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ABSTRACT

With the collapse of the Soviet Union the political status of the Russian-speaking
population in Latvia changed, affecting their ethnic self-concept and identification with
the new state. Despite the relatively successful adaptation by many Russian-speakers,
however, the ethnic issue, language in particular, remains contentious due to its

politicisation.

The main aim of this study is to thus look at how adolescents construct and maintain
their ethnic identities and choose acculturation strategies and how their teachers and

peers may influence these processes.

This study involves a mixed methods design where survey (450 pupils across 20 schools)
instruments are used for statistical models for ethnic identification and acculturation and
qualitative data (interviews and observations) capture the subjective and situational
aspects of ethnicity or explore how adolescents construct their ethnicity within the
school context and what subjective meaning they give to different acculturation strategies

and ethnic identities.

The study of Russian-speaking adolescents showed their preference for integration and
its evident competition with separation on the attitudinal level and even more so in
actual behavioural patterns. These adolescents identify with both Latvian and Russian
culture and groups and form a unique Latvian Russian identity. The study also
demonstrates the role of significant others, such as parents, teachers, peers and Latvians

in the acculturation and identification processes.



I dedicate this to my bilingual and bicultural children and my larger family. I also
dedicate this to all of those individuals and families navigating their lives between and
within two or more cultures who desire that their voices are heard and their experiences
represented. Lastly, I dedicate this to all ethnic minorities in Latvia, especially children

and young people.
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INTRODUCTION

Following World War II, when the Baltic States were forcibly incorporated into the
Soviet Union, Latvia experienced a succession of massive waves of Russian-speaking
immigrants, who came as workers from Russia and the other Soviet Republics. This was
accompanied by a massive campaign of Russification with the aim of decreasing the use
of Latvian language and culture. As a result of mass inward migration, the proportion of
ethnic Latvians fell from 77% in 1935 to 52% in 1989. Currently, 28% of Latvia’s
population are ethnic Russians and 37% speak Russian as their first language. Although
the majority of Russian-speakers arrived in Latvia as migrants after World War II, the
proportion of those born in Latvia continues to grow. In 1989 approximately 40% of the
Russian-speaking population was born in Latvia and by 2000 this figure had risen to

more than 60%.

With the collapse of the Soviet Union the political status of the Russian-speaking
population in Latvia changed overnight, significantly affecting their psychological and
social self-concept and identification with the new state. Russians became a minority in
the country that they saw as their home. These issues continue to have a major impact

on interethnic relations and exacerbate tension between the Russian and Latvian groups.

The Latvian government is thus under pressure to find a means of integrating the two
communities and find a solution that will satisfy the indigenous community, the migrant
community and the international community." One of the main means by which the
Latvian government is seeking to facilitate integration and greater identification with
Latvia among the Russian-speaking minority is through education: by means of
increased use of Latvian as a language of instruction and a joint formal curriculum. Each

of these methods has, however, proved problematic.

Russian-speakers have generally adjusted well to the new linguistic environment, with

the result that — according to the latest survey data (Language, 2008) — only about 7% of

' The European Union and Council of Europe have been putting pressure on Latvia to solve the ‘Russian’
question and encourage the development of an integrated civil society
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Russian-speakers know no Latvian at all, with knowledge of Latvian improving more
quickly among the younger generation, whose level is much higher than that of the older
generation. Despite the successful adaptation by many Russian-speakers, however, the
issue of language remains contentious due to its politicisation by members of both
communities. As research (Pisarenko, 2002, 2004, 2006; Cara 2007; Pisarenko & Zepa,
2004) suggests, the ethnic tension remains in large part because the Latvian language
fails to serve as a common tool of communication for all members of society and also

because language is used as a symbolic tool in the creation of ‘us’ and ‘them’.

Conflict between Latvian-speaking and Russian-speaking residents is exacerbated by
fears among Latvians that the Russian language will take over, while Russian-speakers
in their turn are anxious about assimilation. Subsequently as dictated by language and
education policies in 1999 all ethnic minority primary schools had to switch to bilingual
education, while ethnic minority secondary schools have had to teach at least 60% of
class time in Latvian since September 2004. These ‘language in education’ reforms have
created anxiety among ethnic minorities about the psychological well-being of their
children, knowledge of school subjects, proficiency in their native language as well as

fear of assimilation.

The broader use of education (aside from the linguistic aspect) as a means of facilitating
integration among the younger generation has also proved problematic. One of the
functions of education as the main agency of secondary socialisation is to transmit
culture. In the case of ethnic minority children education is meant to introduce them to
the majority culture and language so that they can become full members of society. All
schools in Latvia, regardless the language of instruction, have the same formal
curriculum that incorporates civic education, for example, through history or social
sciences, with the aim of creating an integrated civic society. However, the education
system in Latvia has failed in its aim of eliminating ethnic tensions through greater
integration and identification with Latvian state, language and culture. Research shows
that there are significant differences between the views of adolescents from Latvian and

Russian-language schools in their perception of civic values and participation (Kangro,
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2003; Curika, 2009) as well as perception and knowledge of Latvian history (Makarovs,
2008).

Although the Ministry of Education has developed a formal curriculum that is
compulsory for all schools, regardless of their language of instruction, there is also, |
argue, a ‘hidden curriculum’ that serves to segregate Latvian- and Russian-speakers.
According to Jackson (1968) school education constitutes a broader socialisation
process, whereby students learn the hidden norms and values of the wider society or
particular groups through interaction with teachers and peers. The hidden curriculum
represents a combination of assumptions about the nature of the social world (including
ideas about ethnicity and civic society), is a part of secondary socialisation and a
significant part of school life. These hidden curricula can pass on ideas that can
influence adolescents’ identity formation and choice of acculturation strategies. As
Curika (2009) suggests in her research on the influence of Latvia’s segregated education
system on the civic socialisation of adolescents, the hidden curriculum of ‘Latvian’ and
‘Russian’ schools reproduces the segregated society in that adolescents from different
schools have different views about civic participation and historical issues. The
influence of school culture - teachers, peers that encompass the hidden curriculum - on
acculturation and adolescents’ identification with the state and its culture and language

is thus an important but under-researched area.

Education is one of the essential means for human development and social cohesion
(Smith, 2001; Sommers & Buckland, 2004). The education system is very often seen as
an integrative factor in multicultural societies. Schools are seen as places where the new
generation regardless of their ethnic origin acquire through formal curriculum the
knowledge, attitudes and values that they will need as members of the society. The
contemporary society still sees schools as institutions that ‘create social beings’ in the
Durkheimian sense and solve social problems, such as social inclusion and tolerance
(Aboud & Fenwick, 1999). Nevertheless, social researchers have shown limited interest
in this function of the schooling system, especially in how schools influence

acculturation and the construction of ethnic identity.
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However, research and history suggest that education can also be a powerful device for
the reproduction and creation of human stratification and segregation as well as carry
the potential to generate or intensify conflict. This case can be illustrated with conflicts
and segregated education systems between Albanians and Serbs in Kosovo or
Protestants and Catholics in Northern Ireland. These examples show that education may
let diversity and cultural differences become the basis for separation between groups of
people and reproduce this division rather than facilitate the cohesion and integration of a
multicultural society. This study seeks to develop a clearer understanding of one
particular dimension of contemporary education — the construction of ethnicity and
acculturation processes within a segregated education system in ethnic minority schools

that implement bilingual education programmes.

The main aim of this study is to thus look at how adolescents construct and reconstruct
their ethnic identities and acculturate and how their teachers and peers might influence
these processes. The study aims to look at how the boundaries of ethnic identities are
compromised, redefined or maintained in a context of multiple and intertwined
worldviews that are present in Russian-language schools in Riga and how acculturation
processes affect identity formation. I will also analyse how the use of two languages
within the educational context influences the degree of ethnic identification and choice

of acculturation strategies.

While bilingual education in ethnic minority schools, which began in 1999, focuses on
language issues and knowledge of the Latvian language, very little attention has been
paid to the construction of ethnic identity within schools. There are studies that have
looked at the preparation for and decisions on the ethnic minority education reform in
Latvia (Silova, 2002; Bjorklund, 2004; Galbreath & Galvin, 2006; Hogan-Brun, 2007)
but most of this research with few exceptions (for example, Zepa, 2004) has involved
policy analysis and represents the views of the adult population. This thesis endeavours
to give voice to adolescents and policy analysis serves only as a context for the
exploration of psychological and sociological mechanisms behind ethnic identification
and acculturation. Moreover, after the bilingual education reform and further reforms in

high schools in 2004 there has been no research done on how these reforms are being
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implemented and how they might influence ethnic identification and the acculturation of

ethnic minority adolescents.

There has also been a great deal of research done on Russians in the post-Soviet space,
particularly in Latvia (see for example Melvin, 1995; Shlapentokh et al, 1994; Chinn &
Kaiser, 1996; Kolsto, 1995, 1996, 1999; Laitin, 1998; Karklins, 1986, 1994; Pisarenko,
2006; Ponarin, 2000; Poppe & Hagendoorn, 2001; 2003). These studies explore the
different identities of Russians and Russian-speakers and suggest possible
developments. However, adolescents have not been the main focus in any of these
studies. Furthermore, the main questions the researchers usually have asked are ‘what
identities’ and not how these identities are created and what factors influence this

Process.

Ethnocultural characteristics have identified communities to both members and non-
members since time immemorial and since the collapse of communism ethnicity has
become an increasingly salient social and political issue in Central and Eastern Europe.

At the same time ethnicity is one of the most controversial social phenomena.

What is ethnicity? According to Fredrik Barth, it is a set of delineated boundaries
between neighbouring groups, and individuals are primarily concerned with maintaining
these boundaries in order to explain one’s identity, often in a relative, comparative
manner (Barth, 1969). Ronald Cohen expands this view and explains that ethnicity is
rather a fluid concept by which members distinguish “in-groups” from “out-groups,”
and which can be in a state of constant change due to various situational applications

(Cohen, 1978, p. 388).

In this study ethnicity is viewed as a discursive system of classifications, a set of cultural
identifiers used to assign people to groups (Cohen, 1978). This system is created in an
attempt to explain and sustain differences and often inequalities. Furthermore, as Barth
(1969) and Steinberg (1981) suggest, these differences are situational and experiential,
not innate. As Brubaker (2002) implies, ethnicity has to be thought of in relational,
dynamic and eventful terms rather than as a substance, an entity or collectivity of

individuals. Ethnicity exists only through our perception and interpretation; it is
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embodied in people and embedded in institutional practices and routines. It is not a thing

in the world but a perspective of the world.

Furthermore, the term ethnicity can be used in different ways. Some researchers use this
term to define the shared characteristics of an entire group. While some others see
ethnicity in terms of an individual’s identification with an ethnic group or aspects of that

group’s culture. This study will be focusing on individual ethnic identification.

The main focus of this thesis is on the factors influencing ethnic identification in an
educational setting; that is, how adolescents in Russian language schools identify with
Latvian and Russian ethnic groups and the extent to which they identify with each
group. In this study I adhere to the definition of ethnic groups as groups whose members
perceive themselves to share ethnocultural features, such as a common language,
traditions and values, and who distinguish themselves from other such groups. Ethnic
identity refers to one’s sense of belonging to an ethnic group and the part of one’s
thinking, perceptions, feelings, and behaviour that is due to this ethnic group
membership (Phinney, 1996). Ethnic identity thus constitutes identification with an

ethnic group.

Ethnic identity is a dynamic concept. It is a part of one’s social identity that reflects
one’s sense of self as a member of an ethnic group. The degree of identification with
different ethnic groups, in the case of ethnic minorities or migrants in particular, and the
strength and meaning of identity can change over time (across generations and even
within a lifespan of an individual) and depending on the context. Moreover,
identification with a particular ethnic group and the larger society can vary individually.

An individual can identify with two or more cultures or with none.

As stated above, an individual can identify with both cultures or with neither;
therefore it is essential to look at two components of adolescents’ identification: their
identification with their own ethnic group and with a ‘new’ culture, in this case
Russian and Latvian culture and language, respectively. This study addresses the
question of the formation of identification with a bidimensional approach based on

the combination of two identifications: ethnic (minority ethnic group — Russian) and
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national (majority ethnic group - Latvian). I use a term ethno-national identification to

represent two-dimensional model of identity.

When exploring ethno-national identification, it is also important to look at a broader
concept of acculturation. In the context of the acculturation of Russian-speaking
adolescents the concept of change is central to their ethnic identity. Acculturation in this
study represents this change. Acculturation within this approach is defined as individual
processes that reflect dealing with other culture/s while also taking into account
relationships with one’s own culture (Berry, 1992). Acculturation strategies are modes
that represent people’s views, attitudes and behaviours that they use when they come

into prolonged contact with other culture/s.

Canadian researcher John Berry’s two-dimensional acculturation model based on four
different acculturation strategies (assimilation, integration, separation, marginalisation)
for ethnic minority and immigrant adaptation in the host society opens new possibilities

for research on ethnic minority adaptation into a different culture (Berry, 1980).

It i1s important to distinguish between preferred acculturation attitudes (ideal situation)
and the behaviours finally adopted (real situation) (Navas et al.,2005). Together, these
attitudes and behaviours comprise what Berry calls acculturation strategies (Berry,
1997), but while the individual can hold a certain acculturation attitude, he or she can
behave not in accordance with the attitude. So, individuals and groups may hold
varying attitudes towards these four ways of acculturating, and their actual behaviour
may vary correspondingly. Some researchers (e.g. Berry et al, 1989; Liebkind, 1996;
Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000) suggest that these behaviours represent sociocultural adaptation
outcomes or the actual degree of acculturation and this is what this study will be
focusing on. I will distinguish between acculturation attitudes and behaviours of the
Russian-speaking adolescents and investigate how the two are interrelated and how an

individual’s attitudes and behaviours are related to their ethno-national identification.

As mentioned above, ethnicity, ethnic identity and acculturation are contextually defined
concepts that are subjectively constructed and fluid rather than fixed. Consequently, to

answer the research question and increase the validity of findings, this study involves a
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mixed methods design. Although survey instruments can help create statistical models
for ethnic identification and acculturation, they cannot capture the subjective and
situational aspects of ethnicity or explore how adolescents construct their ethnicity
within the school context and what subjective meaning they give to different
acculturation strategies and ethnic identities. This will be left for the interviews with
adolescents and teachers as well as the observations of the school environment. The
qualitative part of the study will be aimed at exploring and probing in much greater
detail and nuance the survey questions and other issues that the survey methods could

not answer.

This research will make both substantive and methodological contributions. It will
provide critical understanding of the construction of ethnicity and the choice of
acculturation strategies within an educational environment. The two-dimensional ethno-
national identification framework will provide a new approach to understanding
people’s lives and in the functioning of a society, particularly in the ‘new multicultural
Europe’. My study will contribute both to the field of social psychology and sociology.
Not only will this project offer a new conceptual approach, it will also contribute to

methodological debates and the development of specific tools for analysis.

The structure of this thesis is as follows. Chapter 1 reviews some of the main theoretical
perspectives on ethnicity, ethnic identity and acculturation and explains the main
approach used in this research. The same chapter also looks at what various factors, such
as perceived discrimination and parental attitudes maybe related to ethno-national
identity and acculturation attitudes and behaviours. The review allows to build
hypotheses and a theoretical framework that is used for investigation of the choice of

acculturation strategies by adolescents and the development of their identities.

Chapter 2 presents the design of this study that enables us to address the research

questions and also explains the conceptualisation of the theoretical model.

Chapter 3 looks at the specific situation of Russians and Russian-speakers in Latvia.
This overview includes a short history of Russian-speakers in Latvia, as well as previous

research on their identities and nationality policy.
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Chapters 4-6 then introduce the analysis of the data collected. In Chapters 5 I look at
structure and content of ethno-national identity of Russian-speaking adolescents. This
chapter includes data on their self-identification, degree of identification with the
Latvian and Russian ethnic groups, sense of belonging to Latvia as well as strength and

salience of their identities.

Chapter 6 presents analysis of the acculturation attitudes and behaviours of the
adolescents as well as their links to the ethnonational identification. In this chapter I use
cluster analysis to identify acculturation profile and then bivariate analysis to look at the
relationships between acculturation attitudes and behaviours and different dimensions of
the identity. Finally I use path analysis statistical model of the factors that contribute to
individual differences in adolescents’ acculturation strategies and ethnic identities. In
addition qualitative data is incorporated in each chapter to interpret main findings and to

give more depth to the quantitative analysis.

Finally, Chapter 7 looks at the final model interpretation and summarises the main
points raised in relation to the main research question. I look at possible generalisations,
and discuss the main contribution the thesis makes to the body of research on Russian-
speaking adolescents’ acculturation and ethnicity in Latvia: to the theoretical model as
well as methodological challenges. To conclude, I examine some of the limitations of
the empirical work and offer some possible questions that were left unexplored for

future research.
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1 LITERATURE REVIEW: CONCEPTS OF ETHNICITY,
IDENTITY AND ACCULTURATION

1.1 Ethnicity and identity

1.1.1 Ethnicity: a constant or a construct?

Ethnicity is one of the most controversial phenomena in the social world and social
research. As this study looks at the formation of identity in the process of acculturation
in ethnic minority adolescents, it is important to summarise the approach to ethnicity
that is used here. One of the main questions that the following chapter is trying to
answer is whether ethnicity is something that an individual or a group can change and
manipulate. Further in this chapter I will discuss in more detail three main concepts:

ethnicity, ethnic group and identity, and how they are understood and used in this work.

To begin with, the meaning of the term ethnicity is closely related to the meaning of two
other concepts: ethnic group and ethnic identity. On the one hand, ethnic group
presents ethnicity as a collective social phenomenon and both helps to create and
maintain boundaries that are used for ethnic identification. On the other, ethnic identity
represents ethnicity as a personal experience. Therefore, ethnicity is an abstract
concept which contains both social and individual aspects; as I will show later it also

contains both objective and subjective characteristics.

There are many definitions of an ethnic group, but among the most useful definitions

for the purposes of this study is the classic one of Max Weber (1968):

“we shall call 'ethnic groups' those human groups that entertain a
subjective belief in their common descent because of similarities of
physical type or of customs or both, or because of memories of
colonization and migration; this belief must be important for the
propagation of the group formation, conversely, it does not matter
whether or not an objective blood relationship exists” (p. 389).
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As we can see from this definition there are objective and subjective criteria for an
ethnic group. Despite disagreements about the actual definition, there is general
recognition of a number of features of an ethnic group; not all of them will be present or
prominent for every ethnic group in every context, but many will be. First of all, these
include characteristics shared by group members, such as the same or similar geographic
origin and cultural traits, for example language, religion, foods, traditions, folklore,
music etc. Secondly, there are also special political and social interests, particularly with
regard to a homeland or a specific status, as well as institutions to serve the group. This
last aspect is closely linked with the subjective characteristic of an ethnic group that is a
group consciousness or sense of distinctiveness from others. To conclude I adhere to the
definition of ethnic groups as groups whose members have a subjective belief in their
common descent and perceive themselves to share ethnocultural features, such as a
common language, traditions and values that are also linked to common descent

(Smith, 1996), and who distinguish themselves from other such groups.

The subjective dimension of ethnic groups refers to socio-psychological boundaries and
is related to ethnic identity and group formation processes that involve defining
membership (inclusion) and the others (exclusion). In this study I am mostly interested
in the interaction between these two processes and see the subjective dimension as the

key factor differentiating ethnic groups from other identity groups.

The term ethnicity can be used in different ways. Since ethnicity is a social phenomenon
it can be looked at as a specific form of collective identity that is formed by a specific
historical situation (Comaroff, 1996). Therefore, some researchers use this term to
define the shared characteristics, particularly the cultural traditions and languages, of an
entire ethnic group to which people belong and/or are perceived to belong. These
characteristics that define an ethnic group are not fixed or easily measured, so ethnicity

as a concept is vague and ever-changing.

Others focus on ethnicity's subjective domain in terms of an individual’s identification
with an ethnic group or aspects of that group’s culture. Ethnicity as a social process
involves individual and/or group decision making. The main focus of this study is on the

process of self-identity and ethnic identity in particular, and the choices that individuals
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make with regards to it. But this matter of ethnicity as an individual phenomenon will be

discussed further later in this chapter.

There are many different approaches to ethnicity. I would like to discuss here the main
two that have been the most influential and have been widely used in research:

primordialism and constructivism.

The split between the two approaches resembles many other discussions about the social
world, namely the divide between structure (external) and agency (internal). The first,
primordialism, argues that ethnicity is an essential primordial phenomenon that is
something external that defines individuals, a type of ‘social fact’ defined initially by
French sociologist Emile Durkheim (1895, p.13). The second, constructivism, suggests
that ethnicity is a situational phenomenon that is a result of a social action that involves
human agency and thus choice, to a certain degree, and can be used in an instrumental
way as a resource or an element of political/group or individual strategy. This is a basic
division of theories on ethnicity and there are as many approaches to the theories of
ethnicity as there are theories themselves, but this will be sufficient for the explanation

of how ethnicity is regarded in this study.

I would like to start with the primordialist approach to ethnic phenomenon as it is the
oldest in the social sciences. It suggests that ethnicity is something given, ascribed
fixed at birth, deriving from the kin and clan structure of human society, and for this

reason is rather rigid and enduring (Geertz, 1963; Isaacs, 1975).

Geertz (1963) sees ethnicity as something that is primordial, one of the assumed
‘givens’ of social existence existing prior to all experiences or interaction, with
individuals bound to a person from the same ethnic group not because of personal
affection, but because of the importance attributed to the tie itself. Harold Isaacs in his
work ‘The Idols of the Tribe’ (1975) has followed ideas of primordial attachments,
concluding that ethnicity is a basic group identity. He saw ethnicity as something that a
person acquires at birth and is composed of primordial attachments. Isaacs argued that
ethnicity gives people a sense of belonging and self-esteem because one cannot be

denied or rejected and ethnicity cannot be taken away. People celebrate their
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ethnicities and thus differences from others in their everyday lives, for that reason

Isaacs calls ethnicities “the idols of all our tribes” (1975, p. 40).

However, this approach has limits. Even Isaacs admits the dynamic and changing nature
of ethnicity, but the primordialists cannot account for these changes or explain how they
occur. Therefore the primordial approach has been widely discussed, criticised and
opposed (Barth, 1969; Cohen, 1974; Eller and Coughlan, 1993; Eriksen, 1993;
Comaroff, 1996; Brubaker, 2002), with particular reference to Geertz’s writings, and,
above all, the apriority, ineffability and affectivity of ethnicity as a primordial
attachment that comes with it. Eller and Coughlan (1993) blamed Geertz for
dissocialising the ethnic phenomenon. They suggested that ethnicity is not a given, but
is negotiated in social interaction. Besides, ethnicity is not fixed; on the contrary people
can consciously manipulate ethnicity and question it. There are two main problems with
the use of primordialism to explain ethnicity: people can have multiple and complex

identities and these identities can change.

Although I am aware of the criticism of the approach that looks at ethnicity as a
primordial attachment, I would still argue that primordialism is a useful concept to look
at when doing research on ethnicity. The benefits of the primordial approach are
obvious in its very core: in the value and the emotional attachments that are placed onto
and into ethnicity and the subsequent power that it creates. Moreover, people form
groups on this basis and this influences their behaviour. Primordialism explains and
investigates in more depth some unifying principles such as shared history, myths, and
language. It also brings in the instinctive dimensions of ethnicity that are
subconscious and cannot be explained by individuals, but can be used at any
moment and become significant in certain contexts. The approach of Geertz (1975) and
Isaacs (1963) helps one to understand that, even if ethnicity is not a cultural given, most

people still believe it to be so.

Nevertheless, we also have to remember that while primordial ties are emotional and
affective, they are still created through social interaction rather than just being there.

Even if laypeople see their ethnicity as something they cannot explain or as given to
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them a priori, social researchers have to consider how ethnicity is constructed and what

influences its formation and development.

Here the constructivist approach can be helpful. Constructivism is a more subjective
approach which sees ethnicity as a socio-psychological phenomenon or a matter of
perception and experience of ‘us’ and ‘them’ rather than as something given, as being
objectively ‘out there’. It is not that all objective aspects of ethnicity are rejected, but

that they are seen as being dependent on the personal experiences of people.

This approach in the study of ethnicity has developed and broadened in the
subsequent years. The discussion of ethnicity as a social phenomenon was greatly
enriched by Frederick Barth (1969). Barth saw ethnic boundaries as psychological
boundaries created by individuals rather than objective differences in ethnic cultures.
The factors that are taken into account from existing differences, or indeed
similarities, are only those that people themselves see as important. In his view, an
ethnic group is a result of group relations in which boundaries are established through

reciprocal perceptions and ethnic culture and its content is of less relevance.

In his work (Barth, 1969) he called for a focus on the processes involved in creating and
maintaining ethnic groups by looking at the boundaries rather than the cultural
differences. He implied that groups’ boundaries do not move; the change happens only
in the socially relevant factors for maintaining those boundaries. Barth insisted that the
social interaction between ethnic groups not only does not erode them, but actually helps

to maintain these boundaries.

However, Barth’s approach was criticised by Eriksen (1991) for being ahistorical. While
accounting for ethnicity on an individual level and taking into account human agency, it
does not pay much attention to structure as set by wider social and historical
processes that cannot be controlled or even experienced by an individual agent. Thus
his approach focuses predominantly on self-ascription and ascription by others, that is
human agency, but not on social structures. Nevertheless, Barth was still one of the
first to declare that researchers had to reflect not on cultural differences and separate

ethnic entities, but on the social processes involved in creating these differences.
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Barth helped to shift the focus from fixed group characteristics to social processes. As
Eriksen (1993) puts it, he helped to “replace substance with form, statics with
dynamics, property with relationship and structure with process” (p 128). Thus ethnicity
and ethnic differences are situational and experiential, not innate (Barth, 1969; Cohen,

1978).

Many later theoretical approaches grew out of this idea of Barth’s. The idea of
boundaries also appears in other approaches but, for example, for Ronald Cohen (1978)
these boundaries are not stable as for Barth, but multiple and include overlapping
loyalties that make multiple references for identification possible. Cohen presents
ethnicity as a set of cultural identifiers used to assign people to groupings. This method
of categorisation, as with any other cognitive process, helps people to know what to
expect and how to react. If we can label people and allocate them to a group, that tells us
the general characteristics of these people and what behaviour would be appropriate by
referring to the norms of groups they and us belong to and the relationships between the

two groups.

Again, similarly to Cohen's approach, Arnold Epstein (1978) saw urban ethnicities as a
cognitive map for people, reducing the unknown or large number of overlapping
groupings to a few manageable categories. He also suggested that ethnicity is a
social process where both internal and external factors work in an interrelated
manner. As researchers we have to take account of both individual agency and the

social structures around it.

The constructivist approach incorporates some of Pierre Bourdieu's (1990) concepts of
practice and habitus. These are seen as the essential factors that underlie and form
the structure of all social phenomena. As suggested by constructivism, ethnicity is
something that is being negotiated and constructed in everyday living through practice
and habitus. It is created when individuals eat, dress, go to school and work and talk to

each other. Ethnicity is a process which continues to unfold.

For example, Fishman (1989) differentiates between three aspects of ethnicity: being,

knowing and doing. Being is the bodily experience of ethnicity. This almost
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biological component of ethnicity makes any substantial changes in it difficult.
However, ethnicity extends beyond the dimension of ‘being’, it is also knowing and
doing. These two other domains of ethnicity can be manipulated consciously because
they are more negotiable than being. Fishman focuses on language as a very important
part of ethnicity when the past has to be captured, used and interpreted to solve

current problems. Language is used in all three dimensions: being, knowing and doing.

Although Fishman (1989) agrees that ethnicity can be manipulated consciously, no
external knowledge or objective scepticism can challenge the perceived validity of
ethnicity and language because people have a psychological need to belong intimately,
inter-generationally (Fishman, 1989). He also shows similarly to Anthony Smith that
ethnicity is experienced as a guarantor of eternity and continuation that connects
generations “through the myth of common and unique origin in time and place”
(Smith,1981, 66-67). Here the blood ties or assumed ties of Anderson’s (1983)

‘imagined community’ govern as the most powerful motivation of humankind.

Ethnicity can be described as a system of classification (Comaroff, 1991) that is a
necessary condition for human existence, a form of consciousness that occurs in
everyday practices. It can be compared to totemism (Comaroff, 1992) as a universal,
primordial process of categorisation that involves the marking and classification of
identities and relations in opposition to each other and not focusing on the actual
substance of those identities. Ethnic myths (Steinberg, 1981) that people use for
explaining differences in group behaviour and social inequalities without taking into
account situational and broader structural factors help to sustain ethnic differences. In
order to truly understand where ethnicity comes from and why it persists, these ethnic
myths have to be unpacked and deconstructed (Steinberg, 1981; Eller and Coughlan,
1993).

Ethnicity is a historically specific response to social context and interactions between
ethnic groups, although this is not to say that once formed it is not experienced as real
and objective. Inequality or differences came first, together with a psychological need
for classification, and then ethnicity was created as a response to the first two.

Nevertheless, as Comaroff (1996) suggests, after it has been created, ethnicity takes on a
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natural appearance, becomes a ‘given’ that structures and determines social life and

indeed creates or sustains inequalities.

Ethnicity has to be thought of in relational, processual, dynamic and eventful terms
(Brubaker, 2002). Ethnicisation involves political, social and cultural processes, in
which one must not think of a group as a unit of analysis, but focus on the fact that
individuals who identify with this group can have different conceptualisations of the key
aspects of their ethnicity and may identify with these ethnic markers to different
degrees. In this way ethnicity exists only through our perceptions, interpretations,
categorisations, representations and identifications. Ethnicity is not a thing in the world,
but a perspective of the world (Brubaker, 2002). It is not enough to say that
ethnicities are constructed; we must also explore how they are constructed, how

people identify themselves, perceive others and interpret the world in ethnic terms.

Much of the current discussion in social sciences focuses on the fluid, situational and
conditional nature of ethnicity (Hitlin et al., 2006; Wimmer, 2008, Helbling, 2009;
McDonnell and de Lourenco, 2009; Burton et al., 2010). So, it is inappropriate to
treat ethnicity as one-dimensional, fixed and stable. One has to recognise that
ethnicity is situational in relation to one or more characteristics or expressions of
shared belonging, such as language (Phinney et al., 2001a; Vedder and Virta, 2005),
which I discuss here as attitudinal and behavioural, separate from one's identification.
The extent to which these characteristics become important in the construction of
ethnicity is dependent on context (e.g. Maylor, 2009; Holloway et al, 2009), for
example school settings or larger society and immediate family. Moreover, the
conceptual construction of ethnicity by researchers also differs and has to be made
explicit in every study. I will describe my approach in the next two subsections as well

as in the methodology chapter.

Moreover, research on ethnicity involves operationalisation, where to measure ethnicity
fully one must find specific indicators. As has been mentioned above, ethnicity has
both objective and subjective elements. One can directly observe objective dimensions,
such as the language differences between groups or specific traditions. However, in this

study I am interested in subjective dimensions of ethnicity which cannot be directly
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observed and relate to the attitudes and perceptions of individuals. I will use a survey

and interviews to investigate ethnicity.

To finalise, in this study ethnicities are viewed as systems of classification that are a
product of internal and external factors created in an attempt to explain inequalities and
difference in our world. Ethnicity is embodied in people and embedded in institutional
practices and routines. In addition, ethnicity arises from specific historical and

situational circumstances.

As described in this chapter, while some approaches insist that ethnicity is ascribed,
other theories, including this study, see ethnicity as subjective and achieved, as
something that people make decisions about, construct and manipulate. The latter
approach also looks at how ethnicity, particularly the construction and perception of
it, is influenced by gender, age, economic status or any other factors. In this study,
the main aim is to look at subjective dimensions of individual ethnicity and in
particular how Russian-speaking adolescents perceive their ethnicity and what

influences their degree of identification with Russian and/or Latvian ethnic groups.

1.1.2 Ethnic identification: from one-dimensional to multidimensional concept

To reflect the approach to ethnicity stated in the subsection above, that is, viewing
ethnicity as something subjective and fluid, in the case of ethnic minorities in particular,
we have to look at ethnic identification as a multidimensional rather than one-
dimensional concept. Ethnic identity here refers to one’s sense of belonging to an ethnic
group and to the part of one’s thinking, perceptions, feelings, and behaviour that is
due to this ethnic group membership (Phinney, 1996). Ethnic identity thus constitutes
identification with an ethnic group. Then again, ethnic identity can be thought of as
degrees of identification with more than one ethnic group. This will be explored

further in this chapter.
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A fundamental question for adolescents born in a country to which their parents or
grandparents migrated is their ability to live between two cultures and negotiate their
own identity in such a way that they maintain their links with their ethnic group (ethnic
identity) and at the same time integrate into the larger society and the majority national
culture (national identity). The combination of these two dimensions can be seen as an

individual’s ethno-national® identification/s.

In this study, ‘ethnic identity’ refers to the Russian-speaking adolescents’ identification
with the Russian cultural group, while ‘national identity’ is used to refer to their
identification with the Latvian cultural group. The broader term ‘ethno-national
identification” encompasses both the ethnic and national components of their
identification and throughout the text I will refer to ‘ethno-national identification’ of
Russian-speaking adolescents as simply ‘identification’. The term ‘ethno-national
identification’ does not presuppose that Russian-speaking adolescents necessarily

identify with both groups.

Thus the conceptual approach in this research refers to identification as a bidimensional
dynamic construct because, in the case of ethnic minorities, they have more than one
group they can identify with. Identification here is not fixed, but is a fluid perception of
self that can change over time (across generations and within the life of an individual)
and depending on context. Yet before I proceed with the analysis of this bidimensional
concept, I have to make some decisions as how to operationalise it into something

measurable.

In their review, Sayegh & Lasry (1993) provided a comprehensive and cohesive
assessment of the various bidimensional models and measurements of acculturation and
ethnic identification. Most importantly, they showed that much existing research, even if
it involves bidimensional models, does not provide truly orthogonal dimensions. In

many such studies there seems to exist the built-in assumption that if involvement in and

*In this study term 'ethno-national' is used when talking about broader identity that includes ethnic and
national identifications. This term is also used when looking at previous research where a unidimensional
model of identity was used where ethnic and national identity are presented as being two ends of a
continuum.
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identification with a national culture increases, then engagement with and identification

with the individual's ethnic or traditional culture and group automatically decreases.

Thus these bidimensional models, while truly investigating involvement and
identification with two cultures, still measure identification as a continuum rather than
separately. Therefore, this approach is more consistent with the assimilationist
perspective  (Gordon, 1964) than with ethnic or cultural pluralism and
multidimensionality (Berry, 1980, 1997; Laroche et al., 1997, 1998) which I advocate in

my work.

Consequently, it has been proposed that the two dimensions should be measured
separately so that they reflect identification with the national and ethnic cultures and
groups independently of each other (Lasry & Sayegh, 1992; Sayegh & Lasry, 1993;
Sanchez & Fernandez, 1993; Noels, Pon, & Clément, 1996; Bourhis et al., 1997,
Laroche et al., 1997, 1998).

Altogether, this serves as an acknowledgement of the ideas suggested much earlier by
Hutnik (1986, 1991) with regards to his ethnic identity model by proposing that
“ethnic minority identity must be conceptualised along at least two main dimensions:
one relating to the degree of identification with the ethnic minority group; and the
second relating to the degree of identification with the majority group” (Hutnik, 1991, p.
128).

Although there seems to be a tendency at the conceptual level to move back towards a
truly bidimensional identification model for migrants and ethnic minorities, only some
empirical studies have translated this idea into action. The research studies done by
Lasry & Sayegh (1992) and Sanchez & Fernandez (1993) and Phinney et al. (2001) are
among those few. Moreover, these studies, as well as Sabatier's research in 2007,
found that immigrants’ identification with their ethnic culture was indeed unrelated to
their identification with the national culture. Strength of identification with one’s ethnic

group and larger society can vary independently in the case of ethnic minorities.
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A few other studies looked at how ethnic identity and national identity vary
independently with degrees of identification with both ethnic and national cultures
simultaneously (Phinney & Devich-Navarro, 1997; Bourhis et al., 1997; Berry et al.,
2006). As Berry et al. (2006) show, the correlation between the two identifications can
be positive, negative or zero depending on the group or context. These correlations
combined with the mean values for each identity can be used to describe broader
identification. For example, high average values for both identifications show a
tendency for a bicultural or integrated identity, whereas low average values for both
suggests alienation or marginalisation. Finally, for those who choose assimilation or
separation - the tendency to identify with just one group - mean values for
identification will indicate which identity is stronger. As the research by Berry et al.
(2006) shows, strong identifications with both are more characteristic of immigrants in
countries with a long tradition of immigration, such as the United States, New
Zealand, Australia or Canada. Despite the large and growing number of ethnic minority
and migrant adolescents, very little research has looked at the question of identity within
a bidimensional model of acculturation and identification where both ethnic and

national identities are considered as elements of broader ethno-national identification.

As stated above, an individual can identify with both cultures or with neither (Berry &
Sam, 1997; Phinney, 1992). Thus it is essential to look at two components of
adolescents’ identification: their identification with their own ethnic group and with
a ‘new’ culture, in this case Russian and Latvian culture and language,
respectively. Therefore this study addresses the question of the formation of
identification with a bidimensional approach based on the combination of two
identifications: ethnic (minority ethnic group — Russian) and national (majority ethnic

group - Latvian).
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1.1.3 Further operationalisation of ethno-national identity: identification of

oneself and identification with a group

Despite the amount of theoretical and empirical research on identities and/or
identification there are still fundamental problems in this area. There is an absence of a
consistent and methodical approach to distinguishing between different aspects of
identification (Rosenthal, 1987; Phinney, 1990, 1992; Rosenthal & Feldman, 1992;
Liebkind, 1992, 1995; Kinket & Verkuyten, 1997).

One of the problems with a clear distinction between different aspects of identification
is a conflation of the two meanings of the term ‘identification’: identification of and
identification with (Kinket & Verkuyten, 1997). The first meaning of the
identification concept (identification of), refers to the purely cognitive act of
acknowledgment and categorisation of somebody (including oneself) as the holder of
a particular identity label, and in most cases reflects the individual's membership of
some category or group (Lange, 1989, p. 172). According to Self-Categorisation
Theory (Turner et al., 1987), this process is conceptualised as social identification,

referring mainly to identification of oneself as a member of a social category.

In this study, the term ethnic self-identification has been chosen to represent this more
cognitive form of identification. In addition, because of the importance of language I
also use linguistic self-identification to describe my sample and limit it to a certain

linguistic group, namely Russian speakers.

Since ethnic self-identification may differ from ‘objective’ group membership as
determined by the family’s ethnic origin, in particular in cases of migrants and
ethnically mixed families, it is more informative and reliable to measure it through an
open-ended question where individuals are allowed to choose any subjective label
rather than from a predesigned list of different categories (Phinney, 1992). This is the
approach I use in this study.
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While these categories of ethnic self-identification are an important part of research on
identification and serve as an indicator of one's identification to a certain degree, they do
not cover the full range of the meanings of identity. As scholars have argued these
subjective labels can vary over time and context (Sudrez-Orozco & Qin-Hilliard, 2004),
and encompass different meanings among individuals and groups (Phinney, 1996);

therefore they are not consistent and reliable indicators on their own.

Although ethnic self-identification and specific labels used have been studied as a way
of investigating identity construction (Phinney, 1990; Portes and Rumbaut, 2001), some
researchers argue that these labels or categories individuals ‘choose’ are, in many ways,

imposed on them by others (Suéarez-Orozco, 2000; Suarez-Orozco & Qin-Hilliard,

2004). As Suarez-Orozco suggests, ethnic self-identification is a social process in which
one’s ethnic membership is ascribed to the individual rather than freely chosen, coming
mainly from two outside sources: the in-group (You are a member of our group.) and the
out-group (You are a member of that group.). It is through these influences of in-group
and out-group members that individuals come to construct their self-identity. As Erikson
explained, combining an understanding of ethnicity as a typology and/or classification

of people and its subjective and objective aspects:

“Identity formation [is] a process ... by which the individual judges
himself in the light of what he perceives to be the way in which
others judge him in comparison to themselves and to typology
significant to them,; while he judges their way of judging him in the
light of how he perceives himself in comparison to them and to types
that have become relevant to him.” (Erikson, 1968, p. 22-23)

Furthermore, defining or labelling oneself as a member of a group does not necessarily
imply that one identifies with this category (Lange, 1989; Liebkind, 1992). Therefore,
identification of should not be confused conceptually with the identification with that
reflects strength, development and/or understanding of the meaning of one’s identity
(Phinney, 1989, 1990, 1992). However, it has to be mentioned here that ethnic self-
categorisation is related to other aspects of identification. For example, it may induce

changes in the strength of identification if more and more members of the same group
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select specific labels for self-identification and make this category appealing and thus it

starts to serve as a collective reference model.

According to Social Identity Theory (SIT), one of the other major theories of intergroup
processes (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 101):

“Social categorizations are conceived here as cognitive tools that
segment, classify, and order the social environment, and thus enable
the individual to undertake many forms of social action. But they do
not merely systematize the social world; they also provide a system of
orientation for self-reference: they create and define the individual’s
place in society... Social groups, understood in this sense, provide
their members with an identification of themselves in social terms.”

Moreover, social groups provide their members not only with social identification, but
also the emotional and value significance of such membership. Based on SIT a person’s
social identity is described as “that part of an individual’s self-concept that derives from
his knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups) together with the

value and emotional significance attached to that membership” (Tajfel, 1981, p. 255).

This theory incorporates three main elements: 1) people are motivated to maintain a
positive self-concept; 2) the self-concept derives largely from group identification; and
3) people establish positive social identities by favourably comparing their in-group to

out-groups (Operario & Fiske, 1999).

An extension of SIT is Self-Categorisation Theory (Turner et al., 1987). This theory
suggests that social contexts create meaningful boundaries for groups. Social identities
according to this theory are socially constructed according to situational pragmatics.
Brewer (1991) in her work argued that social identification for individuals satisfies two
main needs: to belong to a group, while maintaining distinctiveness. Thus, identification
has to be seen as a subjective process involving a matter of choice (Liebkind, 1984) and
a matter of degree (Lange & Westin, 1985). This approach incorporates conceptualising
ethnicity as a fluid concept that reflects an individual's choice rather than a fixed

category.
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Phinney (1992) operationalised ethnic identity into three measurable dimensions in her
Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM): 1) ethnic self-identification; 2) the sense
of belonging to the ethnic group — ethnic commitment; and 3) the level of ethnic identity
development — ethnic identity achievement. Phinney (1992) used two main theories of
social identity to create the MEIM, that is SIT and Erikson’s (1968) theory of identity
development. On the basis of SIT, it is expected that identity would include a sense of
group belonging. In the MEIM, items that assess attachment, pride, and good feelings
about one's identification represent strength of identity, termed affirmation and

belonging.

According to Erikson's approach, identity formation takes place during adolescence and
evolves through a process of exploration and commitment. This approach suggests that
the strength of identity and commitment will vary with age. So, younger adolescents
would be expected to have a less clear and committed sense of their ethnicity. That is
why it is useful to look at adolescents and investigate what might influence their identity
formation. In the MEIM this dimension of identity is assessed by the achievement
scale, including ‘exploration’ items (activities to learn about an ethnic group) and

‘commitment’ items (a clear understanding of a person’s ethnicity).

Finally, in the case of ethnic minorities it is not only their identification with ethnic and
national groups that is important, it is also their sense of belonging to a particular
country they were born or arrived in. Indeed, research on identities generally highlights
both the group and territorial dimensions (Riger & Lavrakas, 1981; Breuilly, 1993).
Therefore, it is not only divisions between ‘us’ and ‘them’, but also feelings towards a
particular territory that are involved in identity formation. However, it is important to
note that the two dimensions are interrelated; the sense of belonging to a state is
interdependent with the relational, social dimension of one’s identification with one or

more ethnic groups (Bar-Tal, 1997).

Moreover, exactly this sense of belonging to Latvia seems to be a central aspect in the
integration efforts made by the Latvian state (Tabuns, 2006; Volkovs, 2010; Muiznieks,
2010; Zepa & Klave, 2011) and focal for Latvian politicians when they discuss ethnic
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minority issues (e.g. Zatlers, 2010; Elerte, 2011, Brands Kehris, 2011). Nevertheless,
this aspect of identity can be highly politicised and be tied to the nation and state context
as well as being specific to different state policies and views held by the national group.
Therefore, it is not only individual choice that is of importance here, but also the
responses of both the national group and state are crucial. In this study, to take into
account this specific aspect, I will investigate how the sense of belonging to Latvia is

related to perceived discrimination.

In sum, in this study I have operationalised identification into four measurable
dimensions 1) ethnic self-identification; 2) the degree of identification with Russian and
Latvian cultures and groups; 3) the level of ethnic identity development — ethnic identity

achievement or exploration stage 4) the sense of belonging to Latvia.

Ethnic identity is a complex multidimensional construct that is subject to social, cultural,
and developmental changes (Phinney 1996). But despite its fluid nature, ethnic
identity is a real aspect of one’s life, often related to how one interprets and creates
experiences in other spheres of life. That is why it is so important to study how

ethnic identity is formed and what influences it.

Different factors have been discussed in past literature as possible influences that might
shape how ethnic boundaries and identification have been understood and constructed.
In this study I not only look at the identifications of young Russian speakers per se, |
also focus on how different acculturation attitudes and behaviours, such as language use
and knowledge and social contacts, as well as perceived discrimination and socio-
demographic variables, influence the degree of adolescents' identification with the
Latvian and Russian cultures and groups. In addition, I also explore how adolescents’

parents, teachers and peers might influence their identification formation and choices.
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1.2 Approach to acculturation

In the modern world it is hardly possible to find a society that consists of just one ethnic
group. Almost all countries are multicultural, yet not many will define themselves as
such. However, this study is not focusing on nationality policies and/or a definition of a
multicultural society. The main aim of this research is to investigate how people adapt to
life in these multicultural societies and what strategies they use to create a coherent
identity and adjust successfully to life in their country. Furthermore, this study

focuses on ethnic minority adolescents as an example.

