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Abstract 
Why would ethnically majority elites dilute its power resources by supporting the 
enfranchisement of ethnic minorities? The right to vote for national election with 
citizenship/nationality was generally enfranchised for ethnically majority titular 
nation group at first. Yet, in some states, national minority groups or descendants 
of immigrants could acquire citizenship/nationality easily due to non-rigid policy. 

To solve this puzzle, this article develops a formal model to analyze the 
incentive structure of political parties by assuming their vote share maximization 
incentives over a one-dimensional policy spectrum.  Results of the analysis 
produce three important implications: (1) Growth in national minorities (latent 
voters) strengthens a liberal pro-minority party’s incentives toward 
enfranchisement and discourages a centre-conservative party’s incentives. (2) 
Intense public resistance to expand voting rights for ethnic minorities depresses a 
pro-minority party’s incentives to support enfranchisement and increases a 
centre-conservative party’s incentives to support such a measure inconspicuously. 
(3) Presence of a strongly nationalist camp and weakness of centre-conservatives 
in a party system do not directly diminish centre-liberals’ incentives to enfranchise 
minorities, but they do prompt centre-conservatives to accept enfranchisement.  

This article verifies its formal model through case studies from 
post-communist European states. Estonia and Latvia, two young democracies, 
contained sizable Russian minorities and once imposed highly restrictive 
citizenship policies that disenfranchised the Russian minority. The Estonian 
Parliament amended and liberalized its policy sua sponte, but the Latvian 
Parliament barely amended its policy. Ethnic demographics and public opinion did 
not explain this variance, but conclusions emerging from this research do (large 
nationalist parties and weak centre-conservative) account for it. 
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1. Introduction and literature review 

Who becomes the full-member of democratic countries? Although some nations have had rigid 

citizenship policies based on the principle of ius sanguinis (law of the blood), some nations have 

had liberal citizenship policies based on the non-ethnic principle of ius soli (law of the soil). Why 

do such differences occur between countries or at different times, and what factors determine 

them? 

 Citizenship is defined as an “individual’s membership in a national political community” 

(Bendix 1977). Without citizenship/nationality,1 residents cannot participate in national political 

decisions as voters.2  It’s an important component of citizenship3 (Howard 2009) and this paper 

uses a word of political citizenship/nationality as “the right to vote for national election”. This 

aspect of citizenship exercises fetal influence for political elites because definition of “who have 

citizenship” determines the domain of electorate who cast a ballot for political elite.  It affects 

each political actor’s destiny.  It has been well known that political elite try to (re)arrange the 

electoral rules to their advantage, like a gerrymandering. Therefore, it is natural to regard 

citizenship policies as equilibrium resulted from struggle among political elites. It is reasonable 

that each party tries to manage and control citizenship policies to maximize its share of potential 

voters. 

Recent works in political science start to compare citizenship policies systematically and 

have produced data for estimating the rigidity–openness quotient of national integration policies 

(Baubock 2009) and some empirically explained different nations’ citizenship policies according 

to the partisanship (Joppke 2003). Economists also have analyzed enfranchisement using formal 

modeling (Acemoglu & Robinson 2000, 2001; Jack & Lagunoff 2006). They paid attention for the 

                                                   
1 Originally, the concepts of citizenship and nationality are different ones (Heater 1999). We easily realize that many people in 
non-democratic countries have nationality but not political citizenship, that situation also occurs in democratic nations (e.g., 
women in Switzerland and Luxemburg before 1990, some Black African in USA before 1960’s civil right movement). But, in 
contemporary liberal democracy nation-states, these two concepts frequently overlap and sometimes be treated same. 
2 There are only four countries where foreigners could vote in national elections irrespective of their nationality: Chile, Malawi, 
New Zealand, and Uruguay. 
3 While components of citizenship range widely over social rights, economic rights, civic rights, and other newly constructed 
rights. However, in most contemporary democracies, foreign residents without citizenship (i.e., metic) can participate in the 
national economy, share in protection by military or police forces, hold a job, and work in private companies. Without citizenship, 
however, they cannot participate in national political decisions as voters. 
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democratization under the non-democratic rule as enfranchisement, but decisions about 

enfranchisement of ethnic minorities should be studied not as the outcome of calculations by 

single players, such as a monarch, dictator, or junta, but as the result of coordinated interests 

among plural players, especially political parties (Conley & Temimi 2001, Llavador & Oxoby 

2005).   

As a case study, this article focuses on specific case in Estonia and Latvia, because these 

two young democracies provide us a good example to consider the question described above.  

Once these two east European countries took extremely restrictive and exclusive ethnicity-based 

citizenship policies after they regained their (re)independence from the U.S.S.R. in 1990-1, both 

parliaments gradually amended its policies, liberalize conditions to acquire nationality, under the 

pressure of international and domestic criticism.  However, they have shown differences.  

