of the Cabinet of Ministers No 49 on “Latvian Non-citizens’ Passport”
which states that a surname in a passport should be spelt according to the grammar
and orthography of the Latvian language.86

83 Benjamin Smith, “Latvia's language law nears passage”. The Baltic Times Magazine,
2 December 1999, available at: http://www.baltictimes.com/news/articles/1971/ (accessed
March 1, 2013).
84 Morris, President, 548.
85 Case No.2001-04-0103. The English version of the judgment available
athttp://www.satv.tiesa.gov.lv/upload/2001-04-0103E.rtf (accessed March 1, 2013).
86 Latvian Centre for Human Rights and Ethnic Studies, Report on Human Rights in
Latvia 2002, (Latvian Centre for Human Rights and Ethnic Studies, March 2003), 16.

http://www.baltictimes.com/news/articles/1971/
http://www.satv.tiesa.gov.lv/upload/2001-04-0103E.rtf


Emel Elif Tugdar: Europeanization of Minority Protection Policies in Latvia

48

Relatedly, the original Law on Electronic Mediaof Latvia requires that films aired on
any channel to be in Latvian or to have original soundtrack and Latvian subtitles, TV
broadcasts in languages other than Latvian, except news, live events, language
learning broadcasts and retranslated content, must be subtitled in Latvian.87The
same relates to movie theatres, according to Section 17 of State Language Law.
However, in June 2003, the Constitutional Court in Latvia published a decision
abolishing the rule providing that no more than 25% of programming broadcast on
electronic mass media may be in foreign languages. This decision, which cannot be
appealed, has led to an amendment of the Law on Radio and Television. The Court
affirmed that “the restrictions as regards the use of foreign languages envisaged by
the said rule may not be considered as necessary and proportionate in a democratic
society”.88 The Court also stated that it would have been possible to achieve the aim
of integration of society by other means less restrictive of the individual rights of
people.89 Obviously, the aim of the rule has been to increase the influence of the
Latvian language upon the cultural environment in Latvia and to speed up the
integration of the ethnic minorities.

6. Conclusions

On the day that Latvia acceded to the European Union, ethnic Russians organized a
protest against the government. Ethnic Russians in Latvia held a huge rally in
defense of their language rights as the ex-Soviet state Latvia formally joined the EU
along with nine other states.The protests were due to the fact that with the
education law, at least 60% of classes must be taught in Latvian in public schools,
including the ethnic schools. The answer of the President to these protests was to
summarize the process of the Europeanization of minority protection policies in
Latvia until accession. President Vike-Freiberga went on Latvian radio to defend the
language and educationlaw and stated that “laws, in every respect, from every side,
have been examined and found to be compatible with human rights. Europe is not
going to reject us, whether or not our schoolchildren protest in the streets”.90

Language and education have been considered two important factors in state-
building in independent Latvia. The Latvian educational system has, therefore, been
described as the most important driving force of the integration process. National
Program of “The Integration of Society in Latvia” was one of these efforts to
integrate the ethnic Russians into the society. The Russian-speaking community, on

87 According to Article 19 of the Radio and Television Law a broadcaster's foreign
language programs could constitute no more than 30 % of its air time per month.
88 Case No. 2003-02-0106.The English version of the judgment available
atwww.satv.tiesa.gov.lv/upload/2003-02-0106E.rtf(accessed March 3, 2013).
89 Ibid.
90 BBC News, “Protests Mark Latvia’s EU Entry”, 1 May 2004,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/3677383.stm (accessed March 5, 2013).
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the other hand, has been concerned about the increasing limit of the right of
education in the minority language.

The results of this case study of Latvia reveal the significant influence of domestic
factors on the Europeanization of minority protection policies. During the period
between 1998 and 2004, the political sphere in Latvia allowed low level of rule
adoption. Unstable governments and coalitions during this period and restrictions
via the language law prevented a successful Europeanization of minority protection
in Latvia. The European Commission reports between 1998 and 2003 include
warning regarding minority issues that criticize governments. However, the analysis
of the governmental activities relating to minority issues during this time period
shows that the governments of Latvia have not significantly considered these
reports for development in minority issues.

The veto players analysis of the case study also shows significant influence of the
President and the Constitutional Court on the Europeanization of minority policies
in Latvia. Regarding the analysis of the related cases decided by the Constitutional
Court, we see that the legislation and practices were not challenged. There are two
significant casesrelating to minority issues decided by the Constitutional Court
during the period between 1998 and 2004. In its decisions about the Mencenaand
Kuharecacases, the Constitutional Court supports the parliamentary activities about
the minority related legislation.

On the other hand, the President’s activities contradict the governments. During the
time period of this analysis, there are two presidents who served Latvia. To increase
the slow progress of naturalization President Ulmanis supported the MPs from the
ruling Latvian Way party along with a few others against the opposing nationalist
FF/LNNK coalition. Similarly, President Vike-Freiberga who came to office in 1999
returned the language law to parliament for reconsideration as she encountered
external pressures from the European Commission.  She criticized the law for going
against Latvia’s constitution and international commitments.