Enculturation or socialisation has been seen as a lifelong process for an individual,
involving changes and continuities as a response to interaction with the surrounding
cultural environment (Kagitcibasi, 1988). Enculturation results in the development and
sustainability of similarities within and variations between cultures with regards to both
subjective and objective dimensions of culture (Berry et al., 1992). However,
enculturation is seen as the process through which an individual acquires the culture of
his own group with the help of cultural agents such as parents and teachers. Given this
multicultural nature of many modern societies, social research has increasingly
investigated what happens to those individuals who have two or more cultural contexts

around them (Berry, 1997).

Therefore many social scientists are very interested in what happens when two different
ethnic groups come into long-term contact; in this study the two groups are the
indigenous Latvian majority and immigrant Russian-speaking minority. Some studies
look at ethnic conflict and resolution and view ethnicity as a cultural process primarily
determined by an underlying struggle for power. Others look at the creation of
nationality policy within a particular state or nation-state. Many of these approaches
look at the group level, whereas I would like to direct the focus of this research to the
individual level and consider what happens to individuals when they come into long-
term contact with one or more ethnic groups that are different from their own. That is

why acculturation processes and individual strategies lie at the centre of this study.
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Although the term acculturation has been in existence since the end of the 19th century,
it was not until the mid-1930s that a formal definition was proposed and acculturation
was legitimised as a field of study by the American Council for Social Science
Research, following the work of three anthropologists: Robert Redfield, Ralph Linton
and Melville Herskovits in 1936. They defined it as follows:

“Acculturation comprehends those phenomena which result when
groups of individuals having different cultures come into a continuous
first-hand contact, with subsequent changes in the original cultural
patterns of either or both groups. Under this definition, acculturation
is to be distinguished from culture-change, of which it is but one
aspect, and assimilation, which is at times a phase of acculturation.”

(p. 149)

However, since then the term acculturation has been used differently by several social
science approaches. It is important to distinguish acculturation from some other terms,

such as adjustment, adaptation, and assimilation.

When examining acculturation, it is very important to stress that acculturative changes
are not always directed toward closer cultural resemblance; acculturation may also
strengthen an individual’s own cultural traditions and values because, as research
suggests (Supple et al., 2006; Umana-Taylor, 2004), contact with other ethnic groups
can boost the saliency of one’s own ethnic identity. This helps us to understand that

assimilation is only one possible outcome and direction of acculturation.

Adjustment and adaptation in their turn are results of the acculturation process and
cannot be used interchangeably with this term. Adjustment in psychology means the
behavioural process of balancing conflicting needs that involves altering one's behaviour
to reach a harmonious relationship with one’s environment. For ethnic minorities this

balance is between their culture and the culture of the larger society.

Berry (1997) pointed out two outcomes of acculturation: psychological and sociocultural
adaptation. Psychological adaptation refers to both positive feelings of well-being and
personal satisfaction, self-esteem and an acceptance of oneself within the new cultural
environment as well as to some negative aspects related to psychological dysfunction or

stress symptoms like anxiety, depression, psychosomatic complaints and conduct
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disorders. Sociocultural adaptation refers to the sense a person has of his or her ability
to fit into a new culture, to negotiate social relationships and to deal with social
institutions. Familiarity with the language and customs of the country of settlement and
interpersonal relationships with members of the cultures of settlement and origin are
very important factors that influence sociocultural adaptation. A third adaptive outcome
has recently been introduced (Portes et al, 2002): economic adaptation. This refers to

the degree to which work is obtained, is satisfying and is effective in the new culture.

In this study of young Russian-speakers I will focus more on acculturation attitudes and
on sociocultural outcomes, such as Latvian knowledge and use and social contacts
with Latvians, which I will refer to as a degree of acculturation. Degree of
acculturation represents how much of the national culture, including language and
social contacts, individuals have incorporated into their behaviour. I will also
investigate how different acculturation attitudes and separate behaviours are related to

adolescents’ ethno-national identity.

Although the concept of acculturation originated within the discipline of anthropology
and has most often been treated as a cultural group phenomenon, acculturation may also
be treated as a two-level phenomenon: that of the group and that of the individual
(Berry, 1980). Acculturation studies at the group level focus on changes in social groups
and structures, while studies at the individual level look at identity, values, attitudes and
health. Acculturation at the individual level can be defined as “changes in individual
experience as a result of being in contact with other cultures and participating in the
process of change that one’s cultural or ethnic group is undergoing” (Sam, 1994, p.7).
As has already been mentioned, this research looks at individual-level acculturation
because, in the Latvian context, issues related to the agency of individuals within the
acculturation process rather than to structural influences is quite an unexplored field of

social research.

In 1964, the sociologist Milton Gordon, describing cultural changes within ethnic
minority groups, developed a one-dimensional assimilation model (Gordon, 1964).
Biculturalism was seen only as a middle stage on the way from the total segregation of

two cultural groups to their absolute assimilation. The basic assumption of this approach
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was that an individual loses his or her cultural ethnic identity and specific behaviours as
soon as he or she adapts to a new culture. Acculturation in this approach was seen as a
unilinear and unidirectional process and was equal to assimilation. Later, this approach

was criticised by John Berry (1980) and gave way to alternative acculturation models.

In the 1980s, Berry (Berry, 1980, 1984; Berry et al., 1986, 1989) proposed that there
were two independent dimensions underlying the process of acculturation: the
individual’s own ethnic group and the majority’s ethnic group. Relationships
between these two dimensions can be manifested in a number of ways, including
preferences for involvement in either both cultures or neither. Thus Berry’s
acculturation model was two-dimensional. His approach focused on different attitudes
and behaviour models held by individuals in prolonged contact with different cultures.
These combinations of attitudes and behaviours, what he calls modes of acculturation or
acculturation strategies (Berry, 1980, 1984; Berry et al., 1986, 1989), are the result of
a combination of two dimensions: (1) a degree of importance for an individual to
maintain his/her own culture, language and identity and (2) a degree of importance to

become a part of a larger society.

Berry pointed out four acculturation strategies that are available to individuals and to
groups in plural societies. These modes are assimilation, separation, integration and
marginalisation. The different modes may bring about changes of varying degree on the

acculturating individual.

Assimilation is defined, namely, as relinquishing one’s cultural identity into the larger
society. The individual chooses to identify solely with the culture of the larger

society, and his or her ties with the original ethnic culture are lost.

Separation entails an exclusive involvement in one’s traditional cultural values and
norms, coupled with little or no interaction with the members and the culture of larger
society. If the separation option is not self-imposed, but is initiated by the larger society,
then the term segregation is more appropriate (Sam, 1994). In his earlier works Berry
(1980) uses the word rejection instead of the term separation. Rejection refers to self-

imposed withdrawal from the larger society.
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Integration involves an identification and involvement with one’s traditional ethnic
culture as well as that of the larger society. Integration implies the maintenance of
cultural integrity as well as the movement to become an integral part of a larger societal
framework. Therefore, in the case of integration, the option taken is to retain cultural

identity and move to join the dominant society. (Berry, 1980)

Marginalisation is characterised by a rejection and/or lack of involvement in one’s

traditional culture as well as that of the larger society. The individual may give up being
part of their own culture without becoming a part of a new culture. Berry had a
hard time defining this last acculturation mode. In the beginning he calls this
acculturation option ‘deculturation’. It is characterised by striking out against the larger
society and by a feeling of alienation, a loss of identity (Berry, 1980). However
Young Yun (Young Yun, 1995) in his work uses the term ‘deculturation’ in a slightly
different way. For him deculturation is cultural unlearning, it is when individuals
during their acculturation process lose some of their old cultural traditions and values.

Young Yun’s definition of this term is similar to the term ‘cultural shedding’.

Moreover, the validity of marginalisation as an approach to acculturation has been
questioned (Del Pilar & Udasco, 2004). The likelihood that a person will develop a
cultural sense of self without drawing on either the ethnic or national group or culture is
not very probable, taking into account the importance of a sense of belonging and
identity to any individual. As research has shown, the marginalisation approach may be
viable only for the small segment of migrants who reject (or feel rejected by) both
their heritage and receiving cultures (Szapocznik et al., 1980; Unger et al., 2002; Berry
et al., 2006; Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008) and scales that attempt to measure
marginalisation typically have poor reliability and validity compared with scales for the
other categories (Cuellar, Arnold, & Maldonado, 1995; Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Unger
et al., 2002; Berry et al., 2006). This has to be taken into account in this study and

explored further in this particular dataset and Latvian context.

It is important to note that the choice of acculturation strategies can vary in different
spheres of life. For example, an individual may choose integration in the linguistic and

political spheres, but separation in close social contacts.
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Acculturation behaviours are the behaviours that may accompany one’s acculturation
attitudes. They are part of acculturation strategies, but while the individual can hold a
certain acculturation attitude, he or she can behave not in accordance with the attitude.
Furthermore, as Navas et al. (2005) suggest, researchers have to distinguish between
preferred acculturation attitudes (ideal situation) and the behaviours finally adopted (real
situation). So, individuals and groups may hold varying attitudes towards these four
ways of acculturating, and their actual behaviour may vary correspondingly. Together,
these attitudes and behaviours comprise what Berry calls acculturation strategies (Berry,
1997). Some researchers (e.g. Berry et al, 1989; Liebkind, 1996; Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000)
suggest that these behaviours represent sociocultural adaptation outcomes or the actual

degree of acculturation and this is what this study will be focusing on.

Similarly, Paul Brady in his work (Brady, 1990) differentiates between internal and
external acculturation. Internal acculturation is associated with individual attitudes, but
external acculturation with behaviour, for example language proficiency and usage and
social contacts. In this study I look at both internal and external acculturation and how

an individual’s attitudes and behaviours are related to their identification.

Some researchers also call for the need to distinguish attitudinal from behavioural
dimensions of acculturation. The research of Gentry et al. (1995) shows that attitudinal
dimensions (such as identification) tend to change more slowly than behavioural
ones (e.g. measured by language use). Attitudes must therefore be treated as relatively

separate from behaviour, but influencing each other.

Research (Berry et al., 1989, Jasinskaja-Lahti & Liebkind, 2001) has indicated
consistency between a variety of behavioural measures of the actual degree of
acculturation and attitudes towards the process. Of course, these correlations cannot
indicate which comes first: attitudes or behaviour. Although in this study I will assume
that attitudes result in specific behaviour, I still agree that the relationship is reciprocal

and one influences the other.

The assumption that assimilation was the most adaptive (economically and

psychologically successful and less stressful) acculturative style remained largely
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unchallenged until the 1970s, when alternatives to the assimilation model were
introduced in the context of the civil rights movement. These theories were based on the
assumption that acculturation at the expense of giving up identification with the culture

of origin causes distress and poor achievement for the acculturating groups (Birman,

1994). Studies exploring the acculturation process suggest that the integration option is
the one most preferred by both adults and adolescents (Berry, 1980; Berry et al.,
1987; Berry & Krishnan, 1992; Sayegh & Lasry, 1993; Kwak & Berry, 2001). The
literature also shows that this mode of acculturation is the most adaptive one and has
a positive influence on an individual’s well-being (Berry, 1997; Ward, 1996; Phinney et
al., 2001). However, some other research (Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2003) showed that the

separation option could be as adaptive as integration.

Research on acculturation has been quite popular in West European countries and the
USA. In the Baltic countries this is still a new research approach. In Lithuania,
Kasatkina (2000, 2004, 2006) looked at the acculturation of Russians and concluded that
they preferred integration as their first choice of acculturation because they wanted to
maintain their own culture, but at the same time they felt a sense of belonging to
Lithuania. In Estonia Kruusvall et al (2009) investigated the strategies of inter-ethnic
adaptation of Estonian Russians using Berry’s acculturation theory and Valk et al (2011)
looking at the relationship between the ethnic and national identity of different ethnic
groups residing in Estonia and using bidimensional acculturation model came to very

similar conclusions.

My own research in Latvia showed similar results. The results of the study (Pisarenko,
2002, 2006) on Russian-speaking adolescents’ acculturation strategies suggest that
integration was the most favoured strategy and marginalisation was the least preferred
one. It has to be emphasised, however, that separation was the second most
preferred strategy and was as popular as integration in the social contact domain. With
this study I want to go further and not only describe what acculturation strategies

adolescents choose, but how they make this choice.
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Very often nationality policy, social contacts with representatives of the other cultural
group and their attitudes towards migrants or ethnic minorities can be crucial for the
choice of acculturation mode and identification of immigrants or ethnic minorities
themselves. As was shown in the section on ethnicity, their choice is a product of both
internal and external factors. Thus as many researchers advocate in their acculturation
models (Berry, 1997; Bourhis et al., 1997; Piontkowski et al., 2000; Navas et al.,
2005), it is essential to look not only at individual acculturation strategies, but also
to pay attention to the behaviour of the dominant group representatives and state ethnic
policy towards ethnic minorities. In this study I begin my empirical analysis by
providing a specific historical, social and political context for Russian-speaking

adolescents’ acculturation and identification in Latvia (see Chapter 3).

When exploring adolescents’ acculturation it is important to keep in mind the specific
context that distinguishes that kind of research from research on adults’ acculturation
into a different culture. First, adolescents are very much influenced by their parents and
peer groups. Adults have to think about their and another culture, but adolescents also
have to adjust their decision to their parents’ and peers’ expectations (Sam, 1994).
Adolescents go through socialisation processes where ideally parents and society are
working together, supplementing each other. However, this is different for ethnic
minority children: they are between two cultures — what their parents offer them and
what the dominant society accepts. Finally, adolescents’ identities are still developing
(Erikson, 1968) and they are at an age when many important decisions have to be made,
including their self-identification and its religious, sexual and ethnic dimensions. All
these processes interact with and influence adolescents’ acculturation and formation of

ethnic identification/s.

Considerable research, which will be looked at in the next few sections, has determined
what kind of factors could influence the ethnic identification and acculturation
processes, for example, age, gender, education, migration motivation, expectations,
cultural distance, language, religion, individual personality, length of stay, social

support, societal attitudes, modes of acculturation and so on. As I have already
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mentioned, some of these factors will be explored in more detail in the next few

sections.

Berry in his work also considered how various factors are related to each other to
account for an individual’s acculturation and adaptation in a new society. Berry (1997)
distinguishes between individual- and group-level variables. For example, the society of
origin and society of settlement, ‘significant others’ (for example parents and/or peers)
are group-level variables, while an individual’s demographic, social, and psychological
characteristics are individual-level variables. In this study, sociocultural variables (such
as gender, language knowledge, peer contacts, perceived discrimination) and
psychological variables (self-esteem, identification) are individual-level variables. In
addition, aggregated measurements of peers’ attitudes and teachers’ characteristics and

views are seen as group-level variables.

1.3 Acculturation attitudes and behaviours and their relationships with

ethno-national identity

1.3.1 Acculturation attitudes and identity

Although it was imperative to bring identity back into the empirical acculturation
framework as one of the most essential aspects of acculturation, this also caused
problems in creating a clear identification model. As an example, both behavioural
dimensions of acculturation, such as language choice and social contact, and
acculturation attitudes, are still often included in the instruments measuring
identification (Noels et al., 1996; Phinney, 1992). Moreover, it is unworkable to
investigate the relationship between the two when they are confounded by including
the same items in measures of acculturation and identification. In this study I detach the
two concepts, acculturation and identification, and view identification separate of
specific acculturation attitudes and behaviours, but interrelated with them. To unpick

this relationship is one of the main aims of this study.
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Although related, identification and acculturation are to be treated as two distinct
phenomena because, as research suggests (Liebkind et al., 2004), the acquisition of new
cultural traits does not imply the simultaneous adoption of a new identity. Different
acculturation strategies may be associated with different identifications (Berry et al.,
20006) that also have to be treated separately. Thus identification with one’s ethnic group
was found to be positively related to integration and separation but negatively related to
assimilation and marginalisation, whereas national identification tended to be positively
associated with assimilation and integration but negatively with separation and
marginalisation or not related to marginalisation. Some other studies showed similar
results (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000), where ethnic and national identifications were
differently related to their acculturation attitudes. Ethnic identity was associated
positively with a separation strategy and negatively with an assimilation strategy,
whereas national identity related positively to an assimilation strategy and negatively to
a separation strategy. However, the degree of neither ethnic nor national identification

was per se related to integration or marginalisation strategies.

In Kim and Berry’s study (1985) of Korean and Hungarian migrant adolescents in
Canada, they showed that both integration and separation are also characterised by such
factors as the high importance of ethnic identification as opposed to assimilation, which

was associated with a marked decrease in ethnic identification.

Research (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Berry et al., 2006) reveals that, consistent with the
theory and models described above, the migrants who have a high degree of national
identity and a low degree of ethnic identity prefer the assimilation strategy; those with
high degrees of both identifications choose the integration strategy. Furthermore, those
with a high degree of ethnic identity and a low degree of national identity give

preference to the separation strategy.

Thus, as research shows, it is possible to preserve one’s own ethnic identity while on the
behavioural level identify to a certain degree and function fully in the mainstream
society (Laroche et al., 1998). Although some research does indeed (e.g. Laroche et al,
1997) reveal a negative correlation between an orientation towards the national group

and ethnic identification in immigrants, many other studies do not provide any evidence
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for the decline of ethnic identification when individuals identify with the national
group and adopt some of the behaviours linked to it, such as national language

proficiency and use for example.

According to Horenczyk (1997), these acculturation strategies may rather be associated
in a newly constructed identity in which immigrants combine their identification with
the ethnic and national groups and adapt their behaviours and attitudes in a way that
incorporates the cultural norms and values of both groups. Here, one can talk about new
identities as a combination of ethnic and national identifications. Finally, there is an
indication of a contrast between immigrants’ acculturation attitudes and their actual
behaviour (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000), where some migrants at the attitudinal level want to
keep their own culture but at the behavioural level they actually accept that of the
majority. This tendency demonstrates the significance and necessity of a multivariate
approach by which, in researching the acculturation process, one has to separate

between acculturation attitudes, actual behaviours and identifications.

However, as some research (Berry et al., 2006; Jang et al., 2007; Schwartz &
Zamboanga, 2008; Schwartz et al., 2010) pointed out, it also useful to investigate
acculturation profiles to validate acculturation categories in the specific local context by
combining acculturation attitudes, actual behaviours and identifications. So far Berry’s
acculturation model with four clearly distinguishable acculturation profiles has been
criticised (Rudmin, 2003, 2009) for the use of a priori classification rules assuming that
all four categories exist and are equally valid. Indeed, research suggests that more ways
of classifying individuals (e.g. using cluster analysis, latent class analysis) either provide
evidence of the existence of fewer than four original categories or may extract multiple

variants of one or more of the acculturation categories.

For example, using a sample of Hispanic young adults in Miami, Schwartz and
Zamboanga (2008) found that classes resembling three of Berry’s four categories —
integration, separation, and assimilation — emerged from analysis, along with two
additional variants of biculturalism and an extremely small class resembling the
marginalisation category. In another study of young Koreans in the USA, only three

clear acculturation profiles were discovered; there was no evidence of the
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marginalisation strategy (Lee et al., 2003). Finally, cluster analysis of first-generation
Korean migrants showed that only a two-cluster model was an optimal group
classification (Jang et al., 2007). Based on the unique characteristics of the sample,
including the fact that they were all born in Korea and had been and continued to be
substantially exposed to their ethnic culture, the two groups discovered were identified

as an “integrated group” and “separated group.”

These findings suggest that Berry’s typology may not exist in a given sample or
population, and that some categories may have multiple subtypes. The application of the
four acculturation profiles to the specific context of young Russian-speakers in Latvia

will be investigated in this study.

The main hypotheses based on previous research are:

H;: Integration is associated with a high degree of identification with both the

Latvian and Russian groups.

H,: Marginalisation is associated with a low degree of identification with

both the Latvian and Russian groups.

H;: Assimilation is associated with a high degree of identification with the

Latvian group and a low degree of identification with the Russian group.

H,: Separation strategy is associated with a high degree of identification with the

Russian group and a low degree of identification with the Latvian group.

Hs: Only two acculturation strategies/profiles (integration and separation) from
the original four of Berry’s are applicable in the specific situation of young

Russian- speakers in Latvia.
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1.3.2 Language use and knowledge

One of the central acculturation behaviours is proficiency in ethnic and national
languages and their use. Language has very often been considered to be fundamental
to research on immigrants’ acculturation and adaptation. Language is a component
of culture, but a very specific one. There is agreement that culture is a complex
multidimensional entity that includes a set of symbolic systems, such as norms, values,
beliefs, language, as well as habits and skills learned by individuals as members of a
given society or group (Hamers & Blanc, 1995). As a product of culture, language is
transmitted from one generation to the other, but it is also a tool for the internalisation of
culture. Language is a part of culture and influences how things are thought about.
Moreover, while language and culture are closely related, they are not homologous.
When more than one culture and language are in contact in the same society, cultural

and linguistic identities do not always overlap.

Language can help to maintain contacts with another cultural group and social and
political institutions. It is one of the means by which group boundaries can be
regulated: if you do not know the language, you cannot build social contacts with the
other group and participate in certain activities. It is informative to determine whether
proficiency in the dominant group language and its use are useful indicators of the
acculturation process and of the formation of one’s identification. In this study,
language use and knowledge are seen as acculturation behaviours and the link between

them and acculturation attitudes and identification is investigated.

One might think that language fluency bears a clear-cut relationship to sociocultural
adjustment; it is associated with increased interaction with members of the host culture
and a decrease in sociocultural adjustment problems. However, the interrelatedness of
language proficiency and acculturation is not straightforward (Ward, 1996). There have
been assumptions that second language proficiency or usage would influence social
and emotional adjustment among immigrant children (Aronowitz, 1984). Yet,

Ekstrand, in his 1976 study of more than 2000 immigrant adolescents in Sweden, found
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that correlations between competence in Swedish and adaptation were very low. Taft
(1979) and Bhatnagar (1980) also suggested that knowledge of the local language might
help in some aspects, but it did not seem to be a major determinant of successful

adaptation.

Nevertheless, more recent research shows that ethnic (minority own language) and
national (majority language) language competence has often been associated with other
specific acculturation behaviours and attitudes (Lanca et al., 1994; Young &
Gardner,1990). Analysis of the ICSEY" project data (Berry et al., 2006) suggests that
adolescents with an ethnic profile chose a separation strategy and scored high on
ethnic language knowledge and use, whereas those from an integration profile chose
an integration strategy and scored high on knowledge of the national language and
average on ethnic language as well as reporting quite balanced use of both languages.
The same study also shows that adolescents with a national profile chose an
assimilation strategy which also involves high proficiency in the national language and

predominant use of it.

In Neto’s (2002) study of immigrants in Portugal the choice of a separation strategy was
associated with better knowledge of the minorities’ own language (ethnic language).
However, majority language proficiency was not found to be an important predictor of
acculturation strategies in the same study. Nevertheless, in one of Neto's subsequent
studies (Neto et al., 2005), it was shown that both integration and separation were
related to greater acculturation behaviour with regards to national culture, including
language use and social contacts. The results of Pisarenko’s studies (2002, 2006)
suggest that proficiency in the second language (national language) is positively

interrelated with assimilation and integration and negatively with separation.

3 In 1993 JW. Berry and a group of researchers from different countries formed a special

programme ‘International Comparative Studies of Ethnocultural Youth’ (ICSEY) to extend
knowledge regarding the adaptation and integration of second generation migrants into the host society.
The research programme includes the following countries: Australia, Canada, Finland, France,
Germany, Israel, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom, and the
USA. The study examines factors related to adaptation and integration in each host society concentrating
on factors that influence the psychological, socio-cultural and educational adaptation and integration of
adolescents.
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Other studies showed a similar pattern of the relationship between language knowledge
and use and acculturation attitudes. Kvernmo and Heyerdahl (2004) argued that
bilingual students scored lower on assimilation and higher on integration and separation
than their monolingual (national language) peers. The Korean-Canadian and Hungarian-
Canadian study (Kim & Berry, 1985) showed that both integration and separation were
linked to fluency in the ethnic language and high frequency of its use. These two
acculturation attitudes were distinguished from each other by fluency in the national
language, with poorer knowledge related to separation. Assimilation, on the other
hand, was correlated with low fluency in ethnic language, low frequency of its usage,
and a preference for speaking the national language. These findings support earlier

findings among immigrant adolescents elsewhere (Phinney et al., 2001).

Bilingualism includes not only bicultural competence but also integrative behaviour that
should reinforce stronger integration attitudes (Vervoort, 2010). In this case ethnic
language proficiency provides cultural maintenance, but national language knowledge
encourages more social contacts with the national group that then increases tolerance

and openness towards other groups.

Nowadays, many researchers recognise the significance of studying not only language
knowledge but also language use (e.g. Chiswick & Miller, 2008; Van Tubergen &
Kalmijn, 2009). As research shows, while majority language proficiency is often seen as
sign of assimilation, language knowledge itself does not necessarily imply assimilation
and identification with the national group (Espinosa & Massey, 1997). The actual use
of ethnic and national languages is probably a much stronger indicator of integration

or assimilation and one's identification (Alba, 1990; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2009).

Moreover, not only acculturation strategies but also identification seems to be related to
language knowledge. Acculturation and the learning of a second language are topics
that have attracted considerable attention in recent years (Lanca et al., 1994). National
language knowledge may encourage integration and a stronger bicultural identity.
For example, Kvernmo and Heyerdahl’s (2004) study found that native language

had a significant main effect on ethnic identity strength and ethnic achievement, with
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bilingual adolescents reporting higher scores than monolingual national language

speakers. Competence in ethnic language provided a strong sense of ethnic identity.

Proficiency in the majority language tends to increase with the length of residence in the
host society (Jasinskaja-Lahti & Liebkind, 2000; Liebkind, 1993). As a consequence of
this, individuals may come to relate more to members of the national group and their
ethnic identification may decline. Proficiency in the national language and national
identification may, in turn, increase the feeling among immigrants that the national
group acknowledges and accepts them, which can lower perceived discrimination. It
was found in previous studies (Liebkind & Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000) that immigrants’
self-esteem can increase directly through better knowledge of the national language as

well as indirectly through lower perceived discrimination.

In general, studies that directly address the question of the relationship between
identification and linguistic behaviour suggest that proficiency in the ethnic language
and its use and ethnic identification are positively related (e.g. Bankston and Zhou,
1995; Imbens-Bailey, 1996). However, in previous research, identity and language have
been measured using various methods and one has to be careful when interpreting the
findings and applying them to other studies. Imbens-Bailey (1996) looked at the role of
proficiency in Armenian for bilingual American children of Armenian descent. Her
study argued that the bilingual adolescents expressed a closer affinity with their ethnic
community through knowledge of the ethnic language that may help sustain exposure

to ethnic language and social contacts.

Bankston and Zhou (1995) assessed ethnic identity (based on self-identification and
preference for endogamy) and ethnic language proficiency, providing evidence for a
strong link between proficiency in the ethnic language and ethnic identification.
Similarly to the previous study, here again researchers suggest that the ethnic
language provides opportunities for exposure to one's own ethnic group, culture and

language.

However, as other research shows (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000), ethnic and linguistic self-

identifications are not related to proficiency in ethnic and national languages. The study
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provided evidence, supporting findings obtained by Ethier and Deaux (1990), that it is
not the actual proficiency in the relevant languages, but more the use of these languages
that was closely linked to their identification. At the same time it is important to look at
both language and context simultaneously; Jasinskaja-Lahti showed that most of the
Russian-speaking adolescents in her study based in Finland had a tendency to use their
ethnic language a lot and were also generally proficient in Finnish, leading to a different
relationship between language and identification, where the use of national language and

its knowledge were not related to national identification.

Individuals can maintain or construct their multiple identifications irrespective of their
proficiency in the languages of the respective ethnic groups (De Vos, 1980; Giles, 1978;
Giles & Johnson, 1981). Moreover, the sense of belonging and membership of
ethnic- minority individuals can, in context, be related to the emotional ties and
perception of linguistic links with previous generations, rather than to the actual

maintenance of language knowledge (Streitmatter, 1988; Sprott, 1994).

However, few studies provide strong evidence for a direct link between identification
and knowledge of ethnic or national languages. As I described earlier, many more
studies (Bankston and Zhou, 1995; Imbens-Bailey, 1996, Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000)
support the idea that language knowledge is indirectly linked to ethnicity through social
contacts. So, Jasinskaja-Lahti (2000) in her study of Russian migrant adolescents in
Finland showed that the cultural orientation of the adolescents’ social contacts was one
of the factors that strongly predicted the degree of Russian and Finnish identity, while at
the same time proficiency in the Finnish language appeared to promote their orientation

towards contacts with native Finns, indirectly supporting their Finnish identity.

Since social interaction can provide a means by which ethnicity is experienced (Alba,
1990), frequent occasions of social interaction with individuals from the same ethnic
group are likely to strengthen ethnic identification. Furthermore, if they speak the
ethnic language among themselves, in-group social contacts could be associated with
greater ethnic language proficiency, which may again encourage ethnic identification.

I will return to in-group and out-group contacts in more detail in Section 1.3.3.
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The role of language in creating and maintaining one’s ethnic and national
identifications continues to be a highly controversial question. Some researchers
continue to argue that language plays a central role in one’s ethnicity (Fishman, 1989;

1996) and as Giles et al. (1977) state:

“In-group speech can serve as a symbol of ethnic identity and cultural
solidarity. It is used for reminding the group about its cultural
heritage, for transmitting group feelings, and for excluding members
of the out-group from its internal transactions.” (p 307)

Nevertheless the same authors and others (e.g. Edwards and Chisholm, 1987) also point
out that language is not a required component of identity; there are situations and groups
where language is not an important aspect of identity. Some academics suggest that
ethnic knowledge and feelings can be transmitted using any language, including the
national one (Glenn & De Jong, 1996) and that the loss of ethnic language knowledge
is not associated with the certain reduction of one’s ethnic identification (Bentahila
& Davies, 1992, Phinney, et al., 1998), for example, in the case of Scots in Great

Britain.

For the most part, different methodologies and differences in the specific situation of the
groups studied have to be taken into account to explain the conflicting findings

regarding the relationship between language and identity (Imbens-Bailey, 1996).

For many ethnic groups, language can be an important dimension of ethnic identity by
symbolising their distinction from other ethnic groups (Giles & Johnson, 1981; Heller,
1987), which can be linked to both positive and negative responses from their own
ethnic group and other groups. Such attitudes and experiences can hasten the exploration
of ethnic identity and sense of ethnic belonging. Moreover, ethnic and national language
proficiency can be perceived as a necessary requirement for group membership and
acceptance into those groups. When language is the core value of an ethnic group, like it
is in Latvia, it may be an important factor in determining the members’ cultural identity.
In this case language can often be a critical element of group membership that facilitates
in-group cohesion and serves as an emotional and symbolic dimension of one's identity

(Giles & Coupland, 1991).
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Furthermore, very few studies (Jasinskaja-Lahti & Liebkind, 2000; Phinney, Romero
et al., 2001) have used a bidimensional model of cultural identity and language
knowledge and use. This could explain some of the conflicting findings from studies
where only one dimension of cultural identity was looked at, where ethnic and
national identities were presented as a continuum rather than two dimensions of a
broader cultural identity. In this study both ethnic (minority) and national (majority)
identities are considered as elements of a broader cultural identity and ethnic identity
and national identity may vary independently. In this study a bidimensional model of
ethno-national identity will allow us to look at the influence of national and ethnic

language on both dimensions of identity (ethnic and national) separately.

Ethnic and dominant language knowledge and use are key variables in acculturation
research. They are used in most measures of acculturation and are one of the major
acculturation behaviours. It is also important to look at the relationship between
attitudes, linguistic behaviour and ethno-national identification. When looking at
adolescents, different contexts for language use are also essential. In this study I will
look at school, close social contacts and broader society as well as mass media as the
main areas for the use of Latvian and/or Russian language. The main question is the
relationship of language to other variables within the acculturation processes,
particularly acculturation attitudes and other acculturation behaviours as well as
identification. Since all Russian-speaking adolescents speak Russian, I will be looking
at their proficiency in Latvian, that is being bilingual, and the balance between their use

of Russian and Latvian in everyday life.
To conclude, the main hypotheses following from the previous research review are:

H;:  The actual degree of acculturation (expressed as fluency in Latvian and its
frequent use in everyday circumstances) is positively associated with the
choice of integration and assimilation and negatively with separation and

marginalisation.

Hja: Better knowledge of Latvian is positively associated with the

choice of integration and assimilation and negatively with separation and
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marginalisation

H;g: Frequent use of Latvian is positively associated with the choice of
integration and assimilation and negatively with separation and

marginalisation.

H,:  The actual degree of acculturation expressed as fluency in Latvian and its
frequent use in everyday circumstances is associated with a stronger Latvian

identification and weaker Russian identification

Ha: Better knowledge of Latvian is related to a stronger Latvian

identification and weaker Russian identification.

Hyg: Frequent use of Latvian is related to a stronger Latvian identification

and weaker Russian identification.

Hj;: Better knowledge of Latvian is related to more frequent contacts with

Latvians.

Hi: More frequent use of Latvian is related to more frequent contacts with

Latvians.

Hs: Better knowledge of Latvian is correlated with more frequent use of this

language.

1.3.3 In-group and out-group social contacts

Social contacts with individuals from one’s own ethnic group and from the larger
society are one of the fundamental dimensions of acculturation behaviour. This aspect
has often been used to validate acculturation attitudes and look at actual behaviour
(Berry et al., 1989). Ethnic contexts, that is the presence of social and cultural
institutions supporting the ethnic culture, such as ethnic organisations, extended

families, neighbourhoods (communities with high densities of ethnic group members),
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and the availability of one’s original cultural group (Berry, 1997; Berry & Kim, 1988),

are assumed to provide a healthy acculturation process.

As I will show in this chapter, many researchers have considered and in some cases
confirmed that positive and extensive exposure to national culture through social
contacts with the majority group is a necessary precondition for the successful
acculturation of an individual. So the more positive contact (often measured by
discrimination levels or perceptions) and more contact overall individuals have with
members of a new culture, the easier acculturation is and the better an individual’s
well- being. Moreover, Alba (1990) argues that social interactions can provide a

means by which ethnicity is experienced and expressed.

Very often, research on ethnic socialisation in psychology and sociology focuses on
parents as the main ethnic socialisation agent. Yet, the research results are quite
conflicting about parental influence. Much research has suggested that there is a lack of
correlation between the racial attitudes of children and those of their parents and friends
(Aboud & Doyle, 1996; Phinney et al., 2001b). Researchers have found some
correlation, but it is not very strong (Bird et al., 1952; Mosher & Scodel, 1960; Spenser,
1983 as cited in Brown, 1995, p 150-151). Branch and Newcombe (1986) in their
research showed that prejudice in younger children correlates negatively with their
parents’ attitudes and this correlation becomes positive only when they are six to seven
years old. Other researchers have illustrated that parental ethnic socialisation can have
an influence only on some aspects of ethnocultural self-concept, such as identity
achievement/resolution or exploration, but not sense of belonging (Umana-Taylor &

Fine, 2004; Supple et al., 2006).

These limitations notwithstanding, the family remains one of the major socialising
agents of children and adolescents into their cultural context (Super and Harkness,
1997), and parental attitudes are likely to be important to acculturation attitudes,
behaviours and identification. As evidence suggests, immigrant parents can have a
significant impact on their children’s ethnicity, either directly or indirectly through the
support of the ethnic language in the home environment. For example, the ethnic

language proficiency of adolescents is closely related to the attitudes of parents
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regarding cultural maintenance (Phinney et al., 2001a). Besides, as researchers argue,
the direction of the relationship between parental attitudes and behaviours and those of
their children is more likely to be causal because it seems less plausible that parental
ethnicity would be influenced by the adolescents’ identification. However, the latter
cannot be completely excluded and the context of any particular study has to be taken

into account.

The conflicting results about parental influence on children's ethnicity lead us to search
for other additional sources of influence. For adolescents, the extent of their social
networks very often is influenced not only by their parents, but also by their school and
the neighbourhood in which they live. Peers and teachers also become important as
children enter adolescence. Schools and other educational settings at this age are the
major arenas for intergroup contact, acculturation and the development of ethnocultural
identity. Thus research has to move beyond the family as the primary source of
influence on one’s ethno-national self-concept into the education system and look at

different contextual factors such as teachers and peers.

There is evidence of the important role of peers in socialisation (Harris, 1995). As
research shows (Phinney et al, 2001a), social contact with peers from one’s own ethnic
group is associated with stronger ethnic identity; this peer effect is in fact greater than
the effect of ethnic language use and knowledge. Furthermore, if these contacts
create an opportunity for the use of the ethnic language, then this interaction is
associated with better proficiency in ethnic language that may encourage ethnic

identification even more.

The Korean-Canadian study (Kim & Berry, 1985) showed that assimilation attitudes
were linked to having fewer Korean and more Canadian friends. The same study
provided evidence that integration was associated with greater participation in Canadian
clubs and organisations, while separation was characterised by having more Korean

friends.

As the ICSEY project data (Berry et al., 2006) show that adolescents with an ethnic

profile who chose the separation strategy prefer contact with their ethnic group and

62



score low on contact with peers from the national group. Those adolescents who
prefer to have peer contact from both groups choose the integration attitude. Finally,
the same study also shows that adolescents with a national profile choose the
assimilation attitude and their peer contact was largely with members of the national
group. Similarly, in his study, Neto (2002) suggests that contact with peers from
one’s own ethnic group is positively related to the integration attitude. Moreover, in-
group social interactions seem to be related to acculturation attitudes, while out-group

interactions are not.

Nevertheless many of the results of these studies were correlational and did not
demonstrate any causality or the direction of effect. In this study, since I am using cross-
sectional data, I will also not be making any causal arguments. It may be that
adolescents who have strong integration or assimilation preferences are more likely to
learn and use the national language and to interact with the national group. On the other
hand those who have greater exposure to the national culture and language, that is
wider social contacts with the national group, could be more likely to choose
integration or assimilation that is associated with high national identification. Therefore,
social interaction with peers from one’s own group or national group is likely to be
related to acculturation attitudes and other acculturation behaviours as well as ethnic
and national identifications in ways that are not easily separated. Furthermore, some
other factors may contribute to each of these processes. In this study I will use self-
reported social contact with Russian and Latvian groups to investigate the link
between social contacts (acculturation behaviour), acculturation attitudes and

identifications.

As stated earlier, although the family context represents a significant source of
socialisation surrounding identity formation, the construction of ethno-national identity
assumes a contrast group (Phinney, 1990) not only to create ‘us - them’ associations, but
also to compare ethnic attitudes among members of the same ethnic group. For ethnic
adolescents, the peer group may be an important source of contrasting socialisation
experiences. Proposed by Leon Festinger (1954), Social Comparison Theory suggests

that people judge themselves largely in comparison to others. People want to know how
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their abilities stack up against others. Some abilities and characteristics can have clear
physical criteria, for others there could be no non-social means of comparison

available. Identity belongs to the former.

Social psychological research shows that individuals tend to lean more toward social
comparisons in situations that are ambiguous. The formation of ethnic and national
identifications in adolescents is very complicated and rather ambiguous. While it is very
challenging for all different identities and ages, it is even more challenging for
adolescents who live in multicultural societies. They are surrounded by fragmented and
multiple identities and their self-concept is a complicated interaction between
psychological processes, social influence and the creation of new categories and
attitudes. Social Comparison Theory could be useful when looking at peer group and

teachers’ influence on adolescent ethno-national identities and acculturation.

As research shows, ethnically heterogeneous school and peer environments can boost
the saliency of ethnic identity in adolescents and increase their ethnic affirmation or
commitment (Supple et al., 2006; Umana-Taylor, 2004). While in ethnically
homogeneous schools and peer environments it could be easier for adolescents to
maintain their ethnic identity and language, it also could leave these adolescents less
aware of ethnic diversity in the larger society. Kvernmo and Heyerdahl’s (2004) study
found that Sami adolescents in the high ethnic density areas reported lower preference
for assimilation than did peers in the medium- and low-density contexts. For separation

attitudes, adolescents in the high ethnic density areas showed the highest scores.

Another study (Sabatier, 2007) implies that the social environment context variables —
the ethnic composition of school and peers — contribute to adolescents’ ethnic and
national identity, but to a lesser degree than relationships with parents or perceived
discrimination. The percentage of national friends predicted the strength of ethnic and
national identity. A higher percentage was associated with a stronger national identity,

but a weaker ethnic identity.

Given the significant amount of socialisation adolescents receive from peers (Rubin,

Bukowski & Parker, 1998), it is likely that the peer group also affects identity
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development either by reinforcing the ethnic group attitudes and behaviours they receive
in their home environments from the immediate family or by providing a possibility for
social contact with peers from the national group. In the latter case peers provide
contrast and very often can contradict traditional attitudes and behaviours specific to an
ethnic group. Indeed, ethnic minority adolescents who have extensive contact with
peers from the same ethnic group tend to have a stronger and more stable ethnic

identity (Matute-Bianchi, 1986; Phinney et al., 2001a).

Several researchers have also reported that adolescents’ ethnic identifications vary
depending on the social context. For example, in Rosenthal and Hrynevich's (1985)
study, Greek-Australian and Italian-Australian adolescents reported feeling more Greek
or Italian while inside their ethnic groups, but felt more Australian when in school
and participating in national or general school and other activities. Taken together,
this research leads to a hypothesis that peer factors would have a mirror effect on ethnic

and national identification.

As most of the social research in this area shows, individual factors are stronger
predictors of ethnic identity during early adulthood than peer socialisation (Ontai-
Grzebik & Raffaelli, 2004). Yet, this is not a clear-cut statement. While correlations
between ethnic identity and peer contacts were significant in Ontai-Grzebik and
Raffaelli’s study, the significance disappeared when entered into regression models after
all other variables. The problem might be that ethnic identity exploration and
achievement were also entered into the other models. It could be that these variables’
correlation with the peer contact variable removed its significance as a predictor from

the model.

Another theory that suggests that children are influenced by the attitudes of significant
others with whom they identify and from whom they seek approval is Social Reflection
Theory (Allport, 1954). As we know from research, parents are not the only ‘variable’ in
the formation of children’s ethnicity (Phinney et al., 2001a; Supple et al., 2006;
Brown et al., 2007). Thus this approach suggests the possibility that teachers’ and peers’
identifications and acculturation attitudes and behaviours might be related to

individual- level adolescents’ acculturation variables.
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Although the influence of peers and teachers is very important, as shown above, very
few researchers explored the effect of social context on ethnic identity and acculturation,
particularly teachers’ impact. One of the studies that explored ethnic identity and social
context (Kinket & Verkuyten, 1997) showed that ethnic minority adolescents are more
likely to refer to their ethnicity in self-description and to indicate positive self-evaluation
in classes with a high percentage of ethnic pupils, whereas national adolescents were
less likely to refer to their ethnic label in self-description when the percentage of
national classmates was high. In addition, ethnic self-evaluation was more positive in
both groups when classmates talk more frequently about national and ethnic culture
and when the proportion of national adolescents is low. The same association
becomes negative when the percentage of national adolescents in a class is high.
Furthermore, children who perceive teachers’ negative reactions to ethnic harassment

evaluate their ethnic identity more positively.

In this study I will be looking at how peers influence adolescents’ acculturation
attitudes, behaviours and identifications. On the individual level I will use the
measurement of frequency of contact with the national group. In addition, peer effect
will be measured as an aggregate from the responses at a class level. Furthermore, 1 will
also look at the influence of teachers on their pupils’ acculturation attitudes,
behaviours and identifications, where again I will use aggregated data of their teachers’
attitudes, behaviours and characteristics at a class level. Similarly to parental
influence, the direction of influence from teachers to pupils is more likely to be
unidirectional because it seems improbable that teachers’ views would be influenced by

the average adolescent’s attitudes or behaviours.

Finally, I will use some proxies for parental attitudes as reported by adolescents
themselves, such as parental views on language maintenance, education and country of

birth.
The main hypotheses based on previous research are:

Hi:  More frequent contacts with Latvians are positively associated with the

choice of integration and assimilation and negatively with the choice of separation
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and marginalisation.

H,:  More frequent contacts with Latvians are positively related to Latvian

identification and negatively to Russian identification.

H;:  Adolescents’ attitudes at an individual level mirror peers’ ethno-national

identity and acculturation strategies (aggregated at class level).

Hs:  Pupils’ ethno-national identity and modes of acculturation mirror their

teachers’ ethno-national identity and acculturation strategies.

Hg: Parents’ views have an effect on both Russian and Latvian identification,

acculturation attitudes and the actual degree of acculturation of their children.

1.3.4 Perceived discrimination

Little is known about how widely adolescents perceive discrimination and how this
influences their acculturation experiences and choices as well as their identity. While
discrimination may be an important factor in acculturation, there is little research done
in this field. In this study I want to look at how perceived discrimination is related to

acculturation attitudes and behaviours as well as ethnic and national identification.

It is important to explore the potential role of perceived discrimination in choosing how
to acculturate. Although discrimination is a significant factor in the acculturation
processes, its occurrence is difficult to determine objectively because it involves
people’s intentions and beliefs. The intentions behind somebody’s action are generally
unclear and uncertain to the perceiver. Discrimination can occur without being
perceived and it can be perceived where it did not occur. Thus, the perception of
discrimination rather than its objective occurrence is important because it is exactly the
individual interpretation of those events by the perceiver that may influence

acculturation attitudes and behaviours and shape his/her identifications.
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Based on the results of the ICSEY study, researchers (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000;
Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2003; Berry et al., 2006) suggest that perceived discrimination is
negatively related to adolescents’ involvement in the larger society. The results of this
project show that young people who chose integration and/or assimilation reported
significantly less discrimination. Those who chose separation reported more
discrimination and, finally, those who chose marginalisation showed the highest

perceived discrimination scores.