Although Estonia’s parliament had reluctantly but spontaneously amended its citizenship policies, 

Latvian’s parliament strongly resisted international pressures.4  Even now, whereas Freedom 

House’s index on political right is 2 in Latvia whereas Estonia’s one is 1 (1 is most favorable and 

7 means no right for people). Moreover, MIPEX5 index on “Access to Nationality6” scores 17 to 

Estonia, but 8 to Latvia.7  It shows us a puzzle. Let me summarize the situation of these two 

countries in table 3.  

 Proportion of Minority Resistance for Enfranchisement International Pressure 

Estonia Middle (38.5%)* High (62% )** Strong 

Latvia High (48.0%)* Middle (42%)** Strong 

* Census in 1989 
** The percentage of respondents insisting that only citizens and their descendants before Soviet “occupation” (1940) must be 
citizens in these states (New Baltic Barometer II, 1996) 
Table 1: Social circumstance of Estonia and Latvia in 90’s. 

On the surface, it seems to be unnatural that enfranchisement happened in the state with 

high resistance in public opinion, and did not happen in the state with comparatively weak 

resistance in public opinion. Kelly (2004) also admits that there is a significant difference among 

these two countries’ attitudes toward amendment of citizenship law, but avoids explaining that 

                                                   
4 Kelly 2004  
5 British Council and Migration Policy Group.(2007). 
6 100 is the best and 0 is the worst. 
7 Eight is the worst score in the EU countries except Malta. 
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variance. Were Estonian politicians more “liberal” than Latvian? Were Latvian politicians more 

chauvinistic than Estonian? Such argument is too vigor and ad hoc.  

This article presents both a theoretical model and a historical example to answer those 

questions. The formal model generalizes the argument and validates it externally, and the case 

study with historical archive verifies the theory and assumptions in the actual context (Bates et al. 

1998, George & Bennett 2005, Greif 2006).  

In generally, this paper does not intend to deny the importance and impact of history or 

cultures on the citizenship law.  A central message of this argument is that the factor of political 

party system must be also important to argue the citizenship law, by considering the institutional 

aspect of citizenship law and the political elite’s vote share maximization incentives. 

  

2. Model 

2.1 Construction of the Model 

We presume a universally distributed population [0,1] representing policy preferences from 

pro-minority to con-minority. Population with pro-minority preferences indicates that the 

ethnically minority groups and their welfares should receive special treatment, on the contrary, the 

population who has con-minority preferences claim that there is no need to implement such 

treatment.  The total size of the population is normalized to 1.  Ethnic minorities initially have 

been deprived of voting rights as non-citizens and the proportion of them is defined as M (<0.5). It 

is presumed that voters among the ethnic minority have pro-minority preferences.  There are two 

political parties (player of the game), Pj (P1, P2) in this population, and they have exogenous 

preference positions Π1, Π2 in the preference distribution.  In addition, we assume there are 

nationalistic voters among population and their proportion is denoted by N (<0.5). They support 

alternative political parties (they’ll not vote for either Pj), and they could not affect policy 

formation because their (the party’s and electorates’) claim is highly inclined and too extreme.  

These setups are shown by figure 1. 
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Figure 1 

 

The two parties—centre-liberals and centre-conservatives—cannot change their preferences, but 

they may adopt differing strategies about enfranchisement policy. Each Pj has three strategies Xj 

 (I,S,D). (I,S,D): each can initiate and propose enfranchisement legislation (I), subscribe to such 

legislation in committee if the other side initiates it (S), or disregard/ignore the proposed 

legislation (D). When both parties agree to enfranchise ethnic minorities, enfranchisement occurs.8  

This means: 

0       , ,  ,  , ,    
                                                     

  (1.1) 

 

Moreover, we add an assumption: that the party which initiates to liberalize citizenship 

policy (player who takes strategy I) will lose a certain amount of support from people who resist 

expanding voting rights for ethnically minority groups.9 This article simply defines that negative 

preference as discount cost. The value σj denotes voter’s feeling of dislike to cast a ballot for 

political party who initiates enfranchisement. Parameter σj takes a positive value if and only if 

party j initiates enfranchisement. When the enfranchisement does not happen finally, that feeling 

of dislike will be discounted (δ).10  Otherwise, it takes a zero. This means 

,

            0     
               

 0                                   
    (1.2) 

