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Abstract

Over a very short period conditions for the Russian population in Latvia have
changed dramatically. From being representatives of the majority nationality enjoying a
special status in the Soviet multinational empire, Russians have become a national
minority in a Latvian nation-state. The thesis focuses on the implications of these
changes for the ethnic identity of Russians living in Latvia; the changes are analysed
through the perspective of ethnopolitical developments in the country.

An examination of relevant western and Latvian scholarly literature on ethnicity
and nationality issues provides the theoretical framework within which to discuss the
Russian question in Latvia. Conceptual issues are clarified and various explanations for
the phenomenon of ethnicity are considered. The relationship between ethnicity and the
political sphere is also examined. After this theoretical introduction, the thesis looks at

_Latvia's Russian question in a historical context. The history of the Russian population
in Latvia is examined, with special attention being paid to the role of historians in the
formation of public opinion on historical issues as well as to relevant topics from the
period of Latvian independence in the interwar period. Soviet nationalities policies in
general and in Latvia in particular are then discussed, and the role of the Russian
nationality in the Soviet empire is analysed.

The responsibility for nationalities policies in Latvia was gradually transferred
from the centre in Moscow to Latvia itself. The thesis therefore analyses Latvian
nationalities policies in the period from 1988 to 1993. The main part of the thesis,
however, focuses more directly on the Russian population itself. A major survey
"Russians in Latvia 1992" was conducted by the author in cooperation with Latvian
sociologists, and it is used extensively for the analysis of Russians' perceptions of their
own role in Latvia. Apart from data on the general socio-economic and demographical
characteristics of the Russian population, the survey provides information about
Russians' evaluation of a wide range of issues, including political attitudes, interethnic
relations, links with the historical motherland, Russia, citizenship, language and many
more. The thesis contains an analysis of Russians' organisational structures and
political activities in Latvia, and the experiences and opinions concerning the formation
of a Russian party in the country are also discussed.

The main findings of the thesis are finally put into a theoretical framework.
Both the intensity and content of Russian ethnic identity are here accounted for.
Similarly, the question of the prospects for integration and/or assimilation of the
Russian population is crucial in the final analysis. Also, in line with the ethnopolitical
perspective, the thesis looks at various models of conflict resolution in ethnically
divided societies and assesses their applicability to Latvia.
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INTRODUCTION

Introduction

After the breakup of the Soviet Union the question of the nearly 25 million
Russians living outside the Russian heartland is potentially one of the most explosive
issues facing the new (and restored) post-Soviet states. In all these states except
Armenia, Russians make up more than 5 per cent of the population, and the sudden
change of status of the Russians, from being a majority nationality with a special status
in the Soviet multinational state to that of ethnic minorities in what are normally
implicitly or explicitly defined as nation-states or national states, is likely to have
important implications for regional stability. All the Soviet successor states were in the
process of redefining the concepts of statehood and nationhood, and one of the
challenges of the new governments (including the Russian) in this respect would be
how to deal with the Russian question. The Soviet republics had often been considered
- by the Russians to be just another part-of the Soviet Union and therefore "their" -
national territory.! Were the new states their states as well, or did they "belong" first of
all to the titular nationalities? Moreover, did the Russian government have a right, or
even an obligation, to intervene in internal developments in the Soviet successor states
in order to protect ethnic Russians who, often against their own will, had been isolated
from their historic homeland?

The Russian question was not, however, a question only of high-level politics,
but for each individual Russian it was a question of how to adapt to the new situation in
which they found themselves. Reactions to radical change were different from one
individual to another, and would often depend on former affiliation to the republic or
territory in which they lived. A crucial question was therefore how the ethnic identity of
these Russians would be affected by ethnopolitical change and how this would
influence their cultural and political identification both with their present state of
residence, as well as with their ethnic homeland, Russia.

This question is the main focus of this thesis, and it deals mainly with the
Russian population in Latvia. There are several factors which make Latvia's Russian
population a particularly interesting case to study. Firstly, Russians have a long history
in the region, and even though most of the Russian population moved to Latvia after the
Second World War, a relatively large proportion of Russians living in the country today
have lived, or are descendants of Russians who have lived, in the region for several
generations. Many Russians can still remember living in an independent Latvia, and
others have parents or grandparents with such memories. The heterogeneity of the
Russian population in terms of ethnic identification is therefore likely to be larger than
for Russians in most of the other former Soviet republics, where only a very limited

number of Russians have any pre-Soviet memories.
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Secondly, although the Russian population in Latvia is numerically relatively
small - it makes up less than 4 per cent of the total Russian population in the 'near
abroad' - when seen as a proportion of the total population in Latvia it is very large
indeed. According to the 1989 census Russians in Latvia made up 34 per cent of
Latvia's population, which put Latvia in second place among the Soviet republics in
terms of the proportion of Russians; only in Kazakhstan did Russians make up a larger
proportion (38 per cent). As pointed out above, most of the Russian influx has taken
place in the period after the Second World War: according to the 1935 census only 9
per cent of the population was Russian. Similarly, the share of Latvians fell from 76
per cent in 1935 to 52 per cent in 1989. There can be no doubt that the demographic
situation in Latvia has a strong impact on the way in which the Russian question in the
country is being approached, and the ethnopolitical importance of this question for the
state-(re)building process in Latvia can hardly be overestimated.

- Thirdly, the legal status of most of ‘the Russians in Latvia has-not yet been -
defined. Only a minority of Russians have so far been granted Latvian citizenship, as
they were not citizens, or direct descendants of citizens, of the Latvian Republic in the
interwar period. Most Russians will, however, most probably have a chance in the
future to apply for Latvian citizenship, which they can obtain through a naturalisation
process. Those who are not citizens of Latvia can apply for Russian citizenship, which
they will be granted automatically if they are not citizens, and have not applied for
citizenship, of another state.? The questions of citizenship and of who actually
"belongs" to the state are therefore particularly relevant for the case of Latvia.

As the title of the thesis suggests, the Russian population in Latvia is discussed
through the perspectives of their ethnic identity and ethnopolitical developments in the
country, and the thesis particularly analyses the relationship between the two. The
thesis, thus, makes extensive use of relevant scholarly literature on ethnicity and
ethnopolitical issues, which provides for the theoretical framework. This framework is
outlined in the first chapter of the thesis, where conceptual questions are clarified, the
phenomenon of ethnicity analysed, and the relationship between ethnicity and the
political sphere discussed. Chapter 1 further contains a discussion of relevant Latvian
literature in the field, which contrasts with the western scholarly analysis and shows the
development in dealing with ethnic issues among Latvian scholars in the period from
the early 1980s until the present.

Although the main focus of the thesis is the period from the formation of the
Popular Front of Latvia in October 1988 until the elections to the new Latvian
parliament, the Saeima, in June 1993, some discussion of issues further back in time is
required, as present developments to a large extent are influenced by events in the past.
Thus, Chapter 2 looks at the history of the Russian population in Latvia. This includes
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a discussion of the way in which different historians have interpreted the role of Russia
and Russians in Latvian history, and the subsequent effect on the interpretation of
historical issues on the Russian population itself and their perception of their own role
in Latvian society. Some relevant issues from the period of Latvian independence in the
interwar period are also discussed in this chapter.

The Latvian ethnic scene is in many respects a legacy of Soviet nationality
policies, and the third chapter of the thesis deals with those aspects of these policies
which affected the Russian population in the Soviet Union in generél, and in Latvia in
particular. This leads on to an analysis in Chapter 4 of Latvian ethnopolitics in the
period from 1988 onwards, when political forces in Latvia gradually came to determine
nationality policies in the country: policies which again set the framework within which
Russian residents in Latvia were now confined.

The chapters following deal more exclusively with the Russian population in
. Latvia itself: Chapter 5 presents-and discusses a number of sociological characteristics
of the Russian population which can be important factors in explaining their ethnic
identification. There is then a chapter analysing Russian affiliations with their state of
residence, Latvia, and their ethnic homeland, Russia. Chapter 7 looks at the political
attitudes of the Russian population, particularly in relation to questions such as Latvian
independence and citizenship legislation. The organisational activities of the Russian
population in the indicated period are also reviewed and analysed in a separate chapter.
Chapters 5 to 8 make extensive use of the results of a survey (called "Russians in
Latvia Survey, 1992") which was conducted by this author in cooperation with
sociologists from Latvia in the spring of 1992. Appendix 1 gives some more details of
the survey methodology, while the questionnaire itself is reproduced in Appendix 2.
Other sources of information include Latvian newspapers and journals, as well as
interviews with politicians and other officials, journalists and scholars.

The final chapter puts the findings of the thesis into a theoretical framework as
outlined in Chapter 1. This opens up for a discussion of the applicability of various
models of regulation of interethnic conflict in multiethnic societies for the case of
Latvia. The discussion draws both on particularities of Latvian ethnopolitics and
characteristics of the Russian population living in Latvia which are discussed
throughout the thesis.

[t should be stressed that the thesis deals only with issues which are directly or
indirectly related to ethnicity and/or Latvian ethnopolitical developments. There are,
however, a number of issues which could be said to belong to the latter category, but
unfortunately, due to limitation of space, these cannot be addressed in totality in this
thesis. I have reasoned that it is better to concentrate on some aspects and discuss them

in more detail than to bring in as many relevant aspects of the issue as possible without
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being able to provide a thorough discussion. This is why I do not look in any detail, for
example, at the questions of the reactions in Russia or the West to the ethnopolitical
situation in Latvia. Economic developments in Latvia which can influence the
interethnic climate in the country are referred to but not analysed in full, whilst the
importance of the continuing presence of Russian armed forces in Latvia receives only
minimal attention. Although all these questions might have some influence on ethnic
identification among Russians and, particularly, ethnopolitical developments in Latvia,
I believe that a more thorough discussion of these issues would not have altered any of
the main conclusions of the thesis.

It should be noted that there is no systematic discussion of events that have
taken place in the period after the elections to the Saeima in June 1993. Only some
events after that time are discussed in the text and, where this is thought to be
appropriate, developments after June 1993 are briefly referred to in separate footnotes.

. During my work on this thesis I have benefited from. help.and support; as well
as a variety of perspectives as to how to approach the topic, from a very large number
of people, and I would like to use this opportunity to express my gratitude to all of
them.

First of all I would like to thank my two supervisors, Stephen White and Martin
Dewhirst, for extremely valuable advice and comments on each of the draft versions of
my chapters. Both supervisors have been available whenever I have needed advice and,
considering their tight schedules, I have been delighted by the rapid feedback and
priority given to my work. The supervisors have also had complementary functions: I
received much advice from Stephen White about how to write and structure a Ph. D.
thesis, and his professionalism and great insights in the field have given me confidence
in my work. Martin Dewhirst was indispensable in supplying materials on the topic
from a great variety of sources, and he is also the one who has removed most of the
language mistakes and improved my English.

I would also like to thank former and present students and staff at the Institute
of Soviet (Russian) and East European Studies for their help and support. I apologise
for all the tedious interruptions of the work of my colleagues with questions usually
related to English vocabulary or grammar. Special thanks are due to Rene Beermann for
his hospitality, Kay McWalter for responding to all my practical requests, Tanya Frisby
for her humorous Russian classes, Cathie Mooney for never reprimanding me for the
mess on and around my desk, Margery McMahon for the language corrections to one
of my chapters, Tauno Tiusanen for sharing his Baltic newspapers, and last, but not
least, Ase Berit Grgdeland for giving me the opportunity to express in Norwegian both
the joys and frustrations over my work.

10
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My computer skills have improved during the work on this thesis thanks largely
to Ingrid Grifen, who also spent much time helping me to arrange the survey tables and
in some respects knows this thesis better than I do myself.

My stays in Latvia have naturally had an enormous significance for the way in
which I look upon the Russian question there. Being in Latvia during the January
events in 1991 and the aborted August Coup later the same year has added perspectives
that are of value not only for this thesis. Richard Barug deserves thanks for
encouraging me to go to Riga in the first place, and for letting me use the facilities of
the Ziemelvalstu informdacijas birojs (Nordic Information Office) during my later stays.
His colleagues there have also been very helpful. My teachers of Latvian at the Faculty
of Foreign Languages of the University of Riga not only taught me the beauties of the
Latvian language but they also took a personal interest in their students which I have
never encountered elsewhere. My gratitude goes to all of them, although [ will mention
_only a few.by name:- Valentina Gurtaja, Maija Brede, Ardrejs Veisbergs and Teva
Zauberga. They are certainly not to blame that I still confuse the Latvian participles;
Ieva even gave me private lessons during sightseeing in London.

Andrejs Linkevics at the Latvian Writers' Union was a very good administrator
and adviser during my first stays in Latvia and put me into contact with many useful
and interesting people. He also provided me with materials which I would not have
been able to find elsewhere. The cooperation with the sociologists of Socio: Azii
[vanov, Boris Slavsky and [larion Ivanov, made it possible to carry out the 1992
survey of which I make extensive use in my thesis. [ am very grateful to them and also
to all those who in some way or another were involved in the survey. One of them is
Vladimir Men'shikov at the Pedagogical Institute of Daugavpils, who also contributed
to the success of my two stays in the city. Artirs Kursitis has continuously sent me
Latvian newspapers, which has made it possible for me to keep up to date with events
in the country. Another person who has been extremely helpful in solving practical
problems in Riga, and to whom I am most grateful, is Margarita Javica. Warm thanks
also go to all the other friends I have made in Latvia since I was first there in the
summer of 1989, and who patiently and enthusiastically have discussed the subject of
my thesis with me.

In the middle of my work period I was lucky to have the chance to work for
seven months as research assistant under Graham Smith at the University of
Cambridge. This gave me the opportunity to discuss my topic and work with an area
specialist who has also insights into ethnopolitical theory. My colleague Richard Mole
was also very helpful during my stay in Cambridge, and Jane Wills gave me much
practical advice in the use of SPSS for Macintosh.

11




INTRODUCTION

One of my main sources of inspiration has been Pal Kolstg at the University of
Oslo, who has many interesting publications on subjects related to my thesis. Pal has
also been my main link with Norwegian specialists in my field. Terje Mathiassen and
Brigita Silinga from the same university were very helpful and flexible in making it
possible for me to take the exam in Latvian at the university while at the same time
studying in Glasgow.

There are a number of other people who in different ways should be given
credit for their contributions to the work on this thesis. I will mention some (in
alphabetical order): Yurii Abyzov, Aina Antane, Ilga Apine, Peter Duncan, Barry
Fielder, Rasma Karklins, James G. Kellas, Merethe Kvernrgd, Joseph McCormick,
Miroslav Mitrofanov, Susan Norbom, Vigdis Nygaard, Abigail Regan, Talis
Tisenkopfs, Boris Tsilevich, Oleg Vovk and Kathie Young. There is always the danger
of having overlooked someone, and [ wish to apologise to anyone who does not appear
on this list but who should have been. there. Their contributions have, however; not"
been unnoticed. I would also like to thank my family, and friends who have not been
directly involved with my thesis, for all their support.

I have received financial support from the Foreign Office of the British
Embassy in Norway and from Norsk Forskningsrdd (the Norwegian Research
Council, formerly NAVF). This thesis would hardly have been written without their
generous support, and I am very grateful to both institutions.

Although I have had the privilege of much good help and advice, I accept that I
alone can be held responsible for any errors or shortcomings in this thesis.

Finally, a note on transliteration and spellings. The scheme used by the journal
Europe-Asia Studies has served as a guide-line for transliteration from Russian.
Latvian fonts and characters are usually used for Latvian words. Exceptions are names
that are familiar to English-speaking readers in another form, such as Riga (not Riga).
Instead of transliterating Latvian names when written in Russian, their Latvian form is
adopted when familiar to this author (Krumins, not Krumin'sh). The present official
names are used for the former Soviet republics. For space considerations, when there
are quotations in Russian a translation is usually not provided, as I expect that the thesis
will be read first of all by people with a knowledge of this language; quotations in
Latvian or other languages, however, have been translated into English.

1Brubaker (1994), p. 68.
The text of the Russian law on citizenship was printed in Russkii Put', 12 September 1992, p. 3.



CHAPTER 1

1. Ethnicity and the Nationality Question in Scholarly
Literature

On the 25th of January 1992 Latvian TV invited to a discussion on the subject
"Is there a Russian question in Latvia?". All the programme participants agreed that the
answer to this question had to be positive, but their views differed substantially when
they were asked what should be understood by the "Russian question". One of the
differences was reflected in the interpretation of the term "Russian". Whereas some of
the participants emphasised that they by "Russians" understood the whole "Russian-
speaking population" in Latvia, others were more concerned with issues regarding the
so-called "real Russians"; those who are Russians by nationality.

The example above indicates that when we write about "Russians in Latvia",
people may interpret the term "Russians" differently. One must therefore at the start of
 the thesis clarify who are considered to be Russians. However, the choice should not
be arbitrary, and should be based on the scholarly literature in this field. The aim of this
chapter is to provide the theoretical framework, within which the "Russian question" in
Latvia can be discussed. In the first part of the chapter there will be an examination of
some of the Western literature in the field, with a discussion of relevant terms that are
widely used. The way in which the phenomenon of ethnicity is analysed by different
scholars will be examined, and I will to some extent concentrate on questions related to
ethnic (or national) identity, which is the most important concern of this thesis.
Towards the end of the chapter I shall look at the way in which scholars in Latvia
analyse or have analysed nationality issues. This section will not only contrast with
Western analysis, but will also point to the changes that have taken place in Soviet and
Latvian scholarly literature in the field since the early 1980s.

1.1.  Ethnicity - the Conceptual Framework

Nationality issues are analysed by scholars in a large number of social and other
sciences; by historians, political scientists, sociologists, anthropologists, geographers
and others.! One of the problems concerning nationality issues is that they to a large
extent have developed their own terminology, so that scholars in many cases write
about the same phenomena but use a different vocabulary. In other cases the concepts
being used have different meanings to different scholars, sometimes even within the
same science. In this thesis reference will be made to theories from a number of
different fields, and also from different countries and scientific traditions, and it is
therefore necessary to clarify some of the concepts that are most widely used. I will
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start with concepts related to ethnicity, since ethnic relations and ethnic identity are the
main focus of this thesis.

In a study of 65 works dealing with aspects of ethnicity and of 27 different
definitions of the term ethnicity from dictionaries and theoretical studies, Isajiw
examined its common features.2 He found that the attributes that were most often
mentioned were common ancestry, and the same culture, religion or language. He
suggested that most definitions asserted an ascriptive, involuntary nature of the
phenomenon. The factor of mutual recognition and identification was another recurring
aspect in most definitions.

The number of definitions of the terms related to ethnicity has increased
substantially since Isajiw carried out this study, especially since the mid-1970s, when
research on ethnicity started flourishing.3 One of the most controversial topics in the
area centres on the nature of the criteria that define ethnicity. Both objective and
subjective criteria have been used in defining the term. Those who use objective criteria
-usually define ethnicity 'in"terms of religion, language, race, geographic location, a
common history, culture and the like.# They may include a cultural, territorial or
biological content or a combination of these.> Subjective definitions emphasise the
socio-psychological aspects or the affective ties of ethnicity. Ethnic membership is here
seen mostly as a subjective belief or a presumed identity.6 However, a majority of
scholars now see a combination of subjective and objective criteria as essential for
explaining ethnicity. Burgess, among others, recognised that subjective criteria are of
great importance, but that they need to be based on some objective group realities. She

provides a definition of ethnicity with both subjective and objective variables: Ethnicity
1s

the character, quality, or condition of ethnic group membership,
based on an identity with and/or a consciousness of group
belonging that is differentiated from others by symbolic
"markers" (including, cultural, biological, or territorial), and is
rooted in bonds of a shared past and perceived ethnic interests.”

In works on ethnicity one of the problems has been to come to an agreement on
how to use the term "ethnic group". There has been a tendency that ethnic group and
minority have become synonymous. This has been common among some American
sociologists and political scientists. Thus in the "Dictionary of Modern Sociology"
ethnic group is defined as: "a group with a common cultural tradition and a sense of
identity which exists as a subgroup of a larger society".8 Most scholars do, however,
seem to agree that the ethnic group need not be a subordinate part of a larger society but
may also be the dominant element in a state, or may extend across a number of states.
In this thesis the term "ethnic group" will also be used in this broader sense. Thus,
Russians in Latvia will be regarded as an ethnic group (ethnos) whether they are
representatives of the dominant nationality in the Soviet Union, as was the case until
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recently, or a minority nationality in a Latvian state, which is the reality today. The fact
that no formal distinction is made between the terms being used does not, however,
indicate that I disregard the difference between the two statuses of the Russians in
Latvia, and one of the main aims of the thesis is to analyse what this change has meant
for their ethnic identity.

Brass argues that ethnic groups should be distinguished both from interest
groups and from classes. Ethnic groups, unlike interest groups, are concerned with
cultural matters, symbols and values, and also with issues of self-definition. He states
further, that even though ethnic groups often act as interest groups pressing demands
upon the state, some ethnic groups are completely internal to the community, and there
are also ethnic groups with only potential political significance.® Ethnic groups and
classes are also distinguished in Brass' analysis. The former is seen as a more variable
category since it is defined in relation to "cultural markers, practises or behaviour
patterns and as potentially whole societies".10

" McKay and Léwins have examined some definitional and conceptual problems
surrounding the usage and interrelationships of the terms "ethnicity", "ethnic identity",
and "ethnic group".1l They support the view that the individual and group level of
analysis should be kept separate, because "a high level of ethnic identification does not
necessarily entail group formation and group formation does not necessarily involve a
high level of ethnic identification among all individuals".12 In other words, the
consciousness level of individual group members may vary widely, and the level of
interaction between the members does not necessarily reflect the level of ethnic identity
in the group.

McKay and Lewins argue that "ethnic group" should be distinguished from
"ethnic category". They criticise the frequent usage of "ethnic group" to include
individuals who share certain "objective" characteristics such as religion, race, or
national origin or some combination of these, without having a sense of belonging to
the ethnic group or much interaction with their fellow ethnics. Only individuals who do
regularly interact with fellow ethnics should, according to McKay and Lewins be
regarded as belonging to an "ethnic group". On the other hand, individuals with certain
common demographic characteristics but without this interaction belong to an "ethnic
category".

McKay and Lewins also make a distinction between "ethnic awareness" and
"ethnic consciousness". Ethnic awareness exists when an individual is aware that he or
she possesses certain ethnic éharacteristics but where these characteristics are no more
relevant to him or her than the other social characteristics which make up the individual.
Ethnic consciousness exists when the ethnic characteristics assume considerable
importance, and a "we" versus "them" mentality exists in relation to other ethnic

groups. Thus, "ethnic consciousness" is more intense than "ethnic awareness".
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The typology developed by McKay and Lewins, based on the discussion
above, has two dimensions; ethnic structuration and ethnic identity. The first dimension
is divided into ethnic groups and ethnic categories whereas the other dimension is
divided into ethnic awareness and ethnic consciousness. By dichotomising the two
dimensions an individual can fall into four different categories, as shown in Figure 1.1.

Figure 1.1: Ethnic Identification and Structuration

Type of structuration
Ethnic category Ethnic group
(Low) (High)
Ethnic awareness ()] aIn
(Low) Minimal cell ' Moderate cell
Typeof . .
identification
Ethnic
consciousness (1) av)
(High) Marginal cell Maximum cell

Source: Martinelli (1986), p. 198; McKay and Lewins (1978), p. 423.

De Vos and Romanucci-Ross criticised the model of McKay and Lewins
because they found it to be too rigid.13 They claimed that the degree of ethnic identity is
on a continuum informed by a high degree of complexity, and cannot be categorised
into two groups. Phyllis Martinelli tested a number of ancestry Italian Americans in an
attempt to determine if the types delineated in McKay and Lewins model could be
distinguished.14 Her study did not fully confirm the McKay and Lewins typology,
since only three of the four groups were distinguishable. Martinelly argued, however,
that there are some differences between those who belong to an . ethnic category and
an ethnic group and between "those whose identity is strongly rooted in their ethnicity
and those for whom an ethnic identity is only one of several strands that constitute the
self".15 . ‘

In this thesis I shall attempt to identify the level of ethnic stratification and ethnic
identity among Russians living in Latvia. The degree to which there is a sense of
belonging to a Russian ethnic group will be analysed, and the importance to Russians
of ethnic characteristics will be examined. However, the variables that could be used to
classify Russians into the four different groups according to the McKay and Lewins
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model would, in my view, be too arbitrary to make such a classification justifiable. As
long as one is aware of the different levels of ethnic stratification and identity, I also see
no reason for the strong division between ethnic groups and categories, and between
ethnic consciousness and awareness, at least for the purposes of this thesis.

In a large number of studies on nationality questions, and particularly in the
study of nationalism, scholars have attempted to provide accurate definitions of the
terms "nation" and "nationality". There must here be a brief comment on the ambiguous
meanings of these terms, since some of the literature has relevance for this thesis.

"Nation" has often been used as a synonym for a state or its inhabitants, and
"nationality" has been used to indicate citizenship. Although this usage has been
criticised by a large number of scholars in the field of nationality questions, the
distinction between state and nation is not always clear.16

One of the most prominent scholars in the field of nationalism, A. Smith has
defined nation as "a named human population sharing an historic territory, common
myths an historical memories, a mass, public culture, a common economy and common
legal rights and duties for all members."17 According to this definition, Russians in
Russia constitute a nation, but Russians in Latvia lack features such as a common
economy with the required mobility for members as well as the same legal rights and
duties as Russians living in Russia. They can therefore not be considered part of a
Russian nation.