Similarly to the findings above and to other research studies (Neto, 2002; Liebkind et
al., 2004), the results of my own research (Pisarenko, 2002, 2006) also clearly revealed
that the level of perceived discrimination had significant positive correlations with
separation and marginalisation and negative correlations with the integration option.
Jasinskaja-Lahti et al.'s research (2003) also detected the fact that immigrants who
showed more assimilation attitudes perceived less discrimination than those who

preferred integration or separation options.

Other research has yielded similar results, where increased assimilation results in less
perceived discrimination (Aguirre, Saenz, & Hwang, 1989; Floyd & Gramann,
1995), while other research suggests the opposite: that greater assimilation leads to
greater perception of discrimination (Portes, 1984). These conflicting findings show
that there are other factors that might influence perceived discrimination and be
interrelated with it. Very often perceived discrimination is introduced as an
independent variable, yet it can be seen as an outcome variable as well. It is very hard
to establish any causality in these relationships. Berry et al. (2006) argue that by using
structural equation modelling they provide evidence for the prior role of discrimination
on the choice of acculturation strategies and adaptation. I will use perceived
discrimination as an independent variable that may influence acculturation strategies

and identification.

In this study I will focus on sociological variables surrounding perceived discrimination
and its role in the acculturation process. However, Phinney et al. (1998) argue that
because the effect of sociocultural factors is relatively small and indirect, the evidence

for the impact of psychological characteristics is very compelling. Self-esteem appears
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most often in previous studies in relation not only to discrimination, but also ethnic and

national identities.

The results of the ICSEY project (Sam et al., 2006) suggest that higher self-esteem is
associated with both assimilation and separation attitudes and behaviours of immigrant
adolescents. Strong ethnic or national identification was also related to higher self-
esteem. Yet, no relationship between self-esteem and acculturation attitudes was found
in Neto’s (2002) study in Portugal. Many other studies showed a link between
identification and self-esteem (for example, Crocker, Cornwell, & Major, 1993;
Verkuyten, 1998). Research shows a positive association between ethnic identity and
self-esteem (Phinney, 1992; Phinney, Madden & Santos, 1998). Higher self-esteem
seems to be related not only to less perceived discrimination, but also to better national

language knowledge (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000).

Yet, results of the research on the relationship between self-esteem and perception of
discrimination are not clear cut. According to Social Identity Theory, in the quest to
maintain self-esteem, individuals look to the positive evaluation of their in-group in
comparison with other groups. Thus individuals with higher self-esteem and a stronger
ethnic identity would be more likely to have more negative attitudes toward other
groups and to perceive more discrimination. Similarly, Wills’ (1981) Downward
Comparison Theory suggests that individuals who have lower self-esteem might try to
enhance their esteem through downward social comparison, so negative attitudes
towards others would enhance their level of self-esteem. Here again, higher self-esteem
could be related to negative attitudes towards other ethnic groups and this negative
image could lead to the perception of more discrimination from these other groups or

members of these groups.

Yet, there is not much evidence to support this. Most studies show a positive
relationship between high self-esteem and less perceived discrimination (Crocker,
Cornwell & Major, 1993; Phinney et al., 1998; Cassidy et al., 2004; Cassidy et al.,
2005), while only very few others associate more perceived discrimination with
higher self-esteem (Jasinskaja-Lahti & Liebkind, 2001). Ehrlich (1974) suggested the

principle of self-congruity, where individuals have a generalised attitude toward self and
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others. Thus high self-esteem provides a base of acceptance of others and low self-
esteem would lead to rejection of others. This approach can be extended to the
perception of discrimination where high self-esteem is related to less perceived

discrimination.

The Rejection-Identification model tries to explain the positive association between less
perceived discrimination and high self-esteem through ethnic identity (Branscombe,
Schmitt, & Harvey, 1999). This theory posits that perceived discrimination may lead to
increased in-group identification (higher ethnic identification), which can help maintain
psychological well-being in the face of societal devaluation. Thus, following this
model, perceived discrimination is directly negatively linked with well-being, but is
compensated for via increased identification with the minority group which has a
positive impact on psychological well-being. Yet, while this protects individuals’ self-

esteem, this can also lead to negative attitudes toward other groups.

Romero and Roberts (2003) only partially supported the Rejection-Identification model
where higher perceived discrimination was associated with lower self-esteem, but also
with a lower sense of ethnic belonging and exploration. Sense of ethnic belonging
was positively related to self-esteem, but ethnic exploration was not significantly

related to self-esteem.

To address unknown aspects of the Rejection-Identification model, Armenta and Hunt
(2009) examined how the ethnic identification and personal self-esteem of Latino/Latina
adolescents were influenced by perceived discrimination. As the data showed, perceived
group discrimination was related to higher self-esteem via direct and indirect routes
(through ethnic identification). On the contrary, perceived individual discrimination had
a direct and indirect negative effect on self-esteem. Moreover, these two levels of
discrimination showed interactive effects on both ethnic identification and self-esteem.
These results highlight the importance of distinguishing between group and individual
levels of perceived discrimination. In this study I separate these two levels of perceived

discrimination.
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The study by Umana-Taylor and Updegraff (2007) found that self-esteem was
negatively related to perceived discrimination and positively related to ethnic identity,
suggesting that ethnic identity may reduce the impact of risk factors such as
discrimination by promoting self-esteem in adolescents. They also argue that
acculturation attitudes may moderate the relationship between perceived discrimination
and self-esteem. In particular, they proposed that a strong orientation toward the
dominant culture (assimilation/integration) would magnify the negative relationship
between discrimination and self-esteem. Further research is needed to investigate the
role of self-esteem in acculturation processes but that is outside the realm of this study.
Nevertheless, the theories mentioned above will be used to interpret some of the

findings in this study.

Perceived discrimination is very often seen as a key factor for understanding how
adolescents construct their identity (Erikson, 1968). Phinney (1989) in her work
suggested that the perception of discrimination drives awareness of one’s ethnicity
and intergroup relations in the larger society. The more prejudice and discrimination
there is toward immigrants or just towards people of different ethnic or racial origin,

the harder the acculturation process (Ward, 1996).

Similarly to the interrelatedness between self-esteem and perceived discrimination,
findings on the relationship between ethnocultural identity and perceived discrimination
are not straightforward. On the one hand, as Crocker and Major (1989) suggest, the
more central group membership is to an individual, the more likely this individual is to
perceive more discrimination. There is, indeed, some evidence for a positive association
between stronger ethnic identification and more perceived discrimination (for example,
Branscombe et al., 1999), but there is still a question about the causal direction of this

association.

On the other hand, Phinney et al. (1998) in their study argued that a positive view of
oneself (high self-esteem and strong ethnic identity) was related to a generally positive
interpretation of events and thus there is less perceived discrimination. A study by
Phinney, Ferguson & Tate (1997) showed that a stronger ethnic identity was related,

indirectly, to more positive attitudes toward other groups and thus might be related to
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less perceived discrimination. Phinney (1990) also finds a positive relationship between
strong ethnic identity and less perceived discrimination. Nevertheless, some other
studies (Verkuyten, 2002; Cassidy et al., 2005) did not find any association between

identification and the perception of discrimination.

These conflicting findings show that both perceived discrimination and cultural identity
have to be operationalised at more than one level and dimension. Cassidy et al. (2005)
and Verkuyten (1998) similarly to Armenta and Hunt (2009) suggested that it is
important to distinguish between private (individual) and public (group) perceived
discrimination to analyse the relationship between cultural identity and perceived
discrimination. Moreover, it is also important to look at ethnic and national elements of

identity as well as both exploration and belonging dimensions of ethnocultural identity.

As previous research suggests (Operario and Fiske, 2001), ethnic minorities with a
strong ethnic identity perceive more personal discrimination than those with a weaker
ethnic identity. Yet, these two groups of individuals perceive the same amount of group-
level discrimination. In addition, when two dimensions of ethno-national identity are
taken into account, available data show that the perception of discrimination may
reinforce ethnic identity and links with one’s ethnic group and weaken national identity
and ties with the national group (Bourhis et al., 1997). Furthermore, when the
exploration and belonging dimensions of ethnocultural identity are measured separately,
research shows that high ethnic exploration predicts perception of more
discrimination and that ethnic affirmation as a positive sense of belonging to one’s
ethnic group is indirectly related to discrimination through attitudes toward others
(Romero & Roberts, 1998). Contrary to Social Identity Theory, a stronger sense of

belonging was associated with more positive attitudes toward others.

When the ethnic and national elements of cultural identity as well as both the
exploration and belonging dimensions of ethnocultural identity are measured in the
same study then it appears that perceived discrimination predicts weaker national
identification, but stronger ethnic identity exploration (Sabatier, 2007). Thus, the
perception of rejection from the national group may act as a barrier to integration and

identification with this group, but may not provide an incentive to identify more strongly
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with one’s own group. Yet more perceived discrimination could encourage exploration
of one’s own ethnicity. As Umana-Taylor and Updegraff (2007) found in their study,

ethnic identity exploration was positively related to perceived discrimination.

Some evidence about the existing relationship between national identification and
perceived discrimination comes from research by Jasinskaja-Lahti (2000). She argues
that the Russian adolescents who had a low national identification were also more
oriented towards marginalisation or separation and perceived more discrimination than
those who supported the integration or assimilation attitudes. As Jasinskaja-Lahti
suggests, it could be only a matter of perception, with those with a lower preference for
integration or assimilation more likely to be discriminated against compared to those
who are well integrated or assimilated. In this study I will use perceived discrimination
as a potential predictor of acculturation attitudes and behaviours. However, cross-
sectional data in Jasinskaja-Lahti's study and in my research do not allow for any
major causal arguments and, as previous research indicates, the opposite causal direction
(discrimination causes acculturation preferences) is also possible (Horenczyk, 1997;

Bourhis et al., 1997).

Finally, there is considerable research looking at the relationship between language (as a
component of acculturation behaviour and very often a central element of one’s
identification) and perceived discrimination. Felix-Ortiz et al. (1994) showed that a
perception of greater discrimination is associated with elements of acculturation such as
a preference to speak the ethnic language in comparison with the national language
and preference to be around ethnic friends rather than friends from the national
group. Romero & Roberts (1998) also showed that individuals who perceived greater
discrimination spoke the national language less. There are different theoretical
approaches to explain the relationship between linguistic behaviours, such as language
knowledge and use, and perceived discrimination that make use of social contacts and

identifications.

According to the first approach, when language is a central element of ethnic
identification, perception of discrimination will increase ethnic in-group identification

(Rumbaut, 1994) and also increase knowledge and use of an ethnic language that is also
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associated with stronger ethnic identification (Fishman, 1966; Tajfel, 1974).
Furthermore, respectively less perceived discrimination and/or high levels of tolerance
in society will weaken ethnic identity as well as increase knowledge of the national
language and decrease proficiency in an ethnic language (Fishman, 1966; Hamers &
Blanc, 2000). However, this approach has also been criticised for taking for granted a
direct link between ethnic identity and linguistic behaviour, which is not always the case

as I have already argued in the section about language.

The second approach, which is prominent in the works of Giles and his colleagues
(1977) as well as Edwards (1985), proposes that the relationship between identification
and linguistic behaviour is more pragmatic rather than emotional. This approach
suggests that individuals are pragmatically motivated to learn a national language and
use it to communicate with others (Giles et al., 1977). Therefore, perceived
discrimination may encourage individuals to increase their proficiency of the national
language in order to achieve greater social acceptance from the national group (Galindo,
1995). However, this can happen alongside the maintenance of other valuable elements

of their ethnic identification (Edwards, 1985), including their ethnic language.

The third theoretical approach suggests a link between perceived discrimination and
national language knowledge and use by creating boundaries between social groups and
by limiting opportunities to use the language in question and improve its knowledge
(Norton Pierce, 1995; McKay and Wong, 1996; Fisher et al., 2000; Carhill et al., 2008).
Moreover, perceived discrimination can also lower self-esteem in general and increase
anxiety about language skills, thus making adolescents more likely to avoid situations
where they have to use the language (Felix, 2004; Hamers & Blanc, 2000; McKay &
Wong, 1996).

As an extension to this approach Medvedeva (2010) showed an association between
perceived discrimination and proficiency in English among the adolescent children of
immigrants. Yet the relationship was not straightforward; the study provided evidence of
a negative impact of perceived discrimination by school peers, and of a positive
association with perceived societal discrimination and discrimination by teachers and

counsellors.
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On the one hand, Medvedeva argues that perceived discrimination discourages or
hinders adolescents’ participation in English-dominant school activities and decreases
the likelihood of their participation in English-dominant social networks (Lippi-Green,
1997, Fisher et al., 2000). Therefore, as other authors (Norton Pierce, 1995; Carhill et
al., 2008) have already argued, these adolescents have fewer opportunities to practise
English, with negative consequences for English language competence. In addition, this
strategy of social avoidance or exclusion might coexist with linguistic avoidance
(using simpler language structures) having a cumulative negative effect on English

language knowledge over time (Felix, 2004; Sinclair, 1971).

On the other hand, perceived societal discrimination, as expressed by school
administration and teachers, may have a positive influence by encouraging adolescents
to improve their national language skills in an attempt to overcome possible future

discrimination and to succeed academically and economically.

To conclude, in this study I will focus on the relationship between perceived group- and
individual-level discrimination and acculturation attitudes and behaviours as well as
identifications. Based on the previous research and my theoretical approach I

hypothesise that:

H;: Lower perceived discrimination is related to the choice of integration or
assimilation and higher perceived discrimination is associated with the choice of

separation or marginalisation.

H,: Exploration of ethno-national identity is related to lower perceived

discrimination.

H;: Higher perceived discrimination is positively related to Russian

identification and negatively to Latvian identification.

H4: In general higher degree of acculturation is related to lower degree of

perceived discrimination.

Hsa: Less contact with Latvians is associated with higher perceived

discrimination.
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Hap: Better knowledge of Latvian is associated with lower perceived

individual discrimination.

Hyc: Better knowledge of Latvian is associated with higher perceived

group discrimination.

Hip: More frequent use of Latvian is associated with lower perceived

discrimination.

1.4 Summary and final theoretical framework

In this study ethnicity is viewed as a discursive system of classifications, a set of cultural
identifiers used to assign people to groups (Cohen, 1978) that according to Barth (1969)
and Steinberg (1981) are situational and experiential, not innate. Furthermore, this study
will be focusing on individual ethnic identification rather than ethnicity as the shared
characteristics of an entire group. The main focus of this study is construction of
ethno-national identities by Russian-speaking adolescents in Riga and their acculturation

choices and processes.

Ethnic identity is also a dynamic concept. As explained in previous sections, an
individual can identify with both cultures or with neither, therefore it is essential to
look at two components of adolescents’ identification: their identification with their
own ethnic group and with a ‘new’ culture, in this case Russian and Latvian
culture and language, respectively. This study addresses the question of the
formation of identification with a bidimensional approach based on the combination of
two identifications: ethnic (minority ethnic group — Russian) and national (majority
ethnic group - Latvian). I use a term ethno-national identification to represent two-

dimensional model of identity.

When exploring ethno-national identification, it is also important to look at a broader
acculturation processes. Acculturation within this approach is defined as individual

processes that reflect dealing with other culture/s while also taking into account
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relationships with one’s own culture (Berry, 1992). I will use Canadian researcher John
Berry’s two-dimensional acculturation model based on four different acculturation
strategies (assimilation, integration, separation, marginalisation) for ethnic minority and

immigrant adaptation in the host society (Berry, 1980).

Acculturation strategies are two-dimensional combining people’s views, attitudes and
behaviours with regards to their own and other culture/s. It is important to distinguish
between preferred acculturation attitudes (ideal situation) and the behaviours finally
adopted (real situation) (Navas et al.,2005). Together, these attitudes and behaviours
comprise what Berry calls acculturation strategies (Berry, 1997), but while the
individual can hold a certain acculturation attitude, he or she can behave not in

accordance with the attitude.

I will distinguish between acculturation attitudes and behaviours of the Russian-
speaking adolescents and investigate how the two are interrelated and how an
individual’s attitudes and behaviours are related to their ethno-national identification. As
some researchers (e.g. Berry et al, 1989; Liebkind, 1996; Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000)
suggest [ use a theoretical model where the acculturation behaviours, such as language
use, knowledge and social contacts represent sociocultural adaptation outcomes or the
actual degree of acculturation. I also introduce perceived discrimination, parental

attitudes and teacher and peer level variables as explanatory factors into the model.

The hypotheses formulated in previous sections and main theoretical concepts and
approach are summarised in the theoretical model presented in Figure 1-1. Next chapter
will explain the operationalisation of the model to create measurements to be used for

the data collection.
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ATTITUDES, PERCEPTIONS, IDENTIFICATIONS BEHAVIOURS

Russian identity

Latvian identity \

Perceived Acculturation
discrimination attitudes

Degree of acculturation

T

LV lang knowledge LV peer contacts

y

LV lang use

Belonging to Latvia

TEACHERS PARENTS PEERS

Figure 1-1 Theoretical framework: acculturation attitudes, behaviours and identifications

2 METHODOLOGY

2.1 Research questions and hypothesis

The main aim of this study is to look at how Russian-speaking adolescents choose
acculturation attitudes and behaviours as well as construct their ethnicity by identifying
with Russian and Latvian groups. Additionally, where possible, I will study how their
significant others, such as parents, teachers and peers influence these processes. In
general, this research is set to add some answers and new questions to the study of
ethnicity: looking at how the boundaries of ethnicities are compromised, redefined or
maintained in the context of the multiple and intertwined worldviews found in Russian-

language schools in Riga and how these processes might be influenced by peers and
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teachers. I will also analyse how the use of the two languages within the bilingual
education context influences ethnic identification and the choice of acculturation

strategies, both in terms of attitudes and behaviours.
The research questions that are designed to achieve the main aims of the study are:
» What are the acculturation attitudes of young Russian-speakers in Latvia?

» What are the acculturation behaviours (language knowledge, use and social

contacts) of Russian-speaking adolescents in Latvia?

Do the different acculturation attitudes correspond to or produce different

acculturation behaviours?

» What are the ethno-national identities of Russian-speaking adolescents? Do they

identify with both Russian and Latvian ethnic groups and, if so, to what extent?
* What is their sense of belonging to Latvia?

e How do various acculturation attitudes relate to different dimensions of ethno-
national identity, in terms of degree of identification with the Latvian and

Russian groups and sense of belonging to Latvia?

» How far is Berry’s (1980) acculturation model applicable for Russian-speaking

adolescents in Latvia?

= What is the parental effect on the identification and acculturation attitudes and

behaviours of Russian-speaking adolescents?

= What is the peer effect on adolescents' identification and acculturation attitudes

and behaviours?

» What is the relationship between the identification and acculturation attitudes

and behaviours of teachers and their pupils?
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2.2 Mixed methods design

As stated in Chapter 1, the concepts of ethnicity and acculturation are contextually
defined, subjectively constructed and fluid rather than fixed. Consequently, to answer
the research questions and to increase the validity of the findings, this study uses a

mixed methods research design.

A triangulation mixed methods design (see Figure 2-1) was chosen to combine the
strengths of qualitative and quantitative methods and to increase the validity of the
findings (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). According to this approach quantitative and
qualitative data were collected at the same time, but completely separately and the
results were converged for interpretation at the analysis stage. The two types of data
were merged in such a way that the quantitative data provided the structure and tested
the hypotheses and the qualitative data provided some illustration of the survey data and
helped to understand the issues in more depth, as well as interpret the quantitative

findings.

The quantitative part of the study is based on surveys of adolescents and their teachers
that were designed and conducted by me in 2009. To introduce a longitudinal dimension,
data from similar surveys conducted by me in 2002 and 2007 were used for

. 4
comparative purposes.

A series of in-depth interviews with teachers, focus group discussions with adolescents
and semi-participant observations within school environment sought to explore in much
greater detail the questions addressed in the surveys. Additionally, the qualitative
methods also allowed capturing the issues that the surveys could not reveal, such as the
subjective and situational aspects of ethnicity and the subjective meanings given to

acculturation strategies and identifications.

* The same schools participated in all three surveys.

80



Procedures:

Procedures: e indepthinterviews with
Strud.ured. teachers (n=8);
questionnaires for e focus groups with
adolescents (n=450) QUAN QUAL
. . adoles e nts (n=20);
and teachers (n=100) data collection data collection b i !
observations;
e informationonformal
curricula;
Procedures:
Descriptive analysis, 2 2
i Procedures:
oy rre|31.10r\S,f t QUAN QUAL Thematic analysis
regressions, tactor data analysis data analysis

analysis,cluster
analysis and path
analysis

Overall results and
interpretaion

Procedures:
Triangulation of results

from quantitative and
qualitative data analysis

Figure 2-1 Visual diagram of the procedures: mixed methods study — triangulation design.

Source: adapted from Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, p. 46.

2.3 Quantitative data: adolescents and their teachers’ survey

2.3.1 Procedure

The sample of Russian-speaking adolescents was drawn from schools in Riga with
Russian as the language of instruction. For comparison purposes the same sample of
schools was selected for the survey in 2009 that participated in the study in 2002 and
2007. Random sampling was used in order to ensure the selection of schools from each
of the six main municipalities of Riga in 2002. Overall 25 schools were selected at that

stage. In each school one class from Year 7 in 2002 and 2009 and Year 12 in 2007
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were included in the survey. Data from 2007 were collected from the same cohort of

pupils as in 2002. A total of around 450 adolescents participated in the study each year.

Additionally in 2009, teachers from those schools who taught the same class that
participated in the pupils’ survey were also invited to participate in the survey. There
were around 850 teachers in Russian-language schools in Riga who taught from Year 7
up to Year 9 in 2009 (ISEC, 2009), out of which 104 (12 per cent) were included in this
study.

Although the same schools participated in the study in 2002, 2007 and 2009, it must be
emphasised that the adolescents interviewed were not the same. Because of the mobility
between classes within each school, between schools and drop-outs it was impossible to
ensure panel data from 2007. In addition, data collected in the first round in 2002
was anonymised and hence could not be linked to the data from 2007. In 2009 the
survey was conducted again amongst Year 7 pupils, with a completely different cohort

of pupils from the same schools taking part.

Nevertheless the survey data allow us to make two important comparisons. First, the
comparison between 2002 and 2007 still allows us to follow changes within the same
cohort on the group rather than individual level. Second, the comparison between 2002

and 2009 enables us to analyse indicative changes between two cohorts in the same age

group.

The chosen schools were approached and permission was sought to distribute
questionnaires among their students and teachers. All pupils, teachers and heads of

schools were informed that participation in the study was voluntary and anonymous.

2.3.2 Participants

The target population for this study consisted of Russian-speaking adolescents who were

studying in Year 7 (age 13-14) in the winter of 2009 in schools in Riga with Russian as

82



the language of instruction. Riga was chosen as a target city because of its ethnic
composition and size (Riga is the capital of Latvia and 35 per cent of the population

lives there).

As the focus of this study is Russian-speaking adolescents, only those who reported
Russian as their first language were selected for further analysis. This step helped to
narrow the focus of the research and to investigate identification and acculturation

among adolescents with a common linguistic self-identification.

Table 2-1. Socio-demographic profile of teachers, 2009

\Variables N %
Gender
male 6 5.8
female 98 94.2
Subject
Russian language and literature 19 18.3
Latvian language and literature 9 8.7
English language 14 13.5
Mathematics 15 14.4
History 10 9.6
Social sciences| 6 5.8
Geography 12 11.5
Other 19 18.2
Teaching experience from 1to45 | 20 years (sd=11)

Table 2-1 summarises the socio-demographic characteristics of the teachers involved in
the study. As expected, the teachers were predominantly female with a wide range
of teaching experience, but on average the sample included rather experienced
teachers. Subjects represented in the sample covered all curriculum areas. Unfortunately
the number of Latvian language teachers was too small (and did not cover all the
schools in the sample) to do any meaningful analysis and their data were excluded from

any further examination.
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2.3.3 Operationalisation and measurements

The initial questionnaire (a modified and complemented version of the ICSEY project
self-administrated questionnaire’) was piloted with a convenience sample of 10
adolescents in 2002. A slightly amended version of the questionnaire was then used in
2007 and in 2009. The paper based questionnaire offered to the adolescents was in

Russian. Approximately one hour was required to complete all questions.

The questionnaire was divided into six main sections: (1) sociodemographic
information, (2) ethnic and linguistic self-identifications (labels), (3) acculturation
attitudes and behaviours, (4) ethno-national identity, (5) perceived discrimination and

finally (6) perceived parental attitudes.

The teachers’ paper based questionnaire was also offered to teachers in Russian and
took around one hour to complete. This questionnaire was very similar to the
adolescents’ version, but included more separate questions about the languages used in

teaching and learning and teaching methods.

In this section I present a short summary of how concepts presented in the theoretical
model (Figure 1-1) are operationalised and what main measurements are used in this

study®.
ATTITUDES, PERCEPTIONS AND IDENTIFICATIONS

Acculturation attitudes. Acculturation attitudes measurements were adopted from

theICSEY project. Four acculturation attitudes (assimilation, integration, separation

and marginalisation) were assessed among adolescents and their teachers on a four-

> John W. Berry, Kyunghwa Kwak, Karmela Liebkind, Jean S. Phinney, Colette Sabatier, David L.
Sam, Erkki Virta & Charles Westin, Adolescent and parent questionnaires for the ICSEY project
(InternationalComparative Study of Ethnocultural Youth), unpublished working document, 1995;
Acculturation Depot (Version I) Abridged Versions of Acculturation Scales: Benet-Martinez
Acculturation Scale (BMAS), Cultural Beliefs and Behaviors Adaptation Profile (CBBAP), General
Ethnicity Questionnaire-abridged (GEQ-a). http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~psych/depot.html (10.03.2002)

6 A more in depth information about the creation of scales and items used can be find in the analysis
Chapters 4 and 5.
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point scale (from 0 ‘Strongly disagree’ to 3 ‘Strongly agree’) in each of the four

domains: cultural traditions, language, friends and social contacts (see Table 2-2 for full

statements). The responses given by each respondent in different spheres were summed

to provide an overall score for each acculturation attitude ranging from 0 to 12. A higher

overall score indicates a stronger support for the acculturation attitude.

Table 2-2 Measurements of acculturation attitudes in four domains

Latvians are
present there

Language Friends Wider social Traditions
contacts
Integration I feel that it is of | I prefer to I prefer to It is of the same
the same have both participate in those | importance for me
importance for Russian and | events and to keep Russian
me to know Latvian activities where traditions and to
Latvian and friends both Russians and | adopt Latvian ones
Russian Latvians are
present
Separation I feel that it is I prefer to I prefer to It is more important
more important | have only participate in those | for me to keep
for me to know Russian events and Russian traditions
Russian friends activities where and do not adjust to
language than only Russians are Latvian culture
Latvian taking part
Assimilation I feel that it is I prefer to I prefer to It is more important
more important | have only participate in those | for me to get to
for me to know | Latvian events and know Latvian
Latvian language | friends activities where traditions and adapt
than Russian only Latvians are those than keep any
present Russian traditions
Marginalisation | I feel that it is 1 do not I prefer not to It is not important
not important for | want to participate in any for me either to
me to know have either | events and keep Russian
either Russian or | Russian or | activities. It does traditions or to
Latvian Latvian not matter if adapt any Latvian
friends Russians or ones

Ethnic self-identification. Ethnic self-identification of adolescents and their teachers

was measured by asking the respondents an open question to choose the ethnic label

they relate to, allowing for bicultural self-identification and as many labels as they

wanted to specify.
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Linguistic self-identification. Asking respondents which language they saw as their first
language or mother tongue assessed linguistic self-identification. This was set up as an
open question allowing for bilingual identification and again as many languages as they

wanted to specify.

Ethnic and national identification. The two dimensions of ethno-national identity were
assessed separately allowing thus for independent identification with their ethnic and
national group. This enabled me to examine the bicultural content of ethnic identity, in
this case the degree of Russian and Latvian identity. The measure included four items.
First, adolescents and their teachers were asked to what degree they felt Latvian and to
what degree Russian. Second, they reported how strongly they felt part of Latvian and

part of Russian culture. Two factors — Russian identity and Latvian identity — were

extracted from the factor analysis of the four items and were used as composite

measures of identification in the later analyses.

Sense of belonging to Latvia. Study participants also had to evaluate their attitudes

towards Latvia and Russia using 3 items: (1) “I am proud to live in Latvia”; (2) “I do not
want to live in Latvia”; (3) “I want to live in Russia”. The summed variable from these 3
items was used in the analyses to represent their feelings towards Latvia. The range is

from 0 to 9 with higher values indicating more positive feelings towards Latvia.

Affirmation or exploration of identity. This was assessed using a scale modified from
Phinney’s ethnic identity measure (1992). It was measured using seven items from the
original MEIM (Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure) 12-item scale (Phinney, 1992) that
have subsequently been used in many studies on adolescents (see, for example, Roberts
et al., 1999; Phinney et al, 2001) and also in the ICSEY project. The initial results from
the factor analysis of the MEIM items indicated two factors. Factor 1 was made up of
four items representing identity search (a developmental and cognitive component) and
was called salience and exploration and factor 2 by two items that indicated

affirmation/belonging (an affective component) and was called belonging.

Perceived discrimination. Perceived discrimination was measured using 10 four-point

Likert scale statements. Responses were given on a 4-point scale ranging from 0
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(Strongly disagree) to 3 (Strongly agree). Some of the statements were taken from
the ICSEY study (Berry et al., 2006). A sample statement is: “I have been teased by
Latvians because of my ethnic background”. The ten items assessing perceptions of
discrimination were reduced to two factors using factor analysis. Factor 1 assessed
appraisals of personal discrimination (PD) and factor 2 assessed appraisals of group
discrimination (GD). The factor scores were used in the later analyses to assess the
amount of perceived discrimination as experienced by the immigrant adolescents at

both individual- and group-levels. Higher scores mean more perceived discrimination.

Attitudes towards ethnic minority education in Latvia. The questionnaire contained
three questions about pupils' and teachers' attitudes towards Latvian language use in
primary, secondary and university education. Respondents were asked to evaluate
specific statements on a four-point Likert scale ranging from 0 (Strongly disagree) to 3
(Strongly agree). A sample item is: “Russian children in Latvia should have to study in
Latvian”. A summed variable measuring attitudes towards Latvian language use in

education was used in the later analyses.
BEHAVIOURS/ DEGREE OF ACCULTURATION

Knowledge of the Latvian language. Knowledge of the Latvian language was measured

by separate subjective assessments of speaking, writing and reading skills of pupils and
teachers. Each skill was measured using a four-point scale ranging from 0 (no
knowledge or almost no knowledge) to 3 (fluent). The scores were summed to
provide an overall knowledge of the Latvian language ranging from 0 to 9 to use in

the further analyses.

Use of the Latvian rather than Russian language. Use of the Latvian language was

measured’ in four domains for teachers: home, friends, school (outside the class time)
and broader society (shops, streets) and six domains for adolescents: home, friends,
school and outside school as well as watching TV and reading newspapers and
magazines. The responses were summed to provide a measure of the overall balance of

the use of Latvian and Russian languages. The range is 0-12 for the teachers’ variables
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and 0-18 for the pupils’ variables, where high scores indicate use of the Latvian
language and low of the Russian language. These summed variables were created to use

in all further analyses.

In-group and out-group social contacts. Social contacts were operationalised in

terms of peer interactions: the number of friends among Russians and Latvians and the
frequency of contact with them outside school. Two summed variables named
Russian Contact Orientation and Latvian Contact Orientation were created for the later
analyses, but only the Latvian Contact Orientation was used because the Russian
Contact Orientation variable was highly skewed with not enough variation for the

bivariate or multivariate analyses.

PEERS

Peers level acculturation and identification variables were the same as individual level

variables aggregated at a class level and substracting an individual value for each pupil.

TEACHERS

Teachers level acculturation and identification variables were the same as individual
level variables aggregated at a class level where applicable distinguishing between the
attitudes and behaviours of different subject teachers. In addition variables representing

attitudes towardsteaching and teaching methods were used in the analysis.

Language used in teaching and learning. Five items in the teachers’ survey were
used to measure® general language use in educational settings. The items dealt with
language use by teachers during class time in general and when teaching, by pupils
when writing and speaking and the language of the schoolbooks used. The use of
languages other than Russian and Latvian was excluded from further analysis. The
responses were summed to provide a measure of the overall balance of the use of

Latvian and Russian languages in the range from 0 to 15, where high scores indicate

7 The responses in each domain range from (0) only in Russian to (3) only in Latvian.
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high use of the Latvian language and low use of the Russian language. The summed

variable was created to use in all further analyses.

Teaching methods. Teachers were asked a list of questions about the subject they teach
and overall teaching methods. These questions included information on how long they
had been teaching, what teaching methods they used and what in their opinion

determines the authority of a teacher in a classroom.

PARENTS

Parental attitudes. Adolescents were asked to evaluate their parents’ attitudes to the
Latvian and Russian languages as well as bilingual education and plans to leave
Latvia. Responses were given on a 4-point scale ranging from 0 (Strongly disagree) to 3
(Strongly agree). The responses to four main questions were summed up into two

variables to represent (1) parental pro-Russian and (2) pro-Latvian views.

Socio-demographic background. The questionnaire also contained questions on the

respondents’ gender and birthplace and the birthplace of the adolescents’ parents.

In the exploratory part of the research I use descriptive analysis and bivariate analyses of
the variables explained above as a basis for identifying the possible relationships
between acculturation attitudes, behaviours and identifications. I also look at peers' and
teachers' variables on to explain some of the variance in the individual attitudes,
behaviours and identifications. This information is then used to develop path models of
the factors that contribute to individual differences in the acculturation process. Firstly,
path analysis allows me to measure the size of a hypothesised relationship, so the
importance or contribution of different attitudinal and behavioural variables can be
compared. Secondly, it allows me to investigate simultaneously multiple paths

representing relationships between acculturation attitudes, identifications and the actual

¥ The responses in each domain range from (0) only in Russian to (3) only in Latvian.
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degree of acculturation (or acculturation behaviours) and distinguish between direct and

indirect associations.

2.4 Qualitative data: participant observation, focus groups and

interviews

The qualitative aspect of this study involves focus groups with adolescents, in-depth
interviews with teachers and observations of the school environment. In interviews with
teachers and focus groups with adolescents semi-structured interview techniques were

used.

Qualitative methods were chosen because I was not only interested in quantitative
descriptors of the acculturation processes, but also wanted to investigate and understand
how acculturation actually happens within the school environment and how adolescents
talk about their ethnicities. The qualitative approach is focused on action, processes
and changes rather than a static and fixed situation. Qualitative methods are
particularly useful for this study because, as mentioned above, ethnicities and
acculturation are not fixed, but fluid processes, a sequence of events and different
choices. Qualitative methods were also used because of their flexibility and the
possibility of adding extra questions and themes at any time during interviews and
observations. These methods are also more adolescent- and teacher-led rather than

researcher-led.

Focus groups were used for the study of adolescents because they allowed me not only
to explore adolescents’ views and attitudes, but also to investigate how those attitudes
are formed within peer groups. Pupils had the opportunity to discuss their views with

each other in focus groups.

Open questions were used in both interviews with teachers and focus groups with

adolescents. The list of themes similar to the topics of the questionnaire, such as ethnic
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self-identifications, language use, ethnicity and social contacts etc., was prepared in
advance, but research participants could spend as much time as they wished on each

theme and more detailed questions were asked further in relationship to their narratives.

Overall I interviewed 8 teachers and 20 adolescents, who participated in four focus
group discussions in four different schools that were chosen randomly. Both teachers
and adolescents were approached during the survey and asked if they would agree to
participate in a further interview or a focus group. The final sample for the qualitative
sample was based on self-selection, but as the data show there is a variety of different

views represented and this suggests the reliability of the data collected.

In addition, I spent two weeks in one of the schools doing semi participant observation.
Again the school choice was based on self-selection from a randomly selected five
schools; the school where agreement from a head of school was received the quickest
was chosen for observations. I do not claim that this school is representative of any
specific school group or all schools in Riga, but it was an average secondary school

in Riga based on their academic attainment.

I followed one Year 7 class during and outside their classes. Data obtained through
observation served as a check against participants’ subjective reports of what they
believe and do. Observations were also useful for gaining an understanding of the social
and cultural contexts. In addition, when acting as interviewer and focus group facilitator,
I was guided by the cultural understanding gained through participant observation
which allowed me to discern subtleties within participant responses. Knowing more
about adolescents’ culturally-specific cues allowed me to ask more appropriate follow-

up questions and probes.

As with all research, and qualitative methods in particular, I made a personal
commitment to protect the identities of the people I observed and with whom I
interacted. I ensured that particular individuals could never be linked to the data they
provided. I did not record any identifying information such as names and addresses.
Some locations were documented in field notes, but they were coded and eliminated

upon entry of the field notes into the computer, with the code list kept in a separate,
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secure computer file with limited access protected by password. All adolescents and
teachers were informed about the main aims of the study and that their views would
only be used in an anonymised form and that they were free to withdraw from the study

at any point in time.

3 HISTORICAL AND POLITICAL CONTEXT FOR THE
IDENTIFICATION AND ACCULTURATION OF
RUSSIAN-SPEAKING ADOLESCENTS

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter I set out the context within which the choice of acculturation strategies
and identification of my respondents is made. This chapter looks at the conceptualisation
of the identification of Russians and Russian-speakers in post-Soviet Latvia in the
context of official ethnicity policies aimed at their integration into Latvian culture and
society, coupled with the ethnic and primordial understanding of the nation and
ethnicity as a Soviet legacy. In particular, it includes an analysis of the historical,
social and political factors that might influence both the acculturation choices and the

identification with Latvians or Russians of Russian-speaking youth.

First, 1 give a general overview of Soviet nationality policy and its impact on
perceptions of ethnicity in the post-Soviet space. I follow with a review of the
contemporary conceptualisation of the Latvian nation and current ethnicity policy in
Latvia. Thereafter, I consider the segregated education system as well as recent
education reforms and their possible influence on acculturation and identification among

pupils in Russian-language schools and on societal integration in Latvia. Finally, I give
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a brief description of what identifications Russian-speakers are seen generally to choose

in the context of described historical, social and political factors.

3.2 Ethnicity in the Soviet Union

Before I proceed to analyse current discussions on Latvian and Russian identification
and the acculturation of Russian-speakers in Latvia, it is important to look at the
understanding of nationality/ethnicity in the Soviet Union and the impact it has on the

conceptualisation of both Latvian and Russian identity today”.

As many researchers (Motyl, 1990; Hosking, 1992, 1999; Martin, 2000; Slezkine, 1994;
Suny, 2001) have explained, the attempt to create a Soviet nation through its repressive
and russifying programmes — implementing Soviet nationality and modernisation
policies with the aim of merging different nations into a Soviet people — did not erode
nationalities but on the contrary created salient and united nations in many Soviet
republics. Paradoxically the Soviet Communist Party, although internationalist in its
aims, ended up fostering and promoting ethnic and national particularism (Slezkine,
1994), an argument also supported by Terry Martin (2000), who suggests that
korenizatsiia  (indigenisation), affirmative action and territorial delineation
unintentionally promoted nationality and national identities.Bolsheviks were responsible

for the ethnic particularism.

Even Stalinism did not reverse the policy of ethnic nation building. It drastically cut
down the number of national units but never questioned the ethnic core of those units.
Slezkine portrays the Stalinist nationality policies as a process of normalisation after
what he calls a "carnival of nationalities" up to 1932, where anything ethnic was
highly praised and celebrated: "The Soviet apartment as a whole was to have fewer

rooms but the ones that remained were to be lavishly decorated with hometown

? In the Soviet Union the term ‘nationality’ was understood as a synonym of and used instead

93



memorabilia, grandfather clocks and lovingly-preserved family portraits." (p. 334) The
Soviet Republics were created as nation-states in all but name and the indigenous
populations in these Republics thus not only continued to identify with their nations,
but also strengthened their national identification, whereby the nation was understood in

primordial terms.

In his article "Modernization or Neo-traditionalism? Ascribed Nationality and Soviet
Primordialism", Terry Martin, like Slezkine, describes the Soviet state as a promoter of
nationality and national identities. He shows how the Bolshevik conception of the nation
in the 1930s dramatically shifted away from a view of nations as modern constructs and
towards a focus on supposed deep primordial roots of modern nations. Martin sees the
cause for this paradoxical development as the extreme statism of the Soviet Union

(Martin, 2000).

Because nationality/ethnicity was an official category in the Soviet Union and was
standard practice in almost all official papers, each citizen’s nationality (in terms of
ethnic origin rather than residence) was written in his/her internal passport. The internal
passports identified every citizen by ‘natsional’nost’ [ethnic nationality], e.g.
Russian, Ukrainian, Latvian, Estonian. This was on the so-called ‘pyataya grafa’ [fifth
row] of the passport. When an individual applied for his or her passport at the age of
16, he/she would be assigned the nationality of his/her parents if the parents were both
of the same nationality. If their parents differed in nationality, the individual had to
choose between the two nationalities. Otherwise, there was no choice and ethno-

national identities were fixed by the state at the age of 16'°.

Individuals were identified in terms of their ethnicity in almost all of their everyday
activities. All official forms had a line marked ‘nationality” which was not a neutral
piece of information but often a crucial advantage or disadvantage for everyday life.

For example, it made a difference to one’s employment and promotion, as well as

of ‘ethnicity’

' Currently in Latvia’s passports there is no ‘nationality line’, but if a person wants he/she can put his
ethnic origins on the second page. Furthermore, ethnicity is still recorded in the official Registry
documents.
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entry to university and one’s further career. Thus an awareness of nationality was
privileged and encouraged in the Soviet Union (Slezkine, 1994). Therefore these
actions reinforced people’s belief in primordial ethnicity. Soviet nationality policy
led to a primordial understanding of the nation by encouraging the Soviet population to
believe that nationality was inherent, fundamental and a very important attribute of all

people.

Nevertheless, the passport nationality coexisted with the belonging of a person to a
certain Soviet Republic, as indicated in the same Soviet passport. The nationality
column assumed a primordial personal understanding of national identification, while
the latter assumed a territorial affiliation. This tension in Soviet nationality policy, i.e.
the incongruity between national territories and personal nationalities and the failure to
create civic identities, has had a great impact on ethnic relations and understandings of

nationality in the post-Soviet period, as we shall see below.

Not only were the Soviet Republics created as nation-states, with ethnicity serving as a
compulsory individual marker in the Soviet Union, with most other forms of
identification, such as class and religion, also eradicated by the Bolsheviks (Suny, 1993;
Hosking, 1999), but the Soviet identification failed to unite all ethnic groups living
under the Soviet regime. Unlike in America, Britain or Australia, ‘Soviet’ was never
considered an ethnic or national identity and was ineffective in attempts to serve as
identification at all-Union level (Roeder, 1991; Suny, 1993; Slezkine, 1994; Brubaker,
1996). This only encouraged further ethnic identification in the Soviet Republics.

To conclude, Soviet ethnic engineering: naming, mapping, census categories, statistical
enumeration, indigenisation, passportisation and territorialisation, as well as other
practices fixed the more fluid distinctions among people of different nationalities. The
differences became more visible and seemingly unalterable. The legacy of Soviet
nationality policy is felt today in many post-Soviet states in that national belonging is
still very often understood as something that is essential and natural, echoing the

Soviet idea that nationality was primordial (Martin, 2000).
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For post-Soviet states, including Latvia, the Soviet experience, for all the effort to forget
it and distance themselves from it, has been an ineradicable experience and influence.
The practices of fixing each citizen’s nationality and national territoriality in their
internal passport facilitated the development of an unusually strong primordial identity
and notion of an ethno-nation. As Ronald Suny argues, “it does not come without costs
if people see their nation as something essential, real, ancient, and continuous, and, in
their own view, can justify their claim to unique, uncontested and not-to-be-shared
sovereignty” (2001, p 896). While it is possible, theoretically, to have a homogeneous
nation, in reality, in our ethnically mixed world, this is only possible by excluding some

parts of the population, as has been the case — as we shall see — in post-Soviet Latvia.

3.3 The legacy of the Soviet rule: Latvian ethno-nation and Russians as

enemies

As a result of Latvia's geographical position at the crossroads of various powers, for
most of its history it has been subject to foreign rule. Poland, Lithuania, Sweden,

Germany, and Russia have governed the area of present-day Latvia at various times.

By the end of the 18th century, Latvia was fully under Russia’s control and it was
because of the October Revolution in 1917 and the Civil War (1917-1922) that
followed, when the new regime was militarily weakened, that Latvia became
independent for the first time. The newly-built Latvian state pursued a liberal policy of
multiculturalism to reflect and acknowledge the ethnic makeup of the state''. For
example, educational policy guaranteed education in minority languages from 1919 and
schools provided bilingual instruction in Latvian, Russian, Belarusian, Yiddish and

other languages. However, the later Latvianisation policies of authoritarian president

" According to the Latvian census conducted in 1935, Latvians made up 77 per cent of the population.
Russians were the largest minority group (8.8 per cent), followed by Jews (4.9 per cent), Germans (3.3 per
cent), Poles (2.6 per cent), and Belarusians (1.4 per cent).
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Karlis Ulmanis to form a strong ethnic Latvian nation and gain support and recognition
by the people as their legitimate representative, as *one of them’, prevented any further

development of multiculturalism after 1934.