                                                   
8 This is an assumption of the model. Practically, policies are decided as a compromise among political parties. 
9 Several scholars had already examined empirically that individuals tend to refrain voting candidate who is identified with the 
specific racial or ethnic group, and Glazer (1998) theorized it by defining preference that individuals vote against a candidate who 
identified with other (ethnic or racial) groups. . 
10 We could assume that each voter have different feeling of dislike for political parties as defining σj,i. Anyway, although we 
assume that voters have different resistance or same one, we could obtain an aggregately defined unique value just depending only 
on σ when we consider equilibrium. Then, for simplification, this paper adopt a simple σj  If you think that this model should adopt 

a σj,i, please replace 
∑

  to  in table2 and following sections. 
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Each party benefit from the proportion of the voting share they enjoy. We denoted every voter i’s 

preference by vi and their welfare by −(Πj − vi)
2. Then, each voters cast a ballot for P1 at t+1 

elections when 

–(Π1–vi)
 2–σ1,t+1 > –(Π2 – vi)

 2–σ2,t+1       (1.3) 

Further, the voter’s welfare becomes indifferent when his/her preferences vi are on the point of 

preference spectrum at the next election: 

 , ,           (1.4) 

Here,  denotes the intermediate point on the policy spectrum between the two parties (Π1 + 

Π2)/2, and it could be rewritten as . Then we could rewrite the indifference point between 

both parties in the next election (1.4) as , ,  .  

The sequence is as follows: (1) Each parameter (Πj, M, N, σj, δ) is revealed and observed 

by the parties. (2) Both parties simultaneously determine their strategies Xj. (3) A set of strategies 

determines the result and every parameter depending on the result (Mt+1,σj,t+1). (4) An election is 

held, and both political parties enjoy the payoff specified by WPj.  

Both parties have to optimize WPj(X
j, R≠j(Xj)).  R≠j(Xj) means player not j’s best response 

to player j’s predictable strategy.  This implies that both political parties consider maximizing 

their share of the new voters’ ballots in the next election.  Needless to say, this means that Pj 

takes strategy 

I, if and only if WPj(I, R
≠j(I)) > WPj(S, R≠j(I)) and WPj(D, R≠j(I)); 

S, if and only if WPj(S, R≠j(S)) > WPj(I, R
≠j(S)) and WPj(D, R≠j(S)); 

D, if and only if WPj(D, R≠j(D))  WPj(I, R
≠j(D)) and WPj(S, R≠j(D)). 

 

2.2 Solution and Results 

At the end of the model, there are six types of possible results determined by each political party’s 

behavior.11 The payoff of both parties in all results for WPj(X
1, X2) appears in the following table2.  

                                                   
11 When Party 1 initiates an enfranchisement policy and Party 2 subscribes to its bill, a liberalized citizenship policy is adopted and 
Party 1 will gain new voters but suffer from a backlash by existing supporters in the next election (WPj(I,S)), When Party 2 initiates 
enfranchisement and Party 1 subscribes to it, the result is vice versa (WPj(S,I)). When both parties initiate enfranchisement and 
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Table2: Payoffs of P1 and P2 

 Above, Party 2’s (P2’s) decision regarding (I) is dominated by either to subscribe (S) or 

disregard (D) no matter what Party 1 does. Therefore, we can eliminate I as P2’s strategy (See 

proof A). Now we have a smaller game. It would seem that P2 has two strategies (S or D) and that 

P1 has three strategies (I, S, or D). The payoffs of P1 and P2 in the strategy sets (S,S), (S,D), (D,S) 

and (D,D) are indifferent because all of these sets mean Status Quo. This result is always Nash 

equilibrium regardless the parameters’ values.  In addition, strategy set (I,S) has possibility to be 

a equilibrium but it’s depend on parameter’s value. 
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Table3: Dominated and dominant strategies of P1 and P2 (framed formulas are best responses) 

Expressed in natural language, although P2, the centre-conservative party, initiates to 

enfranchise ethnic minorities, the new ethnic minority voters cast their ballot for P1, the 

centre-liberal party because—as we have noted earlier—of their inherent sympathies with P1. 

                                                                                                                                                                     
adopt a conciliatory policy, both parties will suffer a backlash, but its effect will be cancelled (WPj(I,I)). Although Party 1 initiates 
enfranchisement, when Party 2 ignores its bill the attempt at enfranchisement fails. Party1 suffers backlash from voters who treat 
Party1’s proposition as a national betrayal and both sides suffer collision cost (WPj(I,D)). The situation is the reverse when Party 2 
initiates and Party 1 disregards (WPj(D,I)). When both parties disregard an enfranchisement policy, the result is the status quo. 
Moreover, if both parties have an incentive only to subscribe bill each other, [this situation also ends in the status quo (WPj(S,S), 
WPj(D,S), WPj(S,D), and WPj(D,D)). 
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Even worse for the centre-conservatives, P2 does not benefit by attracting new voters and some 

existing voters will criticize it for betraying the nation. In this case, centre-conservatives have no 

incentive to support enfranchising ethnic minorities. 