These evolutions are important in the light of the European
Commission’srecommendations. According to the 2003 monitoring report on
Latvia’s preparationsfor EU membership, Latvia is expected to ensure “sufficient
flexibility”regardingtransition to bilingual education in minority schools.91 This
rather general andunclear provision signifies the European Commission’s reluctance
to take part in the discussions about the Russian minorities in Latvia. The result of

91 European Commission, Comprehensive Monitoring Report on Latvia’s Preparations
for Membership, (European Commission 2003), available at
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/report_2003/pdf/cmr_lv_final.pdf(accessed
March 5, 2013)
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this ignorance brought the accession of Latvia in the European Union in 2004
despite the critics about the minority related issues. These obvious differences
provokeconcerns that the EU is using ‘double standards’ in the field of minority
policies.

Bibliography
BBC News. “Protests Mark Latvia’s EU Entry”, 1 May 2004,

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/3677383.stm (accessed March 5,
2013)

Borzel, Tanja, “Pace-setting, foot-dragging and fence-setting: member states’
responses to Europeanization”,Journal of Common Market Studies 40:2
(2002): 193-214.

Borzel, Tanja and Thomas Risse. “Europeanization: The Domestic Impact of
European Union Politics” in K. E. Jorgensen et al, eds. Handbook of
European Union Politics. London: Sage 2006: 483-504.

_______. “The Transformative Power of Europe: The European Union and the
Diffusion of Ideas”, Working Paper No.1, Kolleg-Forschergruppe, Berlin,
May 2009. Available at:
http://userpage.fuberlin.de/kfgeu/kfgwp/wpseries/WorkingPaperKFG_1.
pdf (accessed February 1, 2013)

Bulmer, Simon and Stephen Padgett. “Policy Transfer in the European Union: An
Institutionalist Perspective”. B.J. Political Science Journal 35 (2004):103–
126.

Bulmer, Simon and Radaelli, Claudio, “The Europeanisation of National Policy” in
ed. Simon Bulmer and Claudio Lequesne, eds. The Member States of the
European Union. Oxford: Oxford University Press 2005: 338-360.

Cowles, M.G, James Caporaso and Thomas Risse. Transforming Europe:
Europeanization and Domestic Change. London: Cornell University Press
2001.

Eglitis, Daina Stukuls. Imagining the Nation: History, Modernity and Revolution in
Latvia. University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State. University Press 2002.

Featherstone, Kevin and Claudio Radaelli, eds. The Politics of Europeanization,
Oxford: Oxford University Press 2003.

Galbreath, David, “The Politics of European Integration and Minority Rights in
Estonia and Latvia,” Perspectives on European Politics and Society 4:1
(2003):35-54.

_______, “European Integration through Democratic Conditionality: Latvia in the
Context of Minority Rights,” Journal of Contemporary European Studies
14:1 (2006): 69-87.

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/3677383.stm
http://userpage.fuberlin.de/kfgeu/kfgwp/wpseries/WorkingPaperKFG_1


CEU Political Science Journal. Vol. 8, No. 1

51

Gallagher, Tom. “Minorities in Central and South-Eastern Europe.” Europa
RegionalSurveys of the World – Central and South-Eastern Europe. London
and New York: Routledge Taylor & Francis Group 2008.

Goetz, Klaus. H. and Simon Hix (eds.) Europeanised Politics? European Integration
and National Political Systems. London: Cass 2001.

Grabbe, Heather. The EU's Transformative Power—Europeanization through
Conditionality in Central and Eastern Europe. Hampshire and New York:
Palgrave Macmillan 2006.

Kelley, Judith Green. Ethnic Politics in Europe: the Power of Norms & Incentives.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004.

Kurzer, Paulette. Markets and Moral Regulation: Cultural Change in the European
Union. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2005.

Lieven, Anatol. “No Russian Spoken Here”. New York Times Magazine 16 July 1999.
Available at: http://www.nytimes.com/1999/07/16/opinion/no-russian-
spoken-here.html?src=pm (accessed February 23, 2013).

McGowan, Lee. “Europeanization unleashed and rebounding: assessing the
modernization of EU cartel policy”, Journal of European Public Policy 12:6
(Dec. 2005): 986-1004.

Mole, Richard. The Baltic States: from Soviet Union to European Union. London:
Rutledge 2008.

Morris, Helen M. “President, Party and Nationality Policy in Latvia, 1991-1999.”
Europe-Asia Studies 56: 4, (2004): 543-569.

Olsen, J. P. “The Many Faces of Europeanization”, Journal of Common Market
Studies 40:5 (2002): 921-952.

Radaelli, Claudio. “Whither Europeanization?: Concept stretching and substantive
change”, European Integration online Papers 4:8. (2000). Available at:
http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2000-008a.htm, (accessed December 10,
2012).

Rechel, Bernd. “What Has Limited the EU’s Impact on Minority Rights in Accession
Countries?”East European Politics & Societies 22: 1 (2008): 171-191.