As a result of the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact of 1939 Latvia came under Soviet control,
before being invaded by Nazi Germany in 1941. Latvia stayed under Nazi control until
1944, when it was again incorporated into the Soviet Union. When Latvia was
incorporated into the Soviet Union, it experienced two processes that had a great
impact on the ethnic balance and the later construction of the Latvian nation. Firstly,
thousands of Latvians experienced forced deportations. Secondly, Latvia experienced a
large inflow of people from other parts of the Soviet Union. The Latvian share of the
population of Latvia declined from 77 per cent in 1935 to 52 per cent in 1989. These
two opposite processes resulted in a real fear that Latvians would become a minority in
their own republic, as they actually became in some urban areas in the southern
region of Latgale. Given this, Latvians feared Russians and russified minorities were
swamping their homeland and destroying their national identity. Additionally, the
USSR carried out discriminatory policies, based on the language an individual spoke,
in favour of Russian-speakers who were given priority in terms of housing, jobs, access

to economic privileges, etc.

Although there was little everyday hostility between Latvians and non-Latvians,
including Russians, in 1991 only 21 per cent of Russians reported to speak Latvian as
a second language, while 66 per cent of Latvians spoke fluent Russian (Zepa &
Karklins, 1995). The Latvian language served and continues to be an important cultural
symbol and the asymmetrical bilingualism and discriminatory linguistic policies of the
Soviet regime gave way to the formation of two separate communities of Russian and
Latvian language speakers in Soviet Latvia. This tendency continued into independent
Latvia and language remains one of the focal issues of the formation of the Latvian

nation and the acculturation of Russian-speakers.

Thus Latvian identity and especially the Latvian language were perceived to be at risk
during Soviet times. This and, as it was discussed earlier, Soviet Union's 'unintentional’'

promotion of nationality and national identities not only helped to strengthen and
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develop the Latvian nation and identity, but also created a situation where the Latvian
national idea developed in opposition to the Soviet Other. This argument is supported by
Terry Martin (2000), who argued that the creation of the enemy nations, the Other,

helped in the primordial understanding of nations.

Therefore, to be a 'Latvian' meant not being a 'Soviet'. However, because ‘Soviet’ was
often conflated with ‘Russian’ during the Soviet period, anti-Soviet feeling often
translated into anti-Russian sentiment. Although the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union very often spoke about international ideology and the multicultural nature of
Soviet society, in reality the ruling elite consisted mainly of Russians or russified and
sovietised other nationalities and the Russian language played the primary role in all
official communication. Thus, the Soviet Other in the minds of many Latvians equalled

the Russian Other.

In the run-up to independence in 1991, however, there was a significant change in the
Self/Other relationship between Latvians and Russians, a change that would have an
important impact on the identification of the Russian-speaking community in Latvia. By
late summer in 1988 the National Independence Movement of Latvia representing more
radical nationalistic views had begun to call for full independence of Latvia and
claimed that to be a part of the Latvian nation individuals and groups have to trace
the direct lineage to the interwar Latvian republic. They began registering all citizens
who had been in Latvia before the occupation and all other potential citizens who
supported an independent Latvia in the future. They registered nearly half the
population before electing a Citizen’s Congress of the Republic of Latvia in April 1990

to act as a parallel government in the movement towards independence.

However, for Latvia to regain its independence, the Russians could not serve as the
‘Other’. They could not be branded as an enemy, because the Latvian political elite
“knew that they needed the support of large numbers of non-Latvians because it was
widely believed at the time that Latvians had already become a minority in their own
homeland” (Jubulis, 2001, p. 74). The Latvian leadership understood that there was a
need to win over the ethnic minorities, including Russians, and this is why Latvians

came to adopt a different approach, whereby the enemy was to be the Soviet Union, not
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Russia as such, with Latvia liberating the whole of humanity from the Soviet power
(Alter, 1994, p.22). The radical National Independence Movement of Latvia was
joined by the more moderate Popular Front of Latvia, which would lead the
independence campaign from mid-1989 to 1991. Because of these tactics most
Russians were quickly won over or at least convinced to stay neutral, and they
became ‘circumstantial allies” who helped Latvia acquire its independence in 1991

rather than the Other against whom Latvia defined itself (Muzergues, 2004, p. 19).

The Popular Front of Latvia had the most success in uniting different ethnicities who
lived in Latvia and appealed to the idea of civic nation. For example, it participated in
the creation of National Cultural Associations in 1988, building on the initiative of the
Russian, Jewish, Belorussian, Polish, and other groups. Further, the Popular Front
worked with the Latvian Communist Party to create a Nationalities Forum. The forum
served the goals of both the front and the minorities, as it officially expressed support
for Latvian sovereignty as well as support for the right of cultural autonomy for minority

cultures (Muiznieks, 1993; Dribins, 2007a).

This cooperation between ethnic groups and inclusive vision of the Latvian nation
continued between 1989 and 1991 and resulted not only in symbolic, but also very
practical outcomes. For example, in March 1990, elections to the Latvian Supreme
Council the members of the Popular Front won the majority of votes and the deputies of
the Supreme Council reflected the multicultural nature of the Latvian society.
Considering the ethnic make-up of Latvia, the Popular Front could not have won so
decisively if it had not had the support of ethnic minorities. Later that year the newly

elected deputies voted to support Latvian independence (Dreifelds, 1996; Apine, 2001)

The most dramatic moment of this ethnic solidarity came in the winter of 1991. From
January 13 to January 27, in what became known as the “time of the barricades,”
Latvians of all ethnic backgrounds stood on round-the-clock watch of key
buildings, communication centres, and bridges (Jundzis, 1998). The experience of the

barricades continued to be a key memory for all who participated.
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However, once independence was acquired, Latvia's relations with Russia and its own
Russians worsened. The idea of the civic inclusive Latvian nation as envisioned by the
Popular Front and supported by ethnic minorities was reshaped. After the collapse of the
Popular Front to attract a support base, newly established political parties on both the
right and the left of the spectrum appealed to ethnic allegiances. This targeting of ethnic
groups was employed not only by parties seeking the support of ethnic Latvians but also
by those who saw themselves as the representatives of non-ethnic Latvians, especially

Russians (Pabriks & Purs, 2001).

Russians once again came to embody the Latvian fear of losing their own country and
identity and had to be eliminated through expatriation to their ‘homeland’. When it
was understood that Latvian Russians were there to stay, with that also came a
realisation that the Other had suddenly become part of the Latvian state and possibly
would have to be accommodated as a part of the Latvian nation. Because of the Soviet
experience, as Melvin (1995) suggests, and the absence of strong civil structures,
nations appeared to represent anti-totalitarian interests and it led to the creation of a
new enemy, “the fifth column of Russian-Soviet influence, the Russian-speaking
population. In this climate, the issue of citizenship quickly emerged as the focal point

for the political struggle to define new nation.” (Melvin, 1995, p.38)

The rhetoric of the transitional parliament of Latvia'> and even more so of a later
elected fifth Latvian Parliament in 1993 came to be dominated by nationalistic political
statements that were aimed at €ncouraging’Russians to return home to Russia (Lieven,
1993).The earlier ideas of the National Independence Movement of Latvia about the
direct lineage of the citizens of Latvia to the interwar Latvian republic came back into

play. This ended the period of harmony between the two communities that took place

2 The Supreme Council of the Republic of Latvia was the transitional parliament of Latvia from 1990
to 1993, after the restoration of independence. The Supreme Council was elected on 18 March 1990 as
the Supreme Soviet of the Latvian SSR. On 4 May 1990 it declared the restoration of independence of
Latvia and began a transitional period which lasted until the first session of the fifth Sacima on 6 July
1993. Independence was fully restored on 21 August 1991 during the Soviet coup attempt.
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just before Latvia regained its independence, and gave a clear message to Latvian

Russians.

Furthermore, from the autumn of 1991 to the approval of the 1994 Law on Citizenship,
steps were taken to have non-Latvians, predominantly Russians, effectively excluded
from political life and Latvian nation-building. Russians were then excluded from
Latvian citizenship. Grounded in international law, individuals who had arrived in
Latvia as a result of the occupation of Latvia by the Soviet Union were not to be
considered as citizens, but to be sent home to their country of origin (which was not
possible for a variety of reasons), or to be considered not as ethnic minorities, but as

migrants who could become citizens of Latvia only through a process of naturalisation.

While the road to independence was characterised by inter-ethnic co-operation, the
subsequent citizenship law and language and education policies caused significant
damage to Latvian-Russian relations, issues that I will look at in more detail in
subsequent chapters. These misguided policies came about as a result of distrust in and
fear of Russian-speakers and an unwillingness and/or inability to engage in dialogue
with both groups (Muiznieks, 2010). Thus, Russians in Latvia are often seen and
portrayed in political discourse as part of an enemy nation which wants to destroy the
Latvian nation and state from within (Lieven, 1993; Pabriks & Purs, 2001; Muzergues,

2004; Golubeva, 2010; Golubeva & Kazoka, 2010).

Moreover, this issue has been made even more testing because of another Soviet legacy
- the primordial ethnic understanding of the nation. Because of these Soviet experiences
many post-Soviet nations, including Latvia, took an ethnic form. While Others, in
this case Russian-speakers, could be included in civic nations, they could not, by
definition, be incorporated into ethnic nations. Because membership of this primordial
community is considered to be fixed and hereditary, one can only be born into it. This
makes it even harder to accept Russians as loyal members of the Latvian nation. In
this context, Russia, as a legitimate successor of the Soviet Union, serves as a
reminder of the great suffering of the Latvian nation (Golubeva, 2010) and only
facilitates distrust in Latvia’s Russians by Latvians because they are a part of the

Russian nation; they are the Other.
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Taking Slezkine’s approach (1994) I would suggest that Latvia adopted the “passport
nationality column” approach, whereby the nationality category in one’s passport during
Soviet times assumed that political legitimacy in a particular territory could only be
claimed by the titular nationality, understood as an ethnically homogeneous people. This
leads to a creation of an ethnically defined nation-state, whereby the ethno-nation is the
legitimate owner of the state. The prevailing narrative taken up by ethnic Latvians
after the collapse of the Soviet Union was that the Latvian nation-state had existed
prior to and during occupation by the Soviet Union but that they had been denied their
national expression during the 50 'dark' years of Soviet rule, and that they were
yearning for freedom. Furthermore, the Latvian nation was defined against Russians
and Russian- speakers, which now it makes it very challenging to incorporate them

into a single national collective.

This has an important influence on the current acculturation and identification of the
Russian-speaking population in Latvia. This distrust directed towards Russian-
speakers by Latvians and the feelings of hurt and upset on the part of Russian-speakers
themselves dominate debates on nationality policy in Latvia and create barriers for the

successful realisation of integration, as we shall see in the following sections.

3.4 Nationality policy in contemporary Latvia

Before looking at the processes of identification of Russian-speakers in post-Soviet
Latvia, it is important to consider the nationality policy context. There are two main
issues that are usually discussed when looking at any nationality policy: the preservation
and development of the national language and culture on the one hand, and the
maintenance of ethnic minority languages and cultures in a multicultural society, on the

other.

In Latvia, nationality policy has to operate within the discourse of fear and distrust from

Latvians and feelings of hurt and also fear of assimilation from Russians. Additionally,
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as described in the previous chapter, the Soviet Union failed to create a civic identity

and only strengthened the Latvian ethno-nation. Furthermore, as Nils Muiznieks states:

“In the final decades of Soviet rule, a situation developed in
which two numerically similar groups had formed — a Latvian
language group and Russian-speakers — which differed in their
sources of information, their attitudes towards the situation in Latvia
and in their value orientations.” (2010, p.34)

These differences and Soviet legacies necessitated an integration policy and other

policies related to it to accommodate the multicultural nature of modern Latvian society.

Nevertheless, in the early 1990s, right after Latvia regained its independence,
multicultural values were not seen by the new political elite as something that would
help to maintain the stability of the state. It was felt to be more important to restrict the
political rights of the predominantly Russian-speaking migrants in Latvia and encourage
their return ‘home’ to Russia or other post-Soviet countries of origin (Vebers, 2000).
Russians and other Russian-speakers were labelled migrants and ‘aliens’; many of them
did not receive citizenship automatically; instead they had to apply for it and go through

a naturalisation process.

Several pieces of legislation as part of nationality policy were produced, the two key
ones being the Law on Citizenship'® and the State Language Law, the latter
proclaiming the Latvian language as the state language without any special

acknowledgment of the Russian language.

B The Citizenship Law was adopted in 1994 after long discussions. Since Latvia’s government
claimed that they had restored the Latvian state that existed prior to the Soviet occupation, only those
residents who were registered or whose ancestors were registered as citizens of the pre-occupation
Republic of Latvia, as well as ethnic Latvians who could prove their ethnic origin, could
automatically acquire Latvian citizenship. People who migrated to Latvia after June 17, 1940 and their
descendants became non-citizens as they lost their former citizenship of the USSR, but did not qualify
for Latvian citizenship. In 1998 after a referendum the Citizenship Law was amended to allow non-
citizen parents to register their children born in Latvia after 1991 as Latvian citizens. The Citizenship
Law itself does not state that Russians cannot get citizenship automatically, but it does say that ethnic
Latvians can even if their ancestors were not citizens of the pre-war Republic of Latvia. Thus, the
Latvian Citizenship Law includes both ius solis for children born after 1991 even if both their parents
are non-citizens and ius sanguinis for ethnic Latvians
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In the middle of the 1990s, when the Latvian political elite realised that the ethnic
minorities and migrants were there to stay, the issue of the integration of Latvian society
emerged as a priority. In 1997 the Board of Naturalisation commissioned a study ‘On
the Way to a Civic Society’. This research showed that there were great differences in
the attitudes and behaviour of citizens and non-citizens in Latvia and that Latvia was on
the way to becoming a two-community state. This study was taken as a base for the
development of the integration programme that was finally accepted by Parliament in

2001.

The National Programme ‘Integration of Society in Latvia’ set specific aims for the
political, judicial, social, educational and cultural realms of society, and reaffirmed
that the integration of society was a government priority, at least at an official level.
Yet, as some researchers argue (Muiznieks, 2010), when integration policy was
adopted, it was a messy compromise formed largely as the result of international
pressure in a context of crisis rather than a true reflection of the situation and dialogue
between the Latvians and non-Latvians. Therefore, the integration idea looked much
better on paper than in the actual changes in policy and everyday attitudes and

behaviour of people.

The Law on the Society Integration Foundation (SIF) was adopted in 2001. The
Foundation helps to implement the objectives of the state programme ‘Integration of
Society in Latvia’ and financially supports initiatives that encourage both the social and
ethnic integration of Latvian society. The Foundation supports society integration

projects and manages both state and foreign donor and European Union funding.

Ilona Kunda (2010) notes that, although the Foundation is widely recognised as an
efficient, transparent and well-governed agency, it is not a pro-active player in

integration policy development. As Kunda puts it:

wInspired by a somewhat misplaced faith in the self-organizing
capacity of society and its ability to generate integration policy
solutions “from below,” the Foundation has often supported
“monologue” projects lacking sustained face-to-face contact between
persons belonging to different cultural groups. This was not only a
politically safe path to tread in the political minefield of integration
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policy, it also reflected the preferences of many inhabitants of
Latvia, who sought support for maintaining and reproducing familiar
strategies of separation. (Kunda, 2010, p. 281)”

Reflecting a renewed focus by the government on integration issues, the Secretariat of
the Minister of Special Assignments for Society Integration Affairs was established in
November 2002. The Secretariat has focused on efforts to promote multidimensional
dialogue among the various ethnic communities in Latvia and implement anti-
discrimination measures and policies. Yet, in December 2008, the Secretariat of
Minister of Special Assignments for Society Integration Affairs was closed and some of
the functions moved to the Ministry of Family and Children’s Affairs and later to the
Ministry of Justice. Since 2008, within the context of economic crises, ethnic integration
issues have not been seen as a priority and have been moved into the background

once again.

For the purpose of setting up a context in which Russian-speaking adolescents form
their acculturation attitudes and choose specific behaviours and identifications, I would
now like to focus on the outcomes in the two main areas of integration 20 years after
Latvia regained its independence and 10 years after the first Programme for Integration:
language and communication, and legal and political issues (mainly citizenship). I will
look at the issues of ethnicity and language in the area of education in more detail in the
next chapter. Additionally, I will analyse in more depth the linguistic behaviour of
young Russian-speakers later when I look at the empirical data from this study. Thus,
here I will only give a brief sketch of the developments in these two areas over the last

20 years.

Language and communication

During Soviet times a massive campaign of russification was started to decrease the
usage of the Latvian language and culture in the public domain, with Russian language
playing the primary role in all official communication. This did not significantly
alter the maintenance of the Latvian language among Latvians, but did nothing to

encourage non-Latvians to learn the Latvian language.
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Currently, survey results show that Russian and Latvian languages continue to compete
in everyday life as a means of communication in Latvia; in 2005 94 per cent of Latvian
population could communicate in Russian and 91 per cent could communicate in
Latvian (LETA, 2005). In the census of 2000, about one half of Russians claimed
knowledge of Latvian. This is a significant jump from the figure of about 21 per cent
reported in the last Soviet census of 1989. However, these figures also mask huge
regional and generational differences in Latvian language knowledge. As a rule,
knowledge of Latvian is significantly better among the younger generation, but weaker

in Latgale, Latvia's easternmost region.

Statistical data from the Board for Citizenship and Migration Affairs show that in
January 2010, 60 per cent of the population of Latvia are ethnic Latvians, 27 per cent
ethnic Russians and 13 per cent people of another ethnic origin (such as Poles,
Ukrainians and Belarusians). However, if we look at the linguistic split we have a
slightly altered picture. Thus according to Latvia’s population census of 2000, 61 per
cent of the population spoke Latvian and 37 per cent spoke Russian as their first

language.

Nevertheless, 95 per cent of those with Latvian as their native tongue self-identified as
Latvians, 2 per cent chose Russian as their ethnic self-identification and 3 per cent chose
some other ethnicity. On the contrary, only 75 per cent of those who chose Russian as
their mother tongue self-identified as Russians, 5 per cent identified as Latvians and 20
per cent as some ethnic group. And yet if we look at people whose ethnic and linguistic
identification overlap, then we find it is true for 95 per cent of Russians and 96 per

cent of Latvians.

In this demographic and linguistic context, all of the Latvian political parties emphasise
that the Latvian language is the most important resource for integration in Latvia
because it is the official state language. It is hoped that the Latvian language will serve
as a base for Latvian national identity and help to unify society. However, many non-
Latvians and their political representatives argue that if harmony and integration in
society are to be realistic goals, there should be a balance between the different

languages in Latvia and the Latvian language cannot serve as the basis for Latvian
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national identity if the Latvian nation is to include non-Latvians. At the same time,
however, they admit that everyone needs to learn the Latvian language and that the

Latvian language is important in Latvia.

This is also reflected in the linguistic behaviour of non-Latvians. On the one hand the
Latvian language learning programme '* and some changes in the education system can
be considered one of the most successful projects in integration with regards to Latvian
language knowledge. An annual national survey on language (2008) carried out by the
Baltic Data House provides strong evidence that Latvian language proficiency among
non-Latvians, as well as interest in learning Latvian, has increased. On the other hand,
however, the Russian language continues to be self-sufficient in many urban areas in
Latvia, in Riga in particular, and to serve as the language of interethnic communication,
while the use of the Latvian language is very often limited only to the situations where it

is formally required (BISS, 2008a).

Additionally, mass communication in Latvia is characterised by a separation of sources
by language (Kruks, 2001; Sulmane, 2006; Muiznieks, 2010; Golubeva, 2010). There
are many Russian and Latvian media outlets that are quite diverse, but there is still
almost no interaction between the two groups. Ilze Sulmane (2010) argues that Latvia
has two stable, self-sufficient media subcultures based on the Latvian and Russian
languages. These subcultures can be described by the use of different sources and
divergent messages and views towards important aspects of socio-political life in Latvia,
such as history, education, the Latvian Parliament and international affairs (Golubeva,
2010). While there are examples of people who participate in both subcultures, they
form an exception to the rule of the coexistence of two separate parallel information

worlds.

Legal and political issues

" In 1995, the government initiated the National Programme for Latvian Language Learning,
administered as from October 2004 by the National Agency for Latvian Language Training [NALLTY),
which in 2009 was reorganised into the Latvian Language Agency (LLA).
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With regards to citizenship and other legal status issues, although the majority of
Russian-speakers arrived in Latvia only after World War 11, the proportion of those who
were born in the territory of Latvia continues to grow. In 1989, approximately 40 per
cent of the Russian-speaking population in Latvia were born there, but by 2000 this
proportion had increased to more than 60 per cent. Nevertheless, non-citizens still
represent 15% of the population 20 years after independence. With regards to the role
of citizenship, participation, and representation in integration, Ilze Brands Kehris
(2010) noted that it is difficult to declare massive progress in this area. Moreover,
naturalisation rates recently hit an all-time low. Overall, the number of non-citizens
halved from 715,000 in 1991 to 382,226 in 2010. Due to both the successful work of
the Board of Naturalisation and to Latvia joining the EU in 2004 the naturalisation
rate reached its height in 2004-2006, peaking in 2005, but has decreased rapidly since
(see Figure 3-1). The largest proportion of naturalised citizens (65 per cent) are of
Russian ethnicity, which corresponds to their share among the non-citizens of Latvia

(on 1 July 2010 64 per cent of non-citizens were Russian).

Insufficient knowledge of Latvian language and history used to be seen as the major
barrier for applying for naturalisation. Today language is very often only a
secondary concern'”. Instead, psychological aspects, such as the belief that citizenship
should be granted automatically for all those born in Latvia and viewing the
naturalisation process as humiliating, as well as pragmatic aspects such as reduced fees
for visas to CIS states, lack of money or time or just overall passiveness are the most

important barriers (Board of Naturalisation, 2003, p. 66).

15 Only 5% of those who applied for naturalisation from 1996 to 2010 did not pass the history test
and 13% did not pass the Latvian language test. However, it is interesting to note that the pass rates
in both history and language tests began to decrease from around 2001. For example, in 1999 less
than 1% did not pass the history test and the language test, but in 2010 18 % did not pass the history
test and 43% did notpass the language test. This needs separate further research.
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Figure 3-1 Naturalisation process in Latvia, 1995-2010 Source: Office of Citizenship and Migration

Affairs. Annual Citizenship Statistics Reports.

The full, equal and effective participation of all people in society in economic, cultural,
social and political life is not only a core aspect of integration, but it also influences
acculturation choices. Additionally, it has an impact on individuals’ overarching sense

of belonging to the state and thus identification with the state and various ethnic groups.
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In Latvia ethnic minorities are slightly under-represented at the national political level
and in some local governments'®, but well represented in others, e.g. the residents of
Riga elected an ethnic Russian mayor in 2010. Yet, citizenship remains the key political
participation criterion: the right to vote and stand as a candidate for elections in national
parliamentary elections is reserved to citizens only, and in local government elections to
citizens of the EU (Brands Kehris, 2010). Participation in elections remains at the centre

of nationality policy and discourse in Latvia.

Furthermore, unlike in Estonia, Latvian political parties stay largely oriented towards
one ethnic and/or linguistic group. In addition most ethnic minority activists and
politicians see their political participation as being quite unproductive in both

legislative politics and through advisory bodies (Brands Kehris & Pice, 2005).

As has been mentioned above, there are a number of key pieces of legislation affecting
integration (e.g. the Law on Citizenship and the State Language Law). Almost all of
these laws were adopted and later amended (if at all) under severe international pressure.
Since the last amendments in late nineties there have been no further changes to this

legislation to reflect new changing social and political contexts.

Parallel to these developments in Latvia, the Russian Federation has adopted several
policy documents in the realm of ’compatriots’ policy, created new institutions to
implement them, and allocated increasing amounts of funding to diaspora NGOs and
Russian diaspora media, including in Latvia. As a result, in 2009, for the first time since
the early 1990s, the number of Latvian non-citizens applying for Russian citizenship

exceeded that applying for Latvian citizenship.

Moreover, all subsequent policies were and continue to be very Soviet in their outlook
even if different in content. The name of the dominant group has swapped between

Latvian and Russian, but very few from either group’s political elite have questioned the

1% The statistics on ethnicity and mother tongue together with other socio-demographic information of
MPs and local councils are available at the home page of the Central Election Commission.
(http://www.cvk.lv/cgi-bin/wdbcgiw/base/komisijas2010.galrez10.statko)
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very core of the policies and institutions — the primordial understanding of ethnicity
leading to an ethnic nation and single nation-state. Furthermore, the everyday life of
ordinary people is much more complicated than a standard division into Latvians and

Russians (Cara, 2010a), creating an even bigger gap between state policies and people.

In summary, acculturation trends of the larger society as represented by nationality
policies in Latvia are rather ambiguous, with elements of separation, marginalisation
and integration within different domains. Latvia has experienced integration in some,
such as Latvian language knowledge and progress towards a formally unified
education system (as we will see in the next section), but there are quite stable patterns

of separation in the media and in public as well as political life.

Finally, in 2011, ten years after the original Programme for Integration was accepted,
the Cabinet of Ministers approved the guidelines for the National Identity and Society
Integration Policy for 2012-2018, developed by the Ministry of Culture. The main aim
of these guidelines is a strong, consolidated Latvian nation, a national and democratic
community based on the Latvian language, culture and national identity (Ministry of
Culture of the Republic of Latvia (2011). Guidelines on National Identity, Civil Society
and Integration Policy (2012-2018)."

7 The guidelines identify several problems that need to be solved. Among those are the overall
political inertness of the people, distrust in social and political bodies, the lack of any system and regular
campaigns to battle social exclusion and discrimination problems, no sufficient civic education for
young people. Additionally, the guidelines argue that although Latvian language skills have improved
notably, the state language is still not used enough in the public space, which is blamed on the self-
sufficiency of Russian in the public space and Latvians' passivity in communication with non-
Latvians as well as the fact that Latvians are often discriminated against on the labour market because
of their insufficient proficiency in Russian. Furthermore, this is also seen as being related to teachers and
education. First, teachers in ethnic minority schools differ in their understanding and willingness to
improve children's Latvian language skills. Second, the school curriculum does not offer anything to
non-Latvians which they could use to situate themselves within Latvian culture. Finally, as the
guidelines state, some people in Latvia base their interpretation of Latvian history, the Soviet era in
particular, on ‘false’ historical facts. This, in the view of the authors of the guidelines, divides Latvia's
social memory and hinders the development of an integrated society. In order to solve these problems,
the document offers three action plans, each with its own goals and events to be implemented. "Civic
Society and Integration" deals with the immigrants, strengthening Latvian cultural space as a foundation
for consolidation of society, enhancing the Latvian identity of Latvians living abroad. "Consolidated
Social Memory" deals with promoting such understanding of World War II and the Soviet occupation of
Latvia that would be based on true and verified facts and democratic values, promoting Latvian and
European history studies in schools. "National Identity: Language and Cultural Space" provides for
consolidating the use of Latvian in Latvia's public space, improving Latvian language skills among
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These guidelines stimulated much discussion among academics and the non-Latvian
political elite. The main focus of the discussion was the idea that the Latvian language,
culture and social memory should serve as the basis for the integration and unification of
all people living in Latvia. It is hard to believe that ten years have passed between the
first and second programmes; nothing appears to have been learned from the 20 years
of independence of the Latvian state. The guidelines still embody the idea of Latvia

as a single nation-state and Latvians as an ethnic nation (Kreile, 2011).

Elerte (2011), who was Minister of Culture when the guidelines were accepted, argues
that the "Latvian nation-state is inclusive. It has a duty to strengthen its own identity, but
also to be open to those who are willing to be included. It means that one not only can
be born as a Latvian, but one can become a Latvian” (Elerte, 2011). Nevertheless, it
is hard to call a single nation-state inclusive if it accepts only those who are
effectively Latvian either in ethnic terms or through assimilation. As Kreile argues in her

criticism of the guidelines:

., The idea that Latvian culture and social memory is the base for the
unification of the Latvian nation, in my opinion, is quite simplified.
It by design excludes from the nation anybody who has a different
culture or dissimilar historical memory. And as it happens to be
most of these people are ethnic minorities. ... In Elerte’s integration
plan in the utopian Latvia we are either born into the ethnic group

that is set as an example or are trying hard to become one.” (Kreile,
2011)

Other academics (Hanovs, 2010; Ijabs, 2011) suggest that these guidelines represent, on
the one hand, the fear among ethnic Latvians to lose their language and culture and, on
the other, the exclusive hierarchical top positions that ethnic Latvians have enjoyed for
the last 20 years. They also argue that integration is only possible when all people who
live in Latvia can fully and equally participate in the maintenance and construction of

Latvian culture, because successful societal integration is brought about by the

Latvians residing abroad, ethnic minorities, non-citizens, new development of civic education,
strengthening traditional and non-traditional forms of civic participation, encouraging social inclusion
and preventing discrimination, increasing the role of the mass media in society integration.
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integration of two or more groups to form a unified society rather than the integration
of one group into a pre-existing society. The Latvian government accepts the latter,

whereas ethnic minorities accept the former.

As Juris Rozenvalds explained in his recent (2012) conference presentation, the situation
in Latvia is very challenging because of the existence of the two minority groups, rather
than a minority and a majority or two equal groups. Latvians still partially feel as a
minority and in some urban areas they numerically are, whereas Russians also have
adapted a minority status. Both groups fear losing their culture and language and
this hinders any further positive development in the ethnic policy and societal

cohesion in Latvia.

The question of discrimination based on one’s ethnicity and language is one of the most
extensively discussed issues in Latvia and is often seen as a consequence of the
existence of “ethnic democracy” (Smith et al., 1998; Smooha, 2001; Hughes, 2005) and
the revenge of Latvians for the Soviet past (Horowitz, 1998). According to Horowitz
(1998), ethnic discrimination is justified by the willingness of the majority to correct
historical injustice, such as asymmetric bilingualism during the Soviet era in many
Soviet republics and dominance of the Russian language and culture. In addition,
however not discussed openly and justified, discriminatory policies are the means by
which the majority in the Latvian government tries to protect the socio-economic
position of Latvians, by securing for them access to jobs in the public sector (Bardhan,

1997; Horowitz, 1998; Docquier and Rapoport, 2003a, 2003b).

The Citizenship and Language Laws and restrictions on the labour market related to
these two documents are often seen as discriminatory policies that are likely to worsen
the socio-economic position of Russian-speakers compared with ethnic Latvians. Ethnic
minorities are already underrepresented in some of the more stable and secure
occupations where proficiency in Latvian is crucial, such as public administration
(Pabriks, 2002; Hazans, 2005). Interestingly, in Latvia, where bias would be expected
on grounds of ethnicity, the actual survey data from the New Baltic Barometer shows
that a majority of both Latvians and Russians expect fair treatment in bureaucratic

encounters and insofar as unfair treatment occurs it tends to be distributed randomly
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rather than being the typical behaviour towards members of a particular social or

ethnic group (Galbreath & Rose, 2008).

However, very few researchers have shown the actual existence of ethnic discrimination
and inequality in Latvia. Pabriks (2002) explains the situation as resulting from poor
Latvian language knowledge, a lack of citizenship and scepticism among ethnic
minorities regarding work in state institutions, rather than discrimination on the labour
market. Similarly, Aasland and Flotten (2001) argued that the most important factor to
explain social inequality seems to be education, but education levels among Latvians

and Slavic minorities in Latvia are very similar.

In assessing Latvian social policy, Rajevska (2010) found no close link between
ethnicity and poverty. However, she did show that ethnic Latvians are better
informed about their social rights. In addition, in a 2009 ruling, the European Court of
Human Rights found that Latvia’s pension policy stating that time worked outside of the
territory of Latvia is counted in calculating pensions for citizens but not for non-citizens

was discriminatory against non-citizens.

Only Hazans (2005), using 2002 Labour Force data, showed that the average net
earnings of ethnic Latvians were 10 per cent higher compared with other ethnic
groups. Moreover, ethnic non-Latvians were more likely to be unemployed and were
overrepresented among the long-term unemployed. In the late 1990s, employment rates
among non-Latvians were lower than among Latvians. This was the case both on
average and after accounting for other relevant factors (Hazans, 2005). Despite
inconsistent policymaking, remarkable progress was achieved between 1997 and 2008
in ethnic equality on the labour market, due to strong economic growth accompanied by
a massive outflow of labour after EU enlargement, but as Latvia entered a recession in
the second half of 2008, most of these gains in the relative position of minorities in

terms of employment rates and earnings were again lost (Hazans, 2010).

Furthermore, drawing on survey data on emigration intentions in Latvia, Ivlevs (2008)
showed that, after controlling for other factors such as age, education, income and

region, the probability of emigration of a Russian minority individual is higher than that
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of a majority individual. In addition, for Russian-speakers, higher education and income
levels are associated with a higher probability of emigration compared to ethnic
Latvians. These findings, Ivlevs argues, might be explained by linguistic discrimination
in the labour market and inefficient minority integration policies, such as minority

education reform. Similar conclusions had been reached by Hughes in 2005.

When looking at discrimination and social inequality it is not only the objective
indicators that are important but also public perceptions of the situation. These
perceptions are important, as they can serve to guide the behaviour of individuals or
groups in society. Moreover, subjective evaluations of various disparities are important

in acculturation processes and are also related to the formation of identification.

The ‘On the Way to a Civic Society’ survey in 1997 showed that 67 per cent of non-
citizens believed that “to be a non-citizen means discrimination in the labour market”.
Furthermore, one-third of those with poor Latvian expressed this view compared with
a fifth of those who were fluent in Latvian. The number of those non-citizens who
perceived “discrimination in the labour market” in 1997 decreased only slightly in 2000

to 63 per cent (BISS, 1997, 2000a).

There was no change in the proportion (around one-quarter) of Latvian inhabitants who
thought that in the previous three years they had experienced discrimination based on
their language (BISS, 2006b). However, the same study shows a very marked decrease
among those who thought that they had been discriminated against in the last three years
due to their ethnicity; from 43 per cent in 1996 to 11 per cent in 2006. Thus, issues of
ethnicity and of ethnic language in particular, are at the centre of perceived

discrimination in Latvia among non-Latvians.

Nationality policy and the status of Russians in Latvia 20 years after Latvia regained its
independence is still a very controversial issue. Latvians were traumatised by the
violence of Soviet rule: deportations, mass repressions, collectivisation, the loss of
independence. Russians, especially those of the older generation, have been traumatised

by the change in their status and feel betrayed by Latvians. Ethnic relations in the last

115



20 years have seen a period of adjustment for both Latvians and Russians and some
improvement. Latvians have had to reconcile themselves to the fact that the Russians are
in Latvia to stay. Russians, for their part, have had to become accustomed to the fact

that Latvia is an independent state and that they should learn the Latvian language.

Nevertheless, the current official guidelines suggest that assimilation is still seen as the
only possible solution envisaged by the government for the future of Latvia, making

separation or marginalisation more appealing for ethnic minorities.

3.5 Education and ethnicity in Latvia: bilingual education in segregated

schools

Schools provide an important context for secondary ethnic socialisation. They are where
adolescents spend a large part of their day during the week, and, in the case of ethnic
minorities, encounter the national school standards (values and knowledge) in the

form of the formal curriculum and the majority’s culture and language.

Moreover, education is an essential means for human development and social cohesion
(Smith, 2001; Sommers & Buckland, 2004). The education system is very often seen
as an integrative factor in multicultural societies. Schools are seen as places where the
new generation, regardless of their ethnic origin, acquires through the formal
curriculum the knowledge, attitudes and values that they will need as members of
society. Contemporary society still sees schools as institutions that “create social
beings” in the Durkheimian sense (Durkheim, 1956, 1961) and solve social problems,
by facilitating social inclusion and tolerance (Aboud & Fenwick, 1999). Nevertheless,
social researchers have shown limited interest in this function of the schooling system,
especially in how schools influence acculturation and the construction of ethnic (and

national) identity.
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However, research and history suggest that education can also be a powerful device for
the reproduction and creation of human stratification and segregation as well as having
the potential to generate or intensify conflict (Bush & Salterelli, 2000). This can be
illustrated with conflict in segregated education systems, for instance, between
Albanians and Serbs in Kosovo or Protestants and Catholics in Northern Ireland.
These examples show that education may let diversity and cultural differences
become the basis for separation between groups of people and reproduce this division

rather than facilitate the cohesion and integration of a multicultural society.

Whether the end result for ethnic minorities is assimilation, separation or integration
depends on both the way the education system is structured and on the content of the
curriculum (both hidden and formal). On the one hand, schools may serve as an
arena for different ethnic groups to construct a common civic culture within one state.
On the other, education systems can be used to promote a particular definition of
national and/or ethnic identity that includes certain groups and excludes others.
Segregated education may serve to maintain inequality among groups within society and
to reproduce societies with two or more separate communities. This study seeks to
develop a clearer understanding of one particular dimension of contemporary
education: the construction of ethnicity within a segregated education system in ethnic
minority schools (Russian-language schools) that implement bilingual education
programmes in Latvia. In the literature on ‘bilingual education’ the term is used to
describe a variety of educational programmes involving two or more languages to
varying degrees. In this study I limit the definition to the one used in Hamers &
Blanc’s book describing: “any system of school education in which, at a given
moment in time and for a varying amount of time, simultaneously or consecutively,

instruction is planned and given in at least two languages.” (1995, p. 189)

Ever since the establishment of public education in Latvia by the Baltic Germans during
the 19" century, the school system, at least at the primary level, has been divided
according to language/ethnicity. In 1918, the Latvian school education system was for
the first time controlled by Latvians, but there was still no unified national schooling

and the linguistic dimension of ethnicity was built into the school system as a
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fundamental category. Besides Latvian schools there were a number of considerably
autonomous minority schools. During Soviet times there was a highly uniform
curriculum, but schools were still separated into two linguistic streams and this was even
encouraged. The separation of children into different schools during the Soviet period
was in line with the idea of national self-determination as one of the basic principles of
the multi-national, quasi-federal structured union (Bjorklund, 2004). Separate Russian-
language schools were also necessitated by the massive waves of immigration from

Russia and other Soviet Republics to Latvia.

Soviet language policy may be described by the term asymmetrical bilingualism or
bilingualism for non-native Russian speakers. In Latvia bilingualism referred only to the
Latvian population. Latvians were required to be fluent in Russian. Latvian children
were taught Russian language in schools, but Russian children were not expected to
learn the Latvian language. Although in all three Baltic States the possibility of
education in the local language was offered, the national languages were undermined by
the political promotion of the Russian language in all official contexts and, in addition,
communication with Russian-speakers had to be in Russian, as very few Russian-
speakers spoke Latvian. Moreover, because Russian was considered to be of practical

use, many Latvian children went to Russian schools.

The segregated education system in Latvia during Soviet times and the continuation of
the same schooling system nowadays has resulted not only in a two-community
state, but also in poor knowledge of the Latvian language among adolescents from
schools with Russian as the main language of instruction. Those adolescents may
therefore have a reduced chance of further education at Latvian universities and/or of
competing in the labour market (Pisarenko, 2002, 2004). Recent ethnic minority
education reform has created even greater tension in Latvian society, making ethnicity
in schools a sensitive and politicised issue and putting considerable pressure and

responsibility on the education system (Pisarenko & Zepa, 2004). In 1999, all

'® In 1995 the Education Law was amended and starting from 1996/1997 academic year two subjects had
to be taught in Latvian in grades 5-9 and three in grades 10-12 in ethnic minority schools. Schools in most
cases chose music, arts, sports subjects and only in rare cases some other subjects where the linguistic
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ethnic minority primary schools in Latvia had to switch to bilingual education, while
ethnic minority secondary schools have had to teach at least 60% of class time in
Latvian since September 2004. These ‘language in education’ reforms have created
anxiety among ethnic minorities about the psychological well-being of their children,
knowledge of school subjects and proficiency in their native language as well as fear
of assimilation. Moreover as some limited research on the results of the education
reform suggests (Halyavin & Malashonok, 2007) the decrease of the level of
knowledge in Mathematics and History, that coincides with the first graduates who
were taught according to the principles of the 2004 reform is related to the language the

examination work is performed in.

There are many unanswered questions surrounding the education reform. Firstly, why
was 2004 chosen for the implementation of the reform if children who started their
education bilingually would be in year 10 only in 2008? There is also a lack of clarity
about the implementation mechanisms. Bilingual education models were prepared on a
theoretical level without any guidelines on how to use them in real life. Similarly, for
secondary schools, the Law only states that 60 per cent of study time has to be in

Latvian, but there are no clear guidelines on how to implement it.

Many authors (Silova, 2002; Bjorklund, 2004; Galbreath & Galvin, 2006; Hogan-Brun,
2006, 2007) argue that the education reforms in Latvia regarding ethnic minorities used
the same strategy as the Soviets did for their educational reforms. These strategies
involve a high level of centralisation and bureaucratic control in combination with
uniform curricula. Education in the Soviet Union was given a normative and ideological
character and there was a separation of schools into two groups, one for Latvian and one
for Russian-speaking children. The Russian language also dominated school education.

The ethnic character of the current Latvian state strategies and education reforms bears a

aspect is much more central. From 1999 the Education Law was amended again and schools had to choose
from different educational programmes that represented various models and proportion of the Latvian and
other languages used as a means of instruction. Ethnic minority schools could continue their work and
receive funding from the government only if they implemented one of these models. Schools also could
use their own model, but it had to be accredited by the Ministry of Education. Only a few schools used
this opportunity.
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great resemblance to the strategies used during the Soviet period. This process can be

called the ‘titularisation’ or ‘Latvianisation’ of schools (Galbreath & Galvin, 2006).

Surveys (Zepa, 2004b) show that overall the attitude of Russian-speakers about their
children learning the Latvian language is positive. The great majority of them support
bilingual education, yet only about half of Russian-speakers in Latvia supported
teaching 60 per cent in Latvian in minority secondary schools before the start of the
2004 reform. It also has to be mentioned here that the lack of research and professional
information before the start of the education reform made it a highly politicised issue.
As a consequence, Russian-speaking parents and schoolchildren protested against plans

to have 60 per cent of school subjects taught in the national language instead of Russian.

My own academic research (Pisarenko, 2002, 2004, 2006; Pisarenko & Zepa, 2004)
leads to the conclusion that significant tension exists in Latvia due to the fact that the
Latvian language does not serve as a communication tool for all members of Latvian
society. That is why the right to make decisions about the education system seems so
essential. The fact that the two largest linguistic groups are competing in the area of
language hierarchy and education means that this is one of the basic conflicts between
Latvian-speaking and Russian-speaking residents in Latvia, because both sides feel that
they are threatened. Latvians are afraid that the Russian language will take over Latvian,
but Russian-speakers in their turn are afraid of assimilation. Given that education is a
key resource in every society, the education reforms in Latvia have caused inter-ethnic
relationships to become more hostile thus exacerbating an ethnic split in the country

(Zepa, 2004a; 2004b; 2005).

Moreover, while focusing on language, very little attention has been paid to aspects of
culture, history, intercultural competence or citizenship studies at schools within these
reforms. A segregated education system does not reflect the ethnic or linguistic borders
that exist in everyday life outside schools. Reality is much more mixed. Besides, if
children in schools are left segregated, it will be almost impossible to solve the issue

of societal integration through the improvement of Latvian language knowledge only.
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One of the further functions of education as the main agency of secondary socialisation
is to transmit culture. However, this has proved problematic in Latvia. In the case of
ethnic minority children education is meant to introduce them to the majority culture so
they can become full members of society. All schools in Latvia, regardless of the
language of instruction, have the same formal curriculum that incorporates civic
education, for example, through history or social sciences, with the aim of creating an

integrated civic society.

However, the education system in Latvia has failed in its aim of eliminating ethnic
tensions through greater integration and identification with the Latvian language and
culture. Research shows that there are significant differences between the views of
adolescents from Latvian- and Russian-language schools in their perception of civic
values and participation (Kangro, 2004; Curika, 2009; Golubeva and Austers, 2011) as
well as their perception and knowledge of Latvian history (Makarovs and Boldane,
2009). Moreover, there is still a lack of teaching materials, and in some remote parts of
Latvia schoolbooks from the Soviet period are used in Russian schools, presenting
completely different views on society and history. Some other schools reported using

teaching materials supplied by Russian organisations from Russia (Bjorklund, 2004).

Nevertheless, both Latvians and ethnic minorities continue to support this existing
segregated system. Latvians are afraid to lose their own identity. Teachers in Latvian
schools also mention lack of experience, lack of teaching materials and other problems
that arise if they have Russian children within Latvian schools. Leading Russian
organisations and politicians also went along with the separation of schools, but for
other reasons; they want to secure high standards of Russian language and culture in
Latvia. Silova (2002) argues that these reforms are aimed at the gradual Latvianisation
of ethnic minority schools. At the same time by keeping schools separate the
government can always argue that multicultural education exists in Latvia in an attempt
to refute discrimination claims. The result is that schools are Latvian in their content, but
multicultural in their form while the education system in Latvia is multicultural in its
form (Silova, 2002), but not in its content, especially when bilingual education is

predominantly realised in ethnic minority schools and not in Latvian schools.
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As the BISS (2006a) research shows, schools in Latvia overall can be considered quite
well integrated culturally and ethnically with regards to the environment within the
school. Schools with Russian as the language of instruction seem to be more ethnically
diverse, as they are traditionally based on linguistic, not ethnic uniformity. Conflicts in
schools are described mostly as short term and non-violent, although the opposite also
occurs. There seem to be no explicit ethnic conflicts within the schools. With regards to
contacts and relationships between schools, it is interesting to note that contact with
people from the neighbouring schools was described as ‘good’ by the school staff, but as

indifferent and in some cases even hostile by the students in focus group discussions

(BISS, 2006a).