When centre-liberals propose an enfranchisement bill, centre-conservatives determine 

whether they should subscribe to the bill or disregard it by considering relevant social and 

parliamentary situations (= N, M, σ, Πj δ in this model). Centre-liberals never submit the 

enfranchisement bill when they predict that centre-conservatives will not collaborate, because 

centre-liberals suffer from national backlash as “betrayers” and fail to let latent supporter (M) 

become as new electorates in that situation. Considering social situation (=each parameter), 

centre-liberals also determine whether it is better for them to initiate enfranchisement of ethnic 

minorities or to keep the status quo. 

Now this article try to investigate when does a set of strategy (I,S) become the Nash 

equilibrium. That is exactly important question of this article. It appears as Nash equilibrium 

when: 

  , , , ,    , , ,   

   1  1          (2.1) 

 

3. Comparative Statics and its Empirical Implication 

In the situation outlined thus far, political parties have two alternatives regarding enfranchisement 

of ethnic minorities: (1) Initiating a bill or maintaining the status quo for centre-liberal party, and 

(2) subscribing or disregarding a bill for centre-conservative party. What factors affect their 

decision and how? Comparative statics show us the effect of specified parameters on that decision. 

Do those parameters increase and decrease proportionally to affect the political decision and the 

variance of enfranchisement policy? 
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3.1 Effect of Party Systems 

First, we analyze the effect of the political arena on parties’ decisions. Keeping other parameters 

constant, we escalate parameter N (proportion of vote share represented by the nationalist camp) 

and analyze the incentive structure of both political parties. 

 

 
Figure 2 

Figure 2 shows the result. The proportion of support represented by the nationalist camp of voters 

does not affect the centre-liberal party’s incentive. Usually, the centre-liberals does not directly 

contest against the nationalist party over the voters. However, when the nationalist camp of voters 

is sizable, centre-conservatives have greater incentive to support enfranchisement. A large number 

of voters firmly in the nationalist camp suggests that centre-conservatives won relatively fewer 

seats. However, there is greater opportunity for centre-conservatives to compete for voters in the 

center-right of the political spectrum. This means that when N becomes larger, 1−N−  becomes 

smaller. Tiny centrists benefit more than big centrists from enfranchisement.12  

 When N is smaller than  (See appendix A for specified ), P2 could benefit more from 

the status quo than by subscribing to P1’s enfranchisement proposition. When N exceeds the 

threshold , subscribing to the enfranchisement policy has more merit for P2 than maintaining the 

                                                   
12 For example, an increase 5 seats means a two-fold increase for the centrist currently holding 5 seats, but it means a tiny increase 
if the centrist holds 100 seats. 
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status quo. It simultaneously means that P2 subscribes to the enfranchisement bill when 1−N−  

is smaller than 1- - . Of course, P1 also realizes this and initiates enfranchisement of ethnic 

minorities, predicting P2’s agreement if and only if N> .   

We must be alert in interpreting this result. Interpreted too straightforwardly, it implies 

that when the nationalist camp is a larger proportion of voters, the possibility is greater that liberal 

citizenship policies will be approved (and vice versa). However, this model does not consider that 

the nationalist camp adopts the policy. The direct effect of N’s increase is a decrease in 1−N−  

(the sheet share of centre-conservatives). And the decrease in 1−N−  induces enfranchisement. 

Thus, the origin of the incentive to subscribe to the bill is 1−N− . It is fair to say that this 

theoretical model implies that the probably of enfranchising ethnic minorities increases when 

centre-conservatives garner less support from the electorate. 

 

3.2 Effect of Backlash from Popular Nationalist Sentiment 

Next, we examine the cultural (or historical) factor. By keeping other parameters constant as in the 

manner earlier, we study the effect of parameter σ on parties’ incentives. Figure 3 shows the result.

 

Figure 3 

Here, stronger public resistance to minority enfranchisement reduces the incentive of P1 to initiate 

it. Centre-liberal party will hesitate to initiate enfranchisement although it could predict that it will 
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lose votes among existing supporters (they will cast their ballots for centre-conservatives) at the 

next election. When parameter σ is larger than , P1 has no incentive to induce enfranchisement 

and never chooses strategy I. However, when public backlash is stronger, P2 has greater incentive 

to support enfranchisement. This outcome seems counter-intuitive, but it is completely reasonable. 

Although P2 could not draw votes from the newly enfranchised ethnic minorities, it could expect 

to take votes from P1 supporters who think P1’s proposal is too liberal. If parameter σ is larger than 

, P2 also has incentive to propose enfranchisement and to choose Strategy S. Thus, 

enfranchisement happens when  . (See appendix B for detailed  and ). 

This implies that the backlash from enfranchising national minorities does not have a 

proportional effect. When national opposition is strong, political elites maintain the status quo of 

the rigid citizenship policy. When opposition is weak, the result is same. However, political elites 

will introduce the enfranchisement of ethnic minorities and adopt liberal citizenship policies when 

the public is indifferent to enfranchisement ( ). 