Smith has developed his definition of nation from two components in line with
Meinecke's distinction between the Staatsnation and the Kulturnation . The first
component is what Smith calls the Western concept of a nation based on historic
territory, legal-political community, legal-political equality of the members, and
common civic culture and ideology.18 The second component is a non-Western and
ethnic conception of the nation, the distinguishing feature of which being its emphasis
on a community of birth and native culture. According to this second concept an
individual remains a member of one's national community whether he stays in the
community or emigrates to another. As one can see, Russians in Latvia would fit into
this ethnic conception of a nation.19

It must be mentioned that there are scholars who define nation in more strictly
socio-cultural terms than Smith does, and who use the concept in a way in which
Russians in Latvia would easily fit in.29 In Russian and also in Latvian language the
terms nation (natsiya/ ziczz3 and nationality (natsional'nost'/ tavtiba(nacionalitite)) do
not have the connotation of having something to with the state that the terms often do in
English. Soviet scholars have, however, had similar difficulties in defining the terms as
their Western counterparts have, and they have for example not agreed on the question
of whether a group of people living apart from the ethnic group to which they belong
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can be regarded part of this nation2! The relationship between the words natsiya and
natsional'nost' is described in the English version of the Great Soviet Encyclopedia:

The term natsional'nost' which signifies a common ethnicity, is
only one of the factors contributing to a nation or to nationhood.
Thus, natsional'nost' is a narrower concept than "nation". The
distinction between the two concepts helps explain why a group
of people who are of the natsional'nost' of a particular nation but
who do not live on its territory are not members of that nation.22

Some of the concepts and terms used by scholars when writing about
nationality issues have now been discussed. There will also be some more conceptual
discussions when I will deal with Latvian scholarly works on nationality issues
towards the end of this chapter. I have defined the concept "ethnic group", and argued
that Russians in Latvia belong to such an ethnic group, but I still have not fulfilled the
task which was set out in the beginning of the chapter; to define who should be
considered Russians in Latvia. Some scholars, among them De Vos and Romanucci-

- Ross, argue that, strictly used, "nationality" is indistinguishable from "ethnic group".23
There will, however, in this thesis be a slight difference in the usage of the two
concepts. "Nationality" will be used as an operalisation of the term "ethnic group", but
due to certain considerations the two concepts do not completely overlap one another:

If one in line with the majority of contemporary Western scholars in the field
argues that ethnic groups can only be self-defined, one must consider as belonging to
the Russian ethnic group all those who regard themselves as Russians. However, there
are some complications concerning how to proceed from this to an operative definition,
for example how to choose respondents for our survey. In the Soviet Union the rule
was that when children got their passports at the age of 16, their official nationality was
always indicated. This nationality was automatically the same as the nationality of the
parents. Only children of mixed marriages could choose their nationality, but it had to
be the nationality of one of the parents.24

The censuses and our survey do not ask for the official nationality when people
are asked to report their nationality. Still, there will be people who expect that when
they are asked about their nationality, they should report the official one. For a majority
of people one would expect that the official nationality and the self-defined one would
be the same, but this is not necessarily always the case, and I will give three examples
to illustrate this. First, there are people in Latvia who regard Russian as their mother
tongue, interact in a Russian environment and have a sense of belonging to a Russian
culture, but whose parents are of another nationality. Such people will often report this
other nationality to the census-takers, but would, if asked about national identity,
regard themselves as Russians.25 Second, it is not possible not to report any
nationality, which means that people without any ethnic awareness are forced into a
nationality category. Third, there is no category for Soviet nationality, since Soviet
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nationality has never been recognised as a nationality on its own. There is, however,
reason to believe that for a considerable number of individuals in Latvia there was (and
for some still is) a Soviet identity which was stronger than the identity of belonging to
any of the nationalities. In Yugoslavia there was another approach to this question,
because people had the option to report a Yugoslav nationality to the census-takers.26

In the first example above there are people who, according to our definitions,
should be regarded as belonging to the ethnic group of Russians, but who are not
regarded as Russians in the censuses or our survey.2” This may be a weakness, but it
would be technically difficult to include these people in our survey, since it is partly
based on information from the census of 1989, and it is impossible to identify, based
on this census, who should be regarded as Russians among those who are reported to
belong to other nationalities (and similarly who among those reported as Russians
should not be considered as such). The second and third examples include people who,
stnctly based on the deflmtlons above, should not be regarded as Russians . However,

these are groups that are of partlcular interest for our thesis, in that they are con51dered

in censuses as Russians but have no or a very low degree of ethnic identity. One would
therefore lose interesting information if they were not included in our survey, and they
were included in the census anyway. Even though these groups do not fit into the
definition which was given of ethnic group, they will be considered as belonging to the
Russian nationality. With the considerations above in mind, I will for this thesis define
nationalities as administratively recognised ethnic groups, and Russians will be
regarded as those who report Russian as their nationality to the census-takers and in the
questionnaires for our survey.

There could be good arguments for writing about the "Russian-speaking
population" instead of Russians, and many scholars analyse ethnic relations in Latvia
by dividing the population into Latvians and non-Latvians. However, since this thesis
is very much concerned with questions related to ethnic identity, there are certain issues
where we are interested in the Russian ethnic group as such, for example their relations
to what is regarded their historic homeland, Russia, and also questions connected with
being the largest nationality in a Soviet multinational state and seen as an "elder brother”
for the other nationalities. A large part of the thesis will deal with questions that concern
other nationalities in Latvia to the same extent as they concern Russians, at least from
the point of view of these nationalities. When dealing with organisations such as
Interfront and the Communist Party, it is not always easy to establish on basis of the
surname whether a statement comes from a Russian, or for example a Belarusian or a
Jew. From the context it should, however, be clear if it is important to keep to the
definition of Russian in a stricter sense, and I do not believe that these inconsistencies
will cause any further problems in the thesis.
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1.2. Ethnicity - the Phenomenon

The phenomenon of ethnicity has by many people been regarded as paradoxical.
The "liberal expectancy", a term introduced by M. Gordon, has been based on the idea
that urbanisation would promote assimilation, and modern technology would lead to a
convergence of economic and social systems.?8 The implication was an expected trend
towards the world consisting of a relatively small number of homogeneous nation-
states. The liberal expectancy has its parallel in the "radical expectancy", typically
identified with Marxism and Marxist scholars. Marxists have regarded class as the
relevant unit of analysis, and class is usually seen as having a much greater influence
on the development of political and social systems than ethnic factors. The affective ties
of ethnic groups were by most Marxists expected to disappéar as class consciousness
-would unite individuals regardless of their ethnic background-

Despite predictions of the eradication of ethnicity in the modern age, there is
empirical evidence suggesting that ethnicity has become more and more important, at
least up to date. The number and intensity of ethnic conflicts have increased, and
ethnicity has to some extent become a legitimate principle of political organisation.2? In
the following section the question of how ethnic identity and a sense of ethnic solidarity
comes into being will first be examined. Further, I will look at the relations between
ethnicity and the political sphere, and particularly attention will be paid to questions
centring around ethnicity in states having a multinational character.

There have traditionally been two differing approaches to explaining ethnicity.
The first, called the primordial approach, takes the view that ethnicity is something
primordial and ascriptive and suggests a link between ethnicity and kinship.30 The
strong affectional links among people having common ancestry are emphasised, and
ethnicity is seen as "areal and tangible quality with a real and tangible existence on its
own".31 Some scholars, among them Van den Berghe, give a biological and genetic
explanation for the existence of these primordial attachments.32

The other approach, called the circumstantial, or the situational, recognises that
an individual may have dual, or multiple, identities, and that the importance that an
ethnic group member assigns his or her own ethnicity can change over time.33
Researchers have found through empirical research that although people sharing ethnic
identities usually hold to a myth of common descent, this myth is often of low
biological validity.34 Circumstantionalists see ethnicity as a rational group response to
social pressures and a basis for group action, especially when none other exists.35

Patterson, for example, argues that ethnicity is a chosen form of identification and that
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"ethnic loyalties reflect, and are maintained by, the underlying socio-economic interests
of group members".36

There are certain problems connected with the two approaches. Both sides have
argued that the other side is restricted as to the range of ethnic behaviour it can explain:
The primordial approach can, it is said, explain the persistence of ethnic identity over
time, but is less able to explain why the intensity of ethnic identity can change and
fluctuate and also be distributed differently within a group. The circumstantial
approach, on the other hand, can explain the reason for fluctuation of ethnicity over
time, but tends to ignore the affective significance of ethnic ties.37

Richmond has argued that the notion of ancestral links should not be abandoned
all together.38 However, he suggests that ancestral links may be putative (attributed)
rather than determined by actual genetic connections or acquired during early
socialisation. Since ethnic group membership and identity are strongly related to
culture, and cultures are in a constant state of flux, so will also membership and identity

' charigé and fluctuate over tiiné, sometimes become more iﬁclhsivé, af ofhér t.im'es'miore.
exclusive. He argues that the difficulty in reconciling the primordial and the
circumstantial approaches has been caused by a too simplistic and unitary view of
culture.

G. M. Scott Jr. claims that the two approaches are not mutually exclusive, and
that ethnic attachments can be both primordial and circumstantial at the same time. He
offers a synthetic model based on the oppositional approach originated by Edvard
Spicer.39 According to this approach opposition is required for an ethnic group to have
a strong identity and sense of solidarity. Ethnic groups can survive over longer periods
living in relative isolation, but without their identity being challenged, it will likely be
taken for granted to the point that is is considerably weakened.40

Primordial sentiments are, according to Scott, "tied to the circumstances under
which they are aroused or maintained", and his argument is that this most often occurs
"when the members of an ethnic group face opposition from another group on the basis
of their ethnic distinctiveness".41 When Spicer used his opposition approach to explain
only persistent identity systems, Scott argues that opposition' also can explain
fluctuating ethnicity. Such fluctuating ethnicity along with fluctuating primordial
sentiments are seen as results of the circumstance of fluctuating opposition.42

This thesis is concerned with the degree of ethnic consciousness and ethnic
group solidarity among Russians living in Latvia. I support the view that ethnic
boundaries and identities are situationally defined43, since there is strong evidence
indicating this, but do not disregard the affective ties of ethnicity. One hypothesis in
this thesis is that a sense of group consciousness exists at least among a majority of the
Russians in Latvia, and that the intensity of this consciousness has increased over the

last few years. In line with Scott's model, one could explain an increase in intensity
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level of Russian ethnic identity as a consequence of an opposition to manifestations of a
higher intensity of Latvian ethnic conciousness.

However, one would need to investigate thoroughly before such conclusions
can be made. Many scholars emphasise that ethnic identity should be seen as only one
out of many identities making up an individual.44 It is not unlikely that opposition to
Latvian ethnic mobilisation could have the effect among Russians that other forms of
group solidarity would intensify, for example internationalist and Soviet sentiments.
Apart from analysing the intensity of ethnic identity, I shall in this thesis also look at
alternative forms of identity formation among Russians in Latvia. One should not
exclude the possibility that the intensity of two or more forms of identity can increase
simultaneously, which for example could result in people feeling more "Russian" and
more "Soviet" at the same time. I believe that identity formation among Russians in
Latvia can not be fully understood without analysing particularities with the Soviet
regime and Soviet nationality policy, which will be examined in further detail in the

- next chiapter. °

The next focus of examination is the relationship between ethnicity and the
political sphere. The traditional way of dealing with ethnic politics, was to see politics
as a dependent variable, and the political sphere as acting in relation to already existing
ethnic divisions.45 Some scholars have challenged this approach. Cynthia H. Enloe,
for example, considers it a rather passive notion of politics which implies that political
actors have the limited task of managing the ethnic conflicts in a society.4é She refers to
empirical evidence suggesting that politics in itself can be an autonomous force which
can create the sense of ethnic belonging of the individuals, and she also believes that
politics can delineate social divisions between ethnic communities.47

A number of scholars have analysed the relationship between a multinational
state and its ethnic minorities, a subject which also has relevance for our thesis. One
could maybe argue that Russians in Latvia should not be treated as a typical ethnic
minority. They are in many respects in a special situation since their ethnic group
constitutes a majority in another adjacent state. Since such ethnic groups can often
count on support from their ethnic homeland, their demands to the authorities would be
expected to carry extra weight.

Thomas Hylland Eriksen explicitly refers to the case of the Russians in Latvia
when he analyses the relations between a nation-state and their ethnic minorities.4® He
is aware of that the Russians in Latvia have some peculiarities that it shares with a few
other ethnic groups, but he does not see their situation as principally different from that
of other ethnic minorities. I support Eriksen in this view, and will throughout the thesis
consider Russians in Latvia a minority group. By minority a strictly numerical
definition is employed, and the concept does here not have any connotations to position
in the social structure.4®
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Eriksen describes three major strategies which can be employed by the nation-
state to deal with their ethnic minorities, not taking into account genocides, deportations
of whole populations or removal of existing borders.50 These are all strategies that will
affect the ethnic sentiments of the group affected. The first strategy is to assimilate the
ethnic minority. This strategy is characterised by an attempt to reduce or preferably
destroy the ethnic identity of the minority group by force or by the use of other means.
The aim is to replace this identity with the identity of the majority nationality of the
state. Assimilation can take place through language policies, education, mass media etc.

A second strategy is characterised by dominance, or in some cases forced
segregation. In this case the state does not attempt to assimilate the minority groups but
at the same time deprives them of the political rights of the dominant group.5! The third
strategy is for the state to distant itself from a nationalistic ideology either by
establishing a federative state characterised by regional self-government or by
advocating a multi-cultural ideology for the state, where citizenship is not connected

*with a particular éthnic identity. S

Eriksen also points to the paradox that a nation-state can be accused of injustice
both if it promotes equality as well as if it promotes difference between the ethnic
groups:

If the state emphasises that all citizens should have the same
duties and rights it could lead to the minorities getting the
impression that the distinctive characters of their culture is not
being respected and that they are discriminated against and
disqualified because of their culture.[...] But if the state rather
emphasises the right to cultural differences on their territory,
members of minorities would feel that they are discriminated
against out of opposite reasons.52

The implication of a policy where all ethnic groups have the right to preserve their
cultura] distinctiveness can sometimes be that large segments of the population are
deprived of taking part in the competition for resources. :

I will give one example to illustrate Eriksen's point. In Latvia there have always
been separate Russian and Latvian schools. If Latvian authorities were now to abolish
the division between Latvian and Russian schools, it could make Russians complain
about their situation being worsened, since it would be more difficult for the Russians
to preserve their cultural distinctiveness. If, on the other hand, Russians were
encouraged to go to Russian schools, with less emphasis on Latvian language and
culture, and at the same time fluency of Latvian were a prerequisite for getting a higher
position in Latvian society, such policy would also meet strong opposition from
Russians.

Eriksen is quite clear in his preference for the third strategy referred to above.
He gives evidence of the destructive potential of combining ethnic identity with the
formidable power represented by the modern state.53 There are also other scholars
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arguing the case that a state consisting of many nationalities should be based on cultural
pluralism and political accommodation. Lijphart has provided a model for how a state
can cope with problems of extreme "cultural pluralism".54 In the final chapter of the
thesis we shall look closer at his model of "consociational democracy" and see how
applicable it is to the situation in Latvia. "Majoritarian democracy" and "ethnic
democracy" are alternative models which also will be discussed in the final chapter.

The position of Russians in Latvian ethnic stratification will depend on the
characteristics of the group itself and also its actual place in the stratification system. A
traditional way of classifying ethnic groups has been to distinguish between
subordinate and superordinate ethnic groups. Some scholars noted the analytical
difference between a politically superordinate group being in majority or minority in a
society, between economic and political domination, and also of different degrees of
interaction within and among the ethnic groups in the respective societies. We will now
look at some models where these and other factors have been integrated.

"Motyl uses the term "ethnic power" to describe the "combination of resources
that position a given group in the ethnic hierarchy or region".55 He is aware that
ethnicity unlike class carries no connotation of power per se, but he argues that ethnic
groups can still possess certain characteristics of a nonethnic nature, and that these
characteristics give the groups involved different amounts of resources. The power of
the ethnic group is therefore related to, but not identical with class power.

The author further argues that ethnic groups can be compared along several
power dimensions, and he suggests the following; demographic size, social
development, communications capacity, and organisational capacity. One should
emphasise that Motyl here operates on the group level of analysis, and that the position
of the individual is not necessarily reflected by the position of the group as a whole.

Based on an operalisation of the different dimensions, Motyl classifies the
ethnic groups into three different types; the hegemonic group, which is dominant in all
or nearly all categories; the dominant group, dominating in a majority of categories; and
the balanced group, possessing approximately the same degree of ethnic power as the
other groups in the society involved.

Rothschild compares three models according to which a society may stratify
their ethnic groups.56 The first model is characterised by a categorical correspondence
of ethnic superordination and subordination in all spheres of a society; political, social,
economic, and cultural. There are structural and, when required, coercing sanctions
enforcing the hierarchical arrangements. The second model is one of parallel ethnic
segmentation which implies that "each ethnic community is internally stratified by
socio-economic criteria and each has a political elite to represent its interests vis-4-vis
the the corresponding elites of the other ethnic segments". In the third model, the cross-
patterned reticulated, ethnic groups and social classes "cross-populate” each other. One
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can find members of an ethnic group within each economic class and sector of society,
but it is likely that there is some overrepresentation and underrepresentation of ethnic
groups within the different economic classes and in the political leadership.

Both the vertical-hierarchical and the parallel-segmental model are regarded as
ideal-schemes that do not exist in pure form in real life. By being more realistic,
Rothschild considers the reticulate model to be the superior of the three to analyse
developed multiethnic societies. The most important is that it allows for and even
expects "diagonal, asymmetrical, and (..) changing cross-correlations between ethnicity
(...) and class, status and power distributions (...)."57 Rothschild emphasises that
"even though the third model facilitates transactions across ethnic boundaries", the
model does not "assume (...) ethnic assimilation or even a high level of mutual
ethnocultural sympathy".58 At the contrary, the interethnic relations may well be more
competitive in this than the two other models, since people from different ethnic groups
have access to the same rewards, but the actual or perceived discrepancies in the
possibilities of gaining these rewards may cause ethnic conflict.

As we see, one can not analyse ethnic relations in Latvia by simply establishing
which group is superordinate and which group is subordinate. Motyl's model points to
the importance of taking into account more than one dimension when analysing the
relative position of different ethnic groups in a society. However, for our thesis it is
also important to look at stratification within an ethnic group, and Rothschild's model
provides a tool by which one can analyse the correlations both between and within
ethnic groups.

Lieberson brings in another aspect of ethnic relations which is useful for our
thesis, and that is the distinction between ethnic groups that are territorially based on the
one hand and extraterritorial and dispersed groups on the other.>® He particularly looks
at differences between societies where a migrant population dominates an indigenous
population and societies where there is subordination of a migrant population by an
indigenous (racial or) ethnic group. Whereas the indigenous population will usually
have an established and stable organisation prior to the arrival of the migrants, migrants
are as a rule required to make some institutional adaptions in view of the presence of the
indigenous population. As a contrast "when the migrant population is superior in terms
of technology (particularly weapons) and also more tightly organised than the
indigenous group, the necessary conditions for maintaining the migrants' political and
economic institutions are usually imposed on the indigenous population".69

Francis makes a similar analytical point when he distinguishes between primary
and secondary ethnic groups.6! Primary ethnic groups are national minorities which
became minorities in the course of territorial annexation, whereas secondary ethnic
groups are a result of large-scale migration. This is an essential difference since the

primary ethnic group usually will continue to represent comprehensive subsocieties that
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are capable of satisfying all social needs of their members whereas secondary ethnic
groups are able to do so only in a limited way. The latter group is therefore more
receptive to influence from the closest majority nation, whereas primary groups tend to
be more concerned with retaining their ethnic identity.

As we argued above, it is not always easy to establish which ethnic group is
superordinate and which is subordinate in a society, and the distinction made by
Lieberson does not facilitate this task. I do, however, find it useful to look at the
position of the migrant group in Latvia over time, both in political, economic,
demographic and socio-cultural terms. In this connection it is again necessary to
analyse the particularities of the Soviet state which in many respects is different from
other empires in that it was not only based on "conquest, dynastic accumulation and
economic aggrandisement but also on a distinctive ideology of Marxist
internationalism".62 Also, even though Russians in Latvia have many of the
characteristics of a secondary ethnic group, Russians in Latvia cannot be classified as

"immigrants in the usual understanding of the term, and it is not possible fully to
appreciate the special status of the Russian population in Latvia and the rest of the

Soviet empire without familiarity with Soviet nationalities policies (to be discussed in
Chapter 3).

1.3. Latvian Scholars on Ethnic Issues

The following section deals with scholarly works on ethnic issues published in
Latvia since the early 1980s. I shall concentrate on five works which have been
published in Latvia during that period; two of them were written in the early 1980s, the
third is based on articles published in the spring of 1988, the fourth was published in
1990, while the last is a political science text-book published in 1993. There are several
reasons why such a literature survey is included in this thesis. It will, hopefully, clarify
how different concepts and phendmena in the field have been interpreted by scholars in
Latvia, and can shed light on differences between Latvian and Western scholars.
Further, the survey will show the development which has taken place in the field over a
relatively short time period, which also reflects the changes in other spheres of Latvian
society. An interesting observation is that although there are radical differences between
the five works, some scholars are involved in two, three and even four of them, either
as contributors or on the editorial board. It should be noted that in Latvia most works
on nationality issues have combined a theoretical and a practical approach, and although
this chapter is mostly concerned with theoretical aspects, there will also be reference to
some of the practical illustrations when they related to major concerns in this thesis.
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The first work to be examined is a dictionary from 1981 published by the
Latvian Academy of Sciences, which had the aim of analysing concepts, phenomena
and processes in the field of nationality relations.63 Although the dictionary is
published in Latvian, the counterparts to the Latvian concepts in Russian are always
referred to, and the dictionary is based on Soviet research in the field. The authors see it
as one of their aims to clarify if there are any diverging views among socialist scholars
in the area, and to indicate their own position in such cases. There is very limited
reference to Western works in the book except, of course, the works of Marx and
Engels. When the authors discuss more controversial issues, they usually argue that
their position is the one which is most in line with the works of the so-called "classical
Marxists", including the works of Lenin.

The dictionary gives one concept which is meant to include all different forms
of ethnic group formations; the socio-ethnic community ( socii/etaiska Xopiba /
sotsial'noetnicheskaya obshchnost'). This concept, the authors argue, points to the
dialectical unity bétween socialeconomic and ethnic factors underlying the existence of
all ethnic communities. Socialeconomic factors are seen as the basis for all social
phenomena and processes (including ethnic) and are regarded both stronger and more
dynamic than ethnic factors. As ethnic factors are mentioned language, ethnic territory,
culture, way of living, traditions and national psychology.

One form of socio-ethnic community is the nation ( zicgz/ natsiya / The nation
is defined as a stable, historically developed form of human community which is
organised on the basis of common economic life, territory and language, combined
with certain cultural and psychological traits. This definition is more or less identical
with a definition provided by Stalin in 1913.64 Concepts of nationhood used by most
Western scholars have often been critisised in Soviet literature for being "idealistic"
since they, in the scholars' view, reject or do not fully appreciate the role of objective
factors as essential features of a nation. In the debate in the journal Voprosy Istorii on
the conceptual and methnodological framework for the field of nationality questions,
which was referred to in a note in the preceding section, some scholars criticised the
part of Stalin's definition of nationhood concerning a common "psychological make-
up" as a constituent part, and claimed that national self-consciousness is not a
permanent feature of nationhood that applies in the post-revolutionary setting.65 Other
scholars paid more attention to the social function of the nation, and treated nations as
"integral socio-ethnic organisms".66

The Latvian dictionary is in line with the majority of Soviet scholars in that
objective factors dominate in the definition of nationhood. The nation is not seen by the
authors as a biological or racial community, but as a product of the historic
development of society. Nations are not an eternal form of human community but a
historically temporary phenomenon, and therefore linked with the- stage of social
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development. They are seen as the most widespread forms of ethnic communities in the
stages of capitalism and socialism. Since the mode of production underlies the structure
of the nation there are also differences between capitalist and socialist nations, and the
latter are characterised by socialist, friendly relations between the classes and social
strata.

The authors claim that ethnic factors do not immediately disappear under
socialism, but that such factors develop on a different basis and acquire a qualitatively
new content. The question about at which stage national factors finally will disappear,
if ever, was for a long time one of the most controversial questions in Soviet scholarly
debates on the nationality issue.57 In the Latvian dictionary the authors argue that even
though the eradication of nations will not take place in the near future, national factors
will inevitably lose their meaning in the long run.

National identity ( zacionili 4pzips/ natsional'noe soznanie) is explained in the
dictionary as a part of the general social identity and seen as an important social reality.
National identity includes national feelings, national psychology, national self-identity,
and national ideology. The authors argue that if one does not fully appreciate the
existence of a national identity it can influence negatively attempts of strengthening the
unity of the people, and thereby reduce the efficiency of international up-bringing. They
also claim that anti-communists try to ascribe national identity to nationalism and
chauvinism, and consider it a task for progressive forces to achieve a state in which
proletarian internationalists ideas take root in the identity of working people of all
nationalities.

While the Latvian dictionary illustrates the theoretical framework within which
Soviet scholars on nationality issues to a large extent operated, the next book I will
refer to gives an example of how this theory was applied when explaining actual
phenomena in this sphere. One year after the publication of the dictionary the Institute
of Scientific Communism of the University of Latvia published a collection of articles
where the emphasis was put on defending the nationality policy of the CPSU against
alleged falsifications by the Western "bourgeoisie".68 Z. N. Mironova analyses works
of contemporary sovietologists and claims that contemporary sovietology is
characterised by such distortions as to oppose the phenomena of patriotism and
internationalism.6? She criticises the tendency of sovietologists to ignore the
significance of patriotism and national factors in the works of Marx and Engels. The
aim of such sovietologists is, according to Mironova, to bring the reader to believe that
Soviet patriotism is not at all related to the phenomenon as it was interpreted by Marx
and Engels. In Mironova's view, sovietologists deliberately confuse patriotism and
nationalism, and ignore the class approach to patriotism which was the basis for the
classical marxist-leninists in their analyses of the subject.
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Mironova argues that in accordance with real patriotism, the Soviet country is
the motherland (rodina) of the Soviet people. Soviet patriotism includes both pride of
one's own nation and loyalty to the "progressive forces" of that nation. Still, the basis
for a socialist fatherland (otechestvo) is, in Mironova's view, the state structure. Thus
the common pride of the Soviet man is regarded deeper and broader than the natural

national feelings of the different peoples (narodov) making up the Soviet country:

OHO BOGpasio B cebe Bce Jyullee, YTO CO3JaHO TPYIOM,
OTBaro, TBOPYECKHUM I'€HHEM MHUJIJIHOHOB H MHJIJIHOHOB
COBETCKHUX JIIOZEH.

As common features of Soviet people of all nations and nationalities, Mironova
points out Soviet patriotism, love of the socialist rodina (motherland), loyalty to the
Party, collectivism, a communist attitude to work [sic!] and "irreconcilability towards
any kind of deviation from the communist morality". This is all seen as the basis for the
new human community: the "Soviet people".”0 A

The Latvian republic is subject to particular attention in Mironova's analysis.
She refers to statistics indicating that a majority of the Latvian population knows
Russian, and argues that this does not imply that Latvian language is withering away,
since almost all Latvians report Latvian to be their mother tongue. Mironova points to
the larger increase in the number of newspapers and journals in the republic published
in Latvian compared to Russian, which in the author's view is evidence of a high level
of national identity among Latvians. The increasing level of knowledge of Russian
should, argues Mironova, rather be seen as a favourable phenomenon, which facilitates
international communication and make Latvians familiar with achievements in socialist
and world culture and science, and not be interpreted as an artificial imposing of
Russian language.”!

In the same work M. Krimina writes about the phenomenon of nationalism,
and analyses the reasons for the survivals of this phenomenon in Soviet society.
Nationalism, in Krimina's view, stems from capitalist ownership over the means of
production, where the exploiting classes breed hatred and mistrust among different
nationalities in order to distract attention from the real injustice in society.’2 In a society
of developed socialism, like Soviet society, the social and economic basis for
nationalism is, according to Krumina, eliminated. She claims that the friendship
between all the nationalities in the multinational Soviet fatherland (dzimtene) grows
stronger and stronger, and she also refers to the formation of a new human community,
the Soviet people.

However, Krumina admits that even in the Soviet Union there are people who
on certain occasions maintain nationalist or chauvinist views, positions and
traditions.”3> What, then are the reasons for the continued existence of such

nationalism? Krumina criticises scholars who see the survival of nationalism as a
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consequence of the lack of congruence between the principles of nationalism and the
way society actually is organised. Such theories are, in Krumina's view, both incorrect
and extreme. Similarly, she does not agree with scholars who explain the phenomenon
in terms of subjective factors, for example that human consciousness lags behind social
realities. Although she agrees that there can be conservative elements in the human
character, she believes that the survival of nationalism are nevertheless to be explained
by objective factors.