The link between the education system and societal integration, as analysed by Brigita
Zepa (2010), is a complex one. Some progress has been made in overcoming the Soviet
legacy of two parallel educational sub-systems operating in the Latvian and Russian
languages by means of the education reform. However, this progress can be
attributed more to the improvement in Latvian language knowledge and less to the
integration of society. Moreover, a significant share of Latvian and ethnic minority

pupils, parents and teachers still support separate education.

Although the Ministry of Education has developed a formal curriculum that is
compulsory for all schools, regardless of their language of instruction, there is also, |
argue, a ‘hidden curriculum’ that serves to segregate Latvian- and Russian-speakers.
According to Jackson (1968) school education constitutes a broader socialisation
process, whereby students learn the hidden norms and values of the larger society or
particular groups through interaction with teachers and peers. The hidden curriculum
represents a combination of assumptions about the nature of the social world (including
ideas about ethnicity and civic society), is a part of secondary socialisation and a
significant part of school life. I argue that hidden curricula can pass on ideas that can
influence adolescents’ identity formation and choice of acculturation strategies. As
Curika (2009) suggests in her research on the influence of Latvia’s segregated
education system on the civic socialisation of adolescents, the hidden curricula of

‘Latvian’ and ‘Russian’ schools reproduce segregated society in that adolescents from
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different schools have different views about civic participation and historical issues. The
influence of school culture - teachers, peers and the hidden curriculum - on acculturation
and adolescents’ identification with the state and its culture and language is thus an

important but under-researched area in Latvia.

Research (Golubeva and Austers, 2011) also suggests that the voluntarily segregated
system of schools reproduces (rather than produces) divergent visions of national history
and civic attitudes. Moreover, the minority teachers and students see the maintenance of
their ethnic identity as a priority in education, to be rated above civic participation in a
political community which does not give them a sense of empowerment or does not

welcome their equal participation.

The idea of the joint schooling of students from different ethnic groups meets with the
resistance of minority teachers and students on the grounds of the need to preserve a
separate cultural identity (Golubeva and Austers, 2011). This implies that any moves
toward overcoming the barriers among schools and creating a more coherent system of
multicultural education that helps to create and encourage a civic nation can take place
only via the gradual removal of symbolic barriers between Russians and Latvians.

Moreover, these barriers most probably are of a political rather than cultural nature.

3.6 ldentifications of Russian-speakers in Soviet and independent Latvia

Most researchers focus on Russians and/or Russian-speakers (those with Russian as a
native language) when discussing the situation of ethnic minorities in Latvia. The size of
the Russian minority in Latvia and its ‘problematic’ behaviour, such as their relatively
low knowledge and only occasional use of the Latvian language and the low
proportion of Latvian citizens and slow naturalisation rates, as well as the

geographical proximity of Russia have contributed to this focus.
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The Russian population in Latvia differs from the Russian Diaspora in Western
European countries and in the USA or from modern day Russian immigrants. Many
Russians and Russian-speakers did not perceive coming to Latvia as intentional
migration; very often they were convinced they had just moved to some other city or
town within their big state or were forced to move to border regions during World War
II, pursued by Germans. However, a closer examination of Russians in Latvia — their
history and socio-demographic profile — suggests caution in using any generalisations,

as Russians are not a homogeneous group.

Part of the Russian community has deep roots in Latvian society. By the end of the 18th
century, Latvia was fully under Russian control, but the presence of Russians was still
relatively low. Nevertheless, just before World War II, Russians, with 8.8 per cent of the
population in 1935 (see Figure 3-2), were the largest minority in Latvia. Among the
largest subgroups of Russians were the Old Believers, descendants of a group that split
off from the Orthodox Church in Russia in the late 17th century, suffered persecution

under the tsars' regime and moved to Latvia as religious refugees in the 18th century.

The influx of people from other parts of the Soviet Union started in mid-1941 and
peaked in the post-war period (1945 to 1959). During this period, the ethnic balance
changed significantly. The Russian proportion of the population in Latvia increased
from 168,000 to 556,000, while the number of Latvians decreased by 169,000 as a result
of forced deportations, voluntary migration or the relocation of Latvians to other parts of
the Soviet Union and additionally a low level of natural demographic growth. Besides,
increasingly more children from mixed families now chose to identify their ethnicity as
Russian rather than Latvian or any other. Furthermore, for most of the post-war period,
Russians and other Slavs continued to come and settle in Latvia. The Latvian group
declined from 62 per cent in 1959 to 52 per cent in 1989 (see Figure 3-2). The Russian

proportion increased from 27 to 34 per cent.

Thus the majority of Russians arrived in Latvia after World War II during the period
when Latvia was occupied by the Soviet Union. They came as workers from Russia and
other Soviet Republics. Russians in Latvia are concentrated in urban areas because of

their occupations and patterns of migration. In 1935, 63 per cent of the population in
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Riga were Latvians and only 9 per cent Russians. By 1989, Russians had become the

largest ethnic group (47 per cent) in Riga, while only 36 per cent were Latvians.
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Figure 3-2 Ethnic composition of Latvia, 1935-2010 Source: Office of Citizenship and Migration

Affairs. Annual Statistics Reports.
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When Latvia regained its independence in 1991, a small proportion of Russians and
other non-Latvians, including military personnel and their families, returned to Russia
and other former Soviet Republics. Data from the Office of Citizenship and
Migration Affairs show that there have been relatively small changes in the ethnic
balance in Latvia since then. Thus in January 2010, 60 per cent of the population of
Latvia were ethnic Latvians, 27 per cent ethnic Russians and 13 per cent people of

another ethnic origin (such as Poles, Ukrainians, and Belarusians).

As we saw, Soviet rule created highly consolidated nations in many Soviet republics.
However, the impact on the Russian nation and Russian national identity was mixed. In
the early years the Bolsheviks gave privileges to all nationalities, except Russians, as
they were afraid of Russian chauvinism and imperialism. Over time, and after World
War II in particular, the regime’s attitude to Russians changed and Russians became the
Big Brother for other Soviet nationalities, while Russian became the lingua franca of the

Soviet Union.

However, in Slezkine’s (1994) terms, the Soviet Union was similar to a “communal
apartment” where each nationality had its own room except for Russians who were
everywhere and nowhere, in a rather amorphous space. Russians did not have their own
defined territory; effectively they could claim only those lands that were not already
claimed by non-Russians. Russians were, as Hosking calls them, ”a kind of homeless
ruling class in danger of losing their identity” (1999, p. 215). Many things that were
Russian in cultural or traditional terms were destroyed or undermined under Soviet rule.
Russian pre-1917 identity was based predominantly on identification with the state, the
monarchy or the empire, or Orthodoxy and Slavdom (Martin & Suny, 2001, p.50).
Language also became important especially in the years just prior to the October
Revolution in 1917. Religion and Empire were destroyed by Sovietisation and only
language was left as a single but essential aspect. This explains why in modern-day
Latvia both Latvians and Russians clash over the maintenance of their languages as

they see them as the very core of their identity.

Russian traditional culture based on Orthodoxy and peasant village community was

partially demolished and partially conflated with the Soviet culture. The Soviet regime
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did a lot to undermine Russian identity (Hosking, 2001, p.432 and p.576), yet it also did
a great deal to reinforce Russian national feeling. The Soviet Union embodied Russian
patriotism: most of the Communist Party heads were Russian, Russian was its main
language and the language of command in the armed forces and of education, even
though primary schools in non-Russian areas used other languages for tuition. Russians
regarded themselves almost like a supernation chosen to bring together other nations
that could keep their culture and language but had to acknowledge Russians’ right to

rule over them and create one big state.

On the other hand, a common system of new Soviet atheist festivals and public holidays
was created and a new popular culture came into being. Many of the markers of
Russian identity, related to the village and Orthodoxy, were destroyed by the regime,
while others were co-opted to fill the content of Soviet identity. Russian language in the
Soviet Union was the bearer of a new Soviet culture, not Russian culture. Thus, the
process that is often called ‘russification’ was rather the ‘sovietisation’ of all ethnic
groups, including Russians. For many Russians that meant a weakening of their
national, religious and cultural identities. The Soviet regime raised imperial Russianness
(Russians ruling over other nations within the Soviet Union; Big Brother of all

nationalities), but weakened ethnic Russianness (Hosking, 1999, p.189).

Thus Soviet rule has not only brought challenges to the national identity of Russians in
diaspora, but also to Russian national identity everywhere, including in Russia. Soviet
rule destroyed much of Russian national identity and what is left is imperial
Russianness, as a feeling of belonging to a supernation that once ruled the world and a
belief that it could save the world again (Hosking, 2001). But the once strong Empire is
long gone and thus Russian identity has to be reconsidered in a new social, political and

cultural context.

Furthermore, these leftovers of the imperial Russian consciousness coupled with the
primordial understanding of nationality as a hereditary, exclusive feeling of loyalty to
just one particular ethnic group by ethno-nations in newly independent post-Soviet

states, including Latvia, make it very difficult for Russians outside Russia to integrate
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with other ethnic groups and build a strong common national identity defined in civic

terms.

As we can see after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russian-speakers’ political and
also psychological status in Latvia changed overnight. They became migrants and
‘aliens’ in the state they saw as their home; many of them could not acquire citizenship
automatically, but had to apply for it and pass specific exams. In 2010, only around
60 per cent of Russians are citizens of Latvia and the majority of the rest are without
any citizenship, i.e. they are ‘non-citizens’, while around 5 per cent are citizens of

Russia.

Nowadays Latvian passports do not indicate the holder’s ethnic origins. Individuals have
far greater choice in determining their identification than just one word on the ‘fifth line’
of their passport. This is an on-going process and can be a challenging task for
some people when their familial, historical and geographical positions tell different

stories.

Hence, after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the political and also psychological status
of Russians and Latvians changed. Already in the 1980s, researchers were thinking of
possible changes of identity in Russians who lived in different Soviet Republics outside
Russia. Some researchers (Kory, 1980) argued that they would keep their own identity
and language despite their minority position and distance from Russia, while others
proposed that Russian Diaspora identities would differ from homeland Russians and
Russians in diaspora would adopt some characteristics of the indigenous population

(Pavlovich, 1980; Melvin, 1995).

Payin (1994) argues that Russians in the post-Soviet space have been turning into
distinct ethnicities with special interests and values and unique ways of life that differ
not only from those of the ethnic majority, but also from those Russians living in Russia.
Similarly to Payin, the Norwegian researcher, Kolsto (1995, 1996, 1999), and other
researchers (Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002; Simonian, 2003; Pavlenko, 2006; Galbreath,
2006; Cara, 2007, Cara, 2010a) predict the formation of a new integrated Baltic or

Latvian-Russian or Russian-Latvian identity because of the negative net migration from
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Russia, the closeness of the two cultures and the acceptance by Russians of Baltic

values.

Yet, Kolsto (1999) shows that the high proportion of Russians in Latvia and the low
degree of rootedness in combination with continued strong links to Russia could also
imply the retention of a traditional Russian identity which could change into a new
identity by converging the various Russian-speaking groups. Pavlenko (2006) suggests
that the construction of a general diasporic Russian identity is just one of the possible
options together with bilingual or bicultural identity, a Russian-speaking population
identity or a unique ethnic Russian identity blended with local civic identity, resulting in

Latvian Russians or Russian citizens of Latvia.

As can be seen there are a variety of different Russian identities (Aasland, 1994;
Aasland & Flotten, 2001; Chinn & Kaiser, 1996; Barrington et al, 2003) rather than one
identity. Drawing on large-scale surveys and focus groups in Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Belarus and Ukraine, Barrington et al. (2003) challenged the notion of
ethnic Russians as a potential 'fifth column' or even that they are positively disposed
toward Russian political intervention in the near abroad. The research shows the
heterogeneity of personal histories and attitudes of Diaspora Russians, but there is no
strong identification with Russia as a homeland among ethnic Russians in the four

post-Soviet countries participating in the study.

Moreover, as some of the researchers argue (Ginkel, 2002) most studies of ethno-
national identity falsely “assume the solidarity of ethnic groups” and thereby overlook
the motivations and independent actions of individuals within these groups. Since
individual understandings of identity are far less rigid than traditional studies of
nationalism suggest, and the Latvian case clearly demonstrates the malleability of
individual identity and complexity of “individualist nationalist actions” (2002, p. 404).
Nevertheless, there were very few studies in Latvia that looked at this issues and this

study will aim to fill the gap in this knowledge.

While some researchers (Hughes, 2005) argue that exclusivist citizenship and language

policies have allowed the reproduction of titular ethnic hegemony creating some key
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push factors for a Russophone ‘exit’, others (Commercio, 2004) show how Russians
remain in Latvia because they have established an independent business community that
enables them to survive economically in the private sector. Additionally, other
researchers (Aasland and Flotten, 2001; Pabriks, 2002) show that ethnicity is not a
decisive factor explaining income inequalities in Latvia. The socio-economic status
of Russians and Latvians is rather similar. There are disproportions between natives
and minorities in certain institutions and branches of industry, but these
disproportions do not appear to derive from discrimination, but rather from segregation

tendencies.

Contrary to the prognosis that Russian-speakers will be and are integrated or separated,
David Laitin in his book (1998) argued that there are strong assimilationist incentives
in Latvia. In his view, Russians in Latvia have taken steps toward assimilation by
choosing to learn the Latvian language and by encouraging their children to learn
Latvian. Nevertheless, none of the studies by other researchers on linguistic aspects of
acculturation (Zepa & Karklins, 1995; Apine, 2001) in Latvia provides evidence of the
possible assimilation of Russian speakers. As Ponarin (2000) suggests, the choice to
learn Latvian can lead to bilingualism rather than assimilation. Moreover, there is also
no evidence that ethnic Latvians are ready to accept bilingual Russians into an ethnic
nation. Overall, there is definite evidence that the majority of Russians in Latvia are
beginning to identify with the Latvian state while remaining culturally distinct from

ethnic Latvians (Kronenfeld, 2005), but also distancing themselves from Russia.

This study looks at ethnocultural identity formation and development in Russian-

1.' Based on research available

speaking adolescents using a bidimensional mode
(Pavlovich, 1980; Melvin, 1995; Payin, 1994; Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002;
Simonian, 2003; Pavlenko, 2006; Cara, 2007) I argue that Russian-speaking
adolescents have a bicultural identity in that they identify with both Russian and
Latvian cultures and languages. I suggest that even if the primordial understanding of

the Latvian nation and respective nationality policy in Latvia facilitates separation

"% See chapter on ethnocultural identity.
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tendencies in young Russians, these adolescents still do not have any strong

identification with Russia and see Latvia as their homeland.

It is interesting to look at the results of this study in the context of these research
findings. To summarise, possible Russian-speaking identities in Latvia might be reduced
to three main options: (i) assimilation into the Latvian cultural group; (ii) separation,
maintaining a distinct Russian identity; and (iii) integration , forming a new identity
combining strong identifications with both the Russian and Latvian groups and cultures.
A fourth (and secondary) option might be marginalisation in terms of not feeling

accepted by Latvians, but at the same time feeling alienated from the Russian ethnic

group.

The following chapter will look more closely at the responses of Russian-speaking
adolescents from Russian schools in Riga and how they negotiate their identities in the
context of these various social, political and historical influences and which is the

preferred option from the three mentioned above.

3.7 Conclusions

In this chapter I have shown how various historical, political and social legacies have
created two largely separate linguistic communities in Latvia: Latvian- and Russian-
speakers. I have also suggested that while attempts were made to integrate the two
communities, only some were successful so these two groups remain segregated to a

certain extent. Both communities played a role in these processes.

Ethnic Russians in the post-Soviet countries have to be viewed as a number of ethnic or
national minorities in unique socio-historical contexts rather than a united Diaspora.
Research shows a tendency towards the establishment of distinct Baltic-Russian
cultures, some separation tendencies and a certain resilience of traditional Soviet and

Russian traditions and attitudes.
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On the one hand, the demographic situation and fear among Latvians that they might
lose their language and culture and become a minority in their own state, coupled with
the ethnic rather than civic understanding of the nation, proved to be problematic when
trying to accommodate Russian-speakers as part of Latvian society. On the other, the
imperial identity of Russian-speakers, the sudden change in their political and social
status, the fear of assimilation as well as feelings of betrayal and hurt created barriers for

a successful dialogue between the two groups in Latvian society.

The Soviet legacy of thinking of  nationality in  primordial terms and the
conceptualisation of the Latvian nation as an ethnic entity, as well as treating Russian-
speakers as an enemy of the Latvian nation, could have a negative influence on the
successful integration of Russian adolescents in Latvia and could encourage the choice

of separation.

Moreover, the chapter demonstrated that Soviet rule did much to undermine the
components of Russian national identity but did a great deal to reinforce Russian
national feeling and focus on language as the core of both Latvian and Russian identity.
I hypothesise that fears of assimilation due to the Latvian government’s language,
citizenship and education policies might also have a negative influence on the choice of

acculturation strategies and identification.

At this point the acculturation attitudes and behaviours of young Russian-speakers as
well as the resultant identifications are focal. Although the Soviet legacy has a
negative influence on the attitudes of the older generation, many younger people have

a positive stance and choose to identify with Latvia.

Moreover, a current segregated education system does not reflect the ethnic or linguistic
borders that exist in everyday life outside schools. Besides, if children in schools are
left segregated, it will be almost impossible to solve the issue of societal integration
through the improvement of Latvian language knowledge only. Latvia’s segregated
education system has a negative impact on the integration prospects as the hidden
curricula of ‘Latvian’ and ‘Russian’ schools continue to reproduce a segregated

society. The influence of school culture — teachers and peers - on acculturation and
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adolescents’ identification with the state and its culture and language is thus an
important but under-researched area in Latvia. This will be the main focus of the next

three chapters.

4 ACCULTURATION STRATEGIES OF RUSSIAN-
SPEAKING ADOLESCENTS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of an exploratory analysis that describe the
acculturation strategies, both attitudinal and behavioural, of Russian-speaking

adolescents in Latvia using the quantitative and qualitative data collected in this study. It
also links these results to previous research and to further inferential statistical analysis
presented in the next chapters. Therefore, this chapter serves as a first step towards the
later bivariate and multivariate analysis of acculturation strategies and profiles by
building a more complex picture and by explaining the relationships between the
different factors involved in acculturation processes and the formation of ethno-national
identification. I will focus on acculturation attitudes, Latvian language knowledge and
use, as well as social contacts with Latvians and perceived discrimination. The
acculturation behaviours represent the sociocultural acculturation outcomes and can be
called the actual degree of acculturation”’. The behaviours and attitudes together
form the different acculturation strategies of young Russian-speakers in Latvia in their

relationships with the majority, the ethnic Latvians.

20 Degree of acculturation represents how much of the national culture, including language and social
contacts, individuals have incorporated into their behaviour. It therefore consists of separate
acculturation behaviours that are oriented towards national group and their culture.
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These acculturation strategies are extremely important because they may influence other
areas of the daily social life of young ethnic minority people, such as their well-
being and academic achievement and later position on the labour market. It is
imperative to describe and explore these strategies in order to predict further
developments in the attitudes and behaviours of ethnic minorities in such multicultural
societies as Latvia. Furthermore, much of the research in Latvia with few exceptions
(for example, Zepa, 2004b; BISS, 2010) has involved policy analysis and represented
the views of the adult population rather than those of young adults or adolescents and
children. This thesis endeavours to give a voice to adolescents, with policy analysis
serving only as a context for the exploration of the psychological and sociological

mechanisms behind ethnic identification and acculturation.

4.2 Acculturation attitudes

This chapter provides an introduction to and descriptive information about the
acculturation attitudes of Russian-speaking adolescents. All the analysis is based on the
survey of Russian-speaking adolescents and their teachers, unless stated otherwise. I use
Berry’s acculturation model, seeking to generalise and group ethnic minority or
immigrant attitudes involved in the acculturation process into four separate broader
strategies: assimilation, integration, separation, marginalisation (Berry, 1980).
Acculturation is defined as the individual learning processes that represent people’s
views, attitudes and behaviours and reflect dealing with other culture/s while also taking
into account relationships with one’s own culture. Therefore, acculturation attitudes are

part of the larger acculturation process and strategies.

Table 4-1 provides descriptive statistics of the main summative measurements of

acculturation attitudes. Pupils’ and teachers’ responses with regards to their

134



acculturation attitudes in the four domains®' were summed up (see Section 2.3.3 for
the discussion of the measurements used), following the methodology used in
previous research (e.g. Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2003; Neto, 2002; Berry et al., 2006),
to create aggregated measures that assess four acculturation attitudes: assimilation,

integration, separation and marginalisation.

Table 4-1 Acculturation attitudes. Descriptive statistics of measurements used

2002 2007 2009
Pupils Pupils Pupils 2009
Range | Year 7 Year 12 Year 7 Teachers

ATTITUDE Mean | SD | Mean | SD | Mean | SD | Mean | SD
Integration 0-12 8.7 2.7 (8.8 25187 26101 |23
Separation 0-12 6.4 31159 27174 2.6 | 4.1 2.2
Assimilation 0-12 2.0 1.9 117 1.7 1.9 1.7 | 1.8 1.5
Marginalisation | 0-12 1.6 1.8 14 1.7119 1.9 1 0.7 1.1

NOTE: Higher mean values stand for stronger agreement with a particular attitude

The analysis of aggregate measures suggests that integration is the most preferred
attitude, separation is the second most popular choice and assimilation and
marginalisation have very low popularity levels. The support for integration among
young Russian-speakers has not changed between 2002 and 2009. There is also no
difference between the responses of pupils in Year 7 and Year 12. However, there
are some changes in the support for the separation attitude, with an increase between
2002 and 2009. This change means that separation attitudes among Russian-speaking
pupils in 'Russian’ schools are getting closer to the level of integration attitudes. It is
hard to tell the reasons for these changes, but it could be partially explained by an
unsuccessful implementation of education reform both in secondary and primary
schools (see section 3.5 for discussion) and subsequent general changes in the

attitudes of the Russian- speaking population in Latvia towards separation.

Teachers are much less likely to prefer separation and more likely to express their full

support for integration compared with their pupils. Nevertheless one has to be

*! Domains included here are: language, traditions, friends and wider social contacts.
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careful not to draw the conclusion that teachers are more willing and ready to integrate
because it is possible that teachers report what is expected from them rather than
their true attitudinal and, even more so, behavioural preferences. Teachers as
professionals are part of the public sphere and as Tabuns (2010) notes, the support of
non-Latvians for integration is generally higher in the public arena than the actual
individual preparedness to identify with such practices, let alone pursuing them in real

life.
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Figure 4-1 Distribution of the support for separation and integration attitudes, 2009

In addition to the average support for the acculturation attitudes, it is important to look
at the overall distribution of these preferences. As histograms illustrating distributions of
the integration and separation attitudinal indices (see Figure 4-1) show, few Russian-
speaking adolescents support the attitude fully or not support it at all. However, it is also
clear that high support for separation is much more frequent than very low support.
Agreement with the integration attitude expressed by young Russian-speakers is even
more negatively skewed; that is, a much higher proportion of adolescents expressed
their full support than almost no or no support at all. Here again even though a higher
proportion of the adolescents express their agreement with integration on the
attitudinal level, there are still a large number of youngsters who at least partially

support separation.
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Figure 4-2 Distribution of the support for assimilation and marginalisation attitude, 2009

Overall preference for assimilation and marginalisation among Russian-speaking
adolescents (see Figure 4-2) is quite positively skewed with very few adolescents fully
supporting these attitudes and with most of the youngsters not agreeing with these

acculturation attitudes at all.

There is slightly more variation in the preference for marginalisation, but the number of
those who fully support marginalisation is still very low. In this particular sample
assimilation and marginalisation attitudes are not substantive and represent quite a small
number of adolescents. While this is an interesting finding on its own, this will be
further tested through cluster analysis when a decision will be made about the

possibilities for path analysis models.

Table 4-2 Correlations between preferred acculturation strategies, adolescents with Russian as their

first language, 2009
Integration | Separation | Assimilation
Separation -.458**
IAssimilation 3 19* * 333 ok
Marginalisation —.256** ‘154** '125**

**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-
tailed).
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With regards to associations between different acculturation attitudes (see Table 4-2),
there is a positive correlation between integration and assimilation as well as positive,
but weak, correlations between assimilation and marginalisation and between separation
and marginalisation. The strongest negative correlation is between integration and
separation. There are also weaker negative associations between separation and
assimilation as well as between integration and marginalisation. As would be expected
the data show medium strength negative (Rudmin, 2003, 2009) relationships between
the opposite acculturation attitudes, such as separation and integration or separation and
assimilation and a positive association between more similar acculturation stances, such

as marginalisation and separation, and integration and assimilation.

These findings are in agreement with expectations that integration and separation would
be the most prominent attitudes among young Russian-speakers in Latvia (Zepa et al,
2006; Pisarenko, 2006) and with research conducted in other countries (Berry &
Krishnan, 1992; Sayegh & Lasry, 1993; Kwak & Berry, 2001; Kasatkina, 2000,
2004, 2006; Lebedeva, 2003; Berry et al, 2006; Nimmerfeldt, 2009; Kruusvall et al.,
2009; Nimmerfeldt et al., 2011; Valk et al., 2011). It is important to point out that, even
though the integration is revealed to be the attitudinal preference and it is important to
investigate how it is associated with the actual behaviours. Moreover, this analysis does
not suggest that those who choose integration now cannot change their mind because of
specific social, economic or historical factors and choose separation in the future. On the
contrary, only a moderate negative correlation’® shows a tendency for an overlap
between the two acculturation attitudes demonstrating the fluid nature of acculturation

and non-existence of clear cut borders between various attitudes.

Overall, a range from quite low to medium correlation coefficients suggests that there is
some overlap between the acculturation attitudes. Although some acculturation
researchers (e.g. Rudmin, 2003, 2009) suggest that it should be impossible for
individuals to endorse more than one acculturation type simultaneously and that the four

types at the construct level have to be mutually exclusive, I here argue that an overlap is

2 The relationship was also checked using crosstabs between the two measurements (integration and
separation) of acculturation attitudes.
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possible because of two reasons. Firstly, some adolescents indeed can support both
attitudes, for example one can believe that for them both languages are important when
presented with the statement: I feel that it is of the same importance for me to know
Latvian and Russian'. However, when later they have to evaluate the statement that
represents separation (I feel that it is more important for me to know Russian
language than Latvian') in this context they feel that Russian is more important for

them.

Secondly, the multiple dimensions of acculturation attitudes can also produce
numerically overlapping measurements for different attitudes. Acculturation attitudes
can be measured across different areas of life or domains. Individuals can have different
preferences in each domain and therefore their overall acculturation attitude scores may
overlap. This finding not only demonstrates the complexity of acculturation
phenomenon, but also suggests there is a need for the development of better
measurements that would capture this multidimensionality better and make the
acculturation attitude scores into more clear cut categories as it has already been

suggested by some researchers (Rudmin, 2003, 2009; Schwartz et al, 2010).

I concentrate on four main ones that are relevant to adolescents: language, cultural
traditions, friends and wider social contacts. The distribution of the acculturation
attitudes or preferences in different domains among Russian-speaking adolescents in

Latvia is presented in Table 4-3.

Table 4-3 Support for acculturation attitudes, 2002-2009, % strongly agree and (% strongly agree +

somewhat agree)

Integration Separation Assimilation Marginalisation

2002 | 2007 | 2009 | 2002 | 2007 | 2009 | 2002 | 2007 | 2009 | 2002 | 2007 | 2009

Language | 619 | 24.1 | 60.5| 35.7 | 273 | 450 | 101 | 95 | 23 | 13 | 2.1 | 2.1
(79.7) | (85.3) | (85.7) | (52.9) | (59.9) | (72.5) | (19.5) | (12.8) | (11.2)| 3.7) | 3.7) | (5.1)

Friends 529 | 23.0 | 500 | 21.6 | 213 | 230 | 1.8 | 26 | 29 | 27 | 07 | 23
(73.8) | (81.6) | (74.1) | (44.1) | 29.7) | (56.9) | (4.3) | 3.4) | (5.2) | (3.8) | (0.7) | (5.0)

Social 39.7 | 374 | 348 | 419 | 297 | 473 | 16 | 58 | 13 | 72 | 87 | 69
contacts | (64.2) | (66.9) | (67.3) | (59.3)| (55.5) | (73.1) | (5.3) | (7.0) | (6.4) |(13.6)|(12.2)](17.0)

Traditions | 558 | 39.7 | 48.8 | 21.7 | 150 | 208 | 50 | 28 | 42| 60| 34| 69
(78.1) | (73.1)| (75.0) | (36.7) | (33.2) | (41.2) | (10.5) | (7.2) |(11.9)|(11.6) | (11.5)](19.9)

NOTE: Most popular attitudes as reported by pupils in 2009 are in bold. Full statements for
each attitude and dimensions are given in section 2.3.3.
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Similarly to the analysis of overall aggregate acculturation attitudes (Table 4-1), the
analysis of measures in each of the four domains suggests that integration in general
is preferred by the adolescents. The data provide evidence that integration clearly is
and was the most favoured choice for the adolescents across all three years in most
of domains. However, it lost its popularity to the separation attitude in the wider
social contacts domain in 2009 and the level of strong agreement was very similar with

regards to language and friendships between integration and separation in 2007.

Assimilation receives the lowest support in the sphere of social contacts, with
marginalisation being the least supported by adolescents in the area of language. Very
few adolescents agree with either assimilation or marginalisation in the area of
friendship. While these findings are not surprising, taking into account the Latvian
context, the relatively high support, just below one-fifth, for marginalisation in the areas

of social contacts and traditions requires further thought and research.

Marginalisation is characterised by a rejection and/or lack of involvement in one’s
traditional culture as well as that of the larger society. As research shows (Berry, 1980;
Young Yun, 1995; Berry, 1997; Ward, 1996; Phinney et al., 2001b; Jasinskaja-Lahti et
al., 2003, Berry et al., 2006) it is very hard to define and measure marginalisation as
such and it is more likely to be related to some specific psychological traits and some
pathologies and symptomatic behaviours. This strategy on both attitudinal and
behavioural levels has been associated with negative health and psychological outcomes
for adolescents in previous research (e.g. Jasinskaja-Lahti et al, 2003). It is even more
important to investigate this attitudinal choice among Russian-speaking adolescents
because some of the ethnic policy in Latvia could indeed reinforce this preference
(Vebers, 2000). Unfortunately, this study cannot provide an in-depth analysis of the
marginalisation because of the low number of adolescents who stated their preference
for this attitude. Further research would require a specifically designed sample or a more

in-depth qualitative approach.

Additionally, there is a slight drop in the preference for assimilation and an increase in

support for separation in the language domain. This could be explained by a reaction
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against the 'titularization' (Galbreath & Galvin, 2005) or 'latvianization' of 'Russian’
schools and other assimilationist aspects of ethnic policy and the overall politicisation of
ethnicity in Latvia (see section 3.4 and 3.5 for discussion). I will investigate how these
linguistic attitudes are related to actual behaviours, such as language knowledge and use,

in subsequent chapters.

Similarly to their general acculturation attitudes (see Table 4-1), teachers score highest
on integration and score lower than students for all other attitudes across all four
domains. In particular, they score much lower for separation compared with their pupils

(Figure 4-3).

Marginal teachers, 3.6
Marginal pupils, 19.9
Assim teachers, 5.8
Traditions Assim pupils, 11.9
Separ teachers, 17.8
Separ pupils, 41.2
ntegr teachers, 83.7
Integr pupils, 75.0
Marginal teachers, 3.6
Marginal pupils, 17.0
Assimil teachers, 1.2
Social Assim pupils, 6.4
contacts Separ teachers, 23.5
Separ pupils, 73.0
Integr teachers, 82.4
Integr pupils, 67.3
Marginal pupils, 4.9
Assim teachers, 2.4
Friends Assim pupils, 5.2
Separ teachers, 8.2
Separ pupils, 56.9
ers, 93.0
Integr pupils, 74.1
Marginal pupils, 5.1
Assim teachers, 7.0
Language Assim pupils, 11.2
Separ teachers, 43.1
Separ pupils, 72.5

ers,92.0
ntegr pupils, 85.7

Figure 4-3 Acculturation strategies across four domains, pupils and teachers, 2009 (only those with

Russian as a first language included), % of those who strongly agree + somewhat agree

Other research (BISS, 2010) also shows that integration and separation are the most

prevalent and often compete in adolescents' minds. BISS research demonstrates how
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young Russian-speakers feel more comfortable in the Russian language and cultural
environment. Just over two-thirds of adolescents surveyed in 2004 and 2010 agreed that
they would like to work in a solely Russian-language environment and that they feel
best among Russians and Russian-speakers. Nevertheless, only 15 per cent of
adolescents in 2010 tried to avoid contact with Latvians altogether. Besides, around two-
thirds liked seeing people of different ethnicities and hearing Latvian and Russian
languages around them and even more stated that they did not have problems in

communicating with Latvians (75 per cent in 2004 and 84 per cent in 2010).

While the previous research suggests that integration is the most adaptive acculturation
mode and has a positive influence on an individual’s well-being (Berry, 1997; Ward,
1996; Phinney et al., 2001b), other research (Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2003) has provided
evidence that separation can be as adaptive as integration. Indeed, separation can be
seen as a successful mode for an individual’s outcomes and, as some researchers
(Berdnikov, 2012) argue, a two-community society reflects the actual social situation

in Latvia and is just one of the features of postmodern society.

However, social and nationality policy in Latvia and the attitudes and expectations of
Latvians towards Russian-speakers also have to be taken into account when evaluating
the acculturation attitudes of Russian-speakers. The balance or gap between the attitudes
of the two groups and its reflection in policy can be crucial for the social cohesion and
ethnic relationships, as well as the subsequent behaviour and ethnic identification, of
immigrants or ethnic minorities themselves (Berry, 1997; Bourhis et al., 1997;

Piontkowski et al., 2000; Navas et al., 2005).

On the one hand, while most ethnic Latvians support the idea of integration and official
ethnic policy also may encourage such attitudes and behaviours, a high proportion of
Latvians support the idea that non-Latvians should select assimilation (81 per cent),
while only 29 per cent of Russians prefer assimilation (Zepa et al., 2006). On the other
hand, separation is supported by only 9 per cent of ethnic Latvians, while one-fifth of
Latvia’s Russian-speaking residents feel that they can largely or completely identify

themselves with this attitude. The same study (Zepa et al., 2006) also came to an
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important conclusion that is consistent with this study; young Russian-speakers

preferred separation more often than Russian-speaking population on average.

This preference for integration and its competition with separation among Russian-
speakers is consistent with expectations based on previous research in Latvia (Zepa et
al., 2006) and other countries looking both at Russian-speakers in other post-Soviet
countries (Kasatkina, 2000, 2004, 2006; Lebedeva, 2003; Nimmerfeldt, 2009; Kruusvall
et al., 2009; Nimmerfeldt et al., 2011; Valk et al., 2011) and other migrants groups
across the world (Berry, 1980; Berry et al., 1987; Berry & Krishnan, 1992; Sayegh &
Lasry, 1993; Kwak & Berry, 2001; Berry et al, 2006). Overall, as already mentioned,
assimilation and marginalisation seem to be less attractive options among Russian-

speaking adolescents and Russian-speakers in general.

To conclude, though integration — at least at the attitudinal level — is supported by both
Latvians and Russian-speakers, the second preferred acculturation mode among
Russian-speakers continues to be separation. Moreover, while integration as an attitude
stays almost at the same level of agreement across different years and cohorts, there is a
a growing popularity of the separation attitude across all four domains. While many
Russian-speaking adolescents are eager to come into contact with both Russians and
Latvians and have a positive attitude towards being bilingual and bicultural, there are
also some evident separation tendencies, especially in the areas of wider social
contacts and language. This could be explained partially by a reaction against the
'titularization' (Galbreath & Galvin, 2005) of 'Russian’' schools and the politicisation of
ethnic and language issues in Latvia. Yet to fully understand this phenomenon it is
important to explore not only their attitudes but also adolescents' reported behaviour

and the relationship between their attitudes and behaviours.

Furthermore, an individual can hold a certain acculturation attitude, but not behave in
accordance with the attitude (Brady, 1990). As Navas et al. (2005) and Tabuns (2010
suggest there is a difference between acculturation attitudes preferred (ideal situation)
and behaviours finally adopted (real situation). Attitudes have to be treated as relatively

separate from behaviour (Gentry et al., 1995), but influencing each other. In subsequent
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sections and chapter I look at behaviour, for example language proficiency and

usage and social contacts, as well as how individual attitudes and behaviours are related.

4.3 Acculturation and other related behaviours and attitudes

4.3.1 Latvian language knowledge

Language proficiency and use is central to research on acculturation and adaptation. It
also helps to create a link between attitudes and behaviours. On the one hand proficiency
in the language of the host society can help to maintain contacts with the majority
cultural group and participation in social and political institutions. On the other hand,
language is also one of the means by which boundaries of certain groups can be
regulated; if you do not know the language, you cannot build social contacts with the
other group and participate in certain activities. Earlier research could not show a clear
positive link between language and successful acculturation (Ekstrand, 1976; Taft, 1979;
Bhatnagar, 1980; Aronowitz, 1984), demonstrating that national language knowledge
might help in some aspects, but there was no evidence that it was a major factor of
successful adaptation. Some explanation of this can lie in the fact that language can
be linked to both practical behaviours and rational choices and also can involve

symbols and emotions and be central to the identities of some groups.

The complex nature of linguistic behaviour also means that the knowledge of the
national language per se cannot be linked directly to successful acculturation processes
and outcomes and cannot guarantee membership of a specific group. However, as more
recent research (Young & Gardner, 1990; Lanca, Alksnes, Roese & Gardner, 1994;
Neto, 2002; Berry et al., 2006) shows, ethnic (minority) and national (majority)
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language knowledge is associated with some specific acculturation behaviours and

attitudes, such as actual language use, social contacts or perceived discrimination.

The main focus of the three following sections is to analyse the descriptive data from the
survey of pupils and teachers as well as the data from interviews and observations to
explore Latvian language knowledge and language use in different circumstances. These
findings will also be compared with previous research and general social survey data in
Latvia. In this section I will look at Latvian language knowledge and in the next two
sections I will analyse in more detail the issues surrounding the use of Latvian by young

Russian-speakers.

Previous research shows the importance of ethnic concentration in a country in relation
to the knowledge and use of the majority and minority languages (e.g. Espinosa &
Massey, 1997; Lazear, 1999; Chiswick & Miller, 2001, 2005). These studies were
conducted predominantly in the United States, but those few (e.g. Gijsberts & Dagevos,
2007; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2009) carried out in Europe also confirmed that the
higher the concentration of immigrants or co-ethnics the lower their knowledge and use

of the majority language.

The main mechanisms that are suggested to explain this are derived from the language
model of Stevens (1992) and Chiswick and Miller (2001). This approach argues that
where there are high ethnic concentrations, there is less exposure to the majority
language, as there are fewer opportunities to have contact with the national group and
to hear and speak the majority language. Additionally, there are fewer incentives to
learn and use the majority language because there are greater opportunities to rely on
one’s ethnic language by living and working in an ethnic community. Moreover, also
in an economic sense, it could be expected that when migrants have the possibility to
live and work in areas surrounded by their own ethnic group and use their first
language, the investment costs to learn the majority language will increase while the

expected economic benefits will decrease (Chiswick & Miller, 1996).

Finally, as suggested by Stevens (1992), due to the symbolic value of language use,

issues of group identification and the maintenance of intergenerational ties can also be
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important for language proficiency and usage. These mechanisms are in existence in
Latvia because of the very high concentration of Russian speakers in urban areas and the

historical, practical and symbolic legacies of the Soviet past.

There was asymmetric bilingualism during the Soviet era in that almost all Latvians
spoke fluent Russian, with very few non-Latvians having fluent Latvian. The
Russian language dominated in all public spheres, such as administration, economy and
science. Latvian was left to be used almost solely in the private realm; only in culture,
family and to some extent in education at school-level. Therefore Latvians were
greatly motivated to become skilled at Russian, but Russian-speakers had very little
motivation to gain knowledge of and use Latvian because of low exposure and

incentives.

After Latvia regained independence and Latvian became the only official language of
the Latvian state, both Latvian- and Russian-speaking groups had to adapt linguistically
and psychologically. Yet, while Latvian is the only official state language, de facto
use of Russian, is very widespread. Because of the large Russian-speaking population,
state and private Russian-language TV, radio, books, newspapers and magazines are
readily available, as well as partial education in Russian language at schools and
Russian-language instruction at private universities. Moreover, many middle aged and
older Latvians still continue to use Russian in their communication with Russian-
speakers quite often. Although the language factor is an issue of critical importance
to the identity of both Russians and Latvians and has always been at the centre of
inter-cultural relationships, speaking the language is not enough to be accepted as a
legitimate member of either ethnic group. All this limits both exposure to Latvian and
incentives to be fluent and use it for those with Russian as their first or dominant

language.

Nevertheless, annual ‘Language’ survey (BISS, 2008a) of the general population in

Latvia suggest that the Latvian language skills of non-Latvians have improved
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considerably in the period 1996-2008, if slowly*. This and other studies (BISS, 2010)

have shown that the biggest improvement has been among young people.

Table 4-4 Latvian language knowledge, pupils and teachers, 2002-2009

2002 Year 7 2007 Year 12 2009 Year 7
Scale
Range | Mean | SD | Mean SD | Mean | SD
/Adolescents 0-9 5.88 1.55 6.60 1.56 6.03 1.62
Teachers 0-9 - - - - 6.32 1.58

Table 4-4 compares the overall Latvian language knowledge®* of adolescents across
three years as well as with their teachers in 2009. There was only a very slight increase
in the self-reported knowledge among Year 7 pupils between 2002 and 2009, but the
self-reported knowledge of Year 12 pupils is definitely higher. Additionally, the
variation in subjective skill levels is greater in 2009; meaning that whereas a higher
proportion of pupils reported themselves as fluent in Latvian, the gap between them
and those with self-reported poor Latvian is growing. As would be expected, teachers
report slightly better general Latvian language skills than their pupils in 2009. The
more interesting observation though is that the self-reported level of fluency in
Latvian of teachers in 2009 is lower than that of Year 12 pupils in the same schools in

2007.

To test the effect of ethnic concentration on language proficiency, I looked at the
relationship between fluency in Latvian and the locality of the school. The data did not
support any effect of the school’s locality on language knowledge among teachers and
among adolescents. This aspect will be explored further when I look at language use and

social contacts.

2 The results show that in 2008 57 per cent of non-Latvians reported good Latvian language skills, up
from 36 per cent in 1996.

** As was mentioned in the methodology section the knowledge of the Latvian language was measured
using three items for separate subjective assessment of speaking, writing, and reading skills. A four-point
scale was used ranging from 1 (no knowledge or almost no knowledge) to 4 (fluent). Then the responses
given were summed up to provide a scale ‘overall knowledge of the Latvian language’ ranging from 0 to 9
where a higher overall score indicates a better knowledge of the language. This scale will be used in all
further analyses.
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Contrary to previous findings (BISS, 2008a, 2010) there was no statistically significant
difference in Latvian skills between boys and girls. Similarly, the data suggest that the
place of birth of pupils or their parents has no effect on the knowledge of Latvian.
However, there is little variation in the birthplace of pupils since most of them were
born in Latvia. The nonexistence of these differences suggests that contextual,
socioeconomic, motivational and attitudinal aspects seem to be more important than

demographic characteristics, for younger people in particular.

Teachers’ self-reported fluency in Latvian was associated with years of overall teaching
experience (1(91) = .24, p =.01) and, as an analysis of variance showed, with the subject
they taught (F(5, 87) =4.11, p = .002). As would be expected, the average level of
language knowledge was significantly lower among teachers teaching Russian language
and literature (M = 5.53, SD = 1.26)* than among teachers of Latvian language (M =
9.00, SD = 0). Interestingly, the Latvian language knowledge among natural sciences
teachers was also lower (M = 5.91, SD = 1.31) than that of the Latvian language
teachers. The teacher’s place of birth (F(2, 89) = 8.20, p = .001) influenced their self-
reported knowledge of Latvian, as teachers who were born in Latvia reported better

skills (M = 6.80, SD = 1.41) than those born in Russia (M = 5.35, SD = 1.47).

With regards to the motivational and attitudinal aspects of learning Latvian, BISS
research (2010) using Baker’s second language acquisition motivation theory (1992)
showed an increase in the integrative motivation among young Russian-speakers in
2010 compared to 2004. By the integrative motivation I understand the
individual's wish to establish close relationships with the members of the other
linguistic group because of the primary focus on the communication and the
construction of common collective identity. Instrumental motivation appears when
individuals are driven by practical aims in the language acquisition process, such as — to
find a job, to participate in education, to acquire citizenship etc. Although there was a
definite increase in the number of those who thought they needed to learn Latvian in

order to communicate with Latvians and to build a closer relationship with Latvians,

* The results of post hoc analyses using the Scheffé post hoc criterion for significance.
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the instrumental motivation to learn Latvian is still very much dominant among

adolescents.

My data show adolescents combining integrative and instrumental motivations. 86 per
cent of adolescents agreed feeling it was of the same importance for Russians in Latvia
to know Latvian and Russian. Nearly all adolescents and teachers taking part in
focus groups agreed one had to learn Latvian if they lived in Latvia. Different
arguments were put forward to substantiate this claim. For example, one of the boys
said, “In Latvia Latvians should not adjust to Russians and learn Russian language.
Russians have to learn Latvian”. One of the girls also argued, “In Latvia there are
Latvians who live here. What if you have to speak to them, how are you going to do it
if you do not know the language?” One of the other boys described his motivation in
the following way: “I have this need to learn the Latvian language. I feel pleased with
my skill. I live in this country and I have this inner need to know this language.” Most
adolescents agreed that they had to know Latvian to speak with Latvians; their
motivation was related to exposure and emotional incentives. Many children also
mentioned instrumental incentives or motivators such as education and job

opportunities.