 

3.3 Effect of Demographic Proportion of Ethnic Minorities 

Last, let us examine socio-demographic effects. Holding other parameters constant, we escalate 

the proportion of the ethnic minority parameter M and analyze both parties’ incentive structure.  

 
Figure 4 

Figure 4 shows the result. P1 has greater incentive to enfranchise ethnic minorities when their 
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numbers are greater because it could expect to attract new voters when the minority population 

(M) is large enough ( ).   In contrast, P2 has less incentive to introduce enfranchisement, 

for it could not directly benefit from the new voters’ ballots. Additionally, the increase of latent 

new voters means P2 loses its share of total voters as the number of voters increases. With regard 

to parameter M, the enfranchisement of ethnic minorities will occur when    (See 

details in appendix C). 

 We could summarize these argument as figure 5 shows. Centre-liberal party has an option 

of enfranchisement (I,S) when M is large enough and  is small enough.  On the contrary, 

centre-conservative party has an option of enfranchisement (I,S) when M is small enough and is 

large  enough. Then, it is highly unusual and rare that both political parties agree the 

enfranchisement and it happens.  When N is large, the probability of agreement by both parties 

increase. 

 
            N=0.2                              N=0.3                            N=0.4 

Figure 5 

 

4. Case Study 

4.1 Case Selection -Estonia and Latvia. 

It will be desirable if we observe following cases; although two states sharing similar history and 

societal circumstance, and had adopted ethnic-oriented (or some restrictive) citizenship policy, but 

one state enfranchised ethnically minority group and the another side did not do that. This article 

presents such case, Estonia and Latvia. 

 This article omits the detailed controversy between Baltic nationalist and Russian 
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minority here, but at any rate, in result, these two states had adopted extremely restrictive policies.  

Nationalist groups claimed that USSR’s “annexation/occupation” to Estonia and Latvia based on 

Molotov-Ribbentrop pact have been completely invalid and null, then all of internal immigrants 

and their descendants are “illegal immigrants”.  They disenfranchised most Russian minority 

people.13  These disenfranchisement based on ethnic origin were strongly criticized by not only 

Russian federation but also Council of Europe, United Nation, and OSCE. Particularly, they were 

concerning about the status of stateless people resided in both countries, and impractical threshold 

to acquire citizenship.    

Why did enfranchisement of ethnic minority happen in Estonia, and fail in Latvia?  The 

case study present that the incentives and behaviour of centre-conservative party in these countries 

play a significant role in the process of amendment of citizenship laws.  We have noted in the 

section of formal model, there is no linear correlation between increase (decrease) of the 

proportion of minorities and the likelihood of enfranchisement, and there is no linear correlation 

between public opposition to enfranchisement of ethnic minorities and its likelihood.14 The factor 

of party politics has a linear effect on the adoption of citizenship policy. 

 

4.2 Amendment of Citizenship Law in Estonia 

 We could divide Estonian politics into three camps according to political parties’ 

integration policy. The nationalist camp was represented by the Estonian National Independence 

Party (Eesti Rahvusliku Soltumantuse Partei (ERSP)), the Pro Patria Union (Isamaaliit (IL)), and 

the Reform Party (Reformierakond (RE)). The centre-conservative camp included the Coalition 

Party (Kooderakond (KE)) and Rural People Union (Eesti Maarahva Erakond (EME)), and the 

centre-liberal camp was the Centre Party (Eesti Keskerakond (Kesk)).  After re-independence in 

1991, Estonia’s caretaker government and assembly were dominated by the radical nationalist 

                                                   
13 Roeder (2007) argued that political elites of Soviet Estonia and Soviet Latvia aspired its independence in the first place “because 
these changes [Gorbachev’s perestroika toward democratization] threatened the political machine they had constructed on the basis 
of overrepresentation of titulars [Estonians or Latvians] in the state organs of their union republics (p.175)”. If democratization 
come true, underrepresentated Russian voter have political power and it would destroy titular political elites’ resources. 
14 Definitely, these factors have also affected the probability of adoption of enfranchisement policy, but that effect is not covariant 
with it. Rather, it is fair to say that these factors have a hump-shaped effect. 



14 

“Congress of Estonia” movement (later the ERSP). This group was the most radical and 

nationalistic faction in Estonia,15 then it was not surprising that such a caretaker government and 

assembly approved a resolution granting automatic citizenship only to descendants who were 

citizens before 1940. About 32 percent of residents were disenfranchised,16 most of whom were 

ethnic Russians. Nationalists argued that they had to protect Estonia’s culture and national unity, 

but it was apparent that qualifying only Estonian descendants as citizens favored the nationalist 

camp.17 The Kesk had been notorious as Estonia’s centre-leftish and pro-Russian party, and its 

leader, Edgar Svisaar, had never hidden his pro-Russian sympathies. KE also initially pursue a 

kind of “Estonian-first” citizenship policy. 