Krumina pays much attention to forces struggling against socialism, and she
believes that the pernicious propaganda of bourgeois ideology is an important factor in
explaining why nationalism has not disappeared. Bourgeois nationalists, according to
Krumina, try to find "weak points" among the socialist countries with the aim of
weakening the unity of the working people. The survival of nationalism can also partly
be explained as a consequence of insufficient education in internationalism and "the
spirit of friendship between the peoples". However, despite these admitted
‘manifestations of nationalism and chauvinism in the Soviet Union, Krﬁmma is
optimistic about the prospects for further rapprochement between the Soviet
nationalities. In this connection she appreciates the "unselfish" help of the Russian
people.74

The next work to be examined is a collection of articles on nationality policy
collected from the journal Kommunist Latvii in the spring of 1988.75 In this book it is
acknowledged that there are indeed negative aspects concerning the relations between
different nationalities in the Soviet Union, and the authors admit that most works on
nationality questions have been based on the mistaken assumption of an absence of
problems in the area. It is further stated that perestroika exposed these problems and
also provided the necessary conditions for solving them.76

However, when it comes to the question of how to solve the problems, there
are no really radical suggestions in the work. There should, according to the editors, be
found a balance between the interests of the multinational union state and every
national-state formation. Most of the authors in the book also claim that Leninist
principles for nationality policies should be restored in all respects. Nationality
problems should, it is argued, be solved peacefully without causing any damage to the
"unitary Soviet people". Such problems can only find their solution through a
harmonisation of national and international interests and by renewing socialism. It is
further seen as possible by means of education and self-education to develop the
qualities of both a healthy national identity and international maturity. The editors thus
seek consolidation and unity between all Soviet nations and peoples - in the present and
for the future.

I. Apine is concerned with historical questions as a source of identity for Soviet
people and believes that the concealments, distortions and falsifications of historic
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events that have taken place since the 1930s have contributed to distrust of history as a
scientific discipline. In her article Apine analyses the democratic traditions of the
different nationalities in Latvia.?7 Her main research is concentrated on the activities of
the communists and social-democrats in the period of Latvian independence or, in
Apine's words, "bourgeois Latvia".

Foreigners do often mistakenly, according to Apine, seem to believe that the
internationalism of communists has no national aspects. She argues that working
people do have natural national feelings, but that these feelings go together with the
programme of liberation from the national yoke and national inequalities. On this
background she argues that one must acknowledge the existence of a national identity:

llpousiu Te BpeMeHa Koria OAHO JIHUIb YINOMHHAHHE

IOHSITHS <«HAIHOHAJbHOE CAMOCO3HAHHE» BH3HBAJIO

[OAO3PHTEBHOE OTHOIIEHHE H OOGIMECTBOBEAH YXOJHJIH

OT aHaJiM3a BIOJIHE PEaJIbHHX SIBJIEHHH HallHOHAJIbHOHR

*XH3HH, HOabbn He HpPOCHAHTbL JIOABMH C
. HAI[HOHAJIMCTHUYECKHMH 3aBAPEHHSIMH. .

This national identity can, according to Apine, be used in the interests of socialist
society.

As one aspect of national identity Apine points to a people's awareness of its
history. National identity can in many cases act as the historic consciousness, or as the
social memory of a people. With reference to other scholars, Apine claims that changes
have taken place lately in the formation of national identity (presumably the Soviet
Union). The increasing level of education of the population and higher qualifications
among workers causes an increased interest in own and other peoples' history. Apine
argues that the more historically educated a people is, the higher the level of its
international maturity.

These considerations make Apine suggests some practical measures to increase
the knowledge of historic questions among the population in Latvia. She does not
support the idea that education in Latvian schools should be absolutely identical for
Russian and Latvian children. Latvian youth has, for example, to be "armed" with
knowledge about the "treacherous anti-national position of the Latvian bourgeoisie".
Similarly, Apine describes a lack of knowledge about Latvian history among Russian-
speaking youth in the republic. One example is the widespread belief that Latvia had no
industry before 1940. Russian youth should also, in Apine's view, be told more about
the participation of Latvian workers and communists in the October Revolution and the
struggle against the German fascists during the Second World War. The most important
in this respect, according to Apine, is to improve the quality of historical research.

In 1988 many scholars still considered one of the main duties of the Party to
"strengthen the friendship between the peoples and to perfect national relations".
Jelgava second party secretary A. KirSe argues that bombastic internationalist slogans
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do not always reflect reality, and her article deals with ways of solving problems of
internationalist upbringing.7® Her aim is to "create immunity against nationalist
psychology and bourgeois nationalist propaganda".80 One of the aspects of
internationalist upbringing which is stressed by the author is the free development of
the national language combined with an increased influence of Russian as an important
means of international communication. Kirfe believes that lack of knowledge of
languages could cause outbursts of national conflicts. She argues that knowledge of
Russian is not only an advantage as a means of communication in a multinational
environment, but it also opens up access to all sorts of scientific and political
information, and the possibility of getting acquainted with the culture of other Soviet
nationalities as well as world culture. The author also argues that Russian-speakers
should learn Latvian, and she complains about the lack of qualified teachers of Latvian
in Russian schools. As an example of how to improve this education KirSe mentions
for example that more excursions to places related with révolutionary activities and
.military glory should be organised.. A

The next work to be examined here is a collection of papers presented to a
conference under the title "Democratisation and National Rights" arranged by the
Latvian Academy of Sciences in Riga in 1990.81 The papers centred around
terminological discussions, the relation between the "rights of the nation" and "human
rights" as well as questions directly concerning nationality issues in Latvia.

Broliss' paper brings up conceptual, methodological and juridical questions in
the field of nationality processes.82 He operates with a terminology which to a large
extent corresponds with the terminology of the dictionary of 1981 in which Broliss also
was involved. However, instead of using the concept of socio-ethnic community,
BroliSs operates with ethnosocial communities (e/zosoctilas £opibas)and thereby pays
more attention to the ethnic aspects of the concept. Broliss further defines two concepts
which were also referred to in the dictionary: national groups ( zacron:ilas grupss and
extraterritorial national groups (eksteritorsilas nactionilas gripas)and explains the
differences between these concépts. Ethnosocial communities, which can be both
nations (zicffas)and ethnic groups (Zzuibas) are historically relatively stable,
unalterable and densely concentrated. These communities have, according to Broliss,
different qualities depending on their level of development, but BroliSs does not explain
which features are necessary for an ethnosocial community to be called a nation.
Although many national groups have existed for relatively long time periods, they are
characterised by having been cut off from coethnics or being in diaspora. Such national
groups are living in an environment where there is one other nationality which is
dominant and/or there are many different nationalities living on a certain territory, and

they are therefore subject to pressure for assimilation or merger with the other
' nationalities. Extraterritorial national groups usually consist of people from one

32



CHAPTER 1

nationality who for a time have come to live and/or to work in a state dominated by
other nationalities, people who for example have emigrated or been deported.

Broliss argues that the term ethnosocial community should be distinguished
from the term nationality (zzcronzlitite) since the latter is most often used to describe
the belonging of an individual or a group to an ethnos. He also emphasises the danger
of misusing the concept, since in international law nationality is used in the meaning of
belonging to a state or of citizenship.

Although not all nations have been recognised as nationally sovereign, every
nation has, according to Broliss, the right to self-determination through the formation of
independent statehood or through voluntary participation in a union with other nations
of a federative or confederative kind. Broliss seems to imply that all ethnosocial
communities have the same right, although he sees it as practically impossible to fulfil
this right for all ethnic groups. In Broliss' interpretation of international law, national
groups cannot claim any right to territorial autonomy, even though they in some
occasions are granted the right to political autonomy over a specific district. The right to
cultural national autonomy on a non-territorial basis is, however, universal.

Broliss admits that it can be difficult to define on a practical level the ethnosocial
communities and national groups that live on a certain territory. Nevertheless, he gives
his own view of the national compostition of Latvia: there is only one nation living in
Latvia, and that is the Latvians. As ethnic group Broli$s lists the Livs, the Jews and the
Gypsies. There is also a large number of national groups living in Latvia: Russians,
Ukrainians, Poles, Germans, Lithuanians, Estonians, Crimean Tatars and others.
Extraterritorial national groups are people of Vietnamese, Polish, Angolian, Cuban and
other nationalities who work and study in Latvia in accordance with the laws of the
government.

Nationalism is in the Soviet tradition seen as an appaling evil, but in a paper
elaborating on the phenomenon by Ausma Medne the concept is given a much more
positive content.83 Medne argues that common origin, language, culture and territory
are facts that characterise peoples and nations, and that nationalism is a positive,
emotional reaction to these facts, as expressed in love for, loyalty and the feeling of
belonging to one's people, and, metaphorically, as communal bonds. However,
nationalism is not seen as an ultimately positive force, and Medne recommends a
distinction between aggressive and peace-seeking nationalism, claiming that the Latvian
people pursue the latter. In an excursion through the history of the phenomenon of
nationalism Medne stresses the importance of Herder's theories in the field, and in her
view these theories are the most useful as a basis for the modern peace seeking
nationalism.

Medne positively evaluates the heritage of Herder, especially his ideas of
cultural nationalism, the great role he gave to language for the existence of a people, the
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notions of an organic unity of the people, and also his attitude to the individual which
should not be subordinated to the people as a whole.

Thus, Medne does not see nationalism as a temporary, but rather as a viable,
persistent and popular phenomenon, which is not going to disappear as a consequence
of rapid scientific and technological development. She holds that it is not possible
artificially to create nations, but instead of using the example of the Soviet Union, she
refers to events in Europe after the First World War and the case of Yugoslavia.

Medne uses a methodology proposed by Karl Deutsch to test the stability of a
nation by looking at its endurance in coping with national catastrophies, national defeats
and deep economic crises. The test confirms, in the author's view, the stability and the
cultural viability of the Latvian people, and this stability is seen as a most important
prerequisite for the right of a people to independent national statehood.

A topic which has been widely discussed in scholarly, and also popular,
debates in Latvia in the field of nationality questions, is the relationship between human

‘rights and the rights of a nation. Medne also briefly deals with this question in her
paper. Since language, according to Medne, is a necessary means to every individual
for development of their abilities, human rights are not a sufficient guarantee for the
individual. There must also be guarantees for the protection of the language, culture and
way of living. This protection is best guaranteed through independent statehood. Not
only the individual, but also every people is, as Medne sees it, unique. If a people is
not disturbed in its development, this is a guarantee both for the well-being of the
people itself, but will also be reflected through the contribution of the people to the
community of peoples.

Another scholar who deals with the relationship between human rights and the
rights of the nation is Vorontsov.84 He argues that the categories of the individual and
the nation have their own specific characteristics with corresponding rights, and that it
would be incorrect to subordinate one of them under the other. In his paper Vorontsov
lists some international declarations from the United Nations where these rights are
formulated. His interpretation of these declarations is that human rights and their
guarantees are a basis for any democratic society. However, as he sees it, in some
concrete historical situations these rights can be restricted for the sake of the
preservation of the integrity of the nation. The rights of the nation are among others the
right to own territory, culture and language as well as the possibility for economic
activities.

In a situation where, due to for example migration processes, a considerable
part of the population lives outside of their national homeland there arises the conflict,
described by Vorontsov, between the aspirations of some nations to preserve their
identity, also through legal actions, and the rights of every individual who can be

restricted as a result of such actions. Vorontsov argues that laws aimed at protection of
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the nation, such as the introduction of official language, restriction of migration and the
right of voting should be seen as emergency measures, without which humanity could
lose one of their most important elements: nations and peoples.

While one does not have to go back further than the late 1980s to be able to
identify an official Soviet approach to ethnic issues, an approach to which very few
scholars took the risk of not adhering, in Latvia today there is a much more open debate
on such issues and substantial disagreements are being expressed among specialists in
the field. Still, some views are more commonly held than others and, more importantly,
the state needs to be able to interpret concepts and phenomena related to ethnic issues as
a basis for its nationalities policies. In Chapter 4 we shall look at Latvian nationalities
policies as expressed in legislation and its implementation, and we shall see that
legislators make use of local research on ethnic issues. Even though one cannot talk
about an official approach to these issues today, we shall now examine a political
science textbook publlshed in Ri ga in 1993 Wthh shows what Latvian students are
taught about these subjects 85 This textbook should therefore give a representative
picture of the position held by a majority of Latvian researchers in this field in the post-
Soviet period.

The textbook does not depart greatly from the conceptual framework which was
outlined in the dictionary which was examined above from the early 1980s and refined
by BroliSs in 1990. One of the authors of the textbook, Ilga Apine, acknowledges the
different traditions in the use of concepts in the field, and admits that the Latvian usage
is in line with an East European tradition where the cultural aspects of a nation are
emphasised. The differences between the adjectives "ethnic" and "national" are also
explained in the book:

"Ethnic" involves only language, culture and self-identity, while

"national" includes a socio-economic component.86
Apine presents a definition of various types of "ethnic communities" (ethnoses). A
"nation" is defined as a people living in its historical motherland (Ukrainians in
Ukraine, Latvians in Latvia, etc.). An ethnic group (erzis&d grupa) is a small
community living in an ethnically alien environment, and the textbook author mentions
as examples Estonians in Abkhazia and Livs in Latvia.87 Moreover, an "ethnographic
group" or a "subethnos" is defined as a part of a nation with a distinctive mode of life
(for example in terms of language), such as Latvia's Latgalians. Finally, a national
group or national minority is an ethnic community which belongs to an ethnos, the
majority of which lives outside its "appropriate” state formation (such as Russians,
Belarusians, Ukrainians, Jews, Estonians, etc., in Latvia).88 The conclusion the author
comes to is that among the 108 ethnoses represented in Latvia, there is only one nation:
the Latvian.
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This conceptual framework is referred to again when Apine attempts to stipulate
the rights of various ethnic communities. Ethnic communities have, according to the
author, rights that are different from the rights of the individual, and for the nation they
are linked to the preservation of a national identity, language, culture, environment and
territory. While the nation has the right to self-determination, including the right to form
an independent state, other ethnic and national groups have the right to national cultural
autonomy (see Chapters 2 and 4 of this thesis). Independent statehood is, according to
Apine, not a goal in itself, but only an independent national state will give the nation the
guarantee that its rights are being observed.

Apine asks the important question of what should be done if a nation wants
independent statehood, while the national groups living in the historical territory of this
nation are against such independence. Similarly, what should be done if the Latvian
nation, through legislation, changes its language policies so that the Latvian language is

_ pyoqlai_mgd ;hg state language, to be used in all spheres of society, at the same time as
many Russians, whether out of conviction or indifference, argue that this is not
democratic? The author asks if this could not be seen as a conflict between the rights of
a nation and human rights.

An answer is not explicitly given to these questions, however. The author
acknowledges that there can be conflicting interests between ethnic communities, and it
is up to the political scientists and politicians to find solutions to these problems and in
a democratic manner to seek an agreement on each occasion about what should be given
priority. Implicitly, however, the answer seems to be clear to the author in the case of
the Russians in Latvia. After some reflections on the Russification which took place in
Latvia after the Soviet annexation, and on the need to improve the situation for the
Latvian nation, the author states:

If a person in his/her historical fatherland loses the opportunity
to use his/her mother tongue, then this is not only a violation of
the rights of a nation, but also of the human rights of the
individual. [...] It must further be emphasised that the loss of a
people or a language, however small they may be, is a loss for
the whole of humanity.8°

It is now time to sum up the main findings from this survey of Latvian
scholarly literature on ethnic issues. Let us first look at the development which has
taken place in terms of the range of topics open to discussion. The first two works
which were examined were written at a time when debates in the Soviet Union in this
field were very restricted. Although scholars were allowed to express diverging views
on certain issues, there were clear rules as to what could and what could not be written.
These two works can be regarded as clearly representative of the Soviet views at the
time. The main differences among Soviet scholars centred around the questions of the

importance of an ethnic identity and whether or not ethnic differences would disappear
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in the future. In Latvia one could find representatives of different views on these
questions. It is noteworthy, however, that the 1981 dictionary, despite its emphasis on
proletarian internationalism, acknowledges national differences and makes it quite clear
that national identity is a social reality. This, and the fact that the ultimate goal of merger
(sliyanie) is played down, can be seen as a message to the indigenous population,
assuring them that there is no threat to their national existence.

Reference to contemporary Western scholars, however, is minimal in these two
works, and when Western works are referred to, it is mainly to point to their erroneous
(and dangerous) analysis. The strong attacks on Western scholars leave no doubt
against whom the "ideological struggle", used in the title of the second book, was to be
directed.

By 1988, however, a certain development had taken place in Latvian scholarly
literature in the field. Even though the articles examined here are not as outspoken as

_some other articles that were published in the Latvian unofficial press at the time, they
illustrate that substantial changes had taken place since the early 1980s, and they also
give an indication of how the Latvian Communist Party was trying to accommodate the
pressure in society for real change. Since many positive references are given to the
activities in the nationality sphere of the Soviet Communist Party, the work can also be
seen as an example of a Latvian Communist Party manifesto at a time when the Party
still seemed to believe that it could guide national sentiments in a desired direction. It is
noteworthy that in this book such concepts as "the Soviet people", "international
upbringing" and "bourgeois nationalism" have not yet been abandoned, and Leninist
principles for solving the nationality question are acclaimed by most of the authors.
Against this background it seems plausible to suggest that a majority of the Latvian
scholars who specialised in the field of ethnic issues were adapting to the changes
taking place rather than actively contributing to them.

Substantial changes in scholarly analysis were, however, soon to come, and by
1990 Latvian writings on ethnic issues had gone through a metamorphosis.
Characteristic of the 1990 collection of papers is first of all the complete absence of
references to Marxist-Leninist writings and to Communist Party policies. Even though
many of the scholars have not completely abandoned traditional Soviet terminology, the
concepts that are used in these papers have acquired a new content. Moreover, the
range of topics open to analysis has been broadened significantly, and there do not
seem to be any formal limits as to what can be written. For example, Medne's
discussion of nationalism and her evaluation of Herder would have been unheard of
just a few years earlier.

There are also, however, certain common features in the works by Latvian
scholars on ethnic issues which we have examined. The first is the conceptual
framework, where Latvian scholars as a rule hold to the cultural interpretation of
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nationhood. A nation is hardly ever used as a synonym for the state. In this respect
Latvian scholars are more consistent than scholars in the west, who have not been able
to agree upon a common definition of nationhood. There is, however, the problem that
when Latvian scholars interpret international documents containing, for example,
guide-lines for the rights of the nation, they tend to see the nation as a cultural unit and
not, as is often the case in international legislation, as a state formation. This is, for
example, one of the problems with Vorontsov's analysis focusing on the rights of a
nation. In the textbook published in 1993 the differénces between the Western and
Eastern concepts of a nation have been acknowledged, but there is no sign that Latvian
scholars are about to abandon their well-established terminology which serves as a
basis for much of Latvian analysis of ethnic issues and is used, inter alia., in Latvian
ethnic minority legislation.

Latvian scholarly literature in this field also tends to be adjusted to the
ethnopolitical situation in Latvia (sometimes the former Soviet Union) at the time of
~pu~bli~cai:io.n. Exé.niplés are uéua'.ll)} derived from the Latvian ethnic scene and the works
often aim at providing a scholarly "scientific" analysis of current problems. As such,
scholarly literature serves a practical purpose. One advantage of this approach is the
usefulness of the analysis for decision-makers and legislators, who are provided with a
theoretical foundation for their decisions. It is also common to meet references from
scholarly literature in the public debate on ethnic issues. However, there are also certain
disadvantages. Scholarly analysis in Latvia can sometimes become somewhat detached
from general trends in works on ethnicity, and scholars often select topics which are
useful for the political points they are trying to make, while contradictory or
complementary research has a tendency to be overlooked. Let me give one example:
Latvian scholars arguing the case for Latvian independent statehood and basing their
argument on the assumption that all nations should have the right to independent
statehood tend to ignore the problem of which of the many peoples in the world, many
of whom live in what they regard as their historical fatherland and have all the features
of a nation, should have the right to self-determination, including independent
statehood.

The Russian population in most of the contemporary (post-Soviet) Latvian
scholarly literature is treated as a "national group” or "national minority" with the
cultural rights of such ethnic communities. Scholars have not on the whole adopted the
view which is quite commonly held in some political circles in Latvia that only those
non-Latvians who lived in Latvia before 1940 and their direct descendants should be
regarded as ethnic minorities and thus be entitled to the corresponding rights. However,
itis clear from the literature that it is the Latvian nation, ethnic Latvians, who have the
ultimate claim to Latvian nationhood and are seen as the subjects in the nation-building
process.
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2. Russians in Latvia: Historical Perspectives

2.1. Introduction

Since this thesis deals mainly with relatively recent developments, space
constraints do not permit a very detailed account of the history of Latvia or of the
Russian population living there.! However, recent developments are not unaffected by
events in the past, and past events tend to influence current perceptions. Some
reflections on the historical background of the Russian population in Latvia is therefore
regarded as crucial in order to understand Russians' reactions to the many changes that
have taken place in Latvia over the past few years. It is true that only a minority of the
Russians living in Latvia today have families which have lived in Latvia for more than a
few generations. However, the Russian presence over many centuries in what‘today is
Latvia and the long influence of Russia in the region still have important implications
‘for Russians' sense Of affiliation to the térritory.

Instead of providing a conventional chronological survey of the history of the
Russian population in Latvia, I have chosen a somewhat different approach. The
chapter may appear somewhat unbalanced, as some issues receive much more attention
than issues that perhaps would seem to be of much greater importance for the situation
of Russians living in Latvia today. Let me therefore explain the reasoning behind the
selection of topics for discussion in this chapter.

Firstly, one of the main aims of the chapter is to give some general background
information about the Russian population in Latvia from a historical perspective. Since
there are already a number of accounts of Latvian history in English which also
consider ethnic issues, this chapter will deal in more depth with issues that have been
discussed less thoroughly in English-language sources. This is why I shall not look
here at a number of important issues, such as for example the background to the secret
protocol of the Molotov-Ribbentrop treaty. Also, the period from the Second World
War up to the Latvian atmoda (reawakening) which got underway in the late 1980s will
not be analysed in this chapter, as the most important aspects of this period will be
discussed in Chapter 3 in the sections about Soviet nationality policies in Latvia. The
first and second sections of this chapter deal with the period before Latvia gained
independence after World War I, while the third section looks at specific issues from
the independence period.

Secondly, I want to show in this chapter how historians writing about Latvia
have differed (and still differ) in terms of the significance they assign to the Russian
influence in the region. This means that I will pay considerable attention to issues
which have been subject to conflicting interpretations; some of these issues still
continue to be controversial. These issues will be discussed most thoroughly in the first
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section of the chapter. This section also implicitly problematises the links between what
historians write about Russian influence in Latvia in ancient times and the messages
they want to put forward about the justification for the presence of Russians in Latvia
today.

Thirdly, although the period of Latvian independence lasted only 20 years, it is
perhaps the period in Latvian history which is most often referred to in political debates
in Latvia today. Experiences from the independence period have been brought up by
different groups in Latvia, by some to point to the good treatment of non-Latvians in
that period, by others to indicate that Latvian independence is a threat to ethnic
minorities. The relevance of this period for the present process of nation-building in
Latvia should not be underestimated. In the third section of this chapter I shall look at
the experience of granting national cultural autonomy to the ethnic minorities, since this
model has often been referred to by Latvian authorities as a model to follow today. I
shall also brlefly look at polltlcal act1v1tles and organisational life among Russians
Adurmg this perlod Although the situation in Latvia is not the same as it was 70 years
ago, and Russians living in Latvia today have very different socio-economic
characteristics from those of the Russians living in Latvia at that time, such a discussion
at least gives an illustration of how Russians in Latvia in the past adapted themselves to
independent Latvian statehood.

Fourthly, since history plays a crucial role in forming and maintaining ethnic
identities, I shall discuss in the final section of the chapter how Russians themselves
living in Latvia today interpret historical issues and assess their own role in Latvian
society in a historical perspective. This section will be based on materials from the
"Russians in Latvia" survey of 1992. It must also be emphasised that while Latvians,
because of the still living memory of the independence period, have had a greater
variety of historical interpretations to choose from, most Russians have usually been
presented only with official Soviet historical accounts. Moreover, it was never in the
interests of the majority of Russians in Latvia to question the Soviet interpretation of
Latvian history, since in Soviet historiography the Russian presence in the republic was
not only justified, but Russians were given a very prominent role. Today there is a
variety of sources from which to be informed about historical facts, but in the same
way as changing one's ethnic identity tends to be a slow process, the same can be said
about adapting oneself to a completely different understanding of history. This is likely
to be particularly true of the Russians in Latvia who have little to gain from the
rewriting of history which has taken place over recent years.
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2.2. The Origins of the Russian Presence in Latvia

A historical question which has not been uncontroversial is whether Balts and
Slavs have common origins. Some historians, both from Russia, Latvia and the West,
have argued that the Balts and the Slavs originate from one separate people, which later
ramified into Baltic and Slavic tribes.2 The authors of a three-volume work on Latvian
history by the Academy of Sciences in Latvia, published in 1952, produce evidence of
the alleged common origins of the Baltic and Slavic peoples.3 Others find such a theory
to be incorrect, and base their argument on, among others, linguistic differences
between the Balts and the Slavs.4 Without attempting to evaluate the correctness of the
different positions here, we shall soon see that debates which discuss Slavic origins in
the Baltic area are still very topical in Latvian newspapers and other mass media.

There is similarly some controversy over the question of the degree of Russian
influence in Latvia in the time before German expansion into the area. One Russian
‘historian writing in the-period of Latvian independence, V. Preobrazhenskii, claims that
there were close contacts and good relations between Russians and Latvians at that
time.5 He argues that the two peoples influenced each other strongly, both culturally
and linguistically, and provides a long list of words common to the Latvian and
Russian languages. Preobrazhenskii also gives examples from Latvian folklore to show
the positive attitudes of Latvians towards Russians. He concludes that:

(...) Yy JnaTHilei K PYCCKHM COXpaHHJINCb YYBCTBa
OJIM30CTH W CHMIIATHH, YEro HeJjib3sl ckKa3aTb 00 HX

OTHOIIEHHH K 3aMODCKHM II[T)I’IIIIC.J’II)].Ia.M-I'leMHaM.6

Some of the same arguments can be found in official Soviet historical accounts,
although they tend to have a more vulgarised form and typically stress what they
describe as the age-old friendship between the 'great' Russian and the Latvian peoples.
In the work of the Academy of Sciences referred to above, 'bourgeois nationalists' are
criticised for 'hiding the old cultural links and deep roots of age-old friendship'
between the Russians and the Latvians and for contradicting the 'historical truth' by
emphasising the 'Western orientation' of the local culture.”? Both linguistic and
archeological findings are used to prove these close cultural links.