Reshetar Jr, John S.,The Soviet Polity: Government and Politics in the L'SSR. New
York: Harper & Row 1989.

Sedelmeier, Ulrich."Europeanisation in new member and candidate states". Living
Reviews in European Governance, 6: 1. (2011): 1-41.

Schimmelfennig, Frank and Ulrich Sedelmeier, (eds) The Europeanization of Central
and Eastern Europe. London: Cornell University Press 2005.

Schimmelfennig, Frank. “Entrapped Again: The Way to EU Membership
Negotiations withTurkey”, UCD Dublin European Institute Working Paper
08: 8, July 2008. Available at: http://www.ucd.ie/t4cms/wp_08-
8_schimmelfennig.pdf (accessed January 5, 2013).

Schwellnus, Guido et al. “It Ain’t Over When It’s Over: The Adoption and
Sustainability of Minority Protection Rules in New EU Member States”,
European Integration Online Papers (ELOP), 13:2(2009): 1-28.

http://www.nytimes.com/1999/07/16/opinion/no-russian-
http://eiop.or.at/eiop/texte/2000-008a.htm
http://www.ucd.ie/t4cms/wp_08-


Emel Elif Tugdar: Europeanization of Minority Protection Policies in Latvia

52

Smith, Benjamin “Latvia's language law nears passage”. The Baltic Times Magazine,
2 December 1999. Available at:
http://www.baltictimes.com/news/articles/1971/ (accessed March 1,
2013).

Tsebelis, George. Veto Players: How Political Institutions Work. NY: Princeton
University Press, 2002.

Tsilevich, Boris, "The Development of the Language Legislation in the Baltic States",
International Journal on Multicultural Societies 3:2 (2001): 137-154.

Vachudova, Milada Anna. Europe Undivided: Democracy, Leverage, & Integration
After Communism, Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2005.

Primary Sources:
Case No. 2001-04-0103. The English version of the judgment. Available at:

http://www.satv.tiesa.gov.lv/upload/2001-04-0103E.rtf (accessed March
1, 2013)

Case No. 2003-02-0106. The English version of the judgment can be found at the
official site of Latvijas Republikas Satversmes Tiesa. Available at:
www.satv.tiesa.gov.lv/upload/2003-02-0106E.rtf (accessed March 3,
2013).

European Commission. Annual Progress Report on Latvia. European Commission
1998. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/1998/latv
ia_en.pdf (accessed December 5, 2012).

_______, Annual Progress Report on Latvia. European Commission 1999. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/1999/latv
ia_en.pdf (accessed December 5, 2012).

_______, Annual Progress Report on Latvia. European Commission 2000. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2000/latv
ia_en.pdf (accessed December 5, 2012).

_______, Agenda 2000, For a stronger and wider Union (Vol. I). The Challenge of
Enlargement (Vol. II), COM (97). European Commission2000.

_______, Agenda 2000.Commission Opinion on Latvia’s Application for Membership
of the European Union. European Commission2000.

_______, Annual Progress Report on Latvia. European Commission 2001. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2001/latv
ia_en.pdf (accessed December 5, 2012).

_______, Annual Progress Report on Latvia. European Commission 2002. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2002/latv
ia_en.pdf (accessed December 5, 2012).

_______, Comprehensive Monitoring Report on Latvia’s Preparations for
Membership. European Commission 2003. Available at:
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/report_2003/pdf/cmr_lv_fi
nal.pdf (accessed December 5, 2012).

http://www.baltictimes.com/news/articles/1971/
http://www.satv.tiesa.gov.lv/upload/2001-04-0103E.rtf
www.satv.tiesa.gov.lv/upload/2003-02-0106E.rtf
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/1998/latv
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/1999/latv
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2000/latv
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2001/latv
http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement/archives/pdf/key_documents/2002/latv
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/enlargement/report_2003/pdf/cmr_lv_fi


CEU Political Science Journal. Vol. 8, No. 1

53

_______, Commission Opinion on Latvia’s Application for Membership of the EU,
COM(97). European Commission 2005.

European Election Database. Database online. Available at
www.nsd.uib.no/european_election_database/country/latvia (accessed
February 23, 2013).

Latvian Centre for Human Rights and Ethnic Studies, Report on Human Rights in
Latvia 2002. Latvian Centre for Human Rights and Ethnic Studies, March
2003.

Latvijas Statistika (Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia). Database online. Available
at: http://www.csb.gov.lv (accessed December 15, 2012).

Litvonian Language. Database online. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/languages/euromosaic/lat5_en.htm. (accessed
December 15, 2012.

The official English translation of the Latvian Constitution. Available at:
http://www.saeima.lv/Likumdosana_eng/likumdosana_satversme.html
(accessed December 5, 2012).

www.nsd.uib.no/european_election_database/country/latvia
http://www.csb.gov.lv
http://ec.europa.eu/languages/euromosaic/lat5_en.htm
http://www.saeima.lv/Likumdosana_eng/likumdosana_satversme.html