In the 1992 general election, the nationalist camp retained power and many seats in 

parliament (Table 4). This parliament legislated a Citizenship Law in January 1995 before the next 

general elections (under the Tarand cabinet).  This rose not only fiery domestic debate, but also 

international criticism from UN Commission on Human Right, Council of Europe, and OSCE 

High Commission on National Minorities.18 International organizations, especially, demanded 

that Estonia improve the situation preventing stateless people and their children from obtaining 

citizenship even though they are born in Estonia.  

 

Camp Parties 1992 1995 1999 

Pro-Minority 
Liberals 

Centre Party (Kesk) 15 15 16 16 28 28 

Moderate 
Conservatives 

Coalition Party (KE) 
Rural Peoples Union (EME) 

17
17* 
- 

41 41 14 
7 
7 

Nationalists 
Isamaa(or Isamaaliit) (IL) 
Reform Party (RE) 
Estonian Citizen 

39
39** 
10 
8 

27
8 
19 
0 

26 
18 
18 
- 

Other Parties  29  17  23  
  100 100 100 
*under the name of “Our Home” 
**including the number of sheets won by National Independence Party (ERSP) 

       Table 4: Election results in 90’s Estonia 

The nationalist camp kept much enough seats in 1995 election, but new governments 

                                                   
15 Smith 2002 
16 Budryte 2005 
17 In fact, just before the 1992 resolution, the people’s front and the ex-communist reformists considered introducing a 
“zero-option” which granted citizenship to all residents and their descendants from the Soviet era. This proposal was overcome by 
nationalist opposition and public opinion. Komori (2009) pointed out that this dispute could be seen as a struggle of not only ideals 
but also over political resources. 
18 Galbreath 2005; Budryte 2005; Kelly 2004; Jarve 2009. 
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were mainly formed by KE, EME, Kesk, and RE. Siiman cabinet (97-99) formed by KE and EME 

promoted easing of restrictions on citizenship in 1998, granting automatic citizenship to 

Estonian-born stateless children whose parents had lived in Estonia.  A critical moment of this 

amendment of citizenship law in Estonia was October 22nd when KE decided to approve 

subscribing such a bill in their party congress.19  Although the relation between KE and Kesk had 

been bad and there are no incentives for KE to cooperate with Kesk’s policy.20 The reason why 

moderate-conservative KE changed its policy is consistent with the reason which this paper’s 

argument has already presented above.  KE’s support base was very narrow and they feared a 

crushing defeat at the next general election at that time. 

 
Estonian, rural, rich, transition-advocating  Russian, urban, poor, transition-skeptical 

   Figure 6: Residents distribution on the one-dimension policy preference spectrum. 

            (Nationalists=IL, RE; Centre-Conservatives=KE, EME; Centre-Liberal=Kesk.) 

 

Figure 6 shows the distribution of the electorate along a policy spectrum in 1996 and the 

average support for each political camp. This analysis using principle component analysis 

synthesizes residents’ attitudes drawn from many survey questions in New Baltic Barometer III21 

into one dimension. Residents without Estonian citizenship are generally urban and poor and 

inclined toward pro-minority preferences. Figure 6 shows the average degree of support for each 

of the three camps. Although centre-conservatives, including KE, realized that their support was 

narrow and weak. Practically, local newspaper reported that there were major internal conflict in 

KE22 and long-age collaborator EME had given up them in autumn of 1998.23 At that time KE 

                                                   
19 Santana 1998 
20 BNS(Tallin) 1998. 
21 Rose 1997, Abadeen University Centre for the Study of Public Policy (provided data by personal request, 2010) 
22 Albrigton 1998a, 1998b, 1998c. 
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had hard time and chase even tiny ballots from voters. This means that centre-conservatives had 

strong incentive to support the enfranchisement bill in the late 1990’s. This result is consistent 

with this paper’s formal theory and its implications.24 

 

4.3 Party Politics in Latvia 

 Latvia declared its transition to independence on May 4 1990, and regained full 

re-independence on August 21, 1991. Its caretaker government and assembly were also occupied 

by the nationalist “Citizens Committee” faction,25 the counterpart of the Congress of Estonia. 

This caretaker government passed a resolution that restored the 1919 Citizenship Law on October 

15, 1991. The nationalist Citizens Committee faction later formed the Latvian National 

Independence Movement (Latvijas Nacionālās Neatkarības Kustība (LNNK)) and For Fatherland 

and Freedom (Tēvzemei un Brīvībai (TB)). The centre-conservative camp included Latvia’s Way 

(Latvijas Ceļs (LC)), and the centre-liberals included the Peoples Harmony Party (Tautas 

Saskanas Partija (TSP)). Both parties were rooted in the Latvian People’s Front and the 

ex-communist reformists. 26  Democratic Party “Saimnieks” (DPS) cooperated with TSP as 

centre-liberal party and had presented a positive attitude for the amendment of citizenship policy.27  

 After the initial election in 1993, LC and an agrarian party formed a government. 