The exposure aspect was also mentioned as a factor that decreases motivation for
learning Latvian since the use of the language is limited to Latvia and Latvians only.
Some adolescents explained that they or their families were planning to leave Latvia in
the future and therefore did not see the need to learn Latvian. This not only demonstrates
the importance of familial and parental views and plans for this age pupils, but also very
instrumental and pragmatic approach to language learning. However, the decisions
about leaving Latvia are not always related to negative views towards Latvia and
Latvian. For example, as some pupils who were planning to move abroad explained,
they needed Latvian to get a good education in Latvia before they left. Moreover, while
94 per cent said that their parents wanted them to know Russian and 86 per cent that
their parents wanted them to know Latvian, there is no evidence from the data of a link
between fluency in Latvian among adolescents and their parents’ linguistic attitudes or

plans to relocate from Latvia.
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As a more detailed analysis of the school survey data show (see Figure 4-4), few
Russian-speaking adolescents have poor Latvian skills: in 2009 only around 1 per cent
of pupils reported very poor knowledge or no knowledge at all across three different
competences — reading, writing and speaking. Around one-fifth of all adolescents rate
their Latvian as fluent, with the highest proportion reporting fluent reading skills (26
per cent) and the lowest (18 per cent) speaking skills.

If we compare Latvian language knowledge between Year 7 pupils in 2002 and 2009
(Figure 4-4), we can see that there are minor improvements in writing and reading skills
but no change in speaking fluency. However, if we compare Year 7 (2002 and
2009) and Year 12 (2007) pupils’ self-reported skills, the data suggest a definite
improvement in their reading and speaking competence as they progress in the education

system.
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It is interesting to note that generally non-Latvians report poor writing proficiency more
often than reading or speaking skills (BISS, 2008a). These data suggest this is
different for adolescents: they do indeed report better reading skills, but their writing
and speaking seems to be almost at the same level in 2009. This could be because in
schools adolescents are prepared for exams and further university studies that focus
more on writing and reading. Also my observations of bilingual classes and everyday
school life suggest that more emphasis is placed on the development of reading and
writing. In contrast, older generations finished their schooling prior to education
reforms or during Soviet times and acquired Latvian often through informal learning —
primarily through the spoken word rather than writing or reading. Older people
continue encountering Latvian more often in reading or speaking rather than writing in

their everyday life.

In focus groups, adolescents said that writing was probably the hardest part and they
made more mistakes in writing than speaking. Nevertheless, many pupils were certain
that their Latvian language skills overall were quite good; they mentioned that they were
fluent in Latvian and the only things they were not as good at were scientific concepts.
However, the levels of fluency in Latvian are very diverse in the ‘Russian’ school
environment, as teachers and adolescents described. For example, one of the girls
said, “Some articles I read are quite difficult. When I read those I can understand the
thought, but I cannot understand each word”. At the same time one of the boys stated,
“I can read everything. The other night I read an article in Latvian about the World
Bank and financial markets”. There were also some pupils that declared they could
understand what they were told in Latvian, but could not speak it and used only very

simple words or resorted to nonverbal communication.

Teachers also confirmed that the level of proficiency in Latvian among pupils varied
markedly; some did not have any problems during Latvian language classes or any other
classes where Latvian was used, while others struggled with the language, bringing
down their attainment in other subjects. As one of the Latvian language teachers
explained, this often reflects the situation and views surrounding language in the family

and the very limited exposure to Latvian outside school,
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“Many books are not appropriate for some children. Latvian language
books are good for grammar and communication development, but
some children need very basic things. They need basic vocabulary. If
they do not use Latvian at home or did not go to Latvian nursery,
they do not know any Latvian at all when they start school. Later
some parents are willing and able to help. For some their own
Latvian is quite poor. In addition, attitude is important and many
things come from families here. Small children reproduce what they
hear from their parents.”

Nevertheless, the quantitative data, as has already been mentioned, did not provide
evidence of a link between fluency in Latvian among adolescents and their parents’
linguistic attitudes or plans to relocate from Latvia. It is still possible that some
other unobserved parental attitudes are linked to knowledge of Latvian in their children
or that there is an indirect link that is mediated or moderated through other attitudes or

behaviours. This will be explored further in subsequent sections and chapters.

Adolescents also distinguished between proficiency in academic and everyday spoken
Latvian. Most believed that, although in general they can speak and understand the
Latvian that they need for everyday life outside the education system, their knowledge
of the academic language that they use at school and would need for their future should
they go to university is much lower. I will discuss the use of Latvian in an educational

setting in more detail in section 4.3.3.

Finally, while this survey and the BISS survey (2010) show that Year 12 pupils report
better knowledge of Latvian compared to their younger schoolmates, the conclusion that
the education system clearly improves fluency in Latvian among ethnic minority pupils
cannot be reached based on these data. The comparisons between Year 7 and Year 12
using cohort data rather than individualised panel data does not allow for a robust
longitudinal analysis. Most of the pupils who continue into high school (transition
between Year 9 and 10) have higher academic attainment and most probably have better
Latvian language knowledge than those adolescents who leave after Year 9 and either
do not continue their education altogether or study for vocational qualifications in
further education colleges. For example, Kuzmina (2010) and Aunina et al. (2010)

show that teachers in the further education sector, the teaching of which should mostly
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be in Latvian, resort to speaking Russian because the level of Latvian knowledge

among pupils is not sufficient for studying in Latvian.

Since improving knowledge of the Latvian language was one of the main forces driving
the education reform, it is important to look not only at self-reported fluency in Latvian,
but also at the Latvian language exam results as an objective centralised measurement in
the context of bilingual education. Concerns have been raised about the exam results in
Latvian as the second language for Year 9 pupils in ethnic minority schools (Kuzmina,
2010, 2011). In the period 2007-10 exam results have slightly worsened, falling from
close to 70 percentage points on average in 2008 to slightly below 60 percentage points

on average in 2010. In 2011, the results slightly improved, rising to almost 65 points.

Although the BISS survey (2010) of Year 10-12 pupils in ethnic minority schools
showed a slight increase in the self-reported knowledge of the Latvian language in
the period from 2004 to 2010, there were no significant changes in the results of the
Latvian language exams for Year 12 from 2004 to 2010. Moreover as limited research
looking at the effect of the education reform on the attainment in ‘Russian’ schools
suggests (Halyavin & Malashonok, 2007) there is the decrease of the level of
knowledge in Mathematics and History recorded as a gap between the exam results
from Latvian and Russian schools and related to the language the exams taken in
Russian schools. The lower results are produced when pupils in Russian schools take

Mathematics and History exams in Latvian.

Officials (Kuzmina, 2010) suggest that the cohort change and changes in the
characteristics of pupils and schools, not a change in the actual level of language
knowledge, might explain some of the exam results. Additionally, both Latvian and
ethnic minority pupils read less nowadays and this leads to worse exam results in both
their native and second languages. Yet there is no longitudinal panel research on Latvian
language skills and exams that would provide robust evidence to explain any changes

in language skills if at all.

Since there is no consistent improvement in the Latvian language exam results among

pupils from 'Russian' schools, the question arises about the quality of teaching and
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the implementation of bilingual education (Kuzmina, 2011). Since I am looking at
acculturation and identifications of young Russian-speakers in an educational context, it
is important to investigate the implementation of bilingual education further. I will come

back to the use of Russian and Latvian in the school environment in section 4.3.3.

Overall the self-reported data show that, in general, Russian-speaking adolescents are
quite fluent in Latvian and their skills have improved. The exam results are less
conclusive and clear, but might be explained by the lack of longitudinal research
controlling for other variables rather than just a descriptive comparison of mean
attainment across cohorts. Whereas during the Soviet era there was very limited
exposure to the Latvian language, and no incentives or motivation to learn the language,
in the current context young Russian-speakers show both instrumental and integrative
or more emotional and symbolic motivations (Baker, 1992) or incentives (Stevens,

1992; Chiswick & Miller, 2001).

However, it is essential not only to scrutinise language proficiency, but also to explore
how the language is used and how this has changed over time. The next subchapter
looks at the actual use of Latvian in everyday situations as reported by Russian-speaking

adolescents and will investigate in more depth aspects of linguistic exposure.

4.3.2 Latvian and Russian language use

As argued above, knowledge of Latvian among Russian-speakers, in the younger
generation in particular, has been improving for the last 20 years. At the same time it is
also crucial to explore the language use and its relationship to language proficiency as

well as to other acculturative attitudes and behaviours and identifications.

The use of Latvian amongst pupils was measured in six domains: the home, friends,

school, broader society (shops, streets), TV and printed mass media. For teachers five
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were measured’®: home, friends, broader society (shops, streets) and school
environment outside class time. The language use in each domain was measured on a
scale from O (mainly Russian) to 3 (mainly Latvian). The responses for teachers and
pupils to the questions about the use of Latvian over Russian in their everyday life
were summed®’ to provide the overall extent to which respondents used both
languages, where low scores indicate greater use of Russian and high scores indicate

greater use of Latvian (see Table 4-5).

Table 4-5 Latvian/Russian language use, teachers and pupils, 2009

Scale Range | Mean | SD
ILatvian/Russian language use -adolescents 0-18 2.62 2.19
Latvian/Russian language use -teachers 0-12 2.45 2.77

As the data show (Table 4-5) both pupils’ and teachers’ language use is highly skewed
variables, as the use of Russian is predominant in everyday life*®. Again like with the
language knowledge, neither the pupils’ gender nor their or their parents’ country of
birth had any significant effect on the use of Russian over Latvian in their everyday

lives.

The pupils were asked about their parents’ attitudes towards language knowledge.
Interestingly, perceptions of these parental attitudes did not have a significant effect
on the reported Latvian skills, but did have a statistically significant effect on the use
of Russian rather than Latvian in their everyday lives. Pupils whose parents wanted
them to know Russian reported more frequent use of the Russian language (M = 2.6,
SD = 2.1; F(1, 453) = 5.37, p = .02) compared to those whose parents were neutral or
did not want them to know Russian (M = 3.6, SD = 2.9). Similarly, those who said
their parents wanted them to know Latvian reported more frequent use of the language
(M =2.7, SD = 2.2; F(1, 409) = 5.58, p = .02) compared to those whose parents were
neutral or did not want their children to know Latvian (M = 1.9, SD = 1.9). Therefore,

2% Unfortunately due to limited spaces and other priorities use of mass-media was not included in the
teachers' questionnaire.

2 T . .
7 Responses indicating the use of any other language than Russian or Latvian were excluded.

** School context is explored in section 4.3.3.
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active positive encouragement from parents influences the Latvian and Russian

language use of adolescents in their everyday lives.

Instrumental motivation behind linguistic behaviour can be studied by looking at the
relationship between future education plans and self-reported knowledge and use of
Latvian. In 2009 32 per cent of adolescents said that if they went to university they
would study in Latvian®’. More frequent use of Latvian over Russian was reported
amongst those who planned to study at a Latvian university (F(1, 410) = 4.32, p = .04).
It is hard to speculate about causality here since both directions are possible. On the one
hand those who plan to study in Latvian have greater motivation to learn and use the
language; on the other hand, those who use Latvian more can be more fluent and

consequently plan to continue their education in Latvian.

However, there was no statistically significant association between proficiency in
Latvian or use of Latvian in everyday life and educational plans for the future. Hence,
it might not be the language knowledge that explains that plays an important role, but
the overall linguistic acculturation attitude. Indeed those who plan to study at
university in Latvia score higher on integration (t(449) = 2.76, p = .006) and
assimilation (t(447) = 2.99, p =.004) and lower on separation (t(435) = -2.89, p = .003).
Therefore, it is not the actual language knowledge, but the acceptance of Latvian and
Latvians and a readiness to come into frequent contact with them that may influence

the educational decisions of young Russian-speakers.

Figure 4-5 compares the use of Latvian and Russian in 2009 with 2002 and 2007. What
is of greater interest is how languages are used outside the home environment where the
chance of exposure to Latvian is higher. Unsurprisingly, at home, Russian-speaking
adolescents use mainly Russian, that corresponds to their rejection of assimilation and
marginalisation attitudes. Moreover, the use of Russian dominates over Latvian in all
spheres of adolescents' lives. Only 4 per cent of adolescents in Year 7 used more

Latvian than Russian when speaking with their friends and 18 per cent used mainly

¥ Alternatives being leaving Latvia to study abroad or private universities when education is in Russian
or other languages in Latvia.
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Latvian or more Latvian than Russian in shops and on the street in 2009. Latvian is most
frequently used during wider social contacts is in shops and on the street, as even in

schools the use of Latvia is very limited.

There are almost no changes when comparing Year 7 pupils in 2002 and 2009; if at all
the use of Latvian has actually decreased over time. There is only a slight increase in the
use of Latvian in schools. Moreover, the use of Latvian seems to decrease with age;
Year 12 pupils report a lower use of Latvian across all spheres compared to Year 7
pupils from the same schools. It is quite hard to interpret this finding in light of a
higher actual self-reported fluency in Latvian among older pupils. It could be due to
age- specific changes in linguistic behaviours, for example, a tightening of adolescents’
social circles and their being more selective in the people they talk to. It also could be
that Year 12 are more “Russian” as the more integrated and/or assimilated pupils move
to Latvian high schools. This aspect needs further research, but it is outside the area of

this study.
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Figure 4-5 Latvian and Russian language use among Russian-speaking adolescents, 2002 (Y7), 2007

(Y12) and 2009(Y7), % of those with Russian as their first language

The general population surveys (SKDS, 2004, 2009; BISS, 2008a) also demonstrate that
while there is a definite improvement in the knowledge of Latvian, the use of it has not
changed greatly, if at all, since 2004 particularly in Riga and the Riga region as well
as in some of the other big Latvian cities and the Latgale region. Moreover, some
earlier studies (BISS, 2008a) showed that in 2004 more than two-thirds of Russian-
speaking respondents reported relatively frequent use of the Latvian language outside

their home, but in 2009 this proportion decreased to 59 per cent (SKDS, 2009).

As research suggests (SKDS, 2004, 2009; BISS, 2008a, 2010) some of these negative
tendencies in the motivation to use Latvian are related not only to the competition
between Latvian on the one hand, and English and Russian on the other, but also to
increased economic hardship since 2007. For example, the BISS (2010) study showed
that in the wake of the economic crisis the motivation for ethnic minority adolescents to
learn and use Latvian has decreased. Together with an inconsistency in the requirements
for the use of Latvian in the public sphere, economic decline not only directly reduces
the opportunities to use the language, but also weakens trust in the Latvian state and

this in its turn could encourage the learning and use of English rather than Latvian.

Similarly to findings from other studies (Zepa, 2004b; BISS, 2010), adolescents and
teachers that took part in focus groups, mentioned that they use Latvian when they come
into contact with Latvians, for example, with their Latvian friends or in public
places such as shops or just on the street. Moreover, most of them also agreed that they
have to learn Latvian if they live in Latvia and want to communicate with Latvians.
However, as this survey data show, actual use of the Latvian language is very limited
and infrequent. The BISS (Zepa, 2004b; BISS, 2010) survey of Year 10-12
adolescents from ethnic minority schools also showed that only one-quarter of pupils
use Latvian every day outside school and there were no changes between 2004 and

2010. To explore this further it is important to link language knowledge and use.

As Figure 4-6 shows, even though adolescents with better speaking skills use Latvian

with their friends and outside school more often than their classmates with lower
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language competency, a large number of those with good fluency in Latvian use it very
little. Similarly to previous research (van Tuburgen & Kalmijn, 2009) these data also
show that there is a relationship between language knowledge and use, but the
association is quite modest, therefore there are other factors that are involved in the

process when adolescents decide on language use.
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Figure 4-6 Level of Latvian speaking skills and its use, Russian-speaking adolescents (in absolute

numbers) 2009

As adolescents explained in the discussions, there are different factors that influence
their choice of language. As they explained, they rarely use Latvian not always because
their skills are insufficient, but because speaking in Russian is more convenient and they
are used to it. They described it as more of a habit rather than a conscious choice and
said that they do not think about language as anything more than a communication tool.
One of the boys said, “I want people to look at my personality and not the language [
speak.” However, some other pupils argued that since their mother tongue is Russian,
they are entitled to use it, demonstrating the link between identity and language. These
adolescents use a separation strategy in their linguistic behaviour and rely on Latvians
speaking Russian. The large proportion of Russian-speakers in Latvia was mentioned as

an argument that ‘even shop assistants have to speak Russian’ (boy, 13).

Alternatively other pupils felt offended and puzzled when Latvians addressed them in
Russian. Thus, one of the boys said, “There are some Latvians that see or think that
I am a Russian and they start speaking with me with huge accent in Russian. I usually

tell them straight away that I can speak Latvian. I also have some friends like that.
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They try speaking Russian with me, but I always stop them.” However, another boy
mentioned that even though he has many Latvian friends he speaks mostly Russian
with them. He could not explain this choice clearly, simply saying, “All nationalities
have their 'likes' and 'dislikes'. Russians like Russian language and Latvian like

Latvian language. But we can still be friends.”
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Figure 4-7 Language use, pupils and their teachers, 2009, % of those with Russian as their first

language

Figure 4-7 illustrates the use of Russian over Latvian among Russian-speaking teachers
in Riga in 2009 comparing it with the language use of their pupils. As with adolescents,
teachers mainly use Russian at home. It is interesting that teachers use even less Latvian
and more Russian in their everyday life compared with their pupils. None of the teachers
use Latvian more than Russian with their friends. This of course can be related to the
frequency of social contacts between Russians and Latvians among teachers and their

pupils.
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Another important area of interest regarding the balance between the use of Russian and
Latvian is the mass media, where, similarly to education, private and public spheres
overlap. Mass media together with family, peer groups, and school is an important
socialisation agent for children and adolescents. The mass media introduces worldwide
cultures and norms that the child often would otherwise not become aware of. The other
agents of socialization for ethnic minorities, such as family and peer groups, and in
the Latvian case also school, are a part of one culture, but the mass media has great
potential to extend one's exposure to the larger society and world. The use of Russian
or Latvian mass media is central not only to the improvement of Latvian language
knowledge and use, but also as a source of Latvian and other cultural values, symbols

and behaviours.

As some research suggests (Sulmane, 2006), Latvia has two stable, self-sufficient media
sub-systems based on the Latvian and Russian languages, using different sources and
featuring sometimes contradictory content and stances towards important aspects of
socio-political life, such as history and international affairs. While there are some
exceptions, the general rule is coexistence in parallel worlds. Russian-speakers in Latvia
have wide access to local Russian-language media outlets in addition to the vast

assortment of media originating in Russia.

As Figure 4-8 illustrates, among young Russian-speakers Russian-language media
dominates over Latvian media. While these quantitative survey data do not allow us to
draw conclusions about changing patterns of media consumption and how media is
chosen, the qualitative data from my interviews and focus groups can help us understand

these processes.
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Figure 4-8 Language and mass media consumption among adolescents

Qualitative data confirmed that Russian-language TV and printed mass media dominates
over Latvian-language mass media in the everyday life of Russian-speaking
adolescent. The opinions about Latvian-language mass media varied, but all pupils

stated that Russian-language mass media was their first choice.

An analysis of my focus groups and survey data demonstrate that, if we take into
account Latvian language proficiency and the frequency of the use of Latvian-language

mass media, we can distinguish three broad groups:

e Those who do not use Latvian-language mass media because their Latvian

language knowledge is not sufficient (31 per cent based on the survey data).

e Those whose Latvian language knowledge is good and they use Latvian-

language mass media quite often (6 per cent based on the survey data).

* Those whose Latvian language knowledge is good, but they do not use Latvian-
language mass media at all or use it rarely (61 per cent based on the survey

data).

In line with research (Devitt, 1986; Oxford & Crookall, 1989; Wharton, 2000; Griffiths,
2003; Grineva, 2010) which shows that exposure to foreign/second language media
increases knowledge of that language, Russian-speaking adolescents in my study
who did access Latvian media found that it improved their Latvian language skills. As

one of the girls said, “I sometimes read newspapers in Latvian to improve my
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Latvian, to be more fluent and to improve my writing skills.” One of the boys also
added that he quite often learns Latvian with the help of subtitles, “if I hear a word

and do not understand it, I quickly look into subtitles”.

However, even if adolescents reported that their Latvian language skills were quite
good, some still felt more comfortable using Russian-language media. As one of the
girls explained, “it is easier to read in Russian. I do not have to think and translate all
the time. I seem to understand everything if I watch TV, but I still have to translate

everything in my head and while I do it half of the programme is gone. I cannot relax”.

The quantitative analysis revealed that those who use mass media mostly in Latvian or
only in Latvian have slightly lower fluency in Latvian compared to those who do not use
Latvian language media often or not at all (t(303)= -2.37, p=0.02). This also suggests
that some adolescents might use mass media to improve their language skills, while
those already with sufficient fluency in Latvian choose to consume specific mass media
based on other criteria. Similarly to the case of language use with friends and on the
street, only when the knowledge of Latvian is poor one could see a direct relationship
between choice of mass media and language knowledge, but even then mass media can
be used to improve the fluency. Therefore, it is important to look at other factors that

might influence the choice of mass media.

In focus groups, as adolescents tried to explain their choices, broader behavioural
patterns emerged. For example, mass media can be used if it is interesting and
entertaining and then the language is of less importance. Thus one of the girls said, “I¢’s
important that the programme is interesting and the language does not matter.” The
same motivation was mentioned when adolescents argued why they do not watch TV in
Latvian or do not read Latvian newspapers. They said that in their opinion Latvian mass
media is just not attractive and interactive enough. As one of the boys said, “News in
Latvian channels is not interesting. I can get the same information from the Russian
media and even more. But everything is presented in a different way”. Similarly one of
the girls said. “I watch TV mainly in Russian, because there is such a wide choice
available and they are much better quality and much more interesting than those in

Latvian.”
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In other cases mass media can be used in Latvian if the same information or
programmes are not available in Russian. As one of the boys said, “/ usually read in
Russian, but if there is no such magazine in Russian, I read in Latvian.” One other boy
argued in a very similar way. “I only watch those movies in Latvian, when they are not
available in Russian.” Similarly, Latvian-language media is used when Russian-
language media is not available. For example, one of the boys said, “I/ watch Latvian TV
when I visit my grandmother in the countryside. She does not have digital or cable TV. I

watch everything in Latvian and understand all of it.”

Furthermore, as focus groups showed, friends and family play a role in the choice of
which language mass media to use. As one the girls said, “I have many Latvian friends
and they showed me these Latvian magazines. We talk about them. Now when I go
shopping, I usually look at both Latvian and Russian magazines. I buy and read both
quite often. I do not have any problems with it.” Some adolescents mentioned that
their parents influence their choice through exposure to Russian or Latvian mass

media; for example, if parents buy only Russian or Latvian newspapers.

Overall, the survey and focus group results showed that Russian-speaking adolescents
use Russian-language mass media more often than the Latvian-language one.
Although this preference is related to the proficiency in Latvian, especially if it is
very low, in many other cases factors such as content, attractiveness and
entertainment are more important. Russian-language media is not only more
interesting in the eyes of these adolescents, but it is also easier to get hold of

because Russian-speaking families in general consume Russian-language media.

As can be seen, often mass media choice is practical rather than emotional, if Russian-
language media are widely available and, in the eyes of adolescents, provide the same
information but in a more attractive way, why choose Latvian language media? None of
the adolescents linked mass media consumption to their Russian or Latvian identity or

gave it any symbolic meaning or emotional attachment.

As I have shown in this section that both the number of those who have good Latvian

language skills and who use Latvian in different life situations has increased in the
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period 1996-2008 (BISS, 2008a). This is particularly the case in the public sphere
such as work or dealing with bureaucracy. As regards speaking Latvian in situations
where the choice of language depends on the individual, e.g. on the street, in shops,

with friends, Russian language is still spoken more often and this has even been on

the increase since 2008 (SKDS, 2009).

Overall teachers and pupils expressed that the use of the Latvian language outside
school is often limited for Russian-speakers. This very limited exposure to Latvian
outside the school environment hinders any positive effects of bilingual education by
inhibiting practice opportunities and makes it more artificial: young Russian-speakers
learn Latvian at school and practise it with their teachers and their Russian-speaking
peers rather than native Latvian-speakers. This decreases the motivation of adolescents

to learn Latvian if they do not have to use it in their everyday lives.

Such tendencies do not suggest a greater integration of Russian and Latvian speakers.
Moreover, most Russian-speaking adolescents remain in Russian-speaking schools that
does not facilitate their integration and social contacts with their Latvian peers.
Furthermore, the separate school cultures or 'hidden curricula' might provide different
value systems for adolescents divided by the school language. In the next chapter I will

look more closely at Latvian-language use in schools.

4.3.3 Use of Latvian and Russian in teaching and learning

The school is one of the essential sites for acculturation processes and
ethno-national identity development and is the main focus of this study. It
is the main place where people learn Latvian. More than half (54 per cent)
of the respondents in the annual general population survey reported that they
had learned Latvian at school (BISS, 2008a). The data suggest that the
education system has ensured Latvian language learning to a far greater

degree since the restoration of Latvia’s independence in 1991 than was the
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case during the Soviet era. 72 per cent of young people mentioned school,
compared with a smaller proportion of respondents from other age groups
(49 per cent of those in the 35-49 age group and 44 per cent among those
aged 50 to 74).

Furthermore, education in Latvia is seen as one of the main tools for
societal cohesion and the integration of ethnic minorities with particular
emphasis on language in education, but also cultural values (Zepa, 2010;
Elerte, 2011). Since 1999 all ethnic minority schools in Latvia have
implemented one of the five bilingual education models. According to the
data from the Ministry of Education (see Figure 4-9) 9 per cent of ethnic
minority schools in Riga chose the first model (Model 1) that only use
Latvian, with the minority language only taught as a subject until Year 6.
26 per cent of ethnic minority schools in Riga chose Model 2, where
Latvian and the minority language are both used as languages of instruction
and as teaching subjects throughout the primary school (Year 1-9). By far
the most popular (53 per cent in Riga) is Model 3, which includes one
subject in Latvian in Year 1 and then adds an extra subject in Latvian every
year up to Year 9. Finally, Model 4, which was introduced in 12 per cent
of ethnic minority schools in Riga, teaches all subjects in the minority
language from Year 1 to Year 4 and then from Year 5 teaches half of all

subjects in Latvian and half in the minority language.
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Figure 4-9 Bilingual education models in primary schools in Latvia. % of languages for full model
(Y9) and % of schools implementing each model. Source: Latvian Ministry of Education and Science,

Republic of Latvia

As the previous chapter showed, the use of the Latvian language is very limited outside
school so that very often school is the only place where adolescents can learn and
use Latvian, a fact that is recognised by the Latvian government and teachers. This was
also used as the main argument for the education reform. Nevertheless, there has been
almost no research on the actual situation of Latvian language use in schools since the

education reforms were implemented.

Although, as shown above, on paper bilingual education looks quite successful and the
education inspection results proved to be satisfying to the Ministry of Education, some
researchers (Silova, 2002; Galbreath & Galvin, 2005) suggest that some schools may
follow Soviet double standards and ‘stage’ bilingual education in primary schools

for inspections.

As shown above, the self-reported knowledge of Latvian has increased slightly, but its
use has stayed the same or even decreased in some areas outside the school. The Latvian

language school exam results also do not provide support for the success of the
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education reform (Zepa, 2010). This chapter looks in more detail at Latvian and

Russian language use in school settings.

In general programme plans submitted to the Ministry of Education and specifying the
proportion of subjects taught in Latvian language and bilingually in all models is quite
high on average (see Figure 4-9) and by Year 7 around half of the subjects or more
should be in Latvian. Nevertheless ten years after the introduction of the bilingual
education both teachers and pupils report quite low use of Latvian in school settings (see
Figure 4-10). Only 2 per cent of pupils and 2 per cent of teachers report that they mainly
use Latvian, with a further 9 per cent of teachers and 2 per cent of adolescents

using Latvian more than Russian in the school environment.
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Figure 4-10 Language use in schools

The data show no significant changes in the use of Latvian in school
settings between 2002 and 2009. More adolescents in Year 12 (2009) said
that they mainly used Russian while at school compared with the responses
of pupils in Year 7 (2002 and 2009). Yet, the use of Latvian should be more
rather than less frequent in high school because Year 7 should have bilingual
programmes established and during Year 12 at least 60 per cent of teaching
time has to be in Latvian. Additionally, while half of the pupils in 'Russian’
schools reported the school environment as the place where they used

Latvian language most frequently in 2010, the proportion of adolescents that
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chose school as the place where they use Latvian most often has decreased

to 50 from 60 per cent in 2004 (BISS 2010).
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Figure 4-11 Language use in schools: teachers' reports (excluding language teachers),
2009, in absolute numbers (N=61)

More detailed information on the use of language in teaching and learning was gathered
from teachers. Figure 4-11 illustrates the use of Latvian and Russian by teachers in
Russian-language schools in Riga. Latvian is most often used for reading, whereas
pupils and teachers prefer Russian for written and verbal communication. The four items
(reading, speaking and writing and the language of schoolbooks) were summarized into
an index of general language use in classes. The aggregated measure was skewed with

most teachers reporting a low use of Latvian.

Bivariate analysis suggests that teachers' Latvian language knowledge (r(74) = .46, p
=.00) and use in everyday life (r(74) = .36, p =.00) 30 was associated with more frequent
use of the Latvian language in school settings. The subject taught also influenced the use
of Latvian (F(5, 78) =55.7, p = .00). Unsurprisingly, it is used most frequently by
teachers who taught Latvian language and literature (M = 14.7, SD = 0.7). This was
followed by teachers of other subjects, such as IT, sports, home economics (M = 7.0, SD

= 3.3), arts and humanities (M = 6.0, SD = 2.7), social sciences including history (M =

3 Latvian language teachers were excluded from this analysis.
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5.4, SD = 2.2) and finally natural sciences (M = 4.2, SD = 2.8). These results reflect the
tendency to use Latvian for arts and humanities or sport and IT subjects rather than
social or exact sciences because the former are perceived to be easier to learn in non-

native language (BISS, 2010).

One of the findings is that teachers seem to project their own abilities onto pupils and
their needs. Thus teachers with lower knowledge of Latvian language and frequency of
its use in everyday life were more likely to say that their subject should be taught in
Russian and pupils in 'Russian' schools should not be taught in Latvian. This can be
interpreted as a fear amongst teachers with poorer Latvian skills of being fired if they
have to use increasingly more Latvian in teaching. As mentioned above, such teachers
were also using more Russian in their classes. This shows a link between the
acculturation attitudes of teachers and their actual linguistic behaviour. How this relates
to the attitudes and behaviours of their pupils and any causality will be explored in

further chapters.

Pupils expressed mixed views about bilingual education and its practice in their school.
Some adolescents said that during some lessons they have to help teachers to translate
things. Others agreed saying that bilingual education is more of a problem for their
teachers and not for them: “Not all our teachers know the Latvian language well
enough. Not every teacher can teach their subject in Latvian and give us full knowledge
of that subject.” Some also mentioned that their parents are no longer able to help them

with their homework because of their low knowledge of Latvian.

In focus groups, the Russian-speaking adolescents expressed general support for
bilingual education. As one of the boys said, “It is hard at first, but it is good. It will be
easier later. When we finish school and will have to find a job, everything is in Latvian.
Therefore, it is better to start at an early age.” Another pupil linked language and
identity: “It has to be in both Russian and Latvian in order for everybody to understand

that we are Russians who live in Latvia.”

Although most of the pupils agreed that bilingual education gives them many

advantages, some with poorer Latvian skills were worried: “Instead of studying a
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specific subject or a particular mathematical law, we learn what this specific term

means in Latvian or Russian. We manage to do much less in the same amount of time.”

Some pupils argued that the segregated education system has to stay and 'Latvian'
schools are there for Latvians and 'Russian' schools for Russians because children have
to study in their home language. One of the girls was anxious about her identity, “In
Russian school everything has to be in Russian. It cannot be mixed - some things in
Russian and some in Latvian. I have this fear that I will not know who we are.” Another
pupil was apprehensive that, being Russian, he will not be able to explain some things
that he learnt in school in his mother tongue. Another boy was quite angry saying, “We
are not going to speak Latvian at school to each other, are we? Nobody can force us
to do it. We can speak Latvian to each other only in Latvian language class. In
other classes or in break times nobody can force us to do it.” As we can see,
adolescents were worried not so much about their actual language skills, but more
about their teachers’ and parents’ proficiency in Latvian and also about their own
linguistic acculturation and identity. In support to some theories about the link between
identity and language (Giles et al, 1977; Giles & Johnson, 1981; Heller, 1987;
Fishman, 1989, 1996; Phinney et al., 2001a; Vedder and Virta, 2005; Chiswick &
Miller, 2008; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2009) Russian-speaking adolescents clearly
linked their linguistic behaviour to their identity, to who they are. This will be
explored further in Chapter 5.

Data analysis and previous research show that students and teachers have a positive
attitude toward bilingual education, believing that it represents a compromise in terms of
minority education reforms (Zepa, 2004; BISS, 2010)°'. This survey data suggest a
very similar picture. Regarding the overall language of education in ethnic minority
schools, only 2 per cent of teachers agreed with the statement that ‘Russian children
in schools have to learn in Latvian language’. However, 14 per cent of adolescents in

2009 and 10 per cent in 2007 agreed with the statement. In the 2002 survey, two

3! The BISS study on ethnic minority adolescents’ views on education shows that with regards to the
language of instruction 58 per cent of pupils wanted to study bilingually, 35 per cent only in Russian
and 2 per cent only in Latvian. There was an increase in those who favoured education in two languages
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years before the reform, pupils were asked what they thought about studying solely in
Latvian starting from Year 10. In response, 10 per cent were happy with the prospect

and felt that they could do it*.

As regards attitudes towards bilingual education, 64 per cent of pupils were in favour
and 82 per cent reported that their parents were also supporting it in 2009. In contrast

only 29 per cent of adolescents were positive about education in two languages in 2002.

Although adolescents who are in favour of bilingual education report more frequent use
of Latvian over Russian (F(1, 407) = 4.13, p = .04), the data do not suggest any
statistical association between proficiency in Latvian and attitudes towards bilingual
education. Nevertheless, pupils who are both in favour of bilingual education and use
Latvian frequently support integration or assimilation attitudes in general. Therefore,
their attitudes towards education and language use have to be viewed as a part of the

general acculturation strategy rather than directly linked to the language knowledge.

To summarise, this survey and other studies (e.g. BISS, 2008a) show some improvement
in self-reported Latvian language knowledge, which was used as one of the main
arguments in favour of the education reform. However, Latvian language exam results

from minority ethnic schools show little increase.

In addition, there has been no broader research on what is actually happening in schools
and how the bilingual programmes are put into practice. The data from this study show
that the actual use of Latvian in the school environment as reported by pupils and their
teachers has not increased and stays at quite a low level, despite the fact that on paper all
schools implement bilingual education programmes with a high proportion of teaching

and learning declared to be in Latvian.

According to Silova (2002) and Galbreath & Galvin (2005) there is the legacy of the

Soviet mentality of following instructions that results in double standards, which is not

from 41 per cent in 2004 (BISS, 2010).

32 In addition 21 per cent liked the idea, but did not know if they were ready. 32 per cent responded that
they would understand the subject better studying in Russian and 36 per cent were strongly against this
change.
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uniqge to the implementation of the minority education reform. On the one hand, school
administrators put all regulations in place as they report on paper to the Latvian Ministry
of Education. Yet, on the other little changes in the actual everyday life of school and
teaching methods. So, this ‘staging’ of the bilingual education as Silova (2002) calls it
would explain why the situation in 'Russian’ schools contradicts to a certain extent
BISS survey (2008a) conclusions about the increase of Latvian use in formal context
as regulated by formal rules and laws. School can be viewed as a combination of
private and public spaces. On the one hand, the Education Law regulates language use
in the classroom in the same way as it does in other formal public environments. On the
other hand, schools represent quite monolingual environments compared with other
workplaces, which makes the use of the Latvian language quite artificial. Besides,
adolescents and teachers are still free to choose their unofficial language of teaching and
learning, outside of Ministry inspections, and as data show their preference stays with

Russian.

As we can conclude neither the school environment nor the wider social environment
outside of school provide sufficient exposure to the Latvian language for Russian-
speaking adolescents. Of course, it has to be taken into account that in many urban
settings in Latvia, including Riga, Russian language is very often sufficient and thus

separation into two language communities is much more likely to happen.

Some studies (BISS, 2008a) also reveal that Russian knowledge among ethnic Latvians
has been diminishing year by year. The asymmetry of language skills between
young Russian-speakers and Latvians has already changed: 73 per cent of non-Latvian
young people have good Latvian language skills and 54 per cent of young Latvians
speak Russian well. This, coupled with the segregated education system might
increase the tendency for further separation along linguistic and cultural lines. While
the decrease in Russian language knowledge amongst ethnic Latvians might actually

widen exposure to Latvian, this can only happen if there were frequent social contacts

33 In 1996 84 per cent of ethnic Latvians rated their Russian language skills as good, in 2008 that figure
had dropped notably to 69 per cent. Furthermore, Russian skills are also poorer among younger Latvians:
in the 15-34 age group only 54 per cent speak Russian language well.
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between the two groups. The next sections look in greater depth at in- and out-group
social contacts to create a more detailed picture of the acculturation and identity

formation context of Russian-speaking adolescents in Riga.

4.3.4 Social contacts

Social contacts with individuals from one’s own ethnic group and from the larger
society are a fundamental dimension of acculturation and identification. Wider personal
contact with other groups is known to be related to less conflict, fewer prejudices
and less perceived discrimination as well as better national language knowledge and
more successful adaption outcomes (see section 1.3.3). A recent overview of over 200
studies testing the “Allport contact hypothesis” (Allport, 1954) found strong
confirmation that intergroup contact does relate negatively to prejudice, that the largest
effects were achieved in work and other more structured contexts, and that majority
participants revealed much larger mean effects than minority participants (Pettigrew
and Tropp, 2000). Therefore, it is important to investigate the in- and out-group
social contacts of young Russian-speakers and link these to other attitudes and

behaviours.

There have been few cases of ethnic violence in Latvia and quite a high proportion of
mixed marriages with every fifth Latvian entering marriage with a non-Latvian partner
and every fourth Russian with a non-Russian-origin partner. Since independence,
intermarriage between Russians and Latvians has increased substantially. In 2010 27 per
cent of adolescents from Russian schools (who are mainly of non-Latvian origin) said
there were Latvians are in the household and 36 per cent reported having Latvians
among their close relatives (BISS, 2010). Part of this increase can be explained by
selective emigration, but at least half of it may be due to integration (Monden & Smits,
2005; Kronenfeld, 2005). The geographical dispersion of ethnic minorities also helps to

maintain quite frequent contacts between Latvians and non-Latvians.
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Nevertheless, in many cities, Riga in particular, there is noticeable segregation at the
workplace. Furthermore, the segregated ‘Latvian’ and ‘Russian’ schooling system also
facilitates the creation of two separate communities within one larger society. A recent

survey of adolescents (BISS, 2010) showed that 42 per cent of adolescents from

'Latvian' schools did not want to study with Russian-speakers and 56 per cent of pupils
from 'Russian’ schools did not want to be in a school with Latvians. Nevertheless, 72 per
cent of young Russian-speakers said that they had friends and acquaintances who were

of Latvian origin.

Both teachers and pupils in this study were asked questions about friends and also about
the frequency of contacts outside schools with people of a different ethnic

background. Figure 4-12 and Figure 4-13 summarise the results of the survey.
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Figure 4-12 Friends among different ethnicities, 2009, % (N=93 teachers, N=456 pupils)

Overall results of this study are comparable to the BISS survey of adolescents in
'Russian' schools in 2010 (BISS, 2010). 86 per cent of adolescents in this survey had at
least one friend of Latvian origin. Teachers have slightly fewer friends among Latvians,
thus 17 per cent of teachers and 13 per cent of adolescents have no Latvian friends (see
Figure 4-12). This can also be interpreted as having different notions of friendship at

different ages since teachers overall also report fewer friends among Russians.
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Figure 4-13 Contacts outside school with different ethnicities, 2009, % (N=93 teachers, N=456
pupils)

At the same time, only 15 per cent of teachers and 42 per cent of pupils almost never
come into a contact with Latvians outside the school environment (see Figure 4-13). As
the general population survey (Zepa, 2004a) shows, 43 per cent of ethnic minorities did
not have frequent social contacts and a further 4 per cent had practically no contact with
other ethnicities. To interpret and compare the results of this survey with the study of
general population two factors have to be acknowledged. First, this study is based in
Riga where the proportion of Latvians is smaller than on average in Latvia. Second,
the context of this study is ‘Russian’ schools that limits any extensive social contacts
outside school environment (as any school does) and this particular case with Latvian
youngsters. These factors could explain the quite high proportion of pupils and their
teachers who do not have contact with Latvians on an everyday basis or almost at

all since they spend most of their time in school.

To reduce the number of variables for further analysis the pupils’ and teachers’ answers
(friends and frequency of contacts) were summed to create two scales: contacts with
Latvians and contacts with Russians. The table below (see Table 4-6) provides

descriptive information about the scales created.

Table 4-6 Descriptive statistics of measurements of social contacts with Russians and Latvians
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Scale Range No. of items | Mean SD
Contacts with Latvians -adolescents 0-8 2 3.2 2.1
Contacts with Latvians -teachers 0-8 2 4.0 2.4
Contacts with Russians -adolescents 0-8 2 7.7 0.7
Contacts with Russians -teachers 0-8 2 6.8 1.4

Both teachers and adolescents reported quite weak contacts with Latvians and a high
frequency and intensity contacts with Russians, as we already saw from an item-based
analysis (see Figure 4-12 and Figure 4-13). Almost all Russian-speaking adolescents
have many friends who are Russian and they also have frequent social contacts with
them outside the school environment. This reinforces the earlier finding that only very
few pupils support assimilation in the closer and wider social contacts area. Thus, even
though around one-fifth of Russian-speaking adolescents support marginalisation on the
attitudinal level, it does not correspond to their actual behaviour. Since the variable that
contains information about social contacts with Russians is highly skewed and has
low variance it will not be used in any further analysis and I will focus on contacts
with Latvians and how the intensity of those is linked to other acculturation attitudes,
behaviours and identifications. To conclude, the pupils from 'Russian' schools embrace

integration on an attitudinal level, but their actual behaviour indicates separation.

The focus group discussion results also support this argument and help to explore it
further. When pupils describe their existing Latvian friends or contacts in an abstract
way then they use integration rhetoric. Whereas when they talk about wider social
contacts with Latvians as an ethnic group and who they have encountered in
everyday situations they use many expressions that show separation. This is
revealed in this statement by a 13 year old boy: “Latvians overall are people like
people, only they speak Latvian. All my Latvian friends are normal, but all other
Latvians are not.” Furthermore, although the BISS (2010) study shows that most
pupils (92 per cent) describe their relationships with Latvians as “friendly” or “mostly
friendly”, at the same time 72 per cent of students feel better in the Russian linguistic
and cultural environment. However, only 15 per cent avoid contacts with Latvians as

they do not like them because of the cultural differences.
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Language was mentioned as one of the main reasons for conflicting views and a lack of
communication between Russians and Latvians in the BISS study (2010). 38 per cent of
pupils from 'Russian' schools agreed that Latvians are arrogant and only communicate
with people who speak Latvian. Many adolescents in focus groups also mentioned
language knowledge and use as a barrier to more contacts between Russians and
Latvians. As one of the girls said, “They (Latvians) accept me because I can speak
Latvian with them, but other children cannot and they (Latvians) do not like it. It is
important for Latvians if people speak their language. In our locality we have very
few Russians. Most children on our street are Latvians. If you do not speak the language

you cannot go out, join them and play and talk to Latvians.”

As adolescents explained, language plays an important role in their choice of friends;
therefore, in their view, ethnic origin per se does not matter that much for social
contacts, but the language you speak does. As one of the boys said, “You cannot
divide your friends by ethnicity. You have to be friends with everybody. There is no
difference if they are Russians or Latvians. If I like that person and can talk (know the
language) to him or her than the rest does not matter”. Language appears to be the
main signifier of the border between the two ethnic groups and has both an emotional
or symbolic role and also a more pragmatic role as a mean or an obstacle to

communication between the two (Barth, 1969; Fishman, 1989).

Nevertheless there were some children that expressed clear separation attitudes: “All my
friends are Russians and I do not want to come into contact with Latvians. They will
start talking about ethnicity again, asking questions who I am and what I do in Latvia.
I do not like those questions.” So clearly for some adolescents, not ethnicity itself, but
its interactional nature (Bourdieu, 1990; Brubaker, 2002; Hitlin et al., 2006;
Wimmer, 2008, Helbling, 2009; McDonnell and de Lourenco, 2009; Burton et al.,
2010) and where borders are drawn (Barth, 1969), makes a difference and influences
relationships; that is, if Russian ethnicity is significant in communication and if
interaction is guided by ethnic or other terms. Paradoxically for some adolescents

ethnicity is important to the extent that they want others not to take notice of it.
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When adolescents were asked about existing friends, good Latvian friends were
identified as those who you can trust and who never discuss ethnicity. As one of the
girls said, I have almost only Latvian friends. I feel better among them. I know I can

2

trust them.” The concept of trust here relates to openness in relationships and the
insignificance of ethnicity or language to these relationships. As one of the girls
explained, “Trust that they do not talk behind your back about you and that you are
Russian”. And yet, there were other Russian-speaking adolescents who insisted that it is
easier to be friends with Russians because of a common language and culture and
therefore understanding and trust that comes prior to any communication and makes you
feel more confident and comfortable when any interaction starts. As one other girl said,
“I do not like Latvians. Somehow they are not close to me. I better keep contact

’

with Russians.’