According to the authors of this work, Latvians and Russians were united in the
struggle against foreign aggression:

[IpeBHE/ATHIICKHE IIJIEMEHa B OJHHOUKE HE MOIJIH 6l
YCHEWHO CONMPOTHBIATBLCS PAacCIIHPEHHI0 ITOH AATCKO-
WBEACKOH arpecCHH, €CJH OB 3a HX CMHHOH HE CTosjla

Moryyasi KHeBckasi PyCcb - caMoe KpynHOE rocyaapcTBo B
EBpone.8

And:
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BMecTte ¢ 6OalTHACKMMH HAapOAHOCTSIMH NPOTHB
(heo1aIbHO-KaTOJTHYECKOH arpeccHn 6OpOJICS BEJIMKHH
PYCCKHH Hapo[, KOTOPOMY INpHHAZJIEXUT pelanliasi poJb
B IPHOCTAHOBJICHHH JaJIbHEHWEro MPOABHXEHHSI Ha
BOCTOK pa3boHHHUbHX 6aHa KpecToHocLeB.?

The political links with Old Rus' are therefore seen as an important factor for
the "progressive development" of the old Latvian tribes.10

A later revised work from 1971 by the same institution does not differ
substantially from the work referred to above.!l This work also highlights the
enormous Russian cultural influence on Latvian culture. The political links between Old
Rus' and the old Latvian tribes are strongly emphasised, and the authors argue that for
a period Old Rus' dominated most parts of Latvian territory politically, and also that
Zemgalians and Kurs paid tributes to the princes of Old Rus'.12 Since the eastern Slavs
are seen to have been more developed than the Latvians economically, politically and
culturally, they are considered by the authors to have had a great progressive influence
“on the non-Slav nationalities.!3 - oo
Latvian émigré historians give a picture of the period up to the 13th century that

differs considerably from the official Soviet historical accounts. Alfred Bilmanis argues
that the Slavs have no more claim to original settlement of the Baltic lands than do the
Germans or the Finns.!4 According to Bilmanis, the Slavs of Novgorod managed to
establish a spearhead in the originally Latvian fortress of Pleskava (Pskov), but that
was the farthest penetration of the Slavs into originally Latvian territory at that time.15
He claims that there is a 'natural geographical border' containing a system of lakes,
nvers, swamps and marshes between the territories of the Latvians and the Slavs,

which has continued into modern times.16
Instead of praising any friendship between the Latvians and the Russians,
Bilmanis refers to a large number of fortified castles in Latvia that formed a planned
defense system directed against the eastern Slavs.l7 Both Russians and slavicised
Vikings attacked Latvian settlements, but without much success. Another émigré
Latvian, Arnolds Spekke, acknowledges that the Russian principalities of Polotsk,
Novgorod and Pskov exercised considerable pressure on the Latvians from the 10th to
the 11th century. However, he limits this pressure to only the eastern parts of Latvia
and territories along the Daugava river.18 According to Spekke there are comparatively
few Latvian words borrowed from Russian.!® Spekke also points to the absence of
Russian relics found in excavations on Latvian territory, even in areas that have often
been thought to have been dominated by Russians.20
A. Klive uses a stronger vocabulary in his argumentation that Latvia de facto
has been dependent on Russia only for a short time:2!
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....Latvians [, Lithuanians and Estonians] have lived on the
Baltic shores for thousands of years. ....... None of them has
anything in common with the Russians.22

He emphasises the chequered relations with the Slavs:

In order to safeguard external independence Latvia [and Estonia]
for centuries fought a number of bloody wars against the
aggressive expansion of Slavism.23

Klive also argues against the view that the Latvians and the Russians were
united in the struggle against foreign aggression:

Not desiring to ask for Russian assistance, the heroic fighters
surrendered to the [German] invaders' superiority in 1290.24

His contempt for the Russians is expressed infer alia in the following passage:

These people [the Great Russians] were not interested in
cultivating their land, but instead started imperialistic wars and
searched for new territories outside their borders.25

. The .question of .the degree of. Slavic. influence in the Baltic area is still
controversial and is occasionally discussed in the Latvian media. In an article in the
Interfront newspaper Edinstvo, A.Fomenko argues that contemporary Russians are
no less rooted in this area than are contemporary Latvians, Estonians and Lithuanians:

Hamu npesku cjaBsiHE XHJIM 3J€Chb KOorJa HH O Kakom
NpPHOPHTETE KOPEHHOH HAaLHH H IIOMHHY He O6BblIO:
CJIABSTHCKHE KH513bsT H NJIEMEHHbIE BOXIH UYZH H JIHBH O
TaKUX BHICOKHX MAaTEPHSIX HE pacCyXJas.26

[ will also refer more extensively to a debate in the local Daugavpils newspaper
Dinaburg, because it illustrates the main views on the issue and also shows how
debates about history are used in the present political struggle. The debate started with
an article written by a candidate of history, V. Vasilev.27 He argued that Slavic tribes,
the ancestors of the Russians, lived on the coast of the Baltic Sea long before this sea
was called the Baltic in the 11th century. Their golden age was, according to Vasilev,
approximately 1000 years B. C., and after that they were gradually pressed to the east
and south by German tribes. Later, in the 11th and 12th centuries, the direct ancestors
of the Russians came back to the Baltic area, when Slavic tribes settled amongst the
eastern Baltic and Finno-Ugric tribes. The relations between the Slavs and these tribes
had, according to Vasilev, a peaceful character. There were no wars between the tribes,
which is explained by a number of factors, the most important being the vastness of the
territory and the low density of the population. Vasilev further points to the close
association between Balts and Slavs in terms of language, religion and way of living.

In the second half of the Sth century Russian statehood was established and
this, combined with the later adoption of Christianity, favoured the development of
culture and the economy. Russians were therefore, Vasilev argues,
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(...) Ha GoJiee BHICOKOM YPOBHE Pa3BHTHS IO OTHOIUIEHHIO K
NPHOAITHIACKHM IIJIEMEHAM, IPEOHBABIINM B SI3HUECTBE.

Vasilev writes that a large-scale movement from Old Rus' towards the Baltic
coast took place at this time and that the Baltic area thus came under influence of
Russian princes. The Russians were also, according to Vasilev, the first to make the
Balts familiar with Christianity and with written language, although

(...) HACHJIHO B XpPHCTHAHCKYIO BEpPY He oOpalllaJiv.

Doctor of History R. Denisova has many critical remarks to make on Vasilev's
article.2® Her main proposition is that the origins of Russian settlement in Latvia are to
be found in the period of Peter the Great. She argues that Vasilev, without any basis in
serious research, is trying to disinform readers who are not familiar with ancient Baltic
history.

She starts by examining Vasilev's argument that the ancestors of the Russians
lived near the Baltic Sea in ancient times, and claims that this is erroneous. The group

of péo;l)le- in qﬁeétidn spoke an Old-European and not a Slavonic language, and their
territory never reached the shores of the Baltic Sea, according to Denisova. She also
criticises Vasilev's claims that the first Russian state appeared in the eastern part of the
Baltic area, and argues that the first Russian state was Kievan Rus'. Denisova finds
other inaccuracies in the article, but her main objection to Vasilev is that

(...) B (...) «<KpaTKOM 3KCKypc€» B HCTOPHI0O OCTaJIHCb
HE3aMEUEHHBIMH KOPEHHbIE XXHUTEJH banTuH. OHH 3J€Ch Kak
66l OTCYTCTBYIOT. HM oOTBeZleHa pOJib CTOPOHHHX
HaOmoaarteniel. Ho Benb, banTHsi - KOpEHHasl TEPPHTOPHS
JIATHIIEH, JIMTOBLIEB H 3CTOHIIEB.

In Denisova's view, Vasilev wants to provide scientific support for the case for
a longstanding Slavic presence on the Baltic coast by "proving" the existence of ancient
Slavic and Russian roots in the Baltic area. Her article thus ends with an appeal:

He 6yaeM NOJHTH3HPOBATh APEBHIO HCTOPHIO. OCTaBHM
3Ty 00JIACTh B BEJIEHHH CNEHAJIHCTOB. OHH Ha OCHOBaHHUH
CBOMX HCCJI€JOBAHHI HHKOrJa He CTaHyT JeJjaTbh
CHEKYJISITHBHHIX BHBOJIOB.

The editors of the newspaper comment upon the polemics of the two
historians.2? They point to the difficulties for the ordinary reader in making judgements
about the reliability of the authors' often contradictory arguments and conclusions. The
editors argue that scholars usually make use of only some of the available sources, and
that political and ideological considerations are often decisive in determining their
selection. This is the case both for Vasilev and for Denisova.

In the editors' view, Denisova is right when she criticises Vasilev for paying
too little attention to the indigenous peoples of the Baltic area. However, Denisova can
also be blamed for neglecting the "geographical and ethnic proximity" between the Balts
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and the proto-Slavs. The editors further do not agree with Denisova that Slavic tribes
did not live on the shores of the Baltic sea in ancient times, and they refer to Western
historians who claim that these tribes were indeed Slavic. Denisova's attacks on Vasilev
could therefore just as well be directed against herself, since she does not refer to
controversial views and arguments that do not support her own theories.

The editors think it would be futile to base conclusions about the ethnic
situation in Latvia today on the ethnic composition of various tribes living in Latvia
more than one thousand years ago:

[Io NpomEeCTBHH MHOTHX THCSUYECJIETHH, BEKOB H JIET
TOBOPHTb O TOM, KPOBb KaKHX HMEHHO APEBHHX IJIEMEH H
HapoJOB TEUET B KHJIaX COBPEMEHHHIX JIaTHIIEH, PYCCKHX,
6eslapyCcoOB MOXHO JIHIIb BECbMa MNPEANOJIOXHTEIbHO.
JlOCTOBEPHO TOJIBKO OJHO - MHOTHX. B KOHLIe ABaAnaToro
Beka mecTas rpaga B macmopre BooOle BHIJISAAHT

AHaXpOHU3MOM. PeasIbHOE 3HAUECHHE I'IpHO6p6T al0T COBCEM
HHBIC IOHATHA - Hallks, A3BIK, KYJIbTYPa.

"It would, of coursé, be cricial for a historian writing about these issues to
establish which of these historians (if any) are right in their presentation of historical
events and developments. For the concerns of this thesis, however, such an evaluation
is not seen as very important. What I want to show through referring to this debate is
the way in which historians in Latvia use historical issues in support of their political
outlooks. Since the general public has no opportunity to control the information which
is presented to them, they will tend to select the information which is mostly in
conformity with the information they want to obtain. As we shall see in later chapters,
Russians and Latvians tend to use very different sources for obtaining information,
including information about historical issues. Not all newpapers or history text books
present two or more sides of an issue, as Dinaburg did in this case. There is, thus, a
danger that Russians and Latvians will have completely different information about
historical issues and interpret such issues in radically different ways, lacking even
knowledge about the main argumentation used by people with a different view. For
future generations much will depend on the teaching of history to the younger
generations: the syncronisation of history textbooks in both the Latvian and the Russian
languages and the success in educating students how to obtain and evaluate various,
and often conflicting, pieces of information.

2.3. Russians in Latvia before World War 1

Latvian history from the 13th century until independent statehood was gained
after World War I is often divided into several periods. The period from the 13th
century until 1561 is called the period of the Livonian state; from 1561 to 1629, the
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Polish period; and from 1629 to 1710, the Swedish period. In the 18th century Latvian
territory was gradually incorporated into the Russian empire, where it remained until
1918 (see Maps 1 and 2, Appendix 3).30

There are no exact figures for the number of Russians living in Latvia ['Latvia'
is here and later sometimes used for the present territory of the Republic of Latvia]
during the long period of foreign domination. Most of the Russians who lived on the
territory in the 10th and 11th centuries were forced out after the German conquest.
However, although the Germans sought to eradicate traces of Russian influence and the
Orthodox faith, they wanted at the same time to keep up trade links with Russia. Such
links even intensified over the following centuries, notably with the Polotsk, Vitebsk
and Smolensk regions. There were therefore all the time some Russians in Latvia
engaging in trade. In the 14th century a suburb of Russian merchants with their own
churches and trading centres existed in Riga, and there were also Russian settlements in
other Livonian centres.3!

'The authorities in Riga attempted to gain a monopoly on trade to and from
Russia, and restrictions were put on traffic on the Daugava river. However, Russians
living in Riga enjoyed the same rights as other inhabitants, and Russian merchants were
in a favourable position since they were free to conduct trade with Russia as well as
with other countries through the Baltic Sea. Russian merchants were often used as
mediators between their kinsmen in the east and Livonian Germans.32

Being a Russian in Livonia, however, also involved a certain amount of risk.
There were frequent attacks on Russian land and cities near the Livonian-Russian
border, and Russians also attacked Livonia at times. In periods when such attacks took
place Russians suffered heavily.33 According to historian A. A. Pommer, conditions
were particularly difficult after Russian troops under Ivan III entered Livonia in 1481
and 1501-02.34 ‘

When most parts of Latvia came under Polish influence in the 16th century,
trade between Livonia and Russia became almost negligible. Relations between Poland
and Russia were hostile, and this affected Livonian links with Russia. However, at the
same time a large number of Russians came to Latvia. The deteriorating conditions in
Russia at that time, due partly to the Polish-Lithuanian and Swedish interventions as
well as to the activities of the oprichnina introduced by Ivan the Terrible, made many
Russian peasants leave their homeland. This was the first wave of escapees from
Russia to Latvia.35

In the 17th century the local political situation changed again. Livonia and Riga
came under the Swedish Crown, the eastern region Latgale remained under Polish rule,
and the Duke of Courland became a vassal under the Polish king. The position of
Russians in these states varied considerably and depended to a certain extent on the
relations between the respective state and Russia.
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The majority of Russians lived in Latgale. The main reason for this was the split
in the Russian Orthodox Church in the second half of the 17th century. The so-called
Old Believers were persecuted in Russia, and a large number escaped in different
directions. Those who came to Latvia were usually from the districts of Novgorod and
Pskov. There were also other reasons for leaving Russia, such as to escape from cruel
treatment by landowners, from imprisonment, and from recruitment into the armed
forces.36 The Polish authorities in Latgale not only permitted the escapees to settle in
areas close to the Russian borders, but they even granted Russian farmers certain
privileges. Polish landowners usually regarded Russians as a cheép labour force and
welcomed the escapees. The landlords were in constant need of additional workers on
their lands, partly because of losses in battles and epidemics in the region from 1650
onwards.37

There were also other reasons why the largest number of Russians was to be
found in Latgale. This area is geographically close to Russia and the small communities
_consisting predominantly of Qld Believers.attracted other Russians to settle-there. The
Old Believers' Church attracted believers also from the Orthodox Church, which lacked
a strong organisation, church buildings and priests in the region. The church is
probably the most important factor in explaining why Russian culture has been
preserved to such an extent, retaining the Russian language and traditions. The Old
Believers strictly regulated the life of their congregation, and marriages between Old
Believers and people of other religious communities were not allowed. Old Believers
claim today that there were never any conflicts between them and the local, native
population, although they usually lived quite separately and the Old Believers did not
always know the local language. They explain this by referring to the difficult history
of the Latvians, which made them responsive to the "separatist" tendencies of the Old
Believers.38

The Duke of Courland, Jacob (1642-1682), gave Russians permission to settle
along the left bank of the Daugava river (in the region where Jé&abpils is situated
today). The Russians who settled there were predominantly engaged in the trade which
took place on the river. The Orthodox believers came under influence of the Jesuit and
Uniate Churches, and in the 18th century the majority of Russians in this region were
members of the Uniate Church.

In Riga and in Livonia the Swedes tried to eradicate all traces of Russianness.
Buildings and churches which had belonged to Russian merchants were destroyed. At
the same time the links between the Russians in Livonia and those living along the
Daugava river were cut off, due to the wars between Sweden and Poland.

The exodus of escapees continued after Russia gained control over Livonia as a
result of the Great Nordic War (1710-21). However, in the Lifland guberniya
(province) (this was the name of one of the Baltic provinces of the Russian empire)
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there was now a risk that the escapees would be handed over to Russia, especially after
commissions were set up to find and take back to Russia escapees who had hidden in
the Baltic provinces. In Courland the government seldom interfered with the
landowners, and escapees were safer there than in Livonia.3? Russians who settled in
areas where there was no existing Russian community became much more easily
assimilated with the Latvians. Today one can meet many Latvians with Russian names,
and some of them have Russian ancestors from this period.

After the first division of Poland in 1773 Latgale became part of the Russian
empire, and in 1795 (the third partition of Poland) the same happened to Courland.
This meant that the whole of present Latvian territory was now under the Russian Tsar,
and the number of legal immigrants from Russia proper increased. There were traders
and petty bourgeoisie (meshchan'e), peasants who had bought their freedom, and
officers and soldiers who remained in the territory after the Great Nordic War.40 It
was, however, only in the second half of the 19th century that the number of Russians
‘coming to'Latvia in a legal way exceeded the number arriving illegally.41 o

The Russian peasants who settled on the land of German and Polish
landowners had, with a few exceptions, the same legal status as the local peasants.42
Russians who established their own communities in the cities and villages were in a
special category. One example is the Russian colony in Riga; the Moscow "Vorstadt"
(suburb). Russians were not allowed to settle in the centre of Riga, and there were strict
restrictions as to what goods they could sell, and to whom. The Russians also had a
special court and administration. Under Catherine II the implementation of the General
City Statute of 1785 improved the conditions for urban Russians, since they were now
allowed unrestricted participation in all forms of trade and could also take part in the
administration of the towns. The reform was, however. abolished just a few months
after the death of Catherine II, and the Russians were again deprived of their right to
trade freely.

The administrative boundaries of the Baltic provinces did not correspond to the
local ethnic boundaries. The Latvians lived in Kurlandskaya and Liflyandskaya
gubernii (the Courland and Lifland provinces), but the latter province also included the
southern part of today's Estonia with a predominantly Estonian population. Latgale, the
eastern part of Livonia, was administered as part of the Vitebsk guberniya, and did not
enjoy the same limited degree of autonomy as did the other two provinces.43

Serfdom was abolished in the province of Courland in 1817 and in Lifland in
1819, and the Baltic provinces thereby preceded the abolition of serfdom in Russia by
more than 40 years. This did not, however, give the peasants the right to buy land.
Only further agrarian reforms between 1840 and 1860 made it possible for the peasants
gradually to consolidate their position. In Latgale, where most of the Russian peasants
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lived, the abolition of serfdom did not take place until 1861, since Latgale was still part
of the province of Vitebsk.

In the 1840s there was a tendency among Latvian peasants to convert to the
Orthodox faith.44 They hoped that by taking the religion of the Tsar and the Russian
people they would improve their legal and economic status and be supported against the
tyranny of their German landowners. The German authorities considered this trend to
have been instigated by the Orthodox clergy.

The growing economic strength of the local peasantry led to a revival of Latvian
national feeling. In the last part of the 19th century the Tsarist govémment pursued a
policy of Russification caused by the desire to turn the region into a culturally integral
part of the Russian state.45 The policy of Russification was not really aimed at
increasing the number of Russians in the region. In Latgale, however, after the Polish
uprising in 1863, the Tsarist government wanted to increase Russian ownership of land
at the expense of the Polish landowners. Russian peasants now had the chance to buy
. land in the region, .and a significant number of ‘Russian peasants from the eastern parts
of Russia took out bank loans and bought plots of land.

This policy of Russification was aimed primarily at the local German elite, but it
unwittingly facilitated the emergence of the Latvian state. The idea of establishing an
independent state of Latvia was put forward openly during the 1905 uprising. The
turmoil in Russia soon spread to the towns in the Latvian territories, and in the final
phase the action moved from the towns to the countryside. The 1905 uprising showed
the strength of the Latvian reaction to German and Russian economic and political
pressure at the time.

The Russian population in Latvia as a whole increased in this period. The
policies of Russification meant that it became more important to place Russians in
administrative positions, and, since Russian became of greater importance in education,
there was a demand for Russian teachers. It is, however, difficult to say how rhuch of
the increase can be ascribed to the policies of Russification. The reforms in the 1860s
were also important, because all people were now granted the right freely to move
around in the empire. Both industry and trade developed more rapidly in the Baltic
gubernii than in most other parts of Russia. The uneven development increased
geographic mobility, and there was a migration of Russians into the Baltic territories in
this period, especially into the cities. There were also many Russians, predominantly
Old Believers, who moved from Latgale to the provinces of Lifland and Kurland, and
especially to Riga.

The first universal census of the population of the Russian empire was carried
out in 1897. This census defined nationality in terms of a person's mother tongue.
Thus all those living in Latvia who reported Russian to be their mother tongue, which
was the case with many Jews and Belarusians, were considered to be Russian by
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nationality. Zavarina has pointed to the inaccuracy of the figures when only mother
tongue is used to define nationality. In order to reduce such inaccuracies, she combined
the entry on mother tongue with another question in the census, the one on religious
affiliation, and considered as Russians people who reported Russian to be their mother
tongue and who belonged either to the Russian Orthodox Church or to the Old
Believers.46¢ The number of Russians in Latvia when using only the indication of
mother tongue was almost 155,000, whereas when a combination of the two factors is
used the number is reduced by nine thousand. .

Table 2.1 gives the number of Russians (according to mother tongue and
religion) in different parts of Latvia in 1897. Only those parts of the provinces of

Lifland and Vitebsk which belong to the present Latvian republic are included in this
table.47

Table 2.1: Russians in Latvia 1897

As % of total

Orthodox and population in
Guberniya "Edinovertsy"* OldBelievers Total province
Lifland 36,526 10,458 46,984 6.2
Kurland 15,270 8,089 23,359 3.5
Vitebsk™ * 28,301 46,974 75,275 15.0

*"Edinoverie” is the name of an Old Believer sect which reached an organisational compromise with the
official Orthodox Church.

**Includes only Dvinskii, Rezhitskii and Lyutsinskii uezdy (districts).
Source: Zavarina (1986), p. 40.

In 1897 the Russians made up just over 8 per cent of the population in Latvia
(as defined by one criterion only; see Figure 3.1 in Chapter 3) and thereby comprised
the second largest nationality. The majority of Russians were concentrated in the
Latgalian uezdy (districts) and in some cities (notably Riga, with more than 43,000
Russians).

Some interesting information is revealed by looking at the national composition
of Riga separately. The proportion of different nationalities in Riga has changed very
much from one period to another, and only rarely have Latvians made up a majority of
the inhabitants of their capital. For example, from the end of the 18th until the middle of
the 19th century 40-46 per cent of Riga's population was made up by Germans. In the
same period the proportion of Latvians decreased, from approximately one third in
1767 to less than 19 per cent in 1844. The share of Russians, however, increased from
14 per cent to more than 30 per cent.#8 From the second part of the 19th century the
proportion of Latvians started to increase, because many Latvians moved to the city
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from the countryside. Although the proportion of Russians decreased to 17 per cent in
1881 (and remained so in 1897), the actual number of Russians in Riga continued to
increase, and reached 43,000 in 1897.4°

The industrialisation of the Baltic area continued into our century, and by 1913
the number of Russians in Latvia had increased by 70,000. The major part of this
increase was caused by a natural population growth; the mechanical increase of
Russians was on average 1600 people each year.50

2.4. Russians in Latvia in the Interwar Period

In recent debates about whether or not Latvia should again become an
independent state (or rather: restore its independent statehood), one of the issues which
was often raised concerned the prospects for ethnic minorities in an independent Latvia.
Suppbrferé of Latvian ihdépéndeﬁce tended to emphasise the liberal minority legislation
of the Latvian republic in the interwar period.5! Opponents of such independence, on
the other hand, often argued that there had been many violations of the rights of the
national minorities in the Latvian (sometimes called "bourgeois") republic, particularly
after authoritarian rule was introduced in 1934.52 After briefly summing up the
demographic development of the Russian minority in the independence period, I shall,
in this section, look at the minority legislation of the Latvian state. I shall also examine
the actual implementation of this legislation, with a focus on the Russian minority.
Moreover, in the second part of the section I shall discuss the political activities and
social organisations of the Russian minority in the same period.

2.4.1. Demographic Developments

The population of Latvia, totalling 2,552,000 in 1914, had decreased to
1,596,000 in 1920, a drop of 37 per cent.53 No other countries lost such a large share
of their population during World War I. This war, the Russian Revolution and the Civil
War also reduced the number of Russians in Latvia significantly. There was a mass
evacuation of Russians in 1915 and 1916. Thus, in 1920 there were only 91,500
Russians left (5.9 per cent of the total population).>4 In Riga the number of Eastern
Slavs (most of whom were Russians) was reduced from 89,000 in 1913 to 12,000 in
1920.55

By 1925 the number of Russians had increased to 154,000 (8.5 per cent of
Latvia's population).5¢ The number of Russians continued to increase, and reached
168,000 in 1935, but their proportion of the population in Latvia changed very little in
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the period from 1925 to 1935 when it was 8.8 per cent (see Figure 3.1 in the next
chapter).

The largest part of the increase of Russians in the period up to the census in
1935 was caused by a natural growth. There were also a significant number of émigrés,
mainly refugees, coming from Russia, particularly in the first years after the formation
of the Latvian republic. Some of the Russians who had left during World War I were
now returning to Latvia. Moreover, some of the increase was caused by several
thousand Jews registering as Russians, which counted in part for a drop in the total
Jewish population by 1935.57 There were also others who changed their nationalities in
the various censuses, due to assimilation and/or lack of self-identification with a
particular nationality. Still, relatively few Russians assimilated to the Latvians. The
Belarusians, living predominantly in the border regions of Latgale and being
predominantly Catholics, had a much greater tendency to be assimilated to the
indigenous Catholic population.58 One should, however, also mention that several
sources regard the census results of 1935 as somewhat inaccurate.>? For example the-
demographers MeZgailis and Zvidrin$ give a figure for the number of Belarusians. in
Latvia which is larger than indicated by the official results of the 1935 census.6?

In 1930 approximately three quarters of the Russians in Latvia were peasants,
living in compact settlements along the Soviet frontier, predominantly in Latgale.61
They were Orthodox and Old Believers in about equal proportions.62 In 1938 there
were about 15,000 Russian workers in various enterprises, 3000 merchants, and the
same number of Russians working in the transport sector. There were a further 2000
Russian representatives of the so-called "free professions”, while 600 worked in
hospitals and 2600 had other professions.63 The proportion belonging to the
intelligentsiya was smaller for Russians than for both Germans and Jews. The overall
majority of Russians in Latvia during the independence period were either always

citizens of Latvia or were granted citizenship after 5 years of residence in the
republic.64

2.4.2. Ethnic Minority Legislation

The Latvian state was constituted as an independent, democratic republic, with a
distinctly national character. Nevertheless, the question of guarantees for the rights of
the minorities was considered essential by the authorities. Thus, along with the
"Declaration of Independence" of 18 November 1918 the National People's Council
also issued a "Political Platform" where the rights of national minorities were

recognised in both political and cultural terms. The fourth part of this platform reads as
follows:

55



CHAPTER 2

"Rights of the National Minorities:

1. The National Minorities send their representatives to the
Constituent Assembly and legislative authorities according to the
principle of proportional representation.

2. The national minorities which are represented in the National
People's Council65 take part in the Provisional Government

(based on the principle of Coalition for the formation of the
Government).