However, this government failed to retain a majority in parliament, and the nationalist camp 

acquired strong bargaining power in policy decisions. As a result, the newly legitimated 

citizenship law in 1994 was as rigid and chauvinistic as Estonia’s. This law disenfranchised most 

descendants of post-1940 Russian immigrants and introduced notorious “window system” that 

regulated applications for naturalization by foreigners, including Russians. Only 0.1% of the 

population could apply for naturalization each year, and individuals could not freely time their 
                                                                                                                                                                     
23 Albrigton 1998d,  
24 When Estonian Citizenship Law was amended in 1998 under the Siimann cabinet, some deputies of RE show positive attitude to 
amend citizenship policy. It’s inconsistent with the theory discussed in this paper that a political party of the nationalist camp favors 
enfranchisement of the ethnic minority. Although some deputies from the RE voted against the amendment (Kelly 2004: 108), I 
guess that some deputies of RE who try to attract the urban population are rich residents  (and urban residents are mainly Russian) 
because RE is not only a nationalist party, but also a pro-market liberalization party. 
25 Pabriks and Purs 2002. 
26 Siaroff 2000, Plakans 1997. 
27 Johnson 1998a. 
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application for naturalization.28 Moreover, there was a large stateless population in Latvia, and its 

descendants also could not acquire Latvian citizenship even though they had been born and had 

grown up in Latvia. The nationalist camp had been able to exclude these latent voters who would 

cast their ballots for competing parties. 

 

Camp Parties 1993 1995 1998 

Pro-Minority 
Liberals 

People’s Concord Party (TSP) 
Democratic Party “Saimnieks” (DPS) 

18
13* 
5** 

24
6 
18 

16 
16 
0 

Moderate 
Conservatives 

Latvia’s Way (LC) 36 36 17 17 21 21 

Nationalists 
For Fatherland and Freedom (TB) 
National Independence Movement (LNNK) 

21
6 
15 

22
14 
8*** 

17 17 

Other Parties  26  40  47  
  101 101 101 
*under the name of “Harmony for Latvia” 
** under the name of “Democratic Centre Party” 
*** with Green party 

Table 5: Election results in 90’s Latvia 

 Latvia’s next general election was held in 1995. The nationalist camp won 22 seats 

(LNNK and Green party 8 seats; TB 14 seats), centre-conservatives won 17 seats (LC 17 seats), 

and centre-liberals won 24 seats (TSP 6 seats; DPS 18 seats). After this election, a grand coalition 

called the “rainbow cabinet” was formed (the Sķēlē cabinet).  

 Latvian political parties and some internal organizations persisted in bargaining fiercely 

over integration policies. Max van der Stoel, High Commissioner of the OSCE, visited 

Latvia—and Estonia—seeking to convince Latvia to liberalize its citizenship policies. But the 

Latvian parliament ignored or resisted harshly; in addition the parliament intended to amend 

language laws, making them stricter in regard to ethnicity (this amended bill was rejected by 

President).29 Although the centre-liberal party TSP joined hands with Russian minority parties 

and intended to expand its share of the vote by enfranchising minorities, the other political parties 

reacted negatively toward that possibility.  

Latvian parliament strongly had resisted amending the citizenship policy, but, at any rate, 

an amendment concerning stateless children was approved following strong pressures by external 

                                                   
28 Kruma 2009 
29 Budryte 2005; Galbreath 2005, 2006. 
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international organization and the president. However, that decision about amendment has three 

differences compare to Estonia’s one. First, parliament demanded a referendum as an extra 

threshold to pass the bill.30 Second, although stateless children no longer had to pass a language 

examination to acquire Latvian citizenship as a result, but this amended law kept demanding them 

to verify their fluency in Latvian in some document.31 Third, in addition, in normal naturalization 

process, individuals have to live in Latvia 10 years to apply it. On the contrary, individuals have to 

live 5 years in Estonia for naturalization application. In these matters, Latvian citizenship policies 

were more ethnocentric than Estonia’s. one. What explains this reluctance in Latvia? The 

following analysis (Figure 7) portrays the situation at that time. 

 
Latvian, rural, rich, transition-advocating  Russian, urban, poor, transition-skeptical 

   Figure 7: Residents distribution on the one-dimension policy preference spectrum. 