Further discussions showed that when talking about abstract attitudes Latvians were
seen as 'normal' as anybody else, it is only when asked about particular behaviours and
closer friends that most adolescents said that they felt better surrounded by Russians
because of a common language and the knowledge that they will be understood and
accepted. Adolescents even spoke about different night clubs and social youth clubs
where predominantly Russians or Latvians go. This shows that the further separation
and maintenance of two distinct communities that is a real threat to Latvia's society is

already happening.

Discussions with adolescents showed that there are certain stereotypes and perceptions
about Latvians that exist in their own community. So the separation on the attitudinal
level is also reflected in different social mores, such as appropriate dress, accessories
and humour. For example, some adolescents talked about different fashion among young
Latvians: “They have very different style. Both girls and boys dress differently. Girls
put on a red skirt and colourful tights, but Russian girls would not dress like that.
Russians are more modest. Latvians put these things on and decorate their schoolbags
with small soft toys.” Similarly one of the girls said, "They dress funny. They walk

around Old Town; you can distinguish them straight away. If you see somebody dressed
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in ultraviolet trousers, ultra green jacket with their face covered in piercings, you know

who it is...”

I have also heard very similar views about colourful outfits that are put together
inappropriately from Latvian pupils about their Russian counterparts. Dress and fashion
are used for the creation of boundaries and as Barth (1969) argued, the actual content of
the distinction does not matter, as we can see here the same fashion style is used by both
groups to distinguish between members and non-members. It is the meaning attached to
this difference that matters; it is how adolescents talk about it that creates those
boundaries. Furthermore, the actual differences within both groups are probably much
larger than between groups, and subcultures that cross the borders are more important
than ethnicity for choosing fashion statements among all adolescents in Latvia and
worldwide. So, ethnicity as a system of categories (Comaroff, 1991, 1992) involves
creation and maintenance of identities through the marking of the group borders in
opposition to each other and not focusing on the actual substance of those
differences, but using ‘ethnic myths’ (Steinberg, 1981) to sustain these imagined

differences.

Adolescents also spoke about sense of humour and jokes. One of the boys for example
said, “I think the greatest difference between Latvians and Russians is in their sense of
humour. When you are in a mixed company and you tell a joke that is closer to
Russian culture all Russians laugh and Latvians do not understand why and the
other way around.” Some adolescents and teachers also mentioned specific qualities
that were typical of Latvians and Russians, with Latvians being much calmer and

introvert and Russians being more open and active.

As we can see some of these stereotypes are there because of the lack of contact
between the two groups and thus lack of any deeper knowledge, for example fashion.
But there are also some that can be known only after a close frequent contact, for
example jokes and humour. To conclude, although there are positive contacts between
Latvian and Russian adolescents, separate communities still very much exist. While on
an attitudinal level most adolescents choose integration, fewer of them showed

integration in their behaviour. Adolescents identified language and different cultures and
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behaviours as the largest barriers for social contacts. Here, a segregated school system
limits any close everyday contact between the two groups and often boundaries between
the two groups are artificially created by relying on stereotypes and not actual

differences.

These findings also demonstrate the more affective, primordial nature of ethnicity
(Geertz, 1963; Isaacs, 1975) and also show that often ethnicity is experienced through
‘imagined community’ (Anderson, 1983; Fishman, 1989). Adolescents talked about
their trust in Russians and not being close to Latvians or the lack of understanding
between the two groups. However, these ideas were rarely based on actual
experiences, but on the idea of common ties between all Russians and all Latvians
and specific subjectively constructed boundaries between the two groups (Barth,
1969). This also illustrates how ethnicity is used (Cohen, 1978) to assign people to
groupings in order to know what to expect and how to react. However, as I
demonstrated these reactions are stereotypical and are often set before any real
meaningful communication takes place and that is why sometimes it can prevent the

actual interaction.

In the case of Russian-speaking adolescents we can see how limited social contacts
produce more stereotypes and maintain prejudices between the groups (Allport, 1954).
Furthermore, as Allport hypothesized that intergroup contact would lead to reduced

intergroup prejudice if only four conditions were obtained:

the contact participants were of equal status,

they shared common goals,

there was no competition between the groups,

there was authority sanction for the contact.

Moreover, even if all of Allport’s conditions obtain, intergroup contact can still result in
misunderstanding and even conflict if the contact parties lack what is increasingly called
“intercultural competence.” “Intercultural competence” has been defined in various

ways. Green has argued that it involves “learning how to perceive others through their
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own cultural lens, knowledge of certain cultural beliefs, personal comfort with
differences, willingness to change one’s ideas, the ability to be flexible” (Green, 1998).
The education system in this context is of great importance, but as described earlier, the
education system is segregated and contacts between the two groups are also therefore
quite limited starting from a very young age. In addition, separate media environments
and political space impedes the development of shared goals and facilitates conflicts
between the two groups. Equal status and competition in this context become even more
important. That is why the next subchapter will look in more depth at social equality and

perceived discrimination issues.

4.3.5 Perceived discrimination

Perceived discrimination is an important factor in the process of acculturation and can
be associated with language knowledge and use, close and wider social contacts and
one's acculturation attitudes and identification. Discrimination can be an obstacle not
only to successful individual adaptation, but also to social integration in society and
positive intergroup relationships. This section presents a descriptive analysis of the
perception of discrimination and which will be linked to acculturation strategies and

identifications in the following chapters.

The question of discrimination based on one’s ethnicity and language is one of the most
extensively discussed issues in Latvia and is often seen as a consequence of the
existence of “ethnic democracy” (Smith et al., 1998; Smooha, 2001; Hughes, 2005) and
the revenge of Latvians for the Soviet past (Horowitz, 1998). However, very few
researchers have shown the actual existence of ethnic discrimination and inequality in

Latvia (see section 3.4 for discussion).

In this survey adolescents and teachers were asked questions regarding their perceptions
of how Latvians see Russians and how important ethnicity is in different situations as

well as in their own individual experiences. Figure 4-14 illustrates adolescents’
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responses in 2009. A higher proportion of adolescents agree with general statements
about discriminating situations and attitudes rather than with regards to their own

personal discriminating or humiliating experiences.

I do not speak Latvian because | am scared that
peonle will laugh at me for my mistakes
There were cases when Latvians had offended me
because | am Russian
| feel Latvians do not accept me
In Latviato find work your ethnic origins are
importantand not you qualifications or professional
skills
I have heard how Latvians speakin a nasty way about
Russians

Latvians think their culture is better than Russian
culture

If given a choice, Latvians would rather have not
Russians livingin Latvia

Latvians do not understand Russian culture

Latvians treat with respect Russians and their culture --

Latvians are proud of achievement of Russians 9.9

-100%-80% -60% -40% -20% 0% 20% 40% 60% B80%

W Strongly disegree m Disagree m Agree = Strongly agree

Figure 4-14 Forms of perceived discrimination 2009

29 per cent of adolescents agree with the statement ‘In Latvia to find work your ethnic
origins are important and not your qualifications or professional skills’ and this finding
is in line with results from the BISS surveys of pupils in 2004 (39 per cent) and 2010
(31 per cent). A very similar proportion of pupils report other discriminating and

humiliating experiences, such as being offended because of their ethnicity or not feeling
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accepted. Less than half this number of adolescents (12 per cent) said that they do not

speak Latvian because of a fear of being laughed at.

| do not speak Latvian because | am scared
that people will laugh at me for my mistakes

There were cases when Latvians had offended
me because | am Russian

| feel Latvians do not accept me

Latviansthink their culture is better than
Russian culture

If given a choice, Latvians would rather have

not Russians living in Latvia 752

| have heard how Latvians speak in a nasty

way about Russians 794

Latvians treat with respect Russians and their
culture

Latvians do not understand Russian culture

Latvians are proud of achievement of Russians

m 2009 m 2007 = 2002

Figure 4-15 Perceived discrimination, 2002, 2007 and 2009

As Figure 4-15 illustrates, there are no big differences in pupils’ responses over the
years. Overall in 2009 a slightly lower proportion of adolescents agreed with the
statements about group-level discrimination, but at the same time slightly more

adolescents reported perceived discrimination at an individual level.
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I have heard how Latvians speak in a nasty way about
Russians (G0DY)

If given a choice, Latvians would rather have not
Russians living in Latvia (GD)

Latviansthink their culture is better than Russian
culture (GD)

Latviansdo not understand Russizn culture (GD)

In Latvia to find work your ethnic orlgins are important
and not your qualifications or professional skills

There were cases when Latvians had offended me
because | am Russian (PD)

| feel Latvians do not accept me (PD)

Latvians treat with respect Russians and their culture

Latvians are proud of achievement of Russians

Russian children in schools have to learn in Latvian
language

I do not speak Latvian because | am scared that people
will laugh at me for my mistakes (PD)

W teachers

69.8
67.0
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Figure 4-16 Forms of Perceived discrimination: adolescents and teachers, 2009

The comparison of teachers’ and pupils’ responses about perceived discrimination is

shown in Figure 4-16. The Figure suggests that teachers are also more likely to agree

with the group-level discrimination statements than with those at a personal level.

However, there are some differences between the views of adolescents and teachers. On

the one hand, a higher proportion of teachers (55 per cent) agree that there is

discrimination on the labour market compared with pupils (29 per cent). On the other,

more adolescents think that Latvians do not understand Russian culture (57 per cent

compared with 32 per cent) and that Latvians think their culture is better than Russian

culture (62 per cent compared to 49 per cent). Moreover, 28 per cent of adolescents feel
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that Latvians do not accept them compared with 18 per cent of teachers who agree with
the same statement. It is interesting that at the same time fewer teachers (8 per cent)
agree that Latvians are proud of the achievements of Russians compared with 24 per

cent of adolescents.

The ten items assessing perceptions of discrimination were reduced to two scales using
factor analysis. Unfortunately not all of the ten items fitted into the model and produced
reliable scales and three items had to be taken out of the model. From the seven items
used in the final analysis, three items assessed appraisals of personal discrimination (PD
in Figure 4-16) and four items assessed appraisals of group discrimination (GD in
Figure 4-16). Further analysis of the two scales suggests that boys perceive more

discrimination at an individual level than girls do (t=-2.39, p =.02).

Given the ethno-national discourse in Latvia, a number of adolescents and teachers
reported being treated as second-class citizens by Latvians. In focus group discussions
adolescents accentuated that there are various views within the Latvian group, but
among them there are also those “whose principle is that they are above everybody else

(non-Latvians), they live here and they are the masters.” (girl, 13)

However, when asked about personal instances of discrimination adolescents mainly
mentioned prejudiced attitudes rather than social inequality. Most often pupils
mentioned that there have been situations when they felt uneasy because of their
ethnicity, in particular because of their language, which is an obvious distinguishable
characteristic of Russian-speakers. However, as adolescents said, it was mostly older
people who embarrassed them. For example, as one boy said, “Older people, some of
retirement age, when they hear us speaking in Russian they look at you as to say: ‘Look
those Russians speak so loudly!’ I think ethnicity and language is of less importance
for younger people.” As already mentioned, Latvian language and its use were also
distinguished as essential criteria for how Latvians look at other individuals and whether

they accept them.

Most of the adolescents were proud that they belonged to the Russian ethnic group and

did not want to change this. However, interestingly when they evaluated how they felt
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about themselves and their ethnic origins, they spoke predominantly about their
knowledge of the Latvian language, their Latvian friends and the general views of
Latvians about Russians. As one of the girls said, “7 am Russian, but I am also a citizen
of Latvia. Rarely anybody offends me because I speak Latvian well and Latvians know
this. I have many Latvian friends.” One of the boys continued, “I never felt any negative
attitude towards myself because I am Russian. My Latvian is very good, I have only
small accent.” We can see here that ethnicity and identity are formed in an interactive
process with another ethnic group; it is as if there were no Russians without
Latvians. ‘Us’ and ‘Me’ is always talked about with a reference or comparison to
‘Them’. Both positive and negative views of Latvians about Russian-speakers appear
to be significant for the attitudes and behaviours as well as the self perception of

Russian-speaking adolescents.

The perception of discrimination or negative views about in-group by out-group, not
only demonstrates situational and experiential, rather than innate nature of ethnicity
(Barth, 1969; Cohen, 1978), but also helps to understand the ethnic identifications
processes. As some researchers argue ethnicity is very much related to how one is
perceived by others (Suarez-Orozco, 2000; Suérez-Orozco & Qin-Hilliard, 2004). The
analysis of the perceived discrimination of the young Russian-speakers illustrates the
social nature of ethnicity in which one’s ethnic membership is affected by not only
an individual’s own views (‘I am a member of this and not that group.), but also by the
out- group (‘You are a member of that group and not our group.’). It is through
these influences of out-group members that individuals come to construct their self-

identity. As Erikson explained:

“Identity formation [is] a process ... by which the individual judges
himself in the light of what he perceives to be the way in which
others judge him in comparison to themselves and to typology
significant to them; while he judges their way of judging him in the
light of how he perceives himself in comparison to them and to types
that have become relevant to him.” (Erikson, 1968, p. 22-23)

To conclude, the survey of pupils and teachers shows that both pupils and their teachers

are more likely to agree with general statements about discriminatory situations and
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attitudes than about their own individual experiences or views. As with other research,
quite a low proportion of pupils and teachers reported personal experiences of
discrimination. In addition, there was no change over time or between cohorts with
regards to the perception of discrimination. However, the qualitative data provided
evidence that although perceived discrimination is not a prominent topic among
adolescents, the general views of Latvians about Russians and the ethnopolitical ethos in
society are significant contributors to the formation of the identifications of Russian-

speaking adolescents. This will be explored further in subsequent chapters.

To return to the Allport hypothesis (1954) about successful intergroup contact that leads
to reduced prejudices and facilitates social cohesion, in the case of Latvia not only are
contacts between Russian-speakers and Latvians quite infrequent, but the Russian-
speakers also do not experience being of an equal status with Latvians and perceive
some competition between the two groups. These relationships between social contacts,
and perceived discrimination and their association with the actual degree of
acculturation will be explored further in the chapter that explains acculturation attitudes

and behaviours.

4.4 Conclusions

The survey of Russian-speaking adolescents showed their preference for integration and
its competition with separation on the attitudinal level. Overall, assimilation and
marginalisation are less attractive options for Russian-speaking adolescents. This
finding is consistent with expectations based on previous research in Latvia (Zepa et al.,
2006; BISS, 2008a) and other countries (Berry 1980; Berry et al., 1987; Berry &
Krishnan, 1992; Sayegh & Lasry, 1993; Kwak & Berry, 2001; Kasatkina, 2000,
2004, 2006; Lebedeva, 2003; Nimmerfeldt, 2009; Kruusvall et al., 2009; Nimmerfeldt
et al., 2011; Valk et al., 2011).
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Additionally, the data provided evidence not only the complexity of acculturation
phenomenon, but also a need for the development of better measurements that would
capture this multidimensionality better and make the acculturation attitude scores into

more clear cut categories.

Although integration — at least at the attitudinal level — is strongly supported by both
adolescents and their teachers, the second preferred acculturation mode continues to be
separation. Moreover, while integration attitudes stay at the same level across different
years and cohorts, there is a definite change in the popularity of the separation
attitude across all four domains. While many Russian-speaking adolescents are eager to
come into contact with both Russians and Latvians and have a positive attitude towards
being bilingual and bicultural, there are also some evident separation tendencies,
especially in the area of wider social contacts and language. This could be explained
partially by a reaction against the 'titularization' (Galbreath & Galvin, 2005) of 'Russian’

schools and the politicisation of ethnic and language issues in Latvia.

With regard to actual behaviour, most adolescents reported being fluent in Latvian or
having good language skills. They also showed understanding of having to learn Latvian
by demonstrating both integrative and instrumental motivations to do so. However, the
actual use of Latvian is at a very low level. This corresponds to quite infrequent
contacts with Latvians and a self-sufficient community of Russian-speakers. The use
of the Latvian language outside school is limited for both teachers and their pupils.
This very limited exposure to Latvian outside the school environment hinders any
positive effects of bilingual education by inhibiting practice opportunities and makes it
more artificial. Young Russian-speakers learn Latvian at school and practise it with
their teachers and their Russian-speaking peers in a monolingual environment rather
than with native Latvian-speakers. This decreases the motivation of adolescents to

learn or use Latvian if they do not have to use it in their everyday life.

Moreover, there is also a discrepancy between the official recorded proportion of
Latvian language use and its actual use in ‘Russian’ schools. Adolescents and teachers
are still free to choose their unofficial language of teaching and learning, outside of

Ministry inspections, and as data show their preference stays with the Russian language.
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So, in all situations where the choice of language depends on the individual, e.g. on the
street, in shops, with friends and even in schools, Russian is still spoken more often and

this has even been on the increase in recent years since 2008.

Although ethnic Latvians do not openly demand assimilation and the prohibition of
Russian, the formulation of quite harsh linguistic demands (for example, bilingual
education in ethnic minority schools and no compulsory Russian in ‘Latvian’ schools or
regulation of language use in the private sphere) in addition to political slogans that
sometimes are reduced to mame calling' (Romanov, 2000), create barriers for the
integration of the Russian-speaking population and decrease their motivation to learn

and use Latvian thus facilitating their separation.

All these tendencies do not suggest the greater integration of Russian and Latvian
speakers. Moreover, most Russian-speaking adolescents remain in Russian-speaking
schools and this does not facilitate their integration and social contacts with their

Latvian peers.

The findings clearly support the theories that link identity and language (Giles et al,
1977; Giles & Johnson, 1981; Heller, 1987; Fishman, 1989, 1996; Phinney et al., 2001a;
Vedder and Virta, 2005; Chiswick & Miller, 2008; Van Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2009) by
demonstrating how Russian-speaking adolescents associated their linguistic attitudes

and behaviour to their identity, to who they are.

With regard to perceived discrimination, the survey suggests that adolescents are more
likely to agree with general statements about discriminatory situations and attitudes than
report any specific personal experiences. Although perceived discrimination is not a
prominent topic among adolescents, the way how Russians are perceived by Latvians
and the ethnopolitical ethos in society are significant contributors to the formation of

identifications of Russian-speaking adolescents and their acculturation.

This chapter helped to demonstrate interactional and situational nature of ethnicity
(Cohen, 1978; Bourdieu, 1990; Brubaker, 2002; Hitlin et al., 2006; Wimmer, 2008,
Helbling, 2009; McDonnell and de Lourenco, 2009; Burton et al., 2010) and the creation
of borders (Barth, 1969) and identities. The analysis of the perception of discrimination
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in particular helps to understand the ethnic identifications processes and provide
evidence for the social nature of ethnicity (Suarez-Orozco, 2000; Sudrez-Orozco & Qin-
Hilliard, 2004). It is only through the interaction between different groups that

individuals come to construct their self-identity. (Erikson, 1968)

The findings also reveal the more affective, primordial nature of ethnicity (Geertz, 1963;
Isaacs, 1975) and how Russian-speaking adolescents experience it through ‘imagined
community’ (Anderson, 1983; Fishman, 1989) and their perceived common ties between
all Russians and all Latvians and specific subjectively constructed boundaries between
the two groups (Barth, 1969). This also helps understanding how ethnicity is
used (Cohen, 1978) to assign people to groupings in order to know what to expect and
how to react. The next chapter will continue exploring ethnicity and identity of Russian-

speaking adolescents in a more depth.

S ETHNO-NATIONAL IDENTITY OF  RUSSIAN-
SPEAKING ADOLESCENTS

5.1 Introduction

For young Russian-speakers in Latvia, as for many other adolescents across the world
with a migrant and/or ethnic minority background, the question of identity is not only
of great importance, but also often a challenge. They have to keep a balance between
their own views, those of their family and those of the larger society, the latter very
often differing from those of their parents. Although this issue is of interest to many
social scientists, this type of research represents a challenge for empirically studying

the very complex concept of ethnicity and ethnic identity.
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Identity is a dynamic and multidimensional concept and to capture this, in the case of
ethnic minorities or migrants in particular, we have to talk about the degree of
identification with different ethnic groups rather than one static identity. Moreover,
identification with a particular ethnic group and the larger society are two separate
concepts, as an individual can identify with both groups, one group or even with
neither of the two ethnic groups. Creating a coherent identity entails individuals living
with two ethnic groups and negotiating their own identity in such a way that they
maintain their links with their family and ethnic group (ethnic identification) and
integrate into the larger society and majority’s national culture (national

identification) (Hutnik, 1986,

1991; Berry, 1997). For most of the Latvian ethnic minority population the formation of
ethno-national identity involves a balance of identification with the (a) Latvian and (b)

Russian ethnic groups, languages and cultures.

194In this study I use the term 'ethno-national' identity when talking about the
broader identity that includes ethnic and national identifications.*® This term is used to
reflect the multiple dimensions of one's identity and in the case of ethnic minorities or
migrants this allows ethnic and national identity to be measured and presented not as
two ends of a continuum, but two simultaneous parts of a coherent ethno-national
identity. The concept of ethno-national identity allows for greater flexibility and
dynamism since the strength and meaning of these identifications can change over
time (across generations and even within the lifespan of an individual) and can depend
on the context. I refer to ethno-national identity as one’s sense of belonging to an
ethnic group or groups and the part of one’s thoughts, perceptions, emotions, and

behaviour that emerge from these group memberships (Phinney, 1996).

The main aim of this study is to look at how adolescents construct and reconstruct their
ethno-national identities and choose acculturation strategies at school and how their
teachers and peers might influence these processes. This is one of the focal chapters of

the study that looks at ethno-national identity and its formation among Russian-speaking

3 See chapter on ethno-national identity.
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adolescents in Russian-language schools in Riga. In the next chapter I will include the
analysis of factors that influence their ethnic and national identifications, focusing on

different acculturation and behaviours and peer and teacher effects in particular.

As already mentioned, the empirical study and operationalisation of ethno-national
identity poses challenges to researchers. Ethno-national identity can be operationalised
in many different ways: researchers (Sinnott, 2005, Abdelal et al., 2005) often study the
affinitive proximity of respondents to a state or a group and the degree of identification
with groups. 1 will use, as suggested by Phinney (1992), measurements for self-
identification based on open-ended questions, the degree of identification with the
Latvian and Russian groups and overall ethno-national identity strength as well as

belonging/commitment to Latvia.

There has been a great deal of research on Russians in the post-Soviet space, particularly
in Latvia (see for example Melvin, 1995; Shlapentokh et al., 1994; Chinn & Kaiser,
1996; Kolsto, 1995, 1996, 1999; Laitin, 1998; Karklins, 1986, 1994; Ponarin, 2000;
Poppe & Hagendoorn, 2001; Pisarenko, 2006, Galbreath, 2006; Cara, 2010a). These
studies explore the different identities of Russians and Russian-speakers and suggest
possible developments. However, adolescents have not been the main focus in any of
these studies. Furthermore, the main questions the researchers usually have asked are
‘what identities’ and not how these identities are created and what factors influence this

Process.

In this chapter, the following questions were addressed in particular: What are the
specific ethno-national identifications of Russian-speaking adolescents in Latvia? What
is the structure and content of their ethno-national identity? Above all, what is the
degree of identification with the Latvian and Russian ethnic groups and how are these
identifications combined or related to one another to create a coherent identity? Do the
different self-identifications of adolescents also reflect some differences between them
in the degree of their identification with the Russian and Latvian ethnic groups? In the
next chapter I will look into how these identities are formed and the relationship

between them and acculturation attitudes and behaviours.
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5.2 Structure and content of ethno-national identity of Russian-

speaking adolescents

5.2.1 Ethno-national self-identification

Self-identification is considered to be a basic element of any identity (Ashmore et al.,
2004), and research on ethno-national identity must therefore begin with an exploration
of how individuals self-identify as members of a particular group or groups and
what labels they use. This can be done either with open-ended questions or with lists
that are sufficiently comprehensive (Phinney, 1992). In this study I used open-ended
questions asking about the ethnicity and mother tongue of adolescents from Russian-

language schools in Riga.

Before I continue with the analysis since the survey and all the interviews were carried
in Russian I have to explain and distinguish between different terms I used in my survey
and adolescents and their teachers used in focus group discussions and interviews. It is
important to differentiate between latyshskii (ethnic Latvian) and latviiskii (who lives in
Latvia) and russkii (ethnic Russian) and rossiiskii (who lives in Russia). Whereas both
first two labels for Latvian and Russian identification emphasise the ethnic and cultural

dimension, the two second labels focus on the belonging to the state and land.

In all my questionnaires I applied ethnic terms latyshskii and russkii to focus on ethnic
and cultural dimensions of identity and asked questions about belonging to the state
separately (see section 5.2.4). Another reasons for the drawing on these terms was that
the term /atviiskii is a relatively new concept and has not been widely adopted for use in
Latvia within Russian-speaking community, among adolescents in particular. Moreover,
in their own descriptions during interviews and discussions and in open ended questions
in the survey adolescents used ethnic terms latyshskii and russkii rather than civic

latviiskii and rossiiskii.
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The ethno-national self-identification of 74 per cent of adolescents in the sample was
Russian; Latvian for 17 per cent and 9 per cent identified themselves as belonging
to some other ethnicity. It is interesting that only five respondents (1 per cent) chose
a bicultural Russian/Latvian ethno-national self-identification. However, 96 per cent
of the whole sample reported Russian as their linguistic self-identification (i.e. in terms
of their first language), only 2 per cent reported Latvian as their first language and
seven adolescents (1.5 per cent) stated that they were bilingual in Russian and Latvian.
Finally four (less than 1 per cent) adolescents reported some other linguistic self-

identification.

Table 5-1 The relationship between ethno-national and linguistic self-identification

Linguistic self-identification

Ethno-national self-identification Russian | Latvian Russian/Latvian | Other
Count 329 1 3 -
0/ <iils o

Russian % within ethno-national 98.8 0.3 0.9 -
% within linguistic 73.6 10.0 42.9 -
Count 75 9 3 -
0/ <iils o

Latvian % within ethno-national 86.2 10.3 3.4 -
% within linguistic 16.8 90.0 42.9 -
Count 5 - 1 -

Russian/ |,, ... .

Latvian % within ethno-national 83.3 - 16.7 -
% within linguistic 1.1 - 14.3 -
Count 38 - - 3
0/ iils o

Other % within ethno-national 92.7 - - 73
% within linguistic 8.5 - - 100
Count 447 10 7 3
0/ iils o

Total % within ethno-national 95.7 21 1.5 0.6
% within linguistic 100 100 100 100

It is interesting to look at the relationship between ethno-national and linguistic self-
identification (see Table 5-1). Although there is a very strong association between the
two, they do not overlap completely. On the one hand, 74 per cent of those who

specified Russian as their first language identified themselves as Russian. On the other
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hand, 86 per cent of those who identified as Latvian had Russian as their mother

tongue.

Other research (Zepa, 2004b; BISS, 2010) showed similar patterns of ethno-national and
linguistic self-identification when exploring the attitudes and views of Year 9-12

pupils from ethnic minority schools.

The discrepancy between the ethno-national and linguistic self-identifications can be
explained by the context of the research, Russian-language schools, where you would
expect to find mainly Russian-speaking children even if they have different ethnic
origins. Thus, most of the adolescents in Russian schools in modern Latvia are either of
Russian ethnic origin, are other ethnic minorities who are russified linguistically or are
children from ethnically mixed marriages. This pattern provides evidence therefore not
only for the linguistic assimilation of other groups into the Russian-speaking group, but
also related to it, the variation of ethno-national identities within the linguistically
homogenous group of Russian-speakers. It also demonstrates that the ethno-national
self-identification does not overlap fully with the linguistic identity and language is
only one of the possible dimensions of identity (De Vos, 1980; Giles, 1978; Giles &
Johnson, 1981; Ethier and Deaux; 1990; Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000).

The other trend that is obvious from the data is that some Russian-speakers come to
identify increasingly with the Latvian ethnic group or Latvian state and territory (see
Table 5-2). Thus, more adolescents who specified Russian as their first language
identified as ‘Latvian’ in 2009 (17 per cent) than in 2007 (11 per cent) and 2002 (7 per
cent). This can be explained partly by the actual difference between the groups of
adolescents who participated in the surveys; but it is also probable that more adolescents
chose the label that reflects their civic/country rather than ethnic membership. This

provides some evidence, in addition to prior research (Pavlovich, 1980; Melvin, 1995;

33 Thus, in 2004 among the students who identified themselves as having a Latvian ethnic origin, only
13 per cent reported that their mother tongue was Latvian, while for 82 per cent the mother tongue was
Russian and another 3 per cent reported that both Latvian and Russian were their native languages. In
2010 again only 24 per cent of adolescents from ethnic minority schools whose ethnic self-
identification was Latvian reported Latvian language as their mother tongue.
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Payin, 1994; Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002; Simonian, 2003; Pavlenko, 2006; Cara,
2007), that Russian-speakers, in this particular case, adolescents in ‘Russian’ schools
identify to some degree with the Latvian state and possibly the Latvian ethnic group.

This will be explored further in this and following sections as well as the next chapter.

This indicates a change in the identification of Russian-speaking adolescents. Moreover,
not only does it show the dynamic nature of their identity, but also illustrates its
multidimensional structure. This trend could also suggest the gradual replacement of an
ethnic understanding of the Latvian nation by a civic and inclusive one, as more non-
Latvians identify with the Latvian nation and incorporate this into their ethno-national

identification together with their identification with the Russian language and group.

The ethno-national self-identification of 64 per cent of teachers in the sample was
Russian; Latvian for 17 per cent and 19 per cent identified themselves as belonging to
some other ethnicity. Similarly to adolescents there is also a discrepancy between ethno-
national and linguistic identities: 85 per cent of teachers from the same schools chose
Russian as their linguistic self-identification and only 10 per cent reported Latvian as
their first language. The number of teachers who identified as Latvian is higher than in
the adolescents’ sample because the teachers’ sample includes teachers of Latvian who

in most cases are of Latvian origin.

Table 5-2 presents the ethno-national self-identification of adolescents and their teachers
who chose Russian as their linguistic self-identification, since these linguistic groups are
the main focus of this study. As we can see, the proportion of pupils who chose Latvian
as their self-identification is higher than that among teachers. As previous research
suggests (e.g. BISS, 2008a; 2010; Zepa & Klave, 2011), the younger generation is more
likely to be better integrated into Latvian society and therefore are more likely to
identify with Latvia and Latvians. Furthermore, a larger proportion of teachers were

born outside Latvia compared to the adolescents, most of who were born in Latvia.

Table 5-2 Ethno-national self-identification chosen, Russian speaking adolescents and teachers 2002-

2009, those who specified Russian as their first language
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Ethno-national 2002 (children born |2007 (children born 2009 (children born 2009
self-identification | in 1988/89) Year 7 |in 1988/89) Year 12 | in 1995/96) Year 7 | teachers
N % N % N % N | %
Russian 332 80.1 339 78.7 329 73.5 64 | 753
Latvian 28 6.8 47 10.9 75 16.8 7 | 82
Russian/Latvian 5 1.2 - - 5 1.1 - -
Other 50 11.9 44 10.4 38 8.6 14 | 16.6

For further analysis I will restrict my sample to those who have Russian as their first
language. This will help to focus the research to investigate the identification and
acculturation of a group with a common linguistic self-identification. Moreover, the
greatest divide in Latvia is very often along linguistic rather than purely ethnic lines.
The tendencies for separation are between Russian- and Latvian-speakers and their

social worlds rather than a clear partition between ethnic Russians and Latvians.

Furthermore, as Apine and Volkovs (2007) have argued, many Russian-speakers and
Russians in Latvia link their identity to the preservation of the social functions of the
Russian language in a similar way to Latvians who base their identity very much on the
symbolism of the Latvian language. Therefore for a certain part of the Russian-
speakers, this collective linguistic identity has become the only basis and source of
social self- organisation and self-identification. However, the collective linguistic
identity of Russian-speakers might negatively influence their identification with Latvian
civic society because of their quite strong linguistic self-sufficiency and tendencies

toward linguistic self-segregation.

As linguistic identity is an essential component in Russian-speakers’ ethno-national
identification, many perceive the linguistic aspects of Latvian integration and
education policies as discriminatory and potentially threatening. This is also one of the
reasons, as shown in the chapter about linguistic behaviour and attitudes, why
between 1996 and 2010 the linguistic behaviour of Russian-speakers changed rather
slowly or not at all, although their Latvian language skills improved considerably. In
subsequent chapters I will explore the relationship between ethno-national identity and

its two main components and linguistic attitudes and behaviours.
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Since self-identification is context-dependent and a single label rarely encompasses the
multidimensionality of one's ethno-national identity, particularly in the case of ethnic
minorities and immigrants, it is useful to ask individuals about their degree of
identification with different groups. That allows for the measurement and identification

of different dimensions of ethno-national identity.

Furthermore the category or label itself is of less importance psychologically and
socially than its meaning for an individual. For example, research has shown that the
strength of ethno-national identification has a greater influence on academic
achievement than the ethno-national categories used among adolescents from diverse
ethnic backgrounds (Fuligni, Witkow, & Garcia, 2005). That is why in this study I also
use measurements that try to capture other aspects of the identity of the Russian-
speaking adolescents, such as their degree of identification with the Latvian and Russian
groups and cultures as well as the strength and commitment of their overall ethno-

national identity.

5.2.2 Degree of identification with the Russian and Latvian groups and cultures

As has been well documented, individuals can at different times use different labels for
their ethno-national self-identifications (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001), the latter changing
according to either the social context or through their life-stages. Moreover, the label
one uses is also restricted by how one is seen by others, which means that individuals
cannot easily use labels that are inconsistent with their appearance, behaviour or
language. That is why it is useful to ask individuals how they feel being part of
both their own ethnic and national group to measure their degree of identification

with the two.

As shown in the previous section, for Russian-speaking adolescents in Latvia the main
components of ethno-national identity are usually their identifications with the Latvian

and Russian groups. As the survey data suggest (see Figure 5-1) and as expected, most
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Russian-speaking adolescents consider themselves completely Russian (87.5 per cent)
and only a very small proportion (2.7 per cent) view themselves as being completely
Latvian. Similarly, 75.3 per cent of their teachers see themselves as being completely
Russian and 2.6 per cent as being completely Latvian. However, the most interesting
finding lies in the fact that close to half (44 per cent) of the Russian-speaking
adolescents and a smaller, but still considerable, proportion of their teachers (17 per

cent) consider themselves ‘a little bit” Latvian.
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Figure 5-1 % responses to ‘I think about myself as ...” adolescents and their teachers. Riga, 2009

Since ethno-national identity is a multidimensional concept,it can combine
identifications with two or more ethnic groups, to understand the identity of Russian-
speaking adolescents, one has to look at their identifications with Latvians and Russians
rather than a linear development of their identity from fully Russian to fully Latvian.
Table 5-3 shows that most adolescents fit into one of patterns of identification: 46.6
per cent feel ‘completely Russian’ and ‘not at all Latvian’ and 36.1 per cent feel

‘completely Russian’ and “a little bit Latvian’.

These patterns of Russian and Latvian identifications correspond to the choice of
acculturation attitudes: the first to separation and the second to integration. This trend
needs more analysis to test if certain acculturation attitudes and behaviours are related to
specific ethno-national identity outcomes and, if so, in what ways. In Chapter 6 I will be
looking at the factors, including acculturation attitudes and specific behaviours that are

associated with ethno-national identity.
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Table 5-3 Identification with Latvians and Russians

Think about oneself as a Latvian
Think about oneself as a Russian |(Completely not |A little bit Completely Total
Count 6 1 2 9
Completely not |2, 1.3 0.2 0.4 1.9
Count 18 39 3 60
A little bit Y% 3.8 8.3 0.6 12.8
Count 218 169 12 399
Completely % 46.6 36.1 2.6 85.3
Count 242 209 17 468
Total % 51.7 44.7 3.6 100

These survey findings with regards to the ethno-national identity of young Russian-
speakers were also reflected in the focus group discussions. As expected, all associations
reflected in their narratives about the Russian group were very positive personal feelings
and emotions. The adolescents associated the label ‘Russian’ with such words as ‘my’,
‘close’, ‘known’, ‘comprehensible’, ‘relatives’, ‘I’, ‘friends’, ‘people who understand
me’, ‘my native language’. The associations with the label ‘Latvian’ were also quite
positive, albeit with a slightly larger personal distance. For example, most pupils
mentioned their good Latvian language knowledge, their citizenship, Latvia as their
country and their friends. Many adolescents said that Latvian is something close, ‘ours’,
but not completely, which also corresponds to the findings from the survey. Some pupils

also insisted ‘Latvian’ was something very different, the Other, something alien, distant

and strange.

In all focus group discussions the adolescents very rarely questioned their identification
with the Russian group as such, but it is interesting which Russian group they actually
identified with. This cannot be explored through the survey data, but, as the qualitative
data show, many young Russian-speakers in Latvia distinguish between Russians in

Latvia and Russians in Russia.

While most clearly fully identify with Russians in Latvia, their relationship to and
feelings about Russians in Russia are very different and much more diverse. Many of
them insisted that they were different from Russians in Russia because they live in
Latvia and not Russia and this has changed their traditions, mentality and even

language, which is a central to Russian-speaking identity (Volkovs, 1996; Apine, 2001;
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Apine & Volkovs, 2007). As one of the boys said, “My Russian language here in Latvia
is different from the one they use in Russia. When I was in Russia they clearly
understood straight away that I am not local. It was because of my language, the way
I pronounce and choose words.” Adolescents spoke about their life in Latvia, their
Latvian friends and unique traditions, their knowledge of the Latvian language and way

of life; as they implied this makes them unlike Russians in Russia.

Some adolescents expressed quite extreme views arguing that it is problematic to refer
to Russians who live in Latvia ‘Russians’. For example, when discussing if Russians
should keep their way of life and traditions one of the girls said, “everything depends
what Russians we are talking about here. We are not Russians strictly speaking. In
Russia we are looked upon as Latvians and not Russians. Even if we speak Russian

, Russians are those who live in Russia.”

Some adolescents referred to Russians who live in Latvia as Balts, Baltic Russians or
Latvian Russians/Russian Latvians because these Russians have a different culture. As
this study and my previous research (Cara, 2010a) show, this specific self-identification
allows Russians in Latvia to develop an identity through which they position
themselves as being better, cleverer, more educated and of a higher social status than
Russians in Russia. The divide between East (Asia, Russia, worse) and West (Europe,

Latvia, better) is also incorporated as a part of the discourse and narrative.

There were also some mixed views about the circumstances under which they feel
Latvian and Russian. Some reported that they felt more Russian while in Russia and
more Latvian when in Latvia. For example, one of the boys said, “When I go to Russia
in summer I see myself as a Russian because I cannot feel Latvian there. I have this

feeling that there is my motherland. In Latvia I feel more like a Latvian.”

Others explained that it is particularly when they are outside Latvia that they can see
how unique they are and feel more like Latvian or Baltic Russians. As one of the boys
said, “I was proud to be at least a little bit Latvian. For example, I was in a
summer camp in Russia and [ was very proud to speak Latvian there; nobody

understood me and I was very pleased. 1 was different from them all!” This
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demonstrates not only the evidence of the formation of a separate Latvian Russian
identity, but also supports Social Identity Theory (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner,
1986). The positive self-concept of these adolescents is derived from their Latvian
Russian group identity. This identity provides them both with the sense of belonging
and distinctiveness (Brewer, 1991) and also helps to maintain positive self-concept
(Tajfel, 1981). They favourably compare Russians in Russia and Russians in Latvia
using the East-West hierarchy and uniqueness of the Latvian Russians as a means to

boost self-esteem (Operario & Fiske, 1999).

Adolescents often presented a primordial and emotional approach to their identity, that
can be linked to the effect of the Soviet nationality policy on the modern
understanding of ethnicity in Latvia as something you are born with and that does not
change even through generations. As one other boy said, “being Russian is a state of
your soul and it does not matter where you live in Latvia or Russia. I do not care what
others think. I see myself as Russian!” These primordial views on ethnicity also
have been linked to separation attitudes. Another boy added, “I feel Russian both in
Latvia and Russia. However, while in Russia I feel like a free person, whereas in Latvia
1 feel like a Russian with fewer rights.” This shows that there is an influence on the
identification of adolescents from other people, in particular their peers from both the

same and the other ethnic group.

As discussed in section 4.3.4 and 4.3.5, the role of the Other in determining one’s own
identification was mentioned by the respondents with reference to Latvians. As one of
the girls said, “If you are Russian, you can have five citizenships of Latvia, but for
Latvians you will always stay only Russian.” These findings demonstrate that what
forms one’s identity is not only how one feels, but also how others see you as an
individual. Identity is always a social product created through interaction between the
individual views of oneself and the way how one perceives how other see him or her
(Erikson, 1968). As revealed in this section, many adolescents when asked about their
ethnicity, not only spoke about their own feelings and emotions, but often discussed

how Latvians perceive them and if they are accepted or how Russians in Russia

203



distinguish them or their language and behaviour from the ‘proper’ Russian way to

do things.

This shows how ethnicity is a product of both human agency and social context
demonstrating interactional and situational nature of ethno-national identity (Epstein,
1978; Brubaker, 2002). On the one hand individuals may identify with one or more
ethnic groups to a different degree as a matter of their choice. While on the other, this
seemingly free choice is structured and heavily influenced both psychologically and
socially by others (Suarez-Oronzo, 2000; Suarez-Oronzo & Qin-Hilliard, 2004).
Individuals come to construct their identity through it being ascribed by both their in-
group and out-group. Their in-group has to accept them and out-groups have to reject

them for the maintenance of a coherent identity.

Although the views of other people are essential for the formation of identity for all
people, in the case of ethnic minority adolescents the attitudes and views of family
members and other people from the wider community can contradict each other and this
can create an intergenerational gap. Many adolescents in focus group discussions
mentioned differences between their own views and those of their parents. In the view
of some adolescents there are certain differences between their own and their parents’
and grandparents’ views, especially if the latter were born outside Latvia. Thus one of
the girls said, “I feel I am a part of both Russian and Latvian culture because I live
in Latvia and was born in Latvia. My father see himself only as a Russian even though
he was born in Latvia and my grandfather is also Russian and he was born in Russia.”
As can be seen from the quote the relationship between the views and identifications
of parents and their children is a complex one. Despite the importance of both
subjective and objective notions of ‘common descent’ in many theoretical approaches
to ethnicity (Weber, 1968; Isaacs, 1975; Smith, 1981, 1986; Anderson, 1983; Fishman,
1989) — not to mention Soviet understanding of the nation — members of the same

family can often adopt different acculturation attitudes and have different forms of

identification.

204



@ .
5 pupils 43.6
= | I
o
=
R
e !
S teachers (¥ 71.1
e |
E L L
(&)
o
o
=
B completely not W a little bit completely

Figure 5-2 % responses to ‘I think about myself as a part of ...” adolescents and their teachers. Riga
2009

As culture is an important aspect of ethnicity and therefore ethno-national identity, the
adolescents and their teachers were also asked to identify themselves as being a part of a
Latvian and/or Russian culture, understood more broadly than ‘being Russian 'or ‘being
Latvian’. As Figure 5-2 shows, the answers were much more diverse than in the case of
ethno-national identity. Almost half (44 per cent) of the Russian-speaking
adolescents and more than two-thirds of their teachers (71 per cent) considered
themselves to be completely part of Russian culture. Interestingly, a very similar
proportion (46 per cent) of pupils and a smaller percentage (54 per cent) of their
teachers felt part of Latvian culture to some degree. It is also worth noting that half of
the Russian-speaking adolescents and slightly more than a quarter (27 per cent) of their

teachers felt that only belong to Russian culture a little bit.

To some degree this helps us understand some of the sentiments expressed by
respondents in focus group discussions and what other researchers (Pavlovich, 1980;
Melvin, 1995; Payin, 1994; Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002; Simonian, 2003; Zepa,
2005a; Pavlenko, 2006; Galbreath, 2006; Cara, 2007, 2010a) also suggest: namely, very
often Russians and Russian-speakers in Latvia identify closely as Russians on the one

hand, but on the other they also are very much aware of their cultural differences from
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Russians in Russia and general Russian culture. Therefore when asked specifically about
Russian culture rather than their Russian ethnic origin and identification, they are more
likely to show more variation in their sense of belonging and to choose partial
membership of the cultural group. It is a similar story with the Latvian ethnic group and
culture: it is easier for Russian-speakers to identify with Latvian culture, which is a
more open and inclusive concept, rather than with the Latvian ethnic group, membership
of which is more exclusive. However, in this study it is more visible among teachers
than pupils, which may suggest intergenerational differences and perhaps the slow, but

steady development of a more inclusive Latvian nation concept.

To explore bicultural identification I looked at the pupils’ feelings of belonging to the
two cultures (see Table 5-4). The results showed much more variation than those
regarding their identification with the ethnic groups. A quarter stated that they thought
of themselves as being a little bit part of both Latvian and Russian cultures (26 per cent)
and a further quarter agreed that they were a little bit part of Russian culture and not at
all part of Latvian culture. Approximately a fifth of the respondents felt that they were
fully part of Russian culture and not at all part of Latvian culture (20 per cent) and
another fifth reported being part of Russian culture ‘completely’ and also being a little

bit part of Latvian culture (19 per cent).