3. The cultural and national rights of the national groups are to
be guaranteed in the Constitution.66

In the first draft of the constitution bill the general principle of equality before
the law was established, and the document also authorised the different national groups
to use their own language in speech and writing and to set up autonomous
corporations.” However, some problems arose. The Social Democrats and the
Latgalians had objections to the part of the draft which contained stipulations about the
rights of the minorities, and this part was therefore never passed. Even if these
'objectlons were not linked to the questions about the rights of the national minorities,
the result was that the Latvian constitution lacked even general regulations on such
rights.68

There was, however, some legislation on minority rights in Latvia already,
quite independent of the constitution.6? A statutory law on cultural autonomy was
passed 18 December 1919, and was based on the Declaration of Policy issued by the
Latvian State Council 18 November one year earlier. Equal cultural, political and
economic rights were granted to all national minorities. The minorities obtained
permission to establish their own school departments within the National Ministry of
Education, and the nationalities were provided with the right to administer their own
schools. The head of each minority's school administration was to represent his
nationality in all cultural questions. He also had the right to participate as an adviser in
Cabinet sessions concerning his nationality's cultural affairs. The school administration
was to determine the types of schools, as well as the syllabuses and standards for
examinations to be used in their schools; the only restriction on their curicula was the
compulsory teaching of Latvian history, geography and language. The national schools
were to receive financial support from the state budget in accordance with the number
of pupils.

There were, however, some limits to school autonomy. The law defined the
status only of Russian secondary schools. The Russian department under the Ministry
of Education could not therefore influence decisions concerning primary schools, for
example the opening of new schools, the selection and appointment of teachers, etc.”0

Latvia was obliged, as a member of the League of Nations, to give additional
guarantees to national minorities. In September 1920 the League called for an explicit
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assurance from the Latvian government that it would protect the interests of national
minority groups on its territory. Discussions over this matter lasted for almost three
years, but in July 1923 the Latvian representative to the League submitted a Declaration
in general terms, accepting the principles of the guarantee article of the League.7!
However, the Declaration also contained a proviso to the effect that 'any legislation
enacted for the protection of minorities would have to conform to the constitution and
could not be allowed to prejudice the requirements of Latvian sovereignty or the social
needs of the majority group'.72 The League of Nations Council, which was authorised
to deal with all forms of complaints from the minorities, accepted these terms, and 1
September 1929 the League assumed responsibility for the welfare of all minority
groups in Latvia.

Laws and regulations by the state and local authorities were published only in
Latvian. Until 1932 there was no separate language law, but laws often had special
paragraphs about language usage. One law of 6 December 1918 on the establishment of
judicial institutions,. for example, stipulated that the language to be used in the courts
was to be Latvian, but one would also have the right to use Russian and German in
certain circumstances.

It would not be correct to say that there were no tensions in the relations
between the various ethnic groups in Latvia in the period of parliamentarian democracy
which lasted from 1920 to 1934. There were, indeed, certain tensions which sometimes
came up to the surface. Some Orthodox Russians, for example, complained about
specific Latvian policies which they felt where directed against their religion.’3 There
were also complaints about the expression of anti-Russian attitudes in the Latvian press
in the mid 1920-s.74 Certain local policies of the Latvian government were also
frequently attacked, in particular its policies towards the Latgalian region, where most
of the Russians lived.7> There was also discontent with the financing of Russian
schools, which were said to receive too few resources, which forced a number of them
to close down. A certain degree of tension is, however, unlikely to be avoided in any
multiethnic society, and Latvia was no exception. It seems, however, that the ethnic
minorities had channels through which they could express their grievances. Compared
with many other European states, Latvia in the 1920s could be seen as an example to be
followed in the treatment of ethnic minorities, perhaps surpassed only by Estonia,
where the rights of such minorities were even better secured.

Even before the introduction of authoritarian rule in 1934 there were some
indications that policies were moving in a more ethnocentric direction. In 1931 the
minister of education Kenin3 initiated a struggle for "Latvian cultural unity" directed
against the minorities' self-administration over their own schools. Fierce attacks
appeared in the Latvian press about 'minority privileges'.7¢ In 1932 a law,
"Regulations about Official Language", was issued, where the right to use languages
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other than Latvian was considerably restricted. At the same time Russian was taken off
the list of compulsory subjects in Latvian schools.”” However, the minister did not
succeed in putting an end to school autonomy, and he was removed in 1933.

The situation changed radically, however, with the introduction of authoritarian
rule under Karlis Ulmanis in 1934.78 While the first part of the independence period
had been characterised by nation-building efforts through parliamentarian methods with
a well-developed system for the protection of ethnic minorities, during the period of
authoritarian rule many of the rights of the ethnic minorities were withdrawn. If the
goal in the 1920s had been a "Latvian Latvia (latvisku Latvija) ", after 1934 one of the
dominant slogans was "Latvia for the (ethnic) Latvians (Zarvziz - Latviesiem)".7? The
minorities lost their right to autonomy over their schools, and their influence over
cultural matters became only of a consultative kind. The number of Russian schools
was significantly reduced. Parents in ethnically mixed marriages could no longer
choose which schools their children should attend.80 |

Although many publications which the authorities considered to be "unreliable
or subversive" were forced to close down, the largest, and often critical, Russian-
language newspaper Segodnya continued to publish, probably because the newspaper
enjoyed a wide circle of readers outside Latvia and the authorities wanted to avoid
possible negative reactions from abroad.8! Other newspapers and journals were
prohibited, however, such as the journal Zakon i Sud which was closed down in
1938. In the economic sphere the Ulmanis government also took certain Latvianization
measures.82 [t became more difficult for representatives of the ethnic minorities to find
work at the Latvian-dominated state-owned enterprises.

Against this background one could say that the experiences of the ethnic
minorities in the independence period were mixed. Those who today are worried about
Latvian nationalism will not have any problem in finding manifestations of such
nationalism during this period, particularly if they concentrate on the last years before
the Soviet annexation. In debates in the late 1980s and early 1990s about the
desirability of independent Latvian statehood arguments were put forward to show that
Latvian independence would be a threat to the ethnic minorities living in Latvia.?3
However, it must be emphasised that there were not many European countries which
had a better developed system than Latvia in the interwar period for the protection of the
interests of ethnic minorities. Moreover, in the light of the treatment of ethnic minorities
in the Soviet Union and many other countries in the late 1930s and 1940s, the Latvian
record certainly looks quite good. Even though one should not paint the independence
period in unrealistically bright colours, there are indeed traits in Latvian legislation of
the time which could also be useful today. In a later chapter we shall examine the way
in which the concept of cultural autonomy for the ethnic minorities is being
implemented in Latvia at present. However, perhaps the most important lesson from the
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independence period in terms of minority rights would be that such rights tend to be
best protected under parliamentarian and democratic rule, combined with relatively
stable socio-economic conditions.84 Whenever there is a threat to democracy, because
of economic of political chaos, for example, independent statehood in itself is not likely
either to solve or to aggrevate the ethnic tensions which have a tendency to increase in
such a situation. In Chapter 4, which examines Latvian nationality policies, we shall
look at how the idea of cultural autnonomy for the ethnic minorities is being
implemented in Latvia at the present time.

2.4.3. Russian Political Activities and Social Organisations (1920-
1940)

The national minorities in Latvia were granted repfesentation in the Saeima
under the electoral law. The Russian share of representatives in the Saeima . varied from.
3 to 6 percent, which was significantly less than the Russian share of the population.
Table 2.2 lists the different minority parties that were represented in the Saeima (the
total number of deputies in the Saeima was 100) and the distribution of deputies from
these parties in the period from 1922 to 1934. As can be seen from the table, Russians
were split between many different parties. This is also seen as one of the reasons for
the relatively low number of Russian representatives in the Saeima. The Russians were
not a homogeneous group, but were split in terms of religion, economic interests and
ideological convictions. The divisions were particularly deep between the large body of
Russian farmers and the small elite of Russian officials and merchants.85 It was
therefore difficult for these parties to consolidate on one political platform, and they
often fought among themselves.86

It has further been argued that Russians did not have a high level of political
culture, and also that their national identity was weakly developed.87 Many Russians
therefore did not bother to vote, or they voted for parties which were not considered to
be parties established particularly for the Russian minority and which did not aim at
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Table 2.2: National Minority Parties in Parliament 1922-1934

1922-25 1925-28 1928-31 1931-34
(%) (%) (%) (%)
OldBelievers 1 2 2 2
Greek Orthodox Russians 0 2 2 2
Union of R. Municipal Employees 1 1 2 1
Russian Farmer Union 0 0 0 1
Russian National Democrats 1 0 0 0
Russian Parties Total 3 5 6 6
Germans 6 5 6 6
Jewish Parties Total* 5 4 4 5
Poles 1 2 2 2
Total 15 16 18 19

* Includes: Agudas Israel, Misrachi, Ceire Zion
Source: Kavass and Sprudz (1972).

defending the interests specifically of the Russian community. One can quesﬁon
whether voting for such parties should be regarded as a sign of lack of national identity,
but a significant number of Russians voted for left-wing parties for social reasons, and
the representation of the parties of the Russian minority was thereby lower than it could
have been. In an article in the Latvian Russian newspaper Slovo, campaigning for unity
among the Russian minority, Beglotsvetov wrote in 1927

(... P)ycckoe MEHBIIMHCTBO ZAaJieKO HE HCIOJIb30BaJIO

CBOHX H3GHpaTEJIbHHX IPaB, YTO NOJKHO OHTb OTHECEHO

HCKJIIOUHTEJbHO Ha CYET DPa3pO3HEHHOCTH PYCCKOH

OGECTBEHHOCTH M CJIaGOCTH I'paXJaHCKOTO AOJIra Hepen
CBOHMH copoanuaMi.88

According to Beglotsvetov there were no discriminatory policies that caused the
underrepresentation of Russians in parliament:
(... P)ycckoe HaceneHwe JIaTBHH YCTyMaeT A0 ABYX
TpeTEeH NpHHaAJIEXallUX €My MO NpaBy MECT APYIHM

HAIHOHAJILHOCTSIM .... H - HE 110 UY>KOH, a HCKJIIOUHTEJIbHO
O CBOeM cOBCTBEHHOH BHHE .82

After some initial success in cooperation among the minority parties, it was
soon obvious that the heterogeneous parties held conflicting opinions. A Minority
Committee which had been established in May 1920 to supply the deputies with
materials such as translations of Latvian documents soon experienced financial
problems as the members did not pay their membership dues, and the office was closed
one year later.?0 In 1926 the 16 representatives of minority parties joined forces again
over demands in school and national questions; but again the alliance did not last long.



CHAPTER 2

It seemed that a minority bloc in parliament could function only in times when there
was a danger to minority positions.

However, even though there was not always political unity among the minority
representatives, the many factions and coalitions in the Saeima often made their votes a
decisive factor, and the parties used this power to draw political concessions from the
other parties. This is how Bilmanis, himself a prominent Latvian politician in the
Latvian republic, interprets the role of the minority bloc in the Saeima:

Their lack of interest in Latvian national unity, their desire to
improve their own position at all costs, [...], led them to [give]
their votes in the Saeima to whichever bloc had the most to offer
them in return. [...J.[Through] an unexpected [temporary]
alliance, the national minority parties and the Left Wing bloc
gained a working majority in parliament over the agrarian group,
even though the latter represented a larger segment of the
population. In exchange for their support, the Latvian Socialists
supported the demands of the national minorities for such
concessions as economic privileges, [...] and [fewer] obstacles
. to the acquisition of Latvian citizenship.®1: '

There were also a large number and variety of social organisations ambng
Russians in the interwar period.®2 The first wave of the establishment of Russian
societies can be dated as far back as the 1850s and 60s, when there was a great interest
among local Russians in their culture and traditions. Russian organisational life became
even more active during the years of Latvian independence, however, particularly
before the introduction of authoritarian rule in 1934. The centre of Russian
organisational activities was naturally Riga, as it was here that the largest part of the
Russian intelligentsia was living.

Of the many organisations which existed in the independence period I shall
mention only a few of the most influential.®3 One of the first organisations to be
founded (first in 1918, and after an interruption again in 1919) was the "National-
Democratic Union" (NDU -Natsional'no-Demokraticheskii Soyuz ), which declared its
aim to be to utilise the newly acquired freedom to unite the local Russian population for
the realisation of its political, social and material interests. One of the central tasks of
the organisation soon became to help Russian émigrés arriving from Soviet Russia. The
NDU did not succeed in uniting all Russians, as it was mainly the intelligentsia which
took part in its activities. Moreover, the first split in the organisation came as early as
June 1920, leading to the foundation of the "Russian Society in Latvia" . Although the
two organisations had similar goals, they did not cooperate, and a fierce rivalry
developed between them, often characterised by mutual accusations. In the end the
NDU came out as the stronger of the two, but in 1923 it was forced to split into two
organisations, as the new law on social organisations required a differentiation between
political and non-political organisations.
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One of these successor organisations, the "Russian National Union in Latvia"
(RNUL - Russkii Natsional'ny Soyuz v Latvii ), concerned itself mainly with political
issues. The organisation was not as influential as its predecessor, however, and
although it was quite active in nominating candidates for the Saeima and the Riga
Duma (city council), it never succeeded in having one of its candidates elected to
parliament. Still, the organisation attempted to influence the deputies in the Saeima by
referring to its authority as representing the interests of Latvia's Russian community.
From 1928 onwards the position of the organisation gradually weakened.

The second of the NDU successor organisations was called the "Russian
National Association" (RNA - Russkoe Natsional'noe Ob"edinenie ). Although the
RNA did not completely distance itself from politics, it was engaged first of all in
cultural, educational, legal, religious and health issues and was also involved in
charitable activities. Several smaller organisations joined the RNA on its foundation,
and it continued to grow. Feigmane writes that to a considerable extent the RNA
succeeded in uniting the heterogenous Russian community, although its-success should
not be exaggerated.®4 The organisation was active in protesting against the school
reforms proposed by the Minister of Education, Kenins, in the early 1930s. It was also
politically active in lobbying in the Saiema, and particularly in trying to influence the
voting of the Russian deputies. Its activities continued after Ulmanis had introduced
authoritarian rule. By 1938 the RNA had become an umbrella organisation for 27
smaller organisations; the organisation was prohibited in 1940 by the Soviet authorities.

The level of activity of most Russian organisations was considerably reduced
after 1934, as a result of the new political climate in the country. Organisations with a
political profile were forced to close down. The state also started to interfere with the
internal activities of other social organisations, which now came under the
administration of the Ministry of Education. The political department of the Ministry of
the Interior also started to interfere in the activities of the social organisations. The 1938
law "On Unprofitable Organisations and Unions" also complicated the situation for
many of the organisations, as all societies had to be reregistered. During this process
some of the organisations were forced to merge, while others had to change their
names. In spite of all this, Russian organisational life continued until the fatal events of
1940. As was stated in the introduction, however, these events and the events that
followed will not be examined in this chapter.

2.5. Russian Perceptions of the Role of Russians in Latvian Society

Robert Jervis argues that what one learns from key events in international
history is an important factor in determining the images that shape the interpretation of
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incoming information.®5 In the first section of this chapter we pointed to different
interpretations of Latvian history and we emphasised the different views on the role of
Russians and the Russian influence in Latvia. During the Soviet period most Russians
had access only to the official Soviet view on historical events in Latvia, and since most
Russians arrived in Latvia after its incorporation into the Soviet Union they did not
have any memories of independent Latvia or easy access to such memories of family
members who had lived in Latvia during the independence period of the interwar years.
Unofficial views were presented as remnants of bourgeois nationalism, untruthful and
unacceptable. |

From the late 1980s, however, the policies of glasnost' encouraged the
expression of alternative interpretations of historical events. Progressive Latvian
newspapers started to print articles on history which would have been unheard of a year
or two earlier. These articles challenged many of the beliefs about the historical past
which a majority of Soviet people had had no opportunities to question. In this
connection the role of the Russian people at various junctions of Latvian history also
became open to new interpretations. From being presented as a 'big brother' of the
other Soviet nationalities deserving respect for the contribution made to Latvian
economic prosperity, it was now often held that there was in fact no economic
prosperity in Latvia and that Russian immigration had retarded rather than speeded up
Latvian economic development.

Russian reactions to the reinterpretation of historical events have not been
uniform. Some Russians have insisted on not letting the old truths go, and have fiercely
resisted any new ways of assessing their role in Latvian society. Others take a humbler
position by considering the interpretation of Latvian history to be a task for the Latvians
in which they do not want to interfere. The 1992 "Russians in Latvia" survey contained
a number of questions related to the role of Russians in Latvia and is useful as a tool for
assessing Russians' evaluation of their own positive and negative contributions to
Latvian progress.

A list of ten statements was presented to respondents, and they were asked to
indicate to which extent they agreed with each of them. The list of statements and the
distribution of answers are illustrated in Fi gufe 2.1. Some of the questions were related
to the interpretation of historical events. Almost half the respondents were indecisive on
the question of whether Russians and Russia had consolidated the land of the Latvians
into one state. Still, more Russians were inclined to agree than to disagree with this
statement. There was less hesitation regarding the question of whether Russians had
contributed in helping Latvians to fight against and free themselves from the Nazi
occupation during World War II. Two thirds of the respondents fully agreed with such
a proposition, while only a minuscule number indicated that they disagreed. Similarly,
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this way. The highest number of points received by any of our respondents was 41.
After systematising the results the following conclusion emerged:

Group one: Very positive (10 to 19 points) .................. 51 percent
Group two: Positive (20 to 29 points) ......c.ccocuuuevecnne. 38 per cent
Group three: Hesitant or negative (30 to 41 points)......... 11 per cent

This scale can be used as a tool for analysing how various groups of Russians
evaluate their own role in Latvian society. It is therefore important to establish whether
there is a relationship between this variable, which can be labelled "evaluation of the
Russians' role in Latvia", and other variables about which the survey provides
information. Some important findings were made by using crosstabulation, and
statistical significance tests were employed to control whether these findings were
significant.

“We could not prove that there is a relationship bétween the gender of the
respondents and their evaluation of the Russians' role in Latvia. Neither did type of
occupation®® seem to be of importance for Russians' evaluation of this question. The
impact of differences in terms of size of family income was also too small to be
statistically significant.

The variable for the evaluation of the Russians' role in Latvia was, however,
strongly related to a number of other variables. The ethnic composition of the family of
the respondent proved to be one very important factor. Russians with a Latvian spouse,
for example, were almost four times more likely to be associated with a hesitant or
negative evaluation of the Russians' role in Latvia than were Russians who were
married to a Russian or other Slav. Similarly, only one third of Russians with a Latvian
father or mother gave a very positive evaluation of the Russians' role in Latvia, while
the same was true of more than half of those, both of whose parents were Russians.

There was also significant regional variance, which is illustrated in Table 2.3.
In general, Russians in cities were much more likely to give a positive evaluation of the
Russians' role in Latvia than were Russians in rural districts. This was particularly
evident in the case of Riga, where 64 per cent of the respondents were found in Group
1. Russians in Latgale were much less positive, as shown by the table. Russians in
Latgale have on average lived in Latvia longer than Russians in other Latvian regions,
and the length of stay in Latvia is another factor which correlates with the variable in
question. Of particular importance for the responses was whether or not the respondent
was born in Latvia. Russians who were born in Latvia and whose parents had also
lived in Latvia and not moved to the republic were more hesitant or negative than other
respondents in their evaluation of the Russians' role there. The most positive

evaluations came from Russians who had arrived in Latvia during the last 15 years.
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TABLE 2.2: Relations Between Evaluation of the Russians' Role in
Latvia and Type of Settlement

Evaluation of the Russians' Role in Latvia:
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3

N = 591 Very positive Positive Hesitant or Negative
(%) (%) (%)
Cities (total) 58 32 10
Riga (% 29 7
Latgalian cities 41 37 : 22
Other cities 54 40 6
Rural districts (total) 33 52 15
Latgale's rural districts 37 47 16
Other rural districts 32 54 14

Source: "Russians in Latvia" survey, 1992.

‘The better a respondent knew Latvian; the ‘more likely s/he was to have a
generally critical attitude towards the Russians contribution to Latvian progress.
However, the correlation was not as strong as for the other variables mentioned above.
Itis also interesting that it was the best educated Russians who were most positive in
their evaluation of the role of Russians in Latvia. While four in ten Russians with only
primary education fell into Group 1, the same was true of more than six in ten Russians
with higher education. Similarly, a respondent with higher education had half the
likelihood of falling into Group 3 as compared to a person with primary education. This
is, perhaps, somewhat surprising, because one would expect that Russians with a
higher education would have read more history and be more familiar with alternative
interpretations, and therefore would be less categorical in their evaluation of the role of
Russians in Latvia.

A positive evaluation of the role of Russians in Latvia was more common
among the older age-groups than among young respondents. Young Russians seemed
to be more receptive to new intefpretations of historical events than were Russians in
the older generations who are often less flexible and tend to be less willing to
reconsider what they have regarded as historical truths.

To conclude, the responses to the questions in the questionnaire indicate that
most Russians have a very positive evaluation of their own role in Latvian society.
Although one could register some hesitancy regarding whether Russians had
"consolidated the land of the Latvians into one state" and also regarding the Russians'
contribution to Latvian cultural progress, there was little doubt among the majonty of
Russians that they had liberated the Latvians from German occupation and also that
they had contributed to the rebuilding and progress of the Latvian economy. These are
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propositions which have been repeatedly and uncritically put forward in Soviet
accounts of Latvian history: in the mass media, school text books and political
speeches. It is not unlikely that one of the reasons why Russians are so reluctant to give
a more self-critical assessment of their own historical role in Latvia is that they are
afraid that this could put the whole legitimacy of their presence in Latvia into question.
We have, however, seen that to a considerable extent the evaluation of historical topics
is related to other variables, the most important of which seemed to be the ethnic
composition of the family of the respondent, type of settlement and region of residence,
level of education, language knowledge and age. It would, of course, have been
interesting to compare the responses which Russians gave to these questions with
responses given by ethnic Latvians, which are likely to differ substantially. However,
since our survey included only Russians there was no possibility of making such a
comparison. The institutes which organised the survey, however, plan to conduct a
similar survey in the near future with the important difference that it would have a
representative sample from the entire population of Latvia. This would enable us. to
‘make cbrﬁpairiéoﬁs Befwéeﬁ tﬁe responses given by different ethnic groups living in
Latvia to the questions discussed here, as well as to observe whether Russians'
responses have changed since our survey was conducted.

Historical arguments are used extensively in political statements and debates in
Latvia (and elsewhere), and although most historians would agree that there is a need
for objectiveness and truthfulness, our excursion shows that the presentation of history
tends to be influenced by the message the historian seeks to convey. Historians, thus,
have had, and continue to have, a great impact on forming public opinion about
historically related issues and, as the section about the Russian role in Latvia in ancient
history showed, in particular concerning issues which ordinary people do not normally
have the opportunity to evaluate themselves. Glasnost' opened up the opportunity to
present alternatives to the official Soviet view on Latvian history. Although there is no
reason to believe that the writing of history will not be influenced by the historians'
personal outlook and opinions, the fact that there is now more openness about historical
issues and more room for diverse interpretations of an event at least gives people an
opportunity to make their own judgements. There is a risk, however, that this freedom
could be used first of all to select sources which confirm already existing opinions and
prejudices. On the other hand, one cannot expect people to change deep-rooted attitudes
and historical outlooks overnight, particularly if alternative interpretations do not accord
with a person's material or social interests.
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3. Soviet Nationality Policy until the Mid-1980s

3.1. Introduction

In the first chapter the relationship between ethnicity and the political sphere
was examined, and I supported the view that there is an interaction between the two, so
that changes in the political sphere influence ethnic identification and also that ethnic
processes have an impact on politics. One can therefore assume that the ethnic identity
of Russians in Latvia is influenced by the nationality policy which has been conducted
there, and I believe that an understanding of their situation requires familiarity with the
peculiarities of this policy. In this thesis nationality policy will be used in a broad sense
to include all policies (or absence of policies) which affect certain national groups or
national relations, whether the effects are intentional or not.

This chapter and the following one deal with nationality policy; both in the
Soviet Union in general, and spec:fxcally in Latv1a There seems to be agreement that
the nature of the natlonallty problem has shifted markedly through time, and that there
is a need for historical periodisation.! This chapter looks at nationality policy in the
period up to the mid 1980s. Even though Latvia became a part of the Soviet Union as a
result of the events just before and during World War II, and was therefore subject to
Soviet nationality policy for a shorter time than most of the other Soviet republics, a
brief account of the roots and the historical background of this policy is nevertheless
seen as essential. There will then be an examination of some of the main principles
underlying Soviet nationality policy. However, whereas most authors have analysed
the nationality issue in the Soviet Union mainly by looking at its significance for the
stability of the Soviet regime, the aim is here to discuss aspects that are of significance
for the formation, maintenance or eradication of ethnic identity, especially among
Russians. Particular attention will therefore be paid to the special status of the Russians
in the Soviet empire.? Soviet nationality policy more specifically towards Latvia, and its
implications, will be dealt with in the last section of this chapter, with a discussion of
the alleged planned russification and sovietization of the republic caused by, among
others, the large influx of Russian immigrants there. Then, in the next chapter, the
emphasis will be on more recent developments.
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3.2. Soviet Nationality Policy
3.2.1. Background and Principles

In the autumn of 1917 the Bolsheviks began to take control of most territory of
a large multinational empire, and a new practical nationality policy had to be devised.
This policy could not be based solely on Marx's and Engels's writings on the
nationality question. Connor claims that Marx and Engels never attempted a detailed
exposition of the questions of nations and nationalism, and that they never gave a clear
answer to what would happen to nations in the postcapitalist period.3 In the Manifesto
they wrote that the nation would survive the revolution, at least for a time, but the
question of whether all national differences between the nationalities faced
extermination has been subject to different interpretations. This is, as has already been
pointed out, reflected in the writings of Soviet scholars, and is also indicated in public
announcements from Soviet leaders.

On the way to communism, Marx and Engels had to recognise both the
existence as well as the significance of the nation, and of the class struggle within
national boundaries. In this connection nationalism could be used in the interests of the
working class movement. Demands for national independence could be supported as
long as they stimulated the ripening and fall of capitalism, and had to be combatted if
they delayed this development.4

It was the task of the Bolsheviks to adopt Marxist theory to the conditions of the
multinational Russian empire. Lenin declared that all nations have the right to self-
determination, and he emphasised that he had in mind the right to secession and the
formation of independent states, and not simply national cultural autonomy as advanced
by the Austrian social democrats.> That Lenin affirmed the right to secede does not
imply that he would advocate secession, and he argued that the interests of the
proletariat were best served by the existence of large states, which offered the
maximum potential for economic development.6 This view was also shared by Stalin.
Even though Stalin asserted in 1913 that the victorious communists would introduce a
policy of 'national equality', this did not apply to all nations. Whereas 'such crystalised
units as Poland, Lithuania, the Ukraine, the Caucasus, and so forth' would be granted
regional autonomy, Stalin explicitly denied such an autonomy to smaller nations such
as the Latvians.”