            (Nationalists=TB, LNNK; Centre-Conservatives=LC; Centre-Liberals=DPS, TSP) 

 

  The nationalist camp held fewer seats in parliament compared to Estonia. Moreover, 

centre-conservatives, including the LC, had wide support among the electorate. If minorities had 

been enfranchised under these circumstances, centre-liberals would have benefited while 

nationalists and centre-conservatives would have suffered losses. LC could not count on an inflow 

of new voters disappointed with the centre-liberal parties, because public opinion did not strongly 

resist enfranchising ethnic minorities, as noted in Table 3. Centre-conservatives, including the LC, 

had no incentive to agree to centre-liberals’ initiative for enfranchisement. In fact, they would 

never intend to amend the citizenship law until international organization and president fiercely 

demanded to amend it. Additionally, they also would not intend to amend it until centre-liberal 
                                                   
30 TBT Staff 1998, Birzulis 1998a, 1998b; Johnson 1998b, 1998c. 
31 Latvian citizenship law (amended on June 22, 1998), Article 3-1, Paragraph 1 and 3. 
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party DPS got out from governing coalition. 32  It is fair enough to presume that 

centre-conservative LC (and nationalist parties) did not have any incentive to expand the domain 

of voters because newly enfranchised voters will cast their ballots for the centre-liberal, like a TSP 

or DPS. 

 

5. Conclusion and Discussion 

Citizenship defines not only who has basic membership in a political community, but also who 

comprises the electorate. By defining and re-defining the electorate, political parties could 

enhance their share of votes. Thus, incentives for political elites determine whether 

enfranchisement (and citizenship policies that substantiate it) will occur. Using formal theoretical 

analysis and relevant case studies, this paper examines how that reality contributes to the adoption 

of enfranchisement policies in multi-national states. 

Although the demographic composition of ethnic minorities (latent electorate) and public 

resistance stemming from cultural or historical factors affect the political elite’s decision about 

enfranchisement, those effects are not proportional (linear) variances. An increase in the size of a 

minority population strengthens a liberal pro-minority party’s incentive toward enfranchisement 

but diminishes a centre-conservative party’s incentive. Intensity of public resistance to expanded 

voting rights for ethnic minorities diminishes the pro-minority party’s incentive to initiate 

enfranchisement and increases incentive for centre-conservatives to support such a measure. The 

model articulated in this paper formally elicits these implications, reinforced by the examples of 

Estonia and Latvia. 

 In addition, my model deductively elicits another implication: weakness of 

centre-conservatives produced by presence of a nationalist camp in a party system does not 

directly perturb the centre-liberals’ incentives; however, it does prompt centre-conservatives to 

accept enfranchisement of ethnic minorities. This implication is consistent with the case study of 

young democracies in Eastern Europe. Estonia and Latvia once adopted extremely exclusive 
                                                   
32 Johnson 1998d. 
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citizenship policies. Estonia liberalized its policies and absorbed Russian minorities as voters 

following external pressure and internal dispute. Latvia also amended its policies but resisted 

international criticism, and its citizenship policies have been more “ethnic” than Estonia’s. In 

Estonia, the centre-liberal party initiated amended citizenship policies, and centre-conservatives 

supported the amendment. In Estonia in the 1990s, the nationalist camp had won many seats, and 

centre-conservatives had narrow bases of support. In contrast, the nationalist camp in Latvia won 

fewer seats than Estonian nationalists and centre-conservatives had broad support among the 

electorate. Centre-conservatives did not cooperate with centre-liberals advocating amended 

citizenship policies. Results in these case studies endorse the theoretical model. 

 There are limitations in this model. This model does not assume that the nationalist camp 

take part in a bargaining to form a public policies, even though in a few countries nationalist 

parties form government coalitions and make policies. Then, this model will show some 

inconsistent aspect when applying the real case.  Moreover, this paper assumes the multi-party 

system where only one political party could not be a simple majority in the parliament.  We need 

to set up different game structure (or rule) to apply for tow-party countries’ case. 

At any rate, this paper provides a direct theoretical model for considering how 

enfranchisement of minorities observed as amendment of citizenship law occurs under democratic 

rule, and it illustrates its relevance to real cases. It suggests a need to pay attention to party politics 

and political elites’ incentive structures when we address a seemingly normative phenomenon. 
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-Appendices- 

Proof A. 

1.  is always positive and by definition, so  must take positive value, then 1  < 1

. 

2.  is always larger than 1 because 0 < M < 1, and  > 0 as shown above, then we can say 1  < 

1  for all time. 

3.  > 0, and 0 <  < 1, then  is always positive. So, 1  < 1  

 

Appendix A. 

Computing N which implement 1  1   , we could obtain . 

1  1   N
M

 

      

Then,   

 

Appendix B. 

We could obtain σ computing  which implement   . 
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We could obtain σ computing  which implement 1  1  . 
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Appendix C. 

We could obtain   computing  which implement 1  1  
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