There is good reason to believe that the established principle of national self-
determination increased the support for the Bolsheviks among the non-Russian
nationalities in the period between February and October 1917, when the liberals and
their coalition partners were more indifferent to national demands.® When the
Bolshevik party became the ruling party, however, difficulties arose as to how to
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reconcile the absolute principle of the nation's right to self-determination and the
security interests and the territorial integrity of the new state. The doctrine was adjusted
to these new conditions. Self-determination was redefined as a right only for the
proletariat. Some scholars write about the differences over this issue between Lenin and
Stalin.? However, even if their views on certain issues were divergent, all the
Bolsheviks considered that partial political demands such as the nation's right to self-
determination were relative, and that such demands had to be rejected when they were
opposed to the general socialist movement.10

When the USSR was established in 1924, a federal state structure was adopted,
and the right of the minorities to secession was recognised. Further, the class unity of
the new socialist state was preserved by the unitary party's monopoly of power. The
guiding principle of Soviet federalism was, as Stalin put it, to be "national in form but
socialist in content". However, there were very few governmental institutions
commonly associated with federations elsewhere. For example, the deputies for the
Russian Federal Parhament the Congress of Soviets, were elected on the basis of .
population, and there was no upper chamber of the legislature to provide the ethnic
units with representation without regard to size.ll The creation of the People's
Commissariat of Nationalities, led by Stalin, in 1917 was the only measure taken which
recognised potential problems between ethnic minorities.12

The nationality policy of the 1920s was nevertheless conducted in a 'relatively
tolerant climate'.13 The Soviet leadership declared that Russian chauvinism was the
main problem in nationality relations, and initiated a programme of developing the
cultures of the non-Russian nationalities. A policy of elite cooptation or
"indigenisation" (korenizatsiya ) was put into practice, where members of the non-
Russian nationalities were recruited into government and party positions.14 Schools
using the local languages were set up and the use of these languages promoted in most
spheres of society. This policy was in line with the 'dialectics’ of nationality relations
as they were seen by the Bolsheviks, where each nation and nationality was to be given
opportunities for full national self-realisation (flowering/rastsvet ). Simultaneously, on
the basis of a common social structure and through "mutual enrichment", a
rapprochement (sblizhenie ) of nations and nationalities would take place, before there
was an eventual merger (sliyanie).

However, as Stalin consolidated political power, the nationality policy gradually
changed. By the early 1930s ideological uniformity started to be imposed on all national
cultures. The collectivization of agriculture with the liquidation of the kulaks
(raskulachivanie) had enormous implications both for Russians as well as for non-
Russian national minorities. National elites were arrested and often killed, and under
Stalin's rule entire nationalities were deported from their traditional homelands. It
should, however, also be emphasised that there were indeed people who genuinely
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believed that it was time to move on from the epoch of the flowering of national
cultures to a more internationalist outlook.15 From the mid-1930s Stalin openly started
praising the Russian people for its historical and contemporary qualities. Its role as an
"elder brother" in the "Soviet family of nations" was expressed on several occasions,
perhaps most articulately in Stalin's toast to the Great Russian People at the Victory
Parade in front of the Kremlin in June 1945.16

Soviet nationality policy in the post-war period contained several elements, and
only those aspects that are of particular concern to this thesis can be discussed here.
There was a relaxation of the policy of mass overt coercion after Stalin's death, and the
subsequent leaders relied more on institutional structures to prevent the voicing of
nationalist sentiments. Khrushchev does not seem to have been particularly sympathetic
to ethnic claims.17 He promoted a campaign against religion, and his educational
reform of 1958 eliminated the obligatory study of the native language in the non-
Russian regions.!8 His plan of dividing the country' into economic regions
(sovnarkhozy) was also perceived as a threat by the-national minorities which had their -
own union republic.1?

Despite the fact that on several occasions the nationality problem in the Soviet
Union was officially declared to be "solved", and Brezhnev in the 1970s announced
that a new entity, the "Soviet people" (sovetskii narod / had been created, the Soviet
leaders nevertheless had to recognise that national self-assertion among non-Russians
as well as Russians was becoming increasingly visible. Nationality policy under
Brezhnev and his successors was characterised by the attempt to find a proper balance
between repression and tolerance.29 The leaders would use coercion against national
dissent when there was a perceived threat to the stability of the regime, whereas they
would tolerate manifestations of national sentiments when such a threat was not seen as
imminent.

The Soviet leaders had, indeed, a series of coercive measures at their disposal to
use against uncontrolled outbursts of national sentiment. The KGB, the militia and the
armed forces all played a major role in the repression of national dissent.2! Implied
coercion, in the form of the persistent implicit threat to activate these institutions, is also
likely to have prevented a larger number of demonstrations with a national character and
other unofficial manifestations of ethnic demands. An efficient censorship of the press
was another aspect of this policy, where the only articles on nationality questions to be
admitted were those denouncing nationalism and praising "internationalist" attitudes and
actions.

Even though mass overt coercion was utilised on occasion as a means of
controlling national dissent, such a policy did not go well with the picture of a "happy
family of nations", and could be used only if there was no alternative. The leadership

had to rely on other means to contain nationalist sentiments. A more subtle way of
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exerting influence on the development of nationality relations was to encourage
migration, particularly of Russians, into non-Russian republics and areas. Since
Russians and other Slavs, for reasons to be discussed below, were thought to be more
loyal to the regime than the other nationalities, many seemed to believe that a
considerable number of Russians in the union republics would have a stabilising effect
on the local populations. The need to obtain a propiska (residence permit) for
settlement in a certain area was a means by which migration could be directed to areas
approved by the authorities. However, the Soviet leaders do not seem to have utilised
this policy efficiently?2. This could be interpreted as if Russian and Slavic migration
was a natural process solely determined by socio-economic developments, without any
monitoring from above. However, the localisation of industry in areas where there was
a need to import raw materials, energy and labour in order to produce goods which then
would be transported to markets a long distance away form the place of the production,
is at least an indication of a somewhat different agenda.23 We shall discuss this
question in some more detail in the section . - below dealing with nationality
iaoiicies-in.L.étvia. V '

The significance of Soviet federalism for the formation and maintenance of
national identity must also be commented upon. Scholars of ethnicity in multiethnic
states have argued that the convergence of ethnic and administrative boundaries can
facilitate politicisation of ethnicity. In the competition for the allocation of social values
there is a tendency that when ethnicity is identified with political structures, demands
are aggregated on ethnic rather than functional lines.24 It is, on the basis of such
findings, relevant to ask whether Soviet federalism has had this effect.

Let us first consider some arguments weighing against such an evaluation.
First, Soviet federalism in practice allowed only a very limited degree of autonomy to
the federated nationalities.2> The supremacy of the central state and government was
always insisted on, and although the state structure was supposed to accommodate
differences in culture and interests between the nationalities, the more important party
was by definition unitary and based on centralist principles. Second, the adoption of a
federal constitutional structure was useful in containing nationalist sentiments. The
granting of a right to secession gave the nationalities the impression that the federal
arrangements were voluntary. As has already been noted, Soviet policy in practice
recognised the legitimacy of national identity within the framework of the Soviet state,
and in the 1970s and 80s the merger of nationalities was either not mentioned or
relegated into the distant future. Since national identity did not seem to be fading away,
the federal structure could be used to channel national sentiments into areas that were
not perceived to be a threat to the regime's stability, and thereby prevent a politicisation
of ethnicity.
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Probably the most important part of this policy was the new emphasis on
cooptation of national elites. Whereas the central state and party institutions were
dominated by Russians and other Slavs, the highest posts in the national republics
would usually be held by the indigenous nationality. This would give the local
population the impression of being ruled by their own nationality, but at the same time
the central leadership had several means by which they could exert control: The leaders
would usually be carefully selected by the central leadership, and even though some
local leaders were accused of localism (mestnichestvo), most of these leaders would be
loyal to the regime and the central leadership to which they owed their high positions.
One of the intentions behind this policy was therefore to use the national elites as an
instrument for conveying the political will of the central Soviet leadership to the non-
Russian periphery. The centre also had the control mechanism through the Second
Secretary of the republican Central Committee who would usually be a Russian or at
least a Slav.26 '

. Even though federalism was the established principle, the Soviet leadership at.
the same time promoted a policy of consensus based more on social than on national
criteria. An important part of this policy was the promotion of the use of the Russian
language in nearly all spheres of society, a policy which could facilitate the cultural
assimilation of the nationalities.2? According to Michael Rywkin, Russian was
assumed to be the linguafranca 'not only as an instrument of communication, but as a
device for integrating all the nations of the USSR into one "Soviet People" '.28 Indeed,
the number of non-Russians who were reported to know Russian increased
considerably according to the censuses.2® A policy of economic equalisation
(uravnilovka) of the national republics was also promoted, aiming at reducing national
differences. People could, when reading statistical material organised according to the
federal division, ascertain that the relative economic development in terms of material
living conditions was proceeding faster in most of the union republics than in Russia
proper, and this could also be confirmed by personal observation by those who had
been to other parts of the country.30 Educational progress and economic development
of the republics were believed by many to be the necessary and sufficient conditions for
overcoming antagonistic national differences.

There are, however, other arguments and evidence indicating that the federative
structure of the USSR facilitated rather than prevented politicisation of ethnicity.
However formal and symbolic the institutions and the administrative framework of the
national territories were, they provided a base where ethnic sentiments easily developed
and could be expressed. Both the party and the state were organised according to the
same territorial-administrative divisions (although there was no Russian Communist
Party). In the absence of other autonomous subsystems in the social and economic

spheres, the republican state and party structures became the only channels available for
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aggregation and articulation of national interests.3! Conflicts over investment and
resource allocation between the republics were often seen as nationality conflicts, even
though many of the political battles were fought undercover. Carrere d'Encausse points
to an increasing conflict in the party leadership between the technocrats, who would
often support claims from the republics based on economic rationality, whereas the
established central political elite was not willing to give up any of its decision-making
power.32 The Party gradually became less homogeneous, and the room for differences
was utilised by local elites with national, regional or even strictly personal interests.

The policy of the cooptation of national elites also had effects which could cause
national discontent. In several cases there was dissatisfaction among the elite of the
predominantly Russian settler community, often counting on support from the other
non-indigeneous nationalities.33 On some occasions the Russian elites in the republics
would demand a larger or proportional representation in the local political leaderships.
The federative structure, combined with the recording and publication of the nationality
of all cadres{ cc_)ul_d sor\ne‘times_ make it difficult to reconcile the conflict between the.
titular nétibnalities wanting control over their territory, and other nationalities arguing
the case for 'fair' representation in the political leadership.

It is also doubtful whether the policy of cultural and economic equalisation
between the republics actually contributed to a harmonisation of nationality relations.
As we have seen in Chapter 1, the proposition that modernisation, urbanisation and
equalisation would lead to ethnic sentiments' withering away has proved wrong. On the
contrary, there is reason to believe that there is a connection between modernisation of
society and the increased level of ethnic identity. Instead of facilitating integration,
modernisation can serve as a framework for ethnic sentiments. Modemnisation policies
seem to have had similar effects in the Soviet Union as in other multiethnic developing
societies. As groups come into contact and competition with one another, ethnic
differences are perceived. This heightens the feeling of ethnic identity of all the groups
involved, and generally results in animosities and tensions. Greater geographical
mixing of the various ethnic groups may even increase the level of ethnic identity.34 It
is correct that many republics experienced economic progress under Soviet rule, and
although the Russians were still better off than most of the other nationalities, the gap
was being reduced. This did not, however, have the effect that these nationalities were
satisfied with the state of affairs. Many non-Russians believed that their economic
perspectives would have been considerably brighter without the interference from the
centre. The growing dissatisfaction among the Russians themselves can also be seen as
a result of perceived relative deprivation, and even though they were politically
dominant, they were faced with increased competition from formerly subordinated
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groups. The question of the special position of the Russians will be discussed more
thoroughly below.

To conclude, the federative system did not prevent, and in some respects seems
to have facilitated, a politicisation of ethnicity. Especially when the legitimacy of the
Soviet regime started to be openly questioned, the already established administrative
organisation of the state, largely along ethnic lines, was probably a contributing factor
in explaining why much of the opposition to the regime centred around nationality
issues. However, it is not certain that any other form of organisation of the large
multiethnic state would have been more successful in dealing with the nationality issue,
and the Soviet leadership may have had a limited choice. After all, whether it was
mostly due to outright or implied coercion, flexibility and tolerance of national
differences, or economic progress; the Soviet Union for a long time had more success
than many other multiethnic states in containing nationalist sentiments.35

3.3. The Russians and the Soviet State

Russian national identity takes many different forms, and the spectrum of
religious, cultural and specifically nationalist attitudes among Russians is very broad
and varied. Soviet leaders always had to take the responses of the Russians into
account when devising a nationality policy, due to the large number and historical role
of this nationality. At the same time, the policies of the Soviet regime have undoubtedly
influenced and to some extent changed Russian national identity. It is hardly possible
fully to comprehend the situation of the Russians living in Latvia today without some
familiarity with the special role of the Russians in the Soviet empire. There is therefore
a need for a brief discussion of the interrelationship between Soviet policies and the
status of the Russians in the Soviet Union.

The multiethnic Soviet society, being a legacy of the Russian empire, was
characterised by a dominant plurality core (the Russians) and an aggregate of peripheral
groups.36 This opened up the way for tension between Marxist-Leninist theory on the
national question, emphasising equality between all nationalities, and the reality of a
historically and numerically dominant nationality, which traditionally had viewed itself
as entitled to hegemony. When the multiethnic character of the Soviet Union was
accepted through the formation of more or less homogeneous federal subdivisions, the
relations of power between the union republics would necessarily have to be grossly
asymmetrical. The dominant position of the Russians could easily awaken fears among
subordinate groups about their very existence. Thus, when the Soviet leadership after
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Stalin sought to maintain cohesion without relying on continual repression, they had a
difficult task.37

The legitimacy of the Soviet regime relied most of all on the loyalty of the
Russians, and the provision of some form of concessions to Russian national feeling
was seen as needed for their support. The result was that Russian nationalism was
progressively integrated into the ideology. The party selected items from the Russian
cultural and historical heritage that would serve the dynamics of the Soviet state through
their nationalistic value. Soviet history before the Revolution became Russian history,
and the continuity between the Russian and the Soviet empires was thereby
emphasised. Thus, the state formed a necessary alliance with nationalism, called it
"Soviet patriotism" (whereas real patriotism was stigmatised as "bourgeois
nationalism"), and used it to try to legitimate the Soviet state among the Russians.33
The victory in the Soviet War against Germany, "the Great Fatherland War", is also an
important factor in explaining the legitimacy of the Soviet régime and the Communist
Party among a significant proportion of the Russian population. R: G. Suny even states
that with the Great Fatherland War, Russia (/diz:2) and the Soviet Union became one
indivisible polity, and that the war became its part of the "foundation myth" of Soviet
power.39

There are many factors suggesting an advantageous inequity for Russians in
Soviet life. Although many Russians claim that they have always been ruled by
foreigners40, when looking at the relative representation of the different nationalities
within the party, KGB and military elites, one finds that there was a clear
overrepresentation of Russians in the leaderships of all these institutions. Whereas the
Russians in 1970 comprised 53.3 per cent of the USSR population, Russians made up
60.9 per cent of the Union-wide party membership, 57.2 per cent of the Central
Committee membership, and 56 per cent of the Politburo and Party Secretariat
membership. 72.5 per cent of the members of the Council of Ministers and all but one
Central Committee secretaries were Russians in 1972.41 However, as Parming states,
even if the representation were ethnically representative for the USSR population, non-
Russians would still perceive the Russians as dominant.42 Despite the policy of
indigenisation of national elites, the Russians were also represented in large proportions
high up in the hierarchy in the union republics, whereas the other nationalities (with the
exception of Ukrainians and Belorussians) would usually be confined to their own
national territory.43

The status of the Russian language is another sign that Russians had a
privileged position in Soviet society. There is much evidence indicating that a vefy
good knowledge of Russian was a prerequisite for occupying higher positions, and
there was a tendency to make Russian the language of instruction not only in higher but
also in secondary education. There is, of course, the case to be made that in a vast
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country like the Soviet Union it is essential to have one official language of
government, and since more than half the population reported Russian to be their
mother tongue, it seems natural that this language should be Russian. It has, however,
also been argued that the great efforts made to ensure that non-Russians knew Russian
were for their own good, since the non-Slavic population would benefit most from a
fluent knowledge of Russian which would enable them to be more competitive with
native speakers of Russian. W. B. Kory, arguing this point, admits that linguistic
assimilation is the first and probably the most important step in the assimilation
process.*4 Linguistic russification policies can therefore just as well be seen first of all
as serving the interests of the Soviet regime. The language policies were, however, also
in the interests of the Russian population migrating to, or simply spending their
vacations in, different parts of the Soviet Union. They could be certain that their
language, and not the local one, would be used as the means of communication.

The particular relationship between the Russian nétionality and the Soviet
regime is also illustrated by other factors. For example, of all the Soviet national
republics, only the Russians were not granted separate party organisations and
institutions.4> The Russian republic got their own newspaper, Sovetskaya Rossiya, as
late as in 1956.46 Whether this should be seen as discrimination47, or rather a sign of
their privileged position in the all-union party48, it all the same indicates that the
Russians were not treated just like any other nationality.

Despite the advantageous position of the Russians in many spheres of Soviet
life, many Russians had the feeling of being used by the regime. Their advantages
could in many occasions also spell difficulties for the Russian ethnic group. It is open
to question whether the Russian oligarchy in the Soviet leadership, distant and detached
as it was from the general Russian population, should be considered its representatives.
Nevertheless, the overrepresentation of Russians in the leadership was a reason why
the other nationalities identified Russians with the Soviet regime, and it partly explains
the hostility they often met in the union republics. There are numerous examples
showing how the Russians themselves became victims of the policies of the regime.
For all the nationalities there was an understanding that aggressive manifestations of
ethnic self-assertion could not be accepted, but this applied even more to the Russians
than to most of the other nationalities because of the very size of the Russian ethnic
group. A successful nationality policy enjoying the support of all the nationalities
would require restraint on the dominant ethnic group. Many romantic traditional and
religious symbols of Russian ethnocentrism were suppressed, since they would
increase the "alienness" of Russian culture for the non-Russian ethnic groups of the
Soviet Union. Only those aspects of Russian tradition and sentiment that the authorities
believed could infuse life into the propaganda of Marxism-Leninism were tolerated.4®
The destruction of Russian Orthodox churches was an assault on the Russian nation as
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well as on the church, and the systematic obliteration of the traditional names of ancient
towns and regions cut off whole generations from their cultural heritage. As Denitch
notes, the former "prison of nationalities" had become 'a prison for the ethnic Russians
themselves'.50

As long as there was economic progress, it seems that for a majority of
Russians these drawbacks were compensated for by the benefits provided by the
regime. The flood of rhetorical praise for Russian virtues, the glorification of Slavonic
messianic accomplishments, and the extension of the language were all parts of the
'pleasure of dominance'. Western scholars have often stated that the notion of a "Soviet
people" never became a social or psychological reality, and this is correct if we
understand the term to mean that national identities would wither away. However, even
if the "Soviet people" never became an objective reality for the whole population, at
least a considerable number of Russians, whom we are interested in here, had a sense
of pride in belonging to the Soviet state. It is important in this connection to recall the
difference between the individual and group level of analysis which was referred.to.in
hch~ap~terl 1. For a number of Russian individuals there is likely to have been a subjective
sense of belonging to a Soviet people, even if the concept was treated with the utmost
suspicion by most non-Russians. Soviet "patriotism" was often combined with a
national pride in being Russian, and there is reason to believe that national pride and
Soviet patriotism could, as put by Azrael, in fact co-exist and be mutually
reinforcing.5! Research on ethnicity has shown that various communal loyalties can
operate in different yet complementary spheres of social life, and so there is no
necessary contradiction between Russian national identity and a sense of belonging to
the "Soviet people".52

For many Russians the pride in being Soviet diminished with deteriorating
social conditions, when discrepancies between growing expectations and the reality
broadened. Rampant alcoholism, higher mortality rates and serious environmental
problems were indications that the Russian nation itself was in danger. The Russian
village was in a dismal state, and living conditions for many of those who went to the
cities for a better life, often without a propiska, were not much better. Modernisation
policies sponsored by the Soviet regime were often blamed. The decline in the ability of
official Marxism to generate support for the Soviet system, combined with the greater
liberties permitted under glasnost' and the increased level of expression of national
sentiments among the other nationalities can explain the growth of Russian
ethnocentrism.53

Russian ethnocentrism takes many different forms, and the distinction I will
make here is an oversimplification both of the many groups involved and of individual
positions. Nevertheless, Russian ethnocentrism can be divided into two broad groups
which in my view illustrate its main aspects. The first group recognises the Soviet state
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as the legitimate heir of the Russian empire, but rejects Marxist-Leninist ideology, or
pays less attention to ideologies as such, which they judge by their usefulness to the
state.54 The second group conceives Russian ethnicity as basically cultural or spiritual
in nature, and the main concern is the preservation of Russian national culture rather
than the Soviet state.55 There are signs that the influence of both these groups increased
in the 1980s, but their relative importance and support are hard to evaluate.

The more than 25 million Russians of the former Soviet Union living outside
the RSFSR and making up 18.5 per cent of the total Russian population deserve special
attention.56 Table 3.1. shows the distribution of Russians in the various union
republics of the (former) USSR from 1959 to 1989 and the proportion of Russians
seen in relation to the total population of each republic. Relatively little research has
been carried out to investigate whether there are any distinguishing features that make
these Russians different from those living in their traditionally ethnic homelands in
terms of ethnic identity.57 Consequently it is important to emphasise that the
considerations below are aimed at pointing to factors that are seen as decisive to explain.
poss1ble dif ferences and that they will not give an exhaustive answer about the extent
to which such differences exist. There is, however, a hope that this thesis, in dealing
particularly with one group of these Russians, can fill some of the gaps existing in
research on this subject.

There are several factors that indicate that the Russian population in non-
Russian areas had the ability to maintain its ethnic identity. First, the Russians were
usually confined to the largest cities58, and the concentration of Russians in the major
cities of the Union republics made Russians comprise more than 20 per cent of the
population in all the capitals, with the exception of Tbilisi and Erevan.5® The Russians
who moved to these cities therefore usually came to an established Russian or Russian-
speaking environment, where they met with other Russians in their neighbourhood and
their work place. It was not always necessary to interact with the indigenous
population, and when such interaction took place, it was usually implied that Russian
was the language of communication. The Russians also had enough Russian-language
newspapers, periodicals and programs on radio and TV to manage without knowledge
of the local language. The high geographical mobility of the Russian migrant population
should also be emphasised. Many Russians did not move to another republic on a
permanent basis, but were searching all the time for other places to move to where there
were better material and social conditions. This made them less inclined to get rooted in
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Table 3.1: Russian Population in the USSR
1959 1970
Russian population of republic Russian population of republic
total as share of as share of total as share of as share of
total Russian total total Russian total
Republic population in | population of population in | population of
the USSR republic the USSR republic
(1000s) (%) (%) (1000s) (%) (%)
RSFSR 97864 85.8 833 107748 8.5 82.8
Ukraine 7091 6.2 16.9 9126 7.1 194
Belarus 659 0.6 82 938 0.7 . 10.4
Uzbekistan 1091 1.0 13.5 1473 1.1 12.5
Kazakhstan 3974 3.5 4.7 5522 43 424
Georgia 408 04 10.1 397 03 8.5
Azerbaijan 501 04 13.6 510 0.4 10.0
Lithuania 231 0.2 8.5 268 0.2 8.6
Moldova 293 03 10.2 414 03 11.6
Latvia 556 0.5 26.6 705 0.5 29.8
Kirgizstan 654 0.6 31.6 856 0.7 29.2
- Tajikistan - 263 | 0.2 133 344 | 03 119
Armenia 56 0.1 32 66 0.1 2.7
Turkmenistan 263 0.2 173 313 0.2 14.5
Estonia 240 0.2 20.1 335 03 247
Total 114114 129015
1979 1989
Russian population of republic Russian population of republic
total as share of as share of total as share of as share of
total Russian total total Russian total
Republic population in | population of population in | population of
the USSR republic the USSR republic
(1000s) (%) (%) (1000s) (%) (%)
RSFSR 113522 82.6 82.6 119866 82.6 81.5
Ukraine 10472 7.6 21.1 11356 7.8 22.1
Belarus 1134 0.8 11.9 1342 0.9 13.2
Uzbekistan 1666 1.2 10.8 1653 1.1 83
Kazakhstan 5991 44 40.8 6228 43 378
Georgia 372 03 7.4 341 0.2 63
Azerbaijan 475 03 7.9 392 03 5.6
Lithuania 303 0.2 8.9 34 0.2 94
Moldova 506 04 12.8 562 04 13.0
Latvia 821 0.6 32.8 906 0.6 34.0
Kirgizstan 912 0.7 259 917 0.6 21.5
Tajikistan 395 03 10.4 388 03 7.6
Armenia 70 0.1 23 52 0.0 1.6
Turkmenistan 349 03 12.6 334 0.2 9.5
Estonia 409 03 27.9 475 03 30.3
Total 137397 145155

Source: Compiled using data from Arutyunyan (1992), p. 19.
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the republic they moved to, and the local culture, history and traditions often did not
affect or even interest them. With the exception of a few closed cities, the whole
territory of the Soviet Union represented one single labour market.60

The maintenance of Russian identity was also facilitated by the educational
system, where Russian children usually would attend Russian-language schools.
Whereas the schools in the local languages, which were attended mainly by the
indigenous population, would to a certain extent reflect local conditions, Russian-
language schools were more or less identical all over the Soviet Union. Instead of
emphasising the history of the region, general Soviet history was tailght, which for the
pre-revolutionary period would mean the history of Russia.

All this meant that for Russians moving to a new place of residence within the
Soviet Union there was a familiar environment to which they could easily adapt.
Republican borders were seen as symbolic, and only to a minor degree affected
considerations about where to move. Only rarely did Russians assimilate to other
nationalities, and when it happened it was mainly children of mixed marriages between:
a Russian and a representative of the indigenous population who at the age of 16
indicated the indigenous nationality in their passport.6l Since there were also
considerable numbers of non-Russians who migrated out of their national territories,
these nationalities would usually use the Russian language and send their children to
Russian schools, and there was therefore a tendency for these nationalities, and
especially the Ukrainians and Belorussians, to assimilate to the Russian population.
The internal passport system delayed this process somewhat, but the trend could be
seen by looking at intermarriages, where there was a strong tendency for children of a
non-indigenous parent and a Russian to choose Russian as their nationality.62

However, even though Russians in the union republics were able to maintain
their ethnic identity, there are also signs that the content of this identity changed
considerably. Modernisation and, particularly, urbanisation detached many Russians
from their traditional homelands, and thereby from the continuity with the past. Such a
group of people was likely to be more receptiver to the continued ideological emphasis
by the Soviet authorities upon the supposed unity of the "Soviet people". Instead of
focusing on distinctly Russians concerns and problems, it was implicitly understood
that Russians should ensure the stability and the welfare of the entire multiethnic state.
The limits within which they could maintain their separate group identity were
restricted.63 Russian identity and pride were to be satisfied through their role of being
"first among equals", and especially those Russians living in the non-Russian republics
would ensure that Russian attentions and energies were kept focused on the union-wide
level.

The social role of Russians in the non-Russian republics was not limited only to
representing statehood. In some regions, in more recent years most notably in Central
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Asia and Kazakhstan, Russians were important agents of modernisation, and were
often seen as representatives of a more developed culture in backward and traditionalist
regions.%4 The social role of Russians in this region was naturally very different from
their role in the Baltic republics, where modernisation had taken place at a much earlier
stage and where Russians tended to regard the local cultures as more developed than
their own. The actual living conditions of Russians also varied significantly from one
republic to another, and even within the republics, determined by historical
circumstances as well as by the social characteristics of the Russian population living
there. ‘

The fact that relatively few Russians outside Russia were fluent in the local
language, and that they tended to integrate socially mostly with fellow Russians or
other Slaves, does not imply that they had not been influenced by the local nationalities
and their way of living. On the contrary, there is evidence showing that Russians in the
republics often adopted values and norms of nationalities living in their local
environment which dlstmgulshed them from Russians of the core-group.. Russmns in.
the Baltic, for example often felt themselves to be more westernised but also more
reserved than their coethnics in Russia.65 There is an abundance of anecdotal evidence
of Russians from the republics moving or travelling to the Russian Federation and
feeling complete strangers there. At the same time, the local populations in the republics
were usually more positive towards Russians who had lived there for a long time and
adopted local customs, traditions and culture than towards Russians who had arrived
more recently. In 1978 Matthews Pavlovich suggested that the Russian diaspora was in
the process of acquiring an identity of its own, different from the Russian core group in
Russia.66 However, although Russians lost contact 'not only with their former social
milieu, but also with the traditional mores of Russian society', this does not seem to
have been enough to create a sense of common identity among Russians in, for
example, Latvia and Kazakhstan, as opposed to the identity of Russians in Russia
itself. If Russians adopted a different identity, it was more likely to be as "Russians in
Kazakhstan" or "Russians in Latvia" and not as much as a Russian diaspora or
"Russians outside Russia".

Towards the end of the 1980s, however, differences between the Russian core
group, living in traditionally Russian areas of the RSFSR, and Russians living in other
union republics became more evident. Their reactions to the political changes and the
many manifestations of ethnic sentiments among the non-Russian nationalities tended to
take somewhat diverging forms. As a result of increasing ethnocentrism in the union
republics the ethnic awareness among both groups of Russians increased as well.
However, to Russians in the republics such an awareness was more often linked to the
status of being non-indigenous or "Russian-speaking" than to a sense of belonging to a
more narrowly defined Russian ethnos. Russians in Russia tended to focus mostly on
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internal Russian problems and were more concerned with the deteriorating state of
Russia and with how to improve it, whether inside or outside a Soviet framework.67
There was, thus, often deep discontent among core-group Russians with the empire in
its present form. They tended to think that Russia had wasted too many resources on
the material support of the Soviet peripheries, with the result that living conditions in
the republics had become considerably better than in Russia itself.68 Russians living in
the RSFSR were therefore inclined to take the position that Russia could no longer
afford to subsidise the union republics economically. This opinion was intensified by
what Russians believed to be a lack of gratitude among people livi.ng in the republics
for the support they had received from Russia and a tendency to blame Russia and
Russians for all the misfortunes which had taken place during the Soviet period.

There can be no doubt that the preservation of the Soviet Union was regarded as
an important issue also by a large proportion of Russians living in the RSFSR. They
were often proud of belonging to an empire which inspired a sense of greatness
through belongmg toa world super-power. However, this question was usually not of.
the same ovemdmg 1mportance to them as it was to the majority of Russians living in
the republics. Russians in the republics tended to see their well-being as dependent on
the continued existence of the Soviet state and the symbolic character of the borders
between the republics. They were therefore more inclined than their coethnics in Russia
to take an 'internationalist' position. Moreover, Russians often depended upon all-
union structures as their source of income, and many were afraid that their future
physical and material security would be threatened were their republic to become
independent.

It should again be emphasised that the intention of this examination of Soviet
nationality policy has been to provide a general picture of the conditions for the
formation, persistence, transformation and eradication of ethnic identity among
Russians in the Soviet Union. This is seen as necessary for an understanding of the
situation of the Russians living in Latvia today. In such a general discussion major
regional and individual differences and peculiarities have to be overlooked. The next
section, dealing with Soviet nationality policy specifically towards Latvia, will
accordingly consider these further issues in more detail.

3.4. Soviet Nationality Policy in Latvia

When the importance of Soviet nationality policy for ethnic identity in Latvia
has been discussed in western literature, most scholars have concentrated on the

implications for the Latvian ethnic group. This section, examining nationality policy in
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Latvia up to the mid-1980s, puts more emphasis on those aspects of this policy which
are seen as likely to have influenced the Russian population living (or moving) there,
and particularly the content and level of their ethnic self-consciousness. The analysis
will focus on policy developments in three areas: industrialisation and immigration;
cadre policies; and education. At the end of the section there will be an assessment of

the impact of these policies on ethnic identification among Russians in the republic.

3.4.1. Industrialisation and Immigration

Immediately after World War II the Soviets began extensive industrialisation in
Latvia. The republic, which already had a developed industry before the war, provided
favourable conditions for capital investment: The level of education and training was
higher that in most other parts of the Soviet Union, the republic represented a skilled
labour reserve and, compared to other industrialised areas, relatively little of the. well-
~déve.lol;>ed infrastructure had been destroyed during the war. '

The rapid large-scale industrialisation facilitated the integration of Latvia into the
Soviet Union. The centralised system of planning and management was an important
aspect of this integration, as also was the collectivization of agriculture. Centralised
control continued into the late Gorbachev era, and figures from the early 1980s suggest
that all key enterprises and the majority of the larger plants and factories were
subordinated to all-union ministries or Union-republic ministries with supervising
agencies both in Moscow and in Riga. Less than 15 per cent of industry was directly
controlled by republican ministries.6?

Industrialisation was accompanied by a large influx of immigrants,
predominantly Russians and other Slavs. This immigration, together with low
birthrates among Latvians, significantly changed the national composition of the
republic, as can be seen from Figure 3.1. In 1935 the Russian share of the population
in Latvia was 8.8 per cent, but by 1959 the share had increased to 26.6 per cent and in
1989 it was 34.0 per cent. The total number of Russians was 4.4 times higher in 1989
than in 1935. The share of Latvians went down from 77.0 per cent of the population in
1935 to 62.0 per cent in 1959 and was as low as 52.0 per cent in 1989.70 It is
noteworthy that the number of Latvians is actually lower than it was before the war.
Immigration was particularly large in the years immediately after the war, and the
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in the machine building and diesel industries and increasing investments in light and
food industry instead.”4

During the purge in 1959 the party condemned these efforts to reduce the influx
of immigrants and characterised them as a result of 'national isolation which created
obstacles for the development of the forces of production'.”7> Immigration was again
encouraged; the annual number of immigrants can be observed in Figure 3.2. It is
noteworthy that the number of people moving to Latvia from other republics in the
period from 1959 to 1988 was markedly higher than the natural increase. Immigration
accounted for 51.2 per cent of the total population growth in 1959-69, 66.7 per cent in
1970-78 and 58.1 per cent in 1979-88.76 The Kosygin economic reforms required
increased production through greater efficiency rather than through an increase in
workers, and Latvian planners had considerable success in accomplishing this by
setting maximum labour limits for all Riga industries, for example. Nevertheless, the
population influx did not slow down, and according to Juris Dreifelds, this can partly

‘be explained by the increased demand for.labour-in the rapidly growing service -

sector.”7

The immigration of Russians continued in the 1960s and 1970s, and the net
immigration rate amounted at times to almost 1 per cent of the existing population per
year. The net immigration rate is based on the difference between the number of
immigrants and emigrants. In the 1960s and 1970s approximately 50 per cent of the
immigrants came from the RSFSR, 15 per cent from Belorussia, 14 per cent from the
Ukraine and 7 per cent from Lithuania.”8 Many of the newcomers did not stay in Latvia
for a long time, and the actual number of immigrants was from 1960-65 on average
almost 48,000 a year, whereas almost 32,000 left the republic, giving an annual net
growth of almost 16000 a year (see Figure 3.2). At the same time the rate of natural
increase dropped from 6.7 per thousand in 1960 to a low of 1.0 per cent in 1979. The
mechanical population growth was thereby higher than the natural increase of the
population from 1960 to 1988. Even though the net immigration rate was lower in the
1970s and 1980s than it was in the 1960s, immigration remained high until the end of

the 1980s, and in 1990 net immigration was, for the first time since the 1950s,
negative.
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supply of labour from its large rural population, since Lithuania for a long time had a
much higher birth rate than both Latvia and Estonia.”?

Apart from in the late 1940s, when some of the immigration into Latvia was
involuntary, in the form of functionaries assigned and forced labour dispatched to the
republic, most of the immigration was voluntary. Such immigration can be explained
by the favourable social and material living conditions in the republic compared to many
other republics of the Soviet Union.89 It is usually acknowledged that the Baltic
republics enjoyed the highest standard of living in the Soviet Union81, and the Baltic
republics also attracted many citizens from other republics by their more Western
atmosphere and way of life. These republics were commonly referred to in the rest of
the Soviet Union as "sovetskaya zagranitsa" (the Soviet abroad).

Many analysts still believe that there were motives other than considerations of
pure economic profitability underlying the policy of large-scale industrialisation.
Latvian émigré A. Silde in 1965 argued that one of the concealed aims behind the
-industrialisation-of Latvia was to enable a Russian labour force to flow into the
republic.82 He is supported by Lubova Zile, who argues that the policy of the
Communist Party was aimed at the destruction of the national identity of all Soviet
nationalities, and Russians were used for this purpose when they were sent into all the
republics in order to Russify them. The party leaders, according to Zile, believed that a
sizeable Russian section of the population in each republic would be a stabiliser which
would lessen the national identity of the indigenous population and suppress outbursts
of nationalist sentiment.83 Misiunas and Taagepera argue that the industrial proletariat
was seen by the Soviet leadership as superior to the peasantry and more supportive of
the Soviet regime, and they therefore believe that one of the aims behind
industrialisation in the Baltic area was to stabilise the former independent countries.34

What, then, is the evidence suggesting that the influx of Russians was part of a
deliberate policy of russification, other than the proposition that a large Russian
settlement in Latvia was politically very convenient for the authorities? Writers on the
subject have usually not denied that, given the location of large-scale industry in Latvia,
there was a need for labour supplies from outside. However, the economic rationale
behind the location of so much industry in Latvia, where there was a lack of labour,
raw materials and energy, and usually a long distance from the markets where the
products were sold, has been questioned. One example of 'ill-fated' policies was the
building of a giant textile mill in Ogre, a small town not far from Riga. Nearly all the
workers were reported to be non-Latvians who had been imported mainly from Russia
and the two other Slavic republics. The mill obtained nearly all its raw materials from
Central Asia or from overseas, and the production was sold primarily outside the
republic.85 The cost of many of the projects in terms of ecological and environmental
destruction was, according to critics, not integrated into the favourable figures that the
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Soviet authorities and local party leaders would refer to when they were supplying
evidence of rapid economic growth in the republic. The events of the late 1950s also
indicate that republican leaders, had they been in control, would have devised another
policy with more emphasis on the light and food industries and production for the
republic's home market.

The system of so-called orgnabor “ (organised recruitment of labour), which
took place in the three Slavic republics in order to tempt workers to settle in Latvia, is
another indication of intentional russification. Job vacancies in Latvia were often better
advertised in Russian cities than in the republic itself. It is not seen as a coincidence that
it was the Slavic population, thought to be the most loyal to the Soviet regime, which
was subject to such recruitment initiatives.86

It is hardly possible fully to evaluate the degree to which the large influx of
Russians into Latvia was part of a deliberate policy of russification of the republic.
What is clear, however, is that migration processes are not immune to politics, since
diffe_rer_xt policies in this area, with a different pace of-industrialisation; different
.rec‘quirements on residence permits, and a different recruitment policy would certainly
have had an impact on the number of immigrants. As we have seen, there is evidence
suggesting that immigration to Latvia was a natural process in many respects, since
very few Russians were sent into the republic by force. At the same time few if any
measures were employed by the Soviet authorities to restrict such immigration, and it
therefore seems that a high number of Russians and other Slavs in Latvia was seen in
Moscow official circles as a desirable development.

Scholarly differences on questions of migration have also been reflected in
popular attitudes among the population of Latvia. According to Dzintra Bungs, the
perceptions of migration among Latvians and non-Latvians have been vastly different.
Whereas most newcomers to Latvia (predominantly Russians) would see migration as a
normal process 'associated with the chance to improve their standard of living and
enjoy a more westernised way of live', Latvians, in contrast, 'associate migration with
all those policies from Moscow that fostered the russification of Latvia'.87 In the same
article, however, Bungs refers to an opinion poll conducted in 1989 where 79.1 per
cent of the respondents said that migration should be halted.®® This suggests a negative
attitude to migration not only among Latvians, but also among a large number of non-
Latvians and even among people who had earlier immigrated to Latvia themselves.
Shortages in housing and consumer goods, which have often been perceived as a result
of the increasing mechanical growth of the population, have affected Latvians and
Russians alike. Differing popular views on the question of migration should therefore
be explained not so much by nationality differences as by the interests of individuals

connected with opportunities for free settlement in all parts of the (former) Soviet
Union.
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3.4.2. Cadre Policies

In an analysis of nationality policy in Latvia one cannot overlook the importance
of cadre policies, since it is often assumed that the more strongly a nationality is
represented in the leadership, the more responsive the leadership would normally be to
the ethnopolitical claims of that nationality. Some caution must, however, be exercised
in order not to arrive at hasty conclusions about nationality representation and actual
political influence. As Rasma Karklins has noted, Soviet biographical data about the
nationality of people in leadership positions are based on their administrative
identification in their internal passports, and do not necessarily reflect their self-
identification. Moreover, even if a leader identifies with a certain nationality, his
ethnopolitical profile may not correspond to his ethnic identity.8? We have already seen
that the Soviet regime relied on cooptation of native elites in the republics, and a high
level of répfeséniatioﬁ of the‘indigenous nationality may merely signify that such a
policy has been successful. At the same time there are many cases where seemingly
well coopted native elites have become advocates of national causes, and on such
occasions it seems that the share of national leaders in the leadership has played a
significant role. Some statistical material on nationality representation in the leadership
of Latvia is therefore useful, but the following examination of cadre developments in
Latvia will also introduce factors illustrating that the share of the different nationalities
in the Latvian leadership has not always reflected ethnopolitical influence.

At the time of the annexation of Latvia, its Communist Party was negligible,
with only one thousand members.?% By 1946 the number had increased ten times, and
approximately half of the members were Latvian.?1 A large proportion of these
Latvians were, however, so-called "Russian Latvians"; i.e, Latvians who were children
of the old Latvian Bolsheviks, educated and socialised in the Soviet Union, and
returned to Latvia after Soviet control was established there. Most of these Latvians,
estimated to be about one hundred thousand people®2, were considered to be
particularly loyal to the Soviet regime. They often did not know the Latvian language,
and were unfamiliar with Latvian culture and traditions. According to Juris Dreifelds,
many of them seemed to be 'more russified than the Russians'.?3 Such "Russian
Latvians" were considered by the Soviet authorities to be very suitable for filling key
positions, because they would give the impression that a large part of the leadership
was indigenous, whereas they were much easier to integrate into the ruling apparatus
than native-born Latvians. Their loyalty to the Soviet cause was the most important
qualification for their appointments, and made cooptation an easy task. It should,
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however, be emphasised that there was a big variation in the social composition and
political outlook of the "Russian Latvians".94

Due to the lack of indigenous cadres in Latvia, during the first years of Soviet
rule most of the leaders were brought in from other parts of the Soviet Union. Thus, at
the beginning of 1953 the share of Latvians in the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of Latvia was 38.9 per cent, in the Latvian Council of Ministers 43.9 per cent;
and 34 per cent of the Party's district and city committees' secretaries were Latvians.?>
Were it not for the "Russian Latvians", the Latvian share would have been even lower.
However, destalinisation brought radical changes in the composition of the republic's
elite. Latvians started to join the Party, and Russian functionaries were gradually
pushed out. Towards the end of 1958 the most important decision-making body in the
republic, the Bureau of the Central Committee of the Communist Party, had out of ten
members, only one Russian.?¢ At the same time there was a shift of emphasis from the
"Russian Latvians" to the indigenous group of old communists who had remained in

_Latvia during the years of independence. The new forces in the local ruling apparatus .
promoted policies that were not approved by or were even opposed to the policies of
the central Soviet leadership.

After the attempts at reform by the "Berklavs group" were stopped, the local
ruling apparatus was purged periodically until 1962, and the new leaders were in many
respects different from the leaders in the late 1950s. The purges had made the new
leaders reluctant to articulate national interests explicitly. The privileges and relatively
high level of social security provided to the elite of functionaries as long as they did not
'experiment' were also important.?7 The "Russian Latvians", who were preferred by
the Soviet leadership, became more influential again. In the 1970s the Party leader, the
Prime Minister and the Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet were all
Latvians who had come from Russia with a minimal knowledge of Latvian.9® The
share of Latvians in the top political leadership of the republic went down. In the early
1970s only 42 per cent of the seats in the Central Committee of the party were occupied
by Latvians.?? Still, many party and government positions retained a high
representation of Latvians; 73 per cent of district chairmen and 71 per cent of the
Council of Ministers had Latvian names, and 72 per cent of the members of the
Supreme Soviet were Latvians.100 [t has not been established how many of these
Latvians were actually born in the republic or spoke Latvian. A study from Riga in
1967-68, however, suggested that people born outside Latvia were proportionally
better represented in higher positions in the republic, and similarly the locally born were
underrepresented in leadership positions.101

There are no exact figures for the share of Russians in the Latvian Communist
Party, but the share of Latvians has been suggested in figures from 1966 and 1973,
indicating that respectively 33 and 43-46 per cent of Party members were Latvians.102
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The percentage of the population in Latvia that was recruited to Communist Party
membership continued to be lower than the USSR average, but this does not seem to
apply to the Russians living in the republic. Even though no accurate data are available
for explaining the low level of Party membership among Latvians, various reasons
have been suggested. First, there was never a large communist movement in Latvia,
and despite the fact that the Communist Party was traditionally larger here than in
Estonia and Lithuania, it seems that the interest among Latvians in Party membership
was low. This lack of interest may also be explained by a lower degree of legitimacy
for the Soviet regime among Latvians than among other nationalities living in the
republic. Second, since admission to the Party was regulated, there can also have been
a lack of candidates that were seen as worthy of becoming members. Moreover,
compared to most of the other nationalities living in Latvia, Latvians more often live in
the countryside, where the number of Party members was usually lower than in urban
areas.

The SUb_]CCthC evaluation of cadre policies is also of great importance.
"However, there is very little material on the different natlonalltles perceptions of the
representation of their own and other nationalities in leading positions. In an interesting
survey of predominantly Jewish and Russian emigrants to the United States from 1979
to 1982 Rasma Karklins found that the respondents perceived that Russians had better
access to government and Party positions in the RSFSR, and the same applied to the
titular nationalities of their respective republics. However, Latvia was one of the two
republics where Russians were seen as holding an equal or even superior position. 103

There are many reasons why different nationalities tend to view cadre policies
differently, and, as Karklins notes, what is regarded as just is often subjective and
dependent on context.104 In the case of Latvia, Russian and other immigrants have
tended to favour proportional representation, using arguments of equality. Latvians, on
the other hand, have been inclined to argue that they, as the indigenous nationality,
should have some overrepresentation. This has been of particular importance to many
Latvians, since their share of the population has decreased in their own republic, and
many have felt a threat of national extinction.

3.4.3. Education

The educational system is generally acknowledged to be one of the most
important state instruments for socialisation, and policies in this sphere undoubtedly
influence both national identity and nationality relations. In the period of Latvian
independence there was a 12-year school system and, as was described in Chapter 2, a
considerable number of different schools for ethnic minorities, and also many private
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schools. The Soviet reorganisation was aimed at the integration of schools in Latvia
into the Soviet 11-year school system. Private and national schools were closed, and
schools in the republic were divided into schools with Russian or Latvian language of
instruction respectively. Drastic revisions were introduced in the curicula, where
"unsuitable subjects" were dropped.

The Khrushchev school reform of 1958 suggested that the formerly compulsory
second language training in all schools was to be made optional.105 This implied that
the Latvian language would become a voluntary subject in Russian-language schools,
whereas Latvians would no longer be obliged to study Russian. In Latvia there was
great opposition to this reform, and the nationally-minded republican leaders defended
the compulsory study of Latvian as well as of Russian. They feared that the local
language would be dropped by many pupils in the Russian-language schools, were
they given the choice. At the same time Latvian children who did not choose Russian-
language schools would have problems in obtaining higher education and in the army,
and their career opportunities in general would be reduced.1%6 Latvia was thus one.of.
the t§vo republics (the other one was Azerbaijan) which did not at first pass the law
proposed by Khrushchev. On the contrary, in March 1959 the Supreme Soviet of
Latvia increased the number of compulsory hours for the study of the Latvian language,
as well as of Latvian literature, history and geography for the Russian-language
schools.107

However, education policies in Latvia were aligned with education policies in
the rest of the Soviet Union after the purge of the "Berklavs group". Training in a
second language became voluntary, and the study of Russian was given a more
preferential treatment throughout the school system. In Russian-language schools the
number of hours for studying Latvian was gradually decreased, whereas in Latvian-
language schools more time was devoted to Russian than to the native language.108 A
10-year curriculum was introduced in 1964 in all Latvian schools, but in 1965 the 11-
year curriculum was reintroduced in Latvian schools where the language of instruction
was not Russian. However, most of the extra time was reported to be allocated to the
study of Russian.102 There is little statistical material on the number of pupils who
opted out of either Russian or Latvian language lessons. The material available clearly
indicates, however, that the majority of Latvians did study Russian.!10 There seems to
have been considerable pressure on Latvians to become bilingual, both because of the
better prospects for the future for those who knew Russian, and because of the
psychological pressure which was put on those "bourgeois nationalists" who did not
study the language of "internationalist communication".111 Russians did not come
under the same pressure to study Latvian, although knowledge of Latvian was
recommended. Latvian received, for example, less attention in Russian schools in
1972-73 than did any other "foreign language" available.112 The low number of
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Russians who reported knowledge of Latvian in the censuses of 1970 and 1979
indicates that teaching of Latvian in Russian schools was not taken seriously. For
example, whereas 47 per cent of Latvians reported fluency in Russian in 1970 and 60
per cent in 1979, only 18 and 22 per cent respectively of Russians reported a
knowledge of Latvian.113 In the Russian-language schools very little time was devoted
to study of the local history, geography and culture, and many pupils in these schools
also regarded such topics as 'of no use in practical life'.114

Both Russians and Latvians would normally attend a school with instruction in
their mother tongue, although this tendency was stronger for Russians than for
Latvians. However, members of other nationalities had only the choice between
schools using the Latvian or the Russian language. In Latvia a majority of such children
would attend Russian-language schools, which parents often preferred since they were
regarded as a means of broadening career opportunities for their children on an all-
union level.115 With the socialisation potential of the school system, these children
were not only subject to Russian 1nfluence in linguistic terms, but the schools often
defined the environment for social interaction. What developed was a Russian-speaking
community, consisting of many different nationalities, but with common group
characteristics in terms of value system, outlook and social norms. This community,
although dominated by Russians, was only to a minor degree centred around a
traditional Russian national culture, and the schools emphasised 'internationalist'
attitudes. The school system therefore facilitated linguistic, and to a certain extent
cultural, assimilation between Russians and other nationalities. However, since
Latvians would usually have their own schools, where they interacted in a
predominantly Latvian environment, the school system at the same time contributed to
the preservation of a Latvian national identity.

Another aspect of the school policy of the 1960s was an increasing number of
so-called mixed schools (smeshannye shkoly). In spite of the name, these schools do
not signify that Russian and Latvian pupils attended the same classes, as formal
teaching periods were held separately for each language group. In 1967 out of a total of
1500 schools, 240 of them were mixed, i.e. bilinguall1é, but these schools tended to
be larger than other schools, so the share of children attending such schools was
higher.117 The experience of these mixed schools was, indeed, mixed. The idea was
that closer contact between pupils and teachers of different nationalities would further
'internationalism', and officially such schools were often declared to be a great
success.!18 Most observers today, on the other hand, believe that mixed schools as
they were practised in Latvia did not facilitate any friendship between the
nationalities.! 19 The presence of two separate groups within the same school building
often intensified the pupils' perception of two antagonistic groups; "we" against
"them". This also corresponds with the findings which were referred to in the first
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chapter, that greater contacts between ethnic groups under certain conditions tend to
strengthen rather than lessen ethnic identity, and may strain group relations.

3.5. Conclusion: Soviet Nationality Policy and the Effect on Russian
Ethnic Identity in Latvia

It 1s, of course, difficult to assess the precise impact of the policy trends
discussed in this chapter on the national identification of Russians in Latvia.
Nevertheless, some aspects of these policies appear to have worked for the maintenance
of a Russian identity. The large and increasing number of Russian immigrants into the
major Latvian cities prevented a dramatic change of environment for the majority of
those Russians who arrived in the republic, and Russian-language schools, almost
identical to the schools in the rest of the Soviet Union, further facilitated their children's
-socialisation into such a Russian environment:

Russians living in Latvia were continuously praised for their contribution to the
considerable achievements of the republic. The role of the Russians in the liberation of
Latvia from Nazi occupation has been particularly emphasised. Many Russians, thus,
gradually became convinced that their presence in the republic was also to the advantage
of the Latvian nation.120 Since they were treated as an "elder brother" of the other
nationalities, many Russians also developed a sense of being "masters" of the republic
and of the whole country.121 A privileged status for the Russian language and a high
proportion of Russians in the Party leadership were therefore regarded as a natural state
of affairs.

Figures for intermarriage, language use and demographic changes which will be
presented in later chapters further indicate the maintenance of a Russian national identity
in Latvia. However, the content of this national identity seems to have changed
significantly. The reasons for such changes, which first were discussed on a union-
wide level, also seem to apply to Latvia. Many Russian immigrants coming to Latvia
lost their attachment to their ethnic homelands, their religion and their cultural
traditions. An 'internationalist' outlook and attitudes were expected by Russians in
exchange for a relatively privileged position in the republic. Even though most
Russians continued to identify themselves as Russians in the censuses, many of them
did not, in practice, regard themselves primarily as representatives of the Russian
nation, but rather as representatives of the Soviet state.

Some analysts have, correctly, argued that ethnic Latvians in the republican
leadership did not necessarily represent the interests of their nationality.122 It should,
however, be emphasised that this also seems to be the case with Russians and ethnic
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Russian leaders, both in Riga and in Moscow. There was often pressure on all leaders
to enact policies intended to weaken any and all national identity. Many Russians
undoubtedly gained from the policies of the leadership, but the same can be said about a
large number of Latvians who were loyal to the regime. There are cases of Russians in
Latvia and in the other Baltic republics who were recruited into work in local industry
and also were offered new flats, whereas many indigenous people had to wait for
twenty years or more to get an apartment.123 On the other hand, it has also been argued
that many Latvians deliberately avoided employment in industry, where there would
often be obsolete equipment, a lack of catering - and other facilities, and often
monotonous work and inconvenient shifts.124 If we disregard material living
conditions, both Latvians and Russians also suffered from the policy of sovietisation
and the attempts to create an 'internationalist', socialist, secularised culture. This culture
naturally contained more elements from Russian than from Latvian culture, due to the
dominant position of the Russians in Soviet society. However, in so far as Russian
culture was promoted, it was a crippled and impoverished version of it.

This chapter has for the most part dealt with Soviet nationality policies in the
pre-Gorbachev era. During this period the ethnic composition of Latvia changed
dramatically, and this is one of the main reasons why ethnopolitical issues are of such
major importance in Latvia today. The reforms under Gorbachev were crucial, since the
new freedoms could be exploited by the national leadership in the union republics to
seek greater autonomy from Moscow. However, it would lead too far to discuss in
detail the changes which took place in Soviet nationality policies under Gorbachev, and
even more so as the main trends of these policies should already be familiar to the
readers of this thesis. For our purposes I therefore believe it is more appropriate now to
proceed to nationality policies in Latvia from the late 1980s onwards, although one
should bear in mind that these policies, at least initially, were designed within the
context of Gorbachev's reforms.
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question. I will in this thesis follow Hosking and Lieven in arguing that despite of the unique features
of the multinational state there are some general 'imperial' characteristics which set the USSR in a
broader chronological and geographical framework as the 'last of the great European empires' (Hosking
1988, pp. 13-16, Lieven 1988, p. 28). For other views see Rutland (1984) and Sakwa (1989), p. 302,
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4. Latvian Ethnopolitics 1988-93

4.1. Introduction

With the formation of popular movements in the Baltic States in the late 1980s
and the gradual decline in the influence of the Communist Party, both within the
republics themselves and in Moscow, the ethnopolitical situation in the three countries
changed dramatically. The popular movements were soon to test, and on several
occasions to stretch, the limits of glasnost' and perestroika. Initially the setting up of
such popular movements had been encouraged by Moscow as a basis for promoting the
cause of economic reform in the region. However, what started off as relatively modest
requests for changes within the system soon developed into a movement for
fundamental social transformations and, ultimately, independent statehood. Such
transformations clearly went far beyond the changes Gorbachev had envisaged when he
initiated the reforms. The new freedoms were soon to be taken for granted, and it
proved to be impossible for Moscow to control the course of events. -

This chapter deals with Latvian nationality policies in the period from the first
initiatives for the foundation of a popular front in the early summer of 1988 and the
elections to the new Latvian parliament, the Saeima, five years later. The new
nationality policies in Latvia had a great impact on ethnic identification among Russians
in the republic. Such policies were undoubtedly influenced by tactical considerations
concerning how to win support for the movement and the degree to which it was
feasible to challenge Moscow, but there can similarly be no doubt that in most respects
the agenda for the nationalities policies and the direction in which to proceed were
defined in Latvia itself. Latvian nationality policies will therefore for the greater part in
this chapter be treated as an autonomous force, and programmes and political actions
will be analysed in accordance with their face value, with only a few references to
possible hidden agendas and tactical considerations. This also seems to be the best
approach in order to understand how Russians themselves perceived the changes taking
place in Latvian society.

In this chapter there is no attempt at providing a comprehensive account of all
events related to nationality policies in Latvia in the above-mentioned period, as this
would lead too far. Instead, the chapter seeks to discuss some of the main elements of
these policies by focusing on certain relevant issues. One should, however, not
completely ignore the time factor, because nationalities policies in Latvia changed
significantly over this period. This also makes it appropriate to ask whether a
periodisation of Latvian nationality policies at this time can be attempted.

The first section of the chapter looks at the background to the emergence of the
Popular Front (Latvijas Tautas Fronte - LFT ), and seeks mainly to address the
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question of what role the ethnic factor played in the LTF's quest for self-determination.
This section will focus on the tension between an ethnic and a territorial concept of the
state in forming Latvian nationality policies. A central question concerns whom the LTF
leaders and activists considered to be the "real owners" of Latvia.

Citizenship has emerged as perhaps the most hotly contested issue in Latvian
politics over recent years, and the second section focuses on the citizenship debate in
Latvia. The question of who should and who should not become a citizen affects all
ethnic groups but, since Russians make up the largest group of non-citizens, the issue
is politically most problematic and has the greatest disruptive potential among the
Russian diaspora. The section will, thus, concentrate mainly on the ethnic dimension of
the citizenship issue.

Section three deals with three other relevant ethnopolitical issues in Latvia in
this same period. I shall first look at the language issue by focusing on the language
law of 1989 and subsequent amendments to this law. Then the section examines the
idea of national cultural autonomy and Latvian legislation in this field. Finally, the
‘questions of eritering of nationality (ethnicity) into Latvian passports and of the right
freely to choose one's nationality will be discussed.

Throughout the chapter a general trend towards the radicalisation of Latvian
ethnopolitics can be appreciated. In the concluding section of the chapter I shall
therefore present some theories as to why such a movement in an ethnocratic direction
has taken place in Latvian ethnopolitics.

4.2. The Popular Movement and Nationality Issues

Although the structural conditions for the politicisation of nationalism had been
present in Latvia for a long time!, it was Gorbachev's reforms from above which made
it possible for a popular movement with nationalist aspirations to emerge. Starting in
1986, a period of national awakéning can be identified, when the Latvian population
used the policies of glasnost' to rediscover its history and to express its grievances
publicly. The emphasis on demokratizatsiya in Gorbachev's programme of reforms
was particularly welcomed by the Latvian population, who attached a great deal of
emotional significance to the period of "democratic rule" in the interwar period.

The authorities in Moscow seem at first to have been sympathetic to, and even
to have encouraged, the idea of setting up organisations in the Baltic republics which
could boost radical economic and social reform, since the three republics were regarded
as the most likely to implement such reforms successfully. The founding of the Popular
Front of Latvia took place in October 1988, a few months after a similar popular
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movement had been founded in Estonia. As in Estonia, the creative intelligentsia played
an important role in the process of setting up the organisation, and a plenum at the
Writers' Union of Latvia in June 1988 spurred the establishment of a Popular Front in
Latvia.2 The goal of the LTF was to press for radical reforms, but it was emphasised
that such reforms would take place within the framework of all-union perestroika.

The nationality policy of the LTF was outlined in the programme adopted at the
first congress.3 It is worth noting that the name of the movement was deliberately
chosen so that it would reflect territory rather than ethnicity. The LTF thought it to be
necessary completely to revise the nationality policies which were being practised,
which were said to be based on Stalinist dogmas and doctrines. The movement came
out in support of basing nationality relations on the Leninist principles of self-
determination and equality among nations within the Soviet Union.4

The special status of the Latvian nation in Latvia was emphasised in the
programme: the

H®J1 HCXOAHT H3 TOTO, UTO JIATHIICKHA HapOA HMEET B
" pecny6iHké cTaTyc KOpeHHOH HaUHH, H60 JIaTBHA
SIBJIIETCSI HCTOPHUECKOH TEPPHUTOPHEH JIATHUICKOIO
Hapoaa, €IHHCTBEHHHM MECTOM B MHpE, A€ MOTIYT

COXPaHSITbCSl H Pa3BHBATBHCS JIATHUICKAsT HALUS, SI3HK H
JIATHIICKAasl KyJbTypa.®

Against this background the programme stipulated that, in accordance with the national
self-determination of the Latvian people, there should be a proviso which guaranteed a
majority of ethnic Latvians in all local and republican councils in Latvia. It was
implicitly understood that the "non-natives" would have to accept the priority of the
natives, and that these "non-natives" were to play a less important role than ethnic
Latvians in the process of self-determination.
Although the role of the Latvian language and culture were emphasised in the

LTF programme, the movement was also concerned with the "ethnic interests" of other
nationalities. In this connection, the self-preservation of the various nationalities living
in Latvia was seen as dependent upon the republic's sovereignty. Uncontrolled
immigration was attacked, in the context of the critical demographfc situation in the
republic. It was stressed that no nationalities would be deported from the republic.
However, the programme at the same time read that the

HPJ1 npu3HBaeT NpaBHTEJBCTBO JlaTBHHCKOH CCP K

COTDYAHHYECTBY C NPAaBHTEJbCTBAMH APYTHX PECYOJIHK C

TEeM, 4uTOOH Ha MNpPHHIHIE AOOPOBOJBHOCTH MOMOUYb

»KEPTBAM CTaJIMHCKOM HAaLMOHAJIbHON MOJMTHKH BEPHYTbCS
Ha CBOI pOJHHY.®

Although the LTF was open to all nationalities, there was an overwhelming
majority of Latvians at its founding congress.” At this congress some of the resolutions
were perceived by many non-Latvians as evidence that the organisation was first of all a
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pressure group for ethnic Latvians. In resolution No. 8, for example, which was aimed
at restricting Russian immigration, Russians were described as 'a huge mass of badly
qualified and uncultured people', and as such posing a direct threat to vital Latvian
interests.® Similar attitudes were expressed by some, but far from all, leading LTF
spokesmen, and this may have been one of the reasons for the low support for the
organisation among Russians and other non-Latvians in its first year of its existence. A
poll taken in late 1988 indicated that the LTF enjoyed the support of 74 per cent of
ethnic Latvians but of only 10 per cent of Russians in the republic.? The membership of
the organisation was not exclusively Latvian, though: non-Latvians made up 10-15 per
cent of the members of the LTF.10

There were also many LTF spokesmen who thought the pro-Latvian bias to be
unfortunate, and who tried to integrate the national minorities under the LTF umbrella.
In November 1988 Latvia's Association of National-Cultural Societies (in Russian it
went under the acronym ANKOL!1) was set up under the auspices of the front. One

month later the LTF, in cooperatlon with the Commumst Party of Latvia, took the
initiative to set up a Nationalities' Forum, seen as a settmg in which the various
nationalities living in Latvia could express their grievances and discuss their problems
and concerns.12 It was believed that by taking an interest in the cultural development of
the national minorities one would expand the support base for the Front and avoid a
political split between the Latvian and non-Latvian parts of the population.!3 These
initiatives were also commonly used for propaganda purposes as evidence that the
presence of a popular front, far from being harmful to the interests of the Russian-
speaking population, actually ensured the protection of the interests of the ethnic
minorities.

The Front, moreover, sought to reach non-Latvian Russian-speakers through its
weekly newspaper Atmoda, which was published in both Latvian and Russian.
Although the main bulk of the materials in the two editions was identical, the Russian
edition contained articles which were aimed specifically at informing the Russian part of
the population about Latvian history, culture and traditions: issues which it was thought
that many Russians in Latvia were not too familiar with.14 Similarly the Russian edition
contained articles which dealt with topics such as the Russian Orthodox Church,
ancient Russian traditions and Russian national identity.!5

This first period of the LTF's existence was characterised by an intense national
awakening among the Latvian population. What is interesting, in this connection, is that
a similar national awakening was also expected from the other nationalities living in
Latvia. National nihilism was seen as an evil, and to possess a strong national identity
was regarded as the natural state of a human being, although during the years of Soviet
rule such a national or ethnic identity had been under great pressure.!¢ The situation for
Russians was thought to be particularly difficult: it was argued that the Soviet regime
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had succeeded in depriving large segments of the ethnic Russian population of their
ethnic identity, and that a majority of Russians therefore did not possess such an
identity.17

This lack of ethnic identity also explained why so many Russians had left their
"homeland" and moved to other areas of the USSR where material living conditions
were better. As a well-known Latvian poet, Knuts Skuenieks, put it:

. MHE TMPEACTaBJIAETCS, YTO PYCCKHH HapoJ H3 BceX
OCTAJIbHHIX HaXOJHUTCSI B CAMOM IIJIAUEBHOM IIOJIOKEHHH.
BOT CBHAETEJHLCTBO TOMY: cediyac OKoJio 60 MHJIJIHOHOB
(sic) - a TO H 6osbme (sic!) - PYCCKHX XHUBYT 3a
npeaejiaMH CBoedl poAWHH. HaM kak MaJioMy Hapoay
KaXeTcsd TMpOCTO HENOHATHHM TakKo€ IMOBaJIbHOE
OTCYTCTBHE 3JJIEMEHTAPHOIO NAaTpHOTH3MA. ... (MH) BCE-
TakH pacCMaTpHBaeM HaLIMOHAJIbHHH acCnekT Kak
onpenen€¢HHyo ¢QOpMYy pe€aJlbHOro CaMOBHpaXeHHA
yeJloBeKa, KOJUIEKTHBA. 18

A common view among both Russians and Latvians supporting the LTF and the idea
of Latvian sovereignty was that the question of Latvian independence should be decided .
.ekclusively by the Latvian nation itself (ethnic Latvians). Consequently, Russians
living in Latvia should support the Latvians in their struggle for such sovereignty, or at
least not interfere.1? In line with Lenin's principles on the national question, the
struggle of small nations for their national self-determination was considered to be both
legitimate and justified. There were also analysts who based their arguments in support
of Latvia's or the Latvians' right to self-determination - sometimes it was specified that
this was the exclusive right of the indigenous population of Latvia - on international
principles which were stipulated in documents of the United Nations and other
international organisations.20
The signals given to the ethnic minorities were thus from the very start not
uniform, and there appeared to be certain tensions between nationalist radicals and more
centrist LTF leaders in their approach to the Russian question. The fact that there were,
indeed, forces in Latvian politics that would like to see most Russian immigrants leave
Latvia was exploited in parts of the Russian-language press, which often cited the most
extreme articles in Latvian nationalist newspapers in order to discredit the popular
movement as a whole.21
There were two additional events in Latvia which made Russians more cautious
about supporting the popular movement. Many Russians felt uneasy about the initiative
in the spring of 1989 of some pro-independence organisations to found a movement of
citizens of the interwar Republic of Latvia and their direct descendants with the aim of
conducting a referendum among such citizens on independence.22 Although the
citizens' committees did not receive full backing from the LTF, many LTF leaders
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refused to distance themselves from the Committee and its political goals, and Russians
often did not differentiate between the two movements.

The second shock to many Russians was the surprising move of the Popular
Front leadership in late May of the same year to call for a discussion of whether
"sovereignty" within the Soviet Union, which had been the official goal of the
movement, should not be replaced with a demand for full political independence from
the USSR.23 Many Russians were unprepared for this step, and the radicalisation of
the movement and the general mood among the Latvian population convinced a greater
number of Russians that if Latvia were to become an independent state, their own role
in this state would be one of second-class citizens.

However, by the summer of 1989 the LTF put more emphasis on gaining the
support of the ethnic minorities for the independence struggle, so that the popular
movement would become a real mass movement. They were quite successful in this
respect, and some Russians who had formerly been sceptical of the popular movement
now became convinced that an independent Latvia would become a democratic state

‘where the interests of all nationalities were going to be protected. The LTF leadership
emphasised that although the organisation was in favour of full independence for
Latvia, it gave priority to the parliamentary route, through the elections to the republican
Supreme Council in the spring of 1990, in order to achieve this goal.24 All permanent
residents of Latvia would have the right to take part in these elections.

A publication on interethnic relations of July 1989, 'The Latvian Popular
Front's ideological platform, based on the idea of creating an independent and
democratic Latvia, for the consolidation of various nationalities living in Latvia', gives
an illustration of the more conciliatory approach to the ethnic minorities.25 Although it
was still stated that the Latvian nation was the "carrier" (nositel') of Latvian
sovereignty, this was the only reference of a special status of ethnic Latvians in the
statement. At the same time, all citizens of Latvia who supported the idea of the
formation of an independent Latvian state, regardless of their nationality, were referred
to as the guarantors (garanty) of Latvian sovereignty.

The statement stressed the economic problems facing the republic, and it was
claimed that these problems would have the best chance of being solved in an
independent and democratic Latvia. The traditions from the interwar Republic of Latvia
were referred to and used as evidence that an independent Latvian state would respect
the rights of national minorities, such as the right to national cultural autonomy.
National minorities were also directly encouraged to join the popular movement:
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H®J1 (Hapoausiii ®poHT JIaTBHH) CUHTAET, UTO HauboJsiee
HaZéXHOH rapaHTHed cobalJeHHss IMpaB Bcex
HalHOHAJIbHHX I'PYIN ABJACTCA yUYacTHE NPHHAJJIEXaUMX
K HHM JIHII B (O0)CYXAEHHH, pa3paboTke H OCYNECTBICHHH
[POrpaMMH CO3JIJaHHS MOJIHTHUECKOH, 3KOHOMHYECKOH, H
NpPaBOBOH OCHOBH He€3aBHCHMOro JlaTBHACKOrO
rocyJzapcrpa.26

After assurances that a liberal approach to the question of Latvian citizenship would be
chosen (see next section), it was concluded in the statement:

H®JT 3aBepseT Bcex kuresieH JIaTBHH, UTO Ha TPYAHOM
IYTH K HE3aBUCHMOCTH JIaTBHUsA OyAET mocjedoBaTeJIbHO
NPHIEPXHBATbCS] IEMOKPATHUECKHX METOAOB AeHCTBHS.27

There are likely to be several reasons why the Popular Front leaders found it
necessary to put so much emphasis on reassuring the national minorities about their
position in an independent Latvia. One of the reasons was probably that the popular
movement initially received support mainly from ethnic Latvians, while Russians
tended to be sceptical of, or at least indifferent to, the movement. At the same time it

" was' acknowledged by Latvian politicians that if Latvia were to gain independent
statechood, which had now become the ultimate goal, they would have to count on
support from the ethnic minorities, given the demographic situation in Latvia.28 By
promoting policies which took into account the interests of the national minorities and
by demonstrating that the LTF was indeed a popular movement which enjoyed support
from all national groups in Latvia, it was hoped that this would increase the legitimacy
of the Latvian claims for independence both in Moscow and with the international
community.

After the Molotov-Ribbentrop pact and its secret protocols had become familiar
to the public, the rhetoric of the independence movement slightly changed as well.
While it had been common to argue the case for independence by referring to the
Leninist principle of national self-determination, the focus was now changed to
territorial and legal issues. It was argued that the logical conclusion of the illegal
incorporation of Latvia into the Soviet Union was the "calm restoration" of the Republic
of Latvia. Latvians had a claim to their own state, not so much because they constituted
a nationality with the right to self-determination, but rather because the Latvian state de
Jjure had never ceased to exist. When a parliamentary commission in Moscow which
had been set up in the summer of 1989 to look into the historical background of the
Molotov-Ribbentrop pact concluded that the incorporation of the Baltic republics into
the Soviet Union had not taken place in accordance with international law, this legal
argument gained even more legitimacy.2? Ironically, however, although there was a
tendency to abandon purely ethnic arguments, the legal status of the (predominantly
Russian) immigrants who had arrived in Latvia in the Soviet period now became open

to question. At first there was little reason for alarm, as it was only the citizens'
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committee and a few related organisations which made this point, and usually not very
explicitly, while leading Popular Front spokesmen emphasised that Latvian
independence would be in the interests of all the people of Latvia, regardless of
nationality.30

In the elections to the Latvian Supreme Soviet (later that year to be renamed
Council) in March 1990, a majority of the elected candidates had been supported by the
Popular Front. In many of the districts where the LTF candidates had been successful,
there was a majority of non-Latvian voters.3! The success of LTF candidates in the
elections was an indication of a general trend among the Russian population towards
increased support for the independence cause (see Chapter 7 for a more detailed
discussion of this issue). While democratic principles continued to be emphasised in the
period leading up to independence, particularly within the LTF leadership, there were
also forces within the organisation, often at a grassroots level, inspired by the
arguments of the Citizens' Committee movement, whose nationalist aspirations on
several occasions came up to the surface.

.The independence struggle tended to be presented by LTF spokesmen not as a -
conflict between different nationalities:

This is by no means an ethnic or social conflict. If one examines
who forms the core contingent supporting the opposition, one
could characterise the conflict as one between civil society and

representatives of the military complex.32
Such a description was intensified during the January 1991 events, when the Latvian
mass media carried films and photographs from the barricades in Riga, where Russian
democrats were seen joining their Latvian brothers and sisters in their struggle against a
totalitarian regime based in Moscow.

Considerable support for independence among Russians in Latvia, as
demonstrated in the March 1991 poll on independence and the seeming victory of
Russian democrats in the aborted August coup of the same year, made both Latvian
and, particularly, Western observers optimistic about the prospects for ethnic harmony
in Latvia once the goal of Latvian independence had been achieved. Erik Rudenshiold,
for example, thought there was a general willingness among Latvian politicians to
guarantee the rights of all ethnic groups, and he wrote in an otherwise well balanced
account of Latvian ethnopolitics:

The short duration, surprising quiescence and sudden reversal of
the August cabal left most Latvian residents relieved and ready to
move from an ethnic to a national agenda.33

Nils Muiznieks arrived at similar conclusions:
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There appeared to be a willingness on both sides to come to
mutually acceptable agreements (....). The prospects for
peaceful resolution of (....) conflicts appear positive, given the
past lack of bloodshed in the region, the emergence of political
pluralism and a vibrant independent press, and the severing of
links between the local pro-Soviet movement and Soviet security
forces.34

Although there have still not been any serious incidents of inter-ethnic violence
in Latvia, it would, in my view, not be correct to say that mutually acceptable
agreements on crucial issues have so far been worked out.35 Developments after
independence was restored have rather had the opposite outcome, where distrust has
been created among Russians towards Latvian politicians and politics in general.36 It
seems reasonable to argue that the citizenship issue has been the most important factor
in intensifying interethnic tensions in Latvia. The following section will therefore
examine this issue in more detail.

4.3. The Citizenship Issue

There were calls for a separate Latvian citizenship even before the founding
congress of the Popular Front, but initially the idea was for the creation of Latvian SSR
citizenship to go along with Soviet citizenship as a means by which immigration could
be halted.37 At the founding congress of the LTF in October 1988, delegates discussed
citizenship-related issues, but refrained from adopting actual resolutions on citizenship
itself.38 The idea of a Latvian SSR "non-state" citizenship was disregarded by many
Latvian politicians, and particularly by the Citizens' Committee, whose spokesmen
considered it merely an attempt to legalise the occupation and incorporation of Latvia
into the USSR.39 However, after full independence had been declared to be the ultimate
goal of the popular movement, the question arose as to who should be entitled to
citizenship of such an independent Latvian state. This question soon became one of the
most, it not the most, controversial issues in Latvian politics, and suggestions as to
how the issue should best be solved have taken up a great amount of space in Latvian
newspapers over the last few years.

Although the number of proposed solutions to the problem of citizenship has
been very large, it is still possible to identify three main models of such solutions which
illustrate the main differences in the citizenship debate. The important factor in
differentiating between the models is their answer to the question of who should
constitute the initial community of citizens. Closely interlinked is the question of who
should have the authority to make decisions on the citizenship issue. In addition the

question of naturalisation of new citizens has been of considerable importance, but as
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will be seen, there is no uniform view on this question among the supporters of any of
the three models.

The first model will be called the 'option of restored pre-1940 citizenship', and
was first identified with the Citizens' Committee of Latvia, but gradually gained
ascendancy also among large segments of LTF activists. The "zero option" model,
which is the most liberal of the three, was supported by prominent Latvian politicians,
but was later abandoned by a majority of them, and came to enjoy support first of all
among Russian-dominated organisations and parties. In their purified form, the two
models mentioned could be labelled "ideal-type" models, because they have more or
less fixed answers as to who should automatically be regarded as citizens of Latvia.
The third model can be placed between the two "ideal-type" models, and contains some
form of compromise solution between the two. In the following I shall examine each of
the three models separately.

4.3.1. The "Restored pre-1940 Citizenship" Option

The formation of the Citizens' Committee in Latvia did much to radicalise the
citizenship debate in the republic. By registering the names of all the citizens in the
inter-war republic and their descendants, the Citizens' Committee advocated a
conception of political community based firmly on descent. The idea behind the
registration was to conduct a referendum on independence among pre-war citizens and
their descendants, as it was claimed that they continued to be the only citizens of Latvia
and were therefore the only persons who had the right to participate in the restoration of
the Latvian state. There were, indeed, strong legal arguments in support of their views.
If one accepted the generally recognised view that the incorporation of Latvia into the
Soviet Union had been illegal, one could argue that the country was under no obligation
to accommodate those who had settled in Latvia during the years of Soviet rule.40

Although there can be no doubt that the small size of the Latvian nation and its
weakening ethnodemographic position was an important factor in determining the
position taken by the Citizens' Committee on the citizenship issue, it was continually
stressed that the initial community of citizens was to be defined in territorial, not in
ethnic, terms. About one quarter of the citizens of the interwar Republic of Latvia had
been non-Latvians, and there were no political initiatives which sought to exclude them
or their descendants from Latvian citizenship. The most important thing for the citizens'
movement was strict adherence to the Latvian constitution, Satversme.4!

The Citizens' Committee also held the view that only the Saeima, which was to
be elected by the pre-war citizens and their direct descendants, had the authority and

legitimacy to give guide-lines for naturalisation of new citizens and to adopt new
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citizenship legislation. The Supreme Council was regarded as a "body of the occupying
regime" and had no right to decide on questions of such vital importance.#2 The
proponents of this model had different opinions on which law should eventually be
adopted by the Saeima, but there were relatively few who advocated that the law on
citizenship from the interwar republic should be reinstated. However, this question was
considered by many right-wing politicians to be of secondary importance, as long as
there was a strict adherence to the principle that the ultimate decision was to be made,
directly or indirectly, by what was regarded as the only true citizenry of Latvia.
Significant segments of the Citizen' Committee and the Latvian National
Independence Movement (LNNK - Latvijas Nacionalas Neatkaribas Kustiba) 43,
however, openly identified the survival of the Latvian nation as the primary goal. To
them, strict adherence to the constitution was only a means by which this goal could be
achieved. A political and cultural environment dominated by ethnic Latvians was seen
as essential in preserving the Latvian nation from extinction.44 Ethnic arguments were
sometimes used in the propaganda for the "restored citizenship" model. At the Latvian
- Citizens' Congress it was thus stressed that there should be an "ethnically pure attitude °
towards citizenship, there should be no hypocrisy, there is nothing shameful in
Latvian-like Latvia".45 Several spokesmen for the movement argued that if the non-
native proportion of the population exceeded 25 per cent, this would pose a long-term
threat to the Latvian nation.#6 It was subsequently argued that such considerations
should be taken into account when working on Latvian citizenship legislation.
According to Mariss Grinbalts, one of the leaders of the citizens' movement in Latvia,
this could be done by introducing a system of quotas with regard to the acquisition of
citizenship:

PasMepn KBOTH cJieAOBajlo OH pacCUHTaTb TakKHM
obpa3zoM, uTob6H OOECIEUHTb ONpEAEJEHHHHA YAEJbHHH
BEC JaThlled cpeAd rpaxzaH. Tak kak B 1940 ronpy
JIATHIIH COCTABJIAJH NPHUMEPHO TPH UETBEPTH OT BCEX
JIATBHACKHX NMOAAAHHHX, TO €XEroJHyl KBOTY MOXHO
BBICUHTATb, €CJH pa3li€JINTb CYMMY €CTECTBEHHOI'O H
MEXaHHYECKOro MPHPOCTa JIaThIEH B NMPEeAbAYWIEM roay
Ha Tpu.47

What, then, would be the status of Russians and other immigrants according to
the "restored pre-1940 citizenship" model? One of the leaders of the Latvian National
Independence Movement in an interview in the Russian-language newspaper SM-
segodnya claimed that Russian immigrants would not even have the status of second-
class citizens; they would be 'nobodies'.#8 Russians who had arrived in Latvia after the
Soviet annexation had arrived illegally, according to international law and the 1927
Latvian law on immigration. They were thus seen as illegal immigrants with no legal
rights in the Republic of Latvia.
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