Table 5-4 Identification with Russian and Latvian culture by Russian-speaking adolescents. Riga,
2009

Think about oneself as a part of| Think about oneself as a part of Latvian culture | Total
Russian culture Completely not A little bit | Completely
Count 23 5 2 30
Completely not % 4.9 1.1 0.4 6.5
Count 115 119 4 238
A little bit % 24.7 25.6 0.9 51.2
Count 94 87 16 197
Completely % 20.2 18.7 3.4 42.4
Count 232 211 22 465
Total % 49.9 45.4 4.7 100
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Focus group discussions offer a deeper insight in how adolescents define culture and
what specific culture or subculture they have in mind when they talk about their
identification. Some adolescents when talking about their belonging and identification
wanted to separate Latvian ethnic culture from Latvian civic culture (i.e. Latvia as a
country rather than ethnic group) that for them serves as a unifying element for all
people who live in Latvia. Through these narratives young Russian-speakers want to
distinguish themselves from the Latvian ethnic group, but also from the Russian culture
that comes from Russia, by forming their own unique group of Latvian Russians with
links with both Latvian civic and Russian ethnic cultures. As some pupils explained,
they are definitely Russians and value Russian language, but they are also part of
Latvian culture. As one of the boys put it, "it is like we have something Latvian in our
hearts. You desire some very Latvian things because you were born here and you live

here”.

At the same time some of their classmates argued in a quite opposite way, using a
primordial rather than a constructivist or civic definition of their cultural belonging: “/
feel that I am part of Russian culture, not Latvian, because an individual cannot be a
part of a foreign culture” (boy, 14). Others thought it is partially the fault of Latvians
that they could not feel part of Latvian culture, showing how the views of others
can influence their choice of acculturation and identifications: “I do not feel part of
Latvian culture because the Latvian people [nation] do not want to see us as part

of their culture. Why should I then aspire to it?”

In focus group discussions the concept of culture was very often used in two ways. On
the one hand it was something very abstract and generic that each ethnic group,
nation or a whole country possesses, as shown above, but while, on the other, it was
equated with traditions which in most cases were associated with the celebration of
different holidays and festivals. Often the three concepts (culture, traditions,
holidays/festivities/celebrations) were used interchangeably, with particular reference to
‘holidays/festivities/celebrations’ and ‘traditions’. For example, “I live in Latvia and
this already makes me a part of Latvian traditions [culture]. I do not know, but we

celebrate both [Latvian and Russian] holidays” or “I am not going to give up Russian
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traditions, but our family also celebrate many Latvian festivities” or also “We have to
keep Russian traditions even if we just know that there are certain holidays, but do not
celebrate them”. Therefore when talking about cultural belonging, much of the time was
spent talking not only about general attitudes, but also about actual behaviour with

regards to different celebrations and holidays.

In his book “We Are What We Celebrate”, American sociologist and anthropologist
Amitai Etzioni (2004) called attention to the importance of celebrations not only to the
life of an individual, but also to society. Emile Durkheim argued (2001, p 287) that
celebrations, and their associated rituals are not only a system of different practices, but
also an ideological system that reflects the existing world and helps reinvent social
groups and maintain their solidarity and essential identity. As Eric Hobsbawm, (1983, p
9) suggested celebrations and holidays are invented to ensure social cohesion, legitimise
authorities and social institutions as well as carry out value and behavioural system

education.

As the adolescents argued, there are some holidays in Latvia that all people in Latvia -
not only ethnic Latvians — celebrate, while these are not holidays known in Russia.
Participation in Russian and/or Latvian celebrations was thus understood a
benchmark for measuring one’s identification with the culture of each ethnic group.
Here one can clearly see different strategies used. Some agreed that they have to
maintain their own traditions, but also to adapt some of the Latvian ones: “We
cannot give up Russian traditions. We have to balance the two somehow. It has to help
us not to forget Russian holidays, but also celebrate the Latvian ones. There are good
traditions in both groups”(boy, 13) or “Of course we have our Russian traditions, but
I have lived in Latvia all my life and I want to teach my children more about Latvia

than Russia” (girl, 13).

Others showed clearer separation tendencies: “You can take some things, but if you take
all the Latvian, you will lose all the Russian and you do not want this” (boy, 13) or “Of
course we do not get used to the Latvian traditions, we have our own. We cannot forget
those. That is why we mostly celebrate Russian holidays and very rarely the Latvian

ones.” (girl, 14). Those adolescents did not see themselves as part of Latvian culture and
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most of them were very concerned about losing their identity, assimilating and

forgetting Russian culture if they accepted any of the Latvian traditions.

All these discussions indeed show the importance of celebrations in the life of
adolescents (Etzioni, 2004), not only as a system of different practices, but also an
ideological system that reflects the existing world and helps to form and maintain their
identity (Durkheim, 2001). As a consequence, as Hobsbawm (1983, p 9) argued,
celebrations and holidays can indeed help to ensure social cohesion. However, here not
only the attitudes of non-Latvians are of importance. At the same time some other pupils
explained their unwillingness to accept Latvian traditions and to identify with Latvian
culture because of the separation attitudes that Latvians held towards non-Latvians: “/
think it is not worth it to accept Latvian traditions. Latvians do not want to accept
anything from our culture and have negative view of us. Why should we behave in
any different way?” (boy, 13). Therefore, as shown in previous chapters, there is a clear
link between the attitudes of Latvians towards non-Latvians and the attitudes and

behaviours of non-Latvians.

Morecover, as other research in Latvia shows (BISS, 2008b; Makarovs and Boldane,
2009; Golubeva and Austers, 2011; Gruzina, 2011; Muiznicks and Zel¢a, 2011)
celebrations and social memory are indeed important components of ethno-national
identity and play a key role in social cohesion (Hobsbawm, 1983; Durkheim, 2001).
However, existing research looked more into the political and historical celebrations
such as 16 March (Latvian Legion Day) and 9 May (Victory Day) and how different
interpretations and social memories of these events divide society. In this study the
Russian-speaking adolescents spoke more of traditional celebrations such as Easter and

Christmas.

Many pupils agreed that they wanted to keep their traditions, namely their Russian
family traditions, but also felt like taking on some Latvian traditions and celebrations.
As many of them suggested, it would be good if some Russian and some Latvian
traditions became the traditions of Latvian society as a whole, thereby helping to bring
the two groups closer and show that they are of equal value for Latvian society. The

same idea was expressed by the Mayor of Riga three years later as a means for
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promoting society cohesion after the failure of the referendum to make Russian the
second official state language (USakovs, 2012). Russian Orthodox Christmas which is
celebrated on the 6th of January is not currently an official holiday in Latvia, despite
political discussions over the past 20 years and even a proposition brought to the Latvian

Parliament which was ultimately rejected.

Christmas holidays were mentioned the most in the focus group discussions, with most
of the adolescents reporting that their families celebrated both the official Christmas on
the 24th of December and Russian Orthodox Christmas on the 6th of January.
However, there was a clear distinction between the two. The 'Russian’ Christmas
celebrations were seen as a family holiday, celebrated at home and of more of a
religious nature. Whereas the 'Catholic' Christmas, as they called it, was perceived as
a very commercialised, public, entertaining event with not much religious connotation

with the exception of its name, but many presents and festivals.

As some researchers argue (Rone and Liduma, 2006), it is precisely less politicised
celebrations that could be used in the process of civic integration, especially in schools,
as a means of downplaying and overcoming the differences between Latvians and the
minorities and finding commonalities. One way would be to celebrate the whole
calendar of festivities - both Russian and Latvian - thereby revealing the similarities in

the ethno-cultural groups’ traditions.

The respondents expressed a great variety of views about different traditions and how
they can be used and taught in schools. Many mentioned that they very often learn
about and discuss Latvian traditions as a part of the Latvian language class, but not that
much in any other classes or in social activities in school outside class time. At the
same time quite a lot of time is devoted to the celebration of Russian traditional
holidays, Maslenitsa®® being the most popular. Overall, the articulated views can be

grouped into the following general categories:

36 Maslenitsa is a sun festival, celebrating the imminent end of the winter. It is celebrated during the last
week before Great Lent according to Russian Orthodox calendar.
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e Those who want to learn more about Latvian traditions and culture. They
argue that it is quite interesting to learn new things and because they are
born and live in Latvia knowing more about Latvian culture will help them
to communicate with Latvians and feel part of Latvian -culture.
Adolescents suggested having Latvian traditions taught as a separate
subject at school, or included in history, cultural history, ethics, world

traditions or Latvian language and literature classes.

. Those who agree that they need to know general things about Latvian
traditions, but not all the details and history. They argue that Latvian
traditions should be offered as extracurricular activity with pupils free to
participate should they so wish rather than it being a compulsory part of the
curriculum.

. Those who think that ethnic culture is a private rather than a public
matter and all traditions, both Russian and Latvian, should therefore be
taught within families and not in schools.

. Those who think they do not need to know about any traditions, let
alone be taught them. Those adolescents are very instrumental in their
approach to life and argue that knowing traditions, in particular with
regards to the Latvian culture, will not help them to find a better job in the
future. For them traditions and languages are less of symbolic or emotional
value and also do not hold much of practical value for economic success.
The same young people, however, agree that they have to know Latvian to

be successful on the labour market.

Overall when talking about culture and traditions in their everyday lives, Russian-
speaking adolescents very often identified to some extent with both cultures, but were
more resistant to learning about culture and traditions — Latvian culture in particular —
as a formal part of the curriculum or extracurricular activities at school. Again here, as
with language learning, any extra pressure or formalised requirements from the outside
tend to create a negative reaction among young people. Additionally, as with all

adolescents, traditional activities only seemed exciting and appealing to some. That was

211



also demonstrated with the relatively high proportion of Russian-speaking adolescents

who chose marginalisation in the traditions domain (see section 4.2).

To discover the nature of the constructs underlying the respondents’ ethno-national
identification (1) and to test for the dimensionality of a measurement scale (2) as well as
to reduce the number of items and generate 'factor scores' representing the values of the
underlying constructs for use in other analyses (3) I performed factor analysis using the
four items that measured adolescents’ identifications with the Russian and Latvian

groups and cultures.

The factor analysis clearly showed that four items measuring the cognitive components
of both the Russian and Latvian ethno-national identities of Russian-speaking
adolescents had meaningful loadings on two separate factors (all item loadings were
above or close to 0.80) (see Table 5-5). Two factors accounted for 70 per cent of
the common factor variance. The pattern of item loadings on each factor clearly
supported the multidimensional perspective on ethno-national identity and this led me to
a proposal of a two-dimensional structure for the identity of Russian-speaking
adolescents (Berry et al., 1986, 1987; Hutnik, 1986; 1991; Berry, 1997; Jasinskaja-Lahti
& Liebkind, 2001), with each dimension being composed of two cognitive

components: identification with a group and with a culture.

Table 5-5 Identification with the Russian and Latvian groups. Exploratory Factor Analysis results,

factor loadings from Varimax rotated solution

Items Factor 1 (Russian) Factor 2 (Latvian)
I feel as a part of the Russian culture 179 -.169
I think about myself as a Russian .807 147
I feel as a part of Latvian culture -.067 .843
I think about myself as a Latvian .046 .869

The two factors were Russian identity (ethnic identity) and Latvian identity (national
identity). This finding demonstrates that it is possible for the Russian-speaking
adolescents either to identify with both Russian and Latvian groups at the same time or

with neither. This also supports the overall approach that underlines the
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multidimensionality of one's ethnicity rather than a continuum approach when
individuals can identify only with one group or culture at a time. In practical terms this
also shows that you do not have to limit exposure to one's ethnic culture, but just
increase the coverage of national culture in order to achieve potentially successful
cohesion in society. Furthermore, it provides evidence for the creation of the new
identity for Latvian Russians (Pavlovich, 1980; Melvin, 1995; Payin, 1994; Apine,
2001; Pisarenko, 2002; Simonian, 2003; Zepa, 2005a; Pavlenko, 2006; Galbreath, 2006;
Cara, 2007, 2010a) who identify with both groups at the same time.

Table 5-6 Degree of Russian and Latvian identity among different ethno-national self- identification

groups

Ethnic self-identification
[Dimensions Russian Latvian | Russian/Latvian Other
of ethno-national identity
Russian identity 0.15(0.85) | -0.19(1.17) -0.42 (1.32) -0.66 (1.39)
IANOVA; F(3,429) =9.502, p<0.001
Latvian identity \ -0.13 (0.93) | 0.39 (1.05) | 0.78 (0.61) \ -0.02 (0.99)
IANOVA; F(3,429) =6.753, p<0.001

NOTE: Average factor scores with standard deviation given in
parenthesis

Further analysis of the different groups divided according to ethno-national self-
identification showed that they differed from each other on both ethno-national identity
dimensions, the Russian and the Latvian (see Table 5-6). Unsurprisingly, the results
suggest that adolescents whose ethno-national self-identification was Russian identified
more with the Russian group and less with the Latvian group. Adolescents who labelled

themselves as Latvians identified more with the Latvian group and less with the Russian

group.

It is quite puzzling that those who self-identified as Russian/Latvian identified most
strongly with Latvians and far less with Russians; even less than those who self-
identified as Latvian. Of course these findings have to be looked at carefully because of
the very low numbers in this group. Nevertheless one explanation can be found in the

understanding of the way in which terms ‘Latvian’ and ‘Latvian Russian’ (or
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Russian/Latvian) are used in Latvia. The term ‘Latvian’ is used in most cases as an
ethnic label, but it can also mean Latvian citizen and represent more of a civic and
formal label that does not reflect psychological identification and represents
identification with one group. Whereas the Latvian Russian construct corresponds more
to a symbolic and emotional concept that allows a new identity to emerge through a
more flexible approach and individual agency which identifies with both groups and
cultures simultaneously. That can explain the slightly lower degree of identification with
the Latvian group and Latvian culture by those who chose Latvian as their self-
identification label compared to those who identified themselves as Latvian Russians.
That also clarifies the low identification with the Russian group and Russian culture by
Latvian Russians because, as was seen in the focus groups and earlier research
(Pavlovich, 1980; Melvin, 1995; Payin, 1994; Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002;
Simonian, 2003; Zepa, 2005a; Pavlenko, 2006; Galbreath, 2006; Cara, 2007, 2010a,
2010b), many of them do not identify with general Russian culture, but insist that they

are a part of a quite unique Latvian Russian, Russian Latvian or Baltic Russian culture.

Thus, these results show the need for a clear distinction between different aspects of
ethno-national identity, specifically, between the degree of identification with an ethnic
and a national group. In addition, those who label themselves as Russian can still have a
Latvian dimension to their identity and vice versa. This information would be lost if we

only looked at ethnic self-identification/labels as in many other studies.

To conclude the findings from this chapter help to understand better the concept of
ethnicity and the formation of ethno-national identity on the example of young Russian-
speakers in Latvia. It demonstrates not only the fluid and multidimensional nature of
ethnicity, but also it is situational and interactional nature that combines subjective and
objective criteria. Firstly, the fluidity and complexity of ethnicity is uncovered through
Russian-speakers identifying with both Latvian and Russian groups simultaneously.
The complexity of ethnicity is also shown through the compound role of ethno-
national identity as a fulfilment of both the need to be a part of something bigger
and to be unique and different from others. Secondly, the fluidity and situational aspect

of ethnicity are demonstrated by the creation of a new Latvian Russian or Russian
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Latvian identity. Finally, the development of this new identity illustrates how
subjective and objective factors are used to create and maintain borders between ethnic
groups. It also reveals how individual emotional and psychological factors, such as
self-esteem and positive self-concept, are interrelated with the social factors,

represented by the views of significant Others.

5.2.3 Strength and salience of ethno-national identity

The measurements described in the previous chapters allow for the grouping of
individuals by self-reported ethnicity or degree of identification with an ethnic group,
but reveal nothing about how coherent or consistent this identity is. Thus, the third
measurement was introduced into the study. The strength and exploration of ethno-
national identity was measured by using seven items from the Multigroup Ethnic

Identity Measure (MEIM) originally created by Phinney in 1992.

Figure 5-3 summarises the responses of Russian-speaking adolescents for each of the
seven items from the MEIM. Overall these young people tend to be quite proud of their
ethnicity and committed to it, but the salience and developmental side of their ethno-
national identity is less clear-cut and brings in a larger variation of responses (see also

Figure 5-4 and Figure 5-5).
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Figure 5-3 Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM), Russian-speaking adolescents, responses

for each item in %

To reduce the number of items and explore the underlying structure of ethno-national
identity I performed an exploratory factor analysis. The initial results from the factor
analysis of the seven MEIM items indicated two factors (see Table 5-7). The two-factor
solution explained only 50 per cent of the total variance, a quite low proportion that can
be explained by the potential existence of other underlying factors. Moreover, one item
'l have a clear sense of my ethnic background and what it means for me' had low
strength loadings on both factors, but was retained in the analysis and when calculating
factor scores. Factor 1 was made up of four items representing identity search (a
developmental and cognitive component) and was called salience and exploration and
factor 2 by two items that indicated affirmation/belonging (an affective component) and

was called belonging.
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Table 5-7 Exploratory Factor Analysis of the MEIM Items: factor loadings from Varimax rotated

solution.

Items Factor 1 Factor 2
(salience and exploration) | (belonging)

I think a lot about how my life will be 750 .098
affected by my ethnic group membership
I have a strong sense of belonging to my .690 -.107
own ethnic group
In order to learn more about my ethnic .674 -.053
background, I have often talked to other
people about my ethnic group
I have spent time trying to find out more .664 .001
about my ethnic group, such as its history,
traditions and customs
I have a clear sense of my ethnic 335 312
background and what it means for me
I am proud to be a .... (my ethnicity) 110 -.822
I do not want to be a .... (my ethnicity) -.006 798

NOTES: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Varimax with

Kaiser Normalization.

Figure 53 and Figure 54 illustrate the distribution of factor scores for both ethno-

national identity exploration and belonging factors. As we can see the exploration factor

is quite evenly distributed, while the belonging factor is positively skewed with most of

the adolescents being proud of their ethnicity and of who they are.
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Figure 5-5 Factor scores for ethno-national belonging factor

Drawing on previous research, developmental psychologist Jean S. Phinney proposed a
three-stage model for adolescent ethno-national identity development (Phinney, 1989,
1990): (1) unexamined or diffused ethno-national identity, (2) moratorium and (3)

achieved ethno-national identity. It is important to note that these stages do not
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correspond to specific ages; however the greatest changes tend to occur at any time
during early to late adolescence. Nevertheless, some individuals may spend their entire
lives at a particular stage of ethno-national identity development without any further

maturity.

As we can see from Figure 5-3 and Figure 5-4 and as would be expected for this age
group (French et al., 2006), all three stages are represented among the Russian-speaking
adolescents who were aged 13-14 at the time of the research, and the distribution of the
ethno-national identity strength factor scores follows closely the normal distribution.
Quite a few adolescents have only just started exploring their identity; they have not
considered much of the personal meaning of their ethnicity for them and their lives.
Although individuals can transition to adulthood without a strong sense of ethno-
national belonging, this is more common in ethnically homogeneous societies or among
dominant group members and is therefore less relevant to the situation of Russians and
Russian-speakers in Latvia. The dominant ethno-national discourse and visible ethnic
policies in Latvia as well as the politicisation of language and some traditions, in
addition to the Soviet legacy of the primordial understanding of ethnicity/nationality,
makes ethno-national identity an important part of people’s lives in Latvia. In this case
adolescents who have not yet started exploring their ethno-national identity are very

likely to do so in the near future.

Although most of the adolescents in the focus group discussions, similarly to the survey
results, insisted that they were proud to be Russians and would not want to change their
ethnicity, a few mentioned that they were not that concerned about their ethnicity
and did not think much about their ethnic origins and identity. Thus one of the boys
said, “There is no real difference if you are a Latvian or a Russian. It is not that |
burst with pride to be Russian or am very desperate to be Latvian.” There were quite a
number of pupils who admitted that they have not thought about their ethnicity that

much at all.

The other group that represents the majority of adolescents (see Figure 5-4) have started
exploring their ethnicity by learning more about traditions and history. This stage is

very often triggered by significant events in society, within family or among friends.
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The attitudes and behaviours of both the ethnic and national groups become important as
well as those of family members, peers and teachers. That is why it is so important to
research this age group and investigate what might influence their identity
development to lead to a stable and positive self-identity. This moratorium stage can
last for a very long time. Here the importance of the school environment also has to be
acknowledged. Education can be used to create an environment that encourages pupils
to explore and express commitment to their own ethnic group, but also, in the case of
ethnic minority children, learn more about the national group and be encouraged to

identify with that group.

Finally, the last stage is an achieved (coherent and stable) ethno-national identity when
an individual feels secure in his or her identity. Very few of the adolescents have
achieved this stage which is normal for this age group (French et al., 2006). We
must also remember that this development is not linear and stops with achieved
identity and cannot be changed. This process has to be thought of circular three stages

that can be repeated at any point during an individual’s life.

Using one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) the different groups divided according
to ethno-national self-identification were found to differ from each other on the
‘belonging’ dimension, but not on the ‘salience and exploration’ dimension (see Table
5-8). The results suggest that adolescents whose ethno-national self-identification was
Russian expressed a greater affective component of their ethno-national identity and
those who identified as Latvian scored lower on this scale. This can be partially
explained by the primordial understanding of the Latvian nation and ethnicity that is
dominant in Latvia because of the Soviet legacies. Whereas for Russian-speakers to
identify with the Russian group and culture is seen as natural, therefore, allowing for
much stronger emotional and affective sense of belonging. The identification with the
Latvian group is not as undemanding and involves dealing with the perceptions of
how Latvians judge Russian-speakers and this can lower sense of belonging in some

individuals to boost their positive self-concept.

It is interesting that those who had a Russian/Latvian identification scored the highest on

the salience and exploration dimension. I can speculate based on the findings from the
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focus group discussions that these adolescents took more time and effort to think about
their ethno-national identity to come up with the bicultural identification. However, the
number of those with a bicultural identification was very small and this aspect needs

further research with a larger sample.

Table 5-8 Degree of Russian and Latvian identity among different ethno-national self- identification

groups

Ethno-national self-identification

[Dimensions Russian Latvian Russian/Latvian Other
of ethno-national identity

Belonging 7.35(1.18) | 5.49(1.83) 6.68 (1.56) 6.89 (1.53)

ANOVA; F(3, 428) = 37.543, p<0.001

Salience and exploration 11.34 (3.15) | 10.87 (3.34) 13.30 (2.59) 10.90 (3.43)

ANOVA; F(3, 424) = 1.272, p=0.283

NOTE: Average factor scores with standard deviation given in parenthesis

In the next chapter I will explore further how these different dimensions of the identity
of Russian-speaking adolescents described in the previous two and this section relate to

acculturation attitudes and behaviours.

5.2.4 Sense of belonging to Latvia

Attitudes towards one’s country of birth and that of one’s parents or grandparents are
also a part of the acculturation process and might be related to ethno-national
identification and acculturation behaviours. Indeed, research on identities generally
highlights both the group and territorial dimensions (Riger & Lavrakas, 1981; Breuilly,
1993). However, divisions between ‘us’ and ‘them’ and feelings towards a particular

territory are interdependent (Bar-Tal, 1997).

Moreover, exactly this sense of belonging to Latvia and the attitudes of Russian-
speakers towards Russia are seen to be a central aspect of interethnic relations in Latvia

(Tabuns, 2006; Volkovs, 2010; Muiznieks, 2010; Zepa & Klave, 2011) and focal in
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Latvian politicians’ rhetoric when they consider ethnic minority issues (e.g. Zatlers,
2010; Elerte, 2011, Brands Kehris, 2011). This section will explore the sense of
belonging to Latvia and Russia as a territorial dimension of the ethno-national identity
of the Russian-speaking adolescents. Territorial attachment was operationalised through
a series of questions about both Latvia and Russia. The respondents were asked if
they were proud to live in Latvia, if they wanted to live in Latvia and if they were

willing to move to Russia.

Although earlier studies (Rungule, 2005; BISS, 2006a) confirmed that Latvians felt
more connected to Latvia than did non-Latvians, a still quite significant proportion of
Russians felt close links with Latvia. Younger people and individuals from urban areas
in both groups were found to have weaker links with Latvia. The same studies also
provided evidence that a significant number of Russians and Russian-speakers who
lived in Latvia still had substantial emotional, symbolic and very often quite
instrumental and practical links with Russia. However, these links were found to be

weaker or at the same level as with Latvia.

Table 5-9 Individual and parental place of birth, sample of adolescents from ‘Russian’ schools 2002-

2009

2002 2007 2009 2009
N % N % N % N| %
Place of birth children born in children born in children born in teachers
1988/89 1988/89 1995/96
ILatvia 380 92.6 402 93.1 440 96.7 68 | 66.0
[Russia 18 4.4 12 2.8 10 2.2 231223
Other country 12 3.0 18 4.2 5 1.1 12 | 11.7
Mother’s place of birth
ILatvia 200 49.6 249 57.6 290 66.2
[Russia 107 26.4 106 24.5 91 20.8
Other country 97 24.0 77 17.9 57 13.0
Father’s place of birth
ILatvia 201 50.9 219 50.7 294 67.0
[Russia 124 313 122 28.2 84 19.1
Other country 70 17.8 91 21.0 61 13.9
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As Table 5-9 shows, although over 90 per cent of the adolescents in the study were born
in Latvia, only two-thirds of their mothers and fathers were born in Latvia in the 2009
survey. It is significant to note that the proportion of both those adolescents who were
born in Latvia and their parents has increased from 2002 to 2009. In contrast to the
adolescents surveyed, but similarly to their parents, only 66 per cent of teachers were

born in Latvia.

Although more adolescents were born in Latvia than their teachers, Figure 5-6 shows,
similarly to findings from other studies (BISS, 2010; Zepa & Klave, 2011), that in 2009
far fewer of them (only 31 per cent compared to 52 per cent of teachers) said that they
were proud to live in Latvia. In 2007 the proportion of adolescents who agreed with this
statement was 36 per cent, down from 44 per cent in 2002. Moreover, the proportion of
adolescents who did not want to live in Latvia also increased both between cohorts and
different years. Thus, 47 per cent of adolescents did not want to live in Latvia in 2009
compared with 34 per cent of pupils in 2007 and 24 per cent of adolescents in 2002.
However, only 7 per cent of teachers agreed with the same statement. Hence, a much
higher proportion of adolescents have negative attitudes towards Latvia compared with

their teachers and this negativism has increased over the years.

55.7
I'want to livein Russia ?

I do rotwent tolivein 46.9
Latvia 33.7
23.8
51.7
lam proud to livein 30.5
Latvia 36.3
43.5

W 2009 teechers M2009 pupils 2007 pupils 2002 pupils

Figure 5-6Attitudes towards Latvia and Russia, Russian-speaking adolescents and their teachers

We have to explore this in conjunction with the next question that asked if pupils and

their teachers would want to live in Russia. As Figure 5-6 suggests, only 6 per cent of
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teachers, but 56 per cent of pupils in 2009 wanted to live in Russia compared with

around only one-fifth of pupils in 2007 and 2002.

Other studies (BISS, 2010; Zepa & Klave, 2011) similarly showed that the sense of
belonging to Latvia among non-Latvians, but also Latvians, in particular among young
people, has decreased over the years. For example, as the 2010 BISS study shows,
while in 2004 70 per cent of adolescents from ethnic minority schools felt close or
very close to Latvia, by 2010 this figure had decreased to 30 per cent. However, the
proportion of adolescents who feel close or very close to Russia has not changed much
(42 per cent in 2004 and 48 per cent in 2010). Additionally because the belongingness
to Latvia decreased by 2010 more ethnic minority adolescents felt close to Russia than
to Latvia. The data also suggest that the level of belonging to Europe increased and in

2010 it was about the same as to Russia (25 per cent in 2004 and 51 per cent in 2010).

The decline in the sense of belonging to Latvia and an increased willingness to live in
Russia or other European countries can be explained by a combination of different
factors. Gruzina (2011) explains the dramatic drop in belongingness towards Latvia
amongst Russian-speaking population, using data from 1998-2008 surveys, by the ethnic
exclusive approach to Latvian nation-building based on ethnicity and culture with an
emphasis on collective memory and a specific interpretation of history. Therefore for
non-Latvians membership in the Latvian nation has depended on assimilation into the
predefined ethnic and cultural community rather than bringing in their own cultural
values and interpretations of history. This pressure produced a reaction in the form of

separation tendencies and alienation from the state.

Already in 2006 Tabuns argued that the decrease in the sense of belonging among
Russian speakers was linked to an increase in the gap between Latvian and Russian
attitudes toward national pride with regards to Latvian history. Nevertheless, the new
Integration Guidelines produced by the Ministry of Culture in 2011 (MoC, 2011) still
emphasise the role of a common social memory and interpretation of historical events.

The demands are continuing to alienate a significant portion of the population.
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The territorial dimensions of ethnicity is often highly politicised and is tied to the
understanding of the nation concept. Because of the Soviet legacy and primordial
view about one’s ethnicity as something fixed, as well as ethnic understanding of the
term ‘nation’ the assumption prevalent in public and popular thinking among Latvians
is that non-Latvians cannot be fully Latvians because they do not have Latvian
bloodlines (Elerte, 2011) and this downplays the role of territorial attachment. However,
as research shows ethnic minorities themselves (Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002;
Volkovs, 1996, 2010; Simonian, 2003; Zepa, 2005a; Pavlenko, 2006; Galbreath,
2006; Dribins, 2007; Cara, 2007, 2010a, 2010b) often give a lot of weight to the
territorial aspect when claim to be full members of the Latvian nation and identify with

Latvia as their place of birth.

The different perception of historical events in Latvia and different understanding of the
role of the territorial dimension of the ethno-national identity and of the nation is one
of the dividing factors in the country. Furthermore, the segregated education system
in Latvia reproduces these differences with competing narratives of statehood and
nationhood at the schools of two major ethnic groups (Kangro, 2004; Makarovs and
Boldane, 2009; Curika, 2009) and forms relatively separate models of civil enculturation
that are also shaped by political and social factors outside the school, such as power

relations among groups (Golubeva and Austers, 2011).

In focus group discussions, Russian-speaking adolescents talking about Latvia related it
to their homeland, the place where they were born and live and where they have their
friends. Many called it ‘our country’ and ‘our land’. All the general attitudes towards
Latvia were very positive and expressed a close link between the adolescents and Latvia.
When asked about Russia many pupils said it is just a country as any other, some said
that it is a place where they have relatives and friends and it is where most Russians live
and the Russian language is spoken. They associated Russia with known traditions and

culture and the place where some of their parents or grandparents were born.

Many adolescents thought that it was easier to be a Russian in Russia because all people
there are Russians and there is no separation into Russian and Latvian speakers. As

pupils explained, this division in Latvia makes them anxious and the adoption of a
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Russian Latvian or Latvian Russian identity can be understood as a desire to bridge this
division. As one of the girls remarked, “/ am proud that I am Russian, but I would
want to be a little bit Latvian, too. I would like to be included more into the Latvian
society. 1 felt fine here even if I am a Russian girl, but if I was in Russia I would feel

)

better.’

Nevertheless the same girl a couple of minutes later said,

“Probably if I went to Russia, I would not feel good. Although there are
close people, my native language, it is better here [in Latvia]; I am
used to local people, traditions and circumstances. When I am in
Russia I do not feel comfortable. When I walk along the street it
seems to me that people will start pointing the finger at me saying;
‘Look at her, she is from there, from Latvia, from Europe’. Then I feel
very uncomfortable.”

This demonstrates the conflict adolescents experience when trying to accommodate two
cultures, two languages and two countries into their value and belief system. On the one
hand they feel close to Russia because it is the birthplace of their parents and the
original homeland of their ethnic group. On the other, they were born and raised in
Latvia and feel close to it. However, the latter also makes them quite uncomfortable
because Latvians do not accept them as full members of the Latvian nation. They
are often encouraged to integrate or more so to assimilate, but the ethnic definition of

the Latvian nation does not allow even assimilated non-Latvians to be accepted.

Accordingly the attitudes of Latvians towards Russians, acceptance and tolerance levels
as well as perceived discrimination might influence the attitudes of Russian speakers

towards Latvia. As one of the boys argued,

”I also have been to Russia. I have been to Yaroslavl and Saint
Petersburg and nobody pointed the finger at me. They can see
straight away who is Russian. There is a greater chance in Latvia
that people will point at you and tell that you are this and that
Russian and not Latvian. It is very different in Russia.”

Although, as we can see there is a definite link between young Russian speakers and
Russia, when pupils directly compared Latvia and Russia outside the ethnic relationship

context they actually valued Latvia higher. They saw Latvia as being more developed
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and European. As one of the girls said, "If you compare Latvia and Russia, in Latvia you
can feel civilisation and being close to Europe. Russia is just a very big country. Even
more so because it is big you cannot achieve anything there. Total chaos...” One
other girl added, “I have been to Russia and to other countries. I prefer Latvia. I did
not like Russia at all. It is a very different atmosphere. Other European countries are

’

more like Latvia.’

The territorial dimension of one’s ethno-national identity demonstrates again, how
identity is used to maintain positive self-concept (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner,
1986;0perario & Fiske, 1999). They favourably compare Russia and Latvia using the
East-West (Europe) hierarchical dichotomy and identify with a more European Latvia
distancing themselves from the more backwards Russia as a means to boost their self-

esteem.

While many young Russians in Latvia have demonstrated a preference for Latvia over
Russia, integration efforts have been hampered by the ethnicisation of the Latvian state
discussed in Chapter 3, resulting in the alienation of many Russian speakers and the
tendency for separation attitudes and behaviours, which in turn increased the likelihood
of closer links with Russia as the external homeland being developed and strengthened
(Gruzina, 2011). Since of the main functions of one’s identity is to maintain a positive
and coherent self-concept and high self-esteem (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1986;
Operario & Fiske, 1999) the non-acceptance of non-Latvians into the Latvian nation
on behalf of Latvians potentially lowers the self-esteem of the Russian-speakers and
this alienates them and lowers their identification with both Latvia and the Latvian

group and culture.

As some researchers suggest (Muiznieks, 2008, Muiznieks & Zelca, 2011) in this
context Russia is deliberately using history and social memory, often summoning and
relying on a glorious common Soviet past, as a form of “soft power” to reach the hearts
and minds of Russians and Russian-speakers outside Russia to build up a strong
Diaspora closely linked to Russia. The Russian-language media has been a very

effective tool in this process (Muiznieks, 2008). Russia offers acceptance of the
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Russian-speakers into a larger group and fulfils the human need to be a part of
something larger, the security of this belonging and a psychological need to belong

intimately and inter-generationally (Tajfel, 1981; Fishman, 1989; Brewer, 1991).

This impact of the Russian state’s influence on Russian-speakers’ identity in Latvia has
been suggested by many other researchers. Leo Dribins, for example, proposed in 2007
(2007b) that the development of a modern Russian identity in Russia with a positive
self-identification and pride based on the re-interpretation of Soviet history, in
particular the victory in World War II, increased and undoubtedly negatively influenced

the identification of Russian-speakers in Latvia and their sense of belonging to Latvia.

Other researchers suggest (BISS, 2010; Zepa and Klave, 2011) that an important role in
the alienation of both Latvians and non-Latvians was played by the 2008 economic
crisis and its negative influence on the state image. As research shows, pride in and
sense of belonging to Latvia have decreased among both Latvians and non-Latvians
since 2008, but are still higher among Latvians. As studies show (Zepa and Klave, 2011)
there is a negative correlation between taking pride in Latvia and having relatives who
left Latvia as economic migrants. This suggests that there is an association between

sense of belonging and the welfare of an individual’s family.

As the same research findings show, many Latvians and non-Latvians left Latvia in the
period between 2004 and 2010. Overall there was a slightly higher likelihood for
non- Latvians to leave Latvia. Whereas before 2009 their motivation was more
economic, other factors, such as dissatisfaction with their life and non-economic
prospects in Latvia are more likely to be reported in 2010. However, as researchers
point out (Zepa and Klave, 2011), the non-economic motivation for migration is
higher among Latvian citizens and is not related to their ethnic origin; overall
economic motivation is higher among non-citizens. In this study adolescents are likely
to be influenced by the decisions their parents make and most likely discuss at home

with regards to economic behaviour and possibilities of migration to other countries.

Additionally, the time period when Russians and Russian-speakers felt closest to Latvia,

namely 2007, coincides also with an economically and ideologically weakened Russia.
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Therefore, after more than 20 years of Russian consolidation of power and growing
Russian nationalism and current relatively better economic situation in Russia, there is
also an increase in the Russian influence on neighbouring states with large Russian
communities, similarly to immediately after the collapse of the USSR. Back in the
beginning of the nineties that resulted in the migration of some Russians back to Russia,
but currently, coupled with problems in ethnic policy in Latvia itself, it produces the

further alienation of Russians who decided to stay back then.
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Figure 5-7 Family plans to leave Latvia and adolescents’ feelings towards Latvia and Russia as a
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It is also important to take into account whether the willingness to live in Russia really is
directly linked to any plans of Latvian Russian-speakers to move to Russia, that is, if the
attitudes have the possibility of being realised in certain behaviour. In 2009, 76 per cent
of adolescents reported that their families were planning to leave Latvia. It is interesting
to explore how their attitudes to Latvia and Russia related to their families’ plans to
leave Latvia. As Figure 5-7 shows there is a positive relationship between adolescents’
unwillingness to live in Latvia and pride in Latvia, but there is no significant influence
of their families’ plans to leave Latvia and their willingness to live in Russia. This can
suggest that the decrease in pride and sense of belonging to Latvia among Russian-

speakers does not mean a direct proportional increase in those who plan to move to

379 are calculated from all who agreed that their family had plans to move from Latvia and from all those
who did not have these plans. Thus, 25.5 per cent out of those whose family plan to leave Latvia are proud
to live in Latvia compared to 34.5 per cent of those whose family do not want to move.
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Russia. As I have shown above, much of it is the influence of economic factors and
many families are more likely to move to Western Europe rather than Russia. However,
these data do not provide evidence against the closer symbolic link of Latvian Russian-

speakers and Russia.

These findings demonstrate both emotional and pragmatic dimensions of one’s ethno-
national identity and its territorial dimension. In focus group discussions adolescents had
an opportunity to explain their attitudes towards Russia and Latvia in more detail. This
analysis can help to interpret what factors might influence these attitudes and also shows

a variation of different opinions.

The views about a possible migration to Russia and life in Russia were very mixed.
Some had a clear stance that they did not want to live in Russia; they mentioned high
levels of crime and chaos and a lower development level than in Latvia. As one of the
boys said, “There, even if you earn a lot of money or work in politics, you can get killed.
Easily as that. You cannot leave your car for a moment.” Some were quite indecisive:
“I probably would like to live there because I have many relatives and friends there.
However, here [in Latvia] I also have many friends and family, even more than there.

Then probably not. I am used to my life here, it is much more interesting.” (boy, 13)

Although some adolescents said that they liked going to Russia and maybe wanted to
stay there from time to time for longer periods or even study there, they assured that

they would always want to go back to Latvia because it was their birth place and home.

Finally, there were also those young Russian-speakers who seemed to have made their
choice between Latvia and Russia in favour of Russia. Some explained this by more
emotional feelings because they “did feel very uncomfortable and not in their own skins,
as a fish out the water in Latvia” (boy, 13); others felt troubled by more practical
things such as the fact that they had to learn Latvian to find a good job. At the same
time, some had a very instrumental economic motivation for their willingness and plans
to move to Russia. For example, one of the girls wanted to have her own business and
thought that in Latvia, which is a very small country, the market and opportunities

were much smaller, whereas in Russia, one of the largest countries in the world,
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there was much more chance of being successful in business. The knowledge of

Russian and having Russian roots were seen as an extra advantage in this context.

The three items®® measuring adolescents' attitudes towards Latvia and Russia were
summed up to represent adolescents’ positive attitudes towards Latvia. Higher scores on
this scale are associated with an unwillingness to live in Russia, being proud of Latvia
and a willingness to live in Latvia. These combined attitudes, as one variable, will be
used in further analysis to investigate how feelings towards Latvia are related to other
acculturation attitudes and behaviours as well as perceived discrimination. It will also be
analysed how this variable is related to the identifications of Russian speaking

adolescents.

5.3 Conclusions

Although most of the Russian-speaking adolescents labelled themselves as Russians
when asked an open question with regards to their ethnicity, there was clear evidence
from the data that some Russian-speakers come to increasingly identify with the Latvian
ethnic group or Latvian state and land and therefore identified as ‘Latvian’. This
provides some evidence that Russian-speakers and, in this particular case, adolescents
in ‘Russian’ schools incorporate some identification with the Latvian state and possibly
the Latvian ethnic group into their ethno-national identity. This trend also suggests a
very slow and gradual replacement of an ethnic understanding of the Latvian nation
by a civic and inclusive one on behalf of Russian-speakers, as more non-Latvians can
identify with the Latvian nation and incorporate this into their ethno-national

identification together with their identification with the Russian language and group.

38 (1) I am proud to live in Latvia

(2) 1 do not want to live in Latvia (reverse
item) (3) I want to live in Russia (reverse
item)
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Despite the importance of both subjective and objective notions of ‘common descent’
in many theoretical approaches to ethnicity (Weber, 1968; Isaacs, 1975; Smith,
1981, 1986; Anderson, 1983; Fishman, 1989) — not to mention Soviet understanding
of the nation — members of the same family can often adopt different acculturation

attitudes and have different forms of identification.

Empirical data from closed questions about how close these adolescents feel to the
Russian and Latvian groups and cultures supported the multidimensional perspective on
identity leading to the proposal of a two-dimensional structure for the ethno-national
identity of Russian-speaking adolescents (Berry et al., 1986, 1987; Berry, 1997; Hutnik,
1986; 1991; Jasinskaja-Lahti & Liebkind, 2001); the two dimensions being Russian
identity (ethnic identity) and Latvian identity (national identity).

This quantitative finding and further narratives from focus group discussions
demonstrate that it is possible for the Russian-speaking adolescents to identify either
with both Russian and Latvian groups at the same time or with neither. Furthermore, it
provides evidence for the argument of a possible new identity for Latvian Russians
(Pavlovich, 1980; Melvin, 1995; Payin, 1994; Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002;
Simonian, 2003; Zepa, 2005a; Pavlenko, 2006; Galbreath, 2006; Cara, 2007, 2010a)

that identifies with both group at the same time.

In practical terms this also shows that Latvian ethnic and social policy does not
necessary have to limit exposure to the Russian culture, but just increase the coverage of
Latvian culture in order to achieve potentially successful cohesion in society.
Additionally, compromise between the two languages would also help. Similarly to
culture, it is not the limitation of the use of Russian that has to be at the centre of

attention, but an increase in the exposure to Latvian.

This demonstrates not only the formation of a separate Latvian Russian identity, but also
supports Social Identity Theory (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) showing how
Latvian Russian group identity provides both with the sense of belonging and
distinctiveness (Brewer, 1991). This newly created identity also helps to maintain

positive self-concept (Tajfel, 1981) when adolescents favourably compare Russians in
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Russia and Russians in Latvia using the East-West hierarchy and uniqueness of the

Latvian Russians as a means to boost self-esteem (Operario & Fiske, 1999).

The findings in this chapter show how ethnicity is a product of both human agency and
social context demonstrating interactional and situational nature of ethno-national
identity (Epstein, 1978; Brubaker, 2002). On the one hand individuals may identify with
one or more ethnic groups to a different degree as a matter of their choice. While on the
other, this seemingly free choice is structured and heavily influenced both
psychologically and socially by others (Suarez-Oronzo, 2000; Suarez-Oronzo & Qin-
Hilliard, 2004).

Moreover, because of the Soviet legacy and primordial view about one’s ethnicity as
something fixed the assumption prevalent in public and popular thinking is that non-
Latvians cannot be fully Latvians because they do not have Latvian bloodlines (Elerte,
2011). This view is widespread among Latvians and they often downplay the role and
strength of territorial attachment or subjective identification of Russian-speakers with
the Latvian culture and group. However, as research shows ethnic minorities themselves
(Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002; Volkovs, 1996, 2010; Simonian, 2003; Zepa, 2005a;
Pavlenko, 2006; Galbreath, 2006; Dribins, 2007; Cara, 2007, 2010a, 2010b) often give
a lot of weight to their ethno-national identification with both Latvian and Russian
groups and to the territorial aspect when claim to be full members of the Latvian

nation and identify with Latvia as their place of birth.

Since of the main functions of one’s identity is to maintain a positive and coherent self-
concept and high self-esteem (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Operario & Fiske,
1999) the non-acceptance of non-Latvians into the Latvian nation on behalf of Latvians
potentially lowers the self-esteem of the Russian-speakers and this alienates them and
lowers their identification with both Latvia and the Latvian group and -culture.
Therefore, the combined effect of failed integration and education policies, as well as
the economic crisis, had a negative influence not only on social integration, but also on
the overall positive feelings towards Latvia among Russian-speaking adolescents that
decreased between 2002 and 2009 in line with the overall tendency among both

Latvians and non-Latvians. Although this also meant an increase in their symbolic
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closer links with Russia, these links are not equally supported by all young non-

Latvians.

As data showed there is variation in the attitudes of Russian-speaking adolescents
towards Russia and Latvia and in their identifications. The study also demonstrated that
there are all three stages of identification (unexamined or diffused ethno-national
identity, moratorium and achieved ethno-national identity (Phinney, 1989, 1990))
represented among Russian-speaking adolescents who were aged 13-14 at the time of
the research, and that the distribution of the ethno-national identity strength factor scores
closely followed the normal distribution. Nevertheless most of the young Russian-

speakers are very proud of who they are.

6 EXPLAINING ACCULTURATION ATTITUDES AND
BEHAVIOURS

6.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on bivariate and multivariate analysis to investigate the
relationships between an individual personal meaning of an individual’s belonging to a
particular group or groups (ethno-national identity), his or her attitudes towards cultural
change (acculturation attitudes), perceived discrimination and the actual acculturation
behaviour with regards to national group (degree of acculturation). I explore the
relationships between different aspects of the acculturation process and how these can
be used to predict the ethnic minority adolescents’ behaviours. The actual degree of
acculturation here represents how much of the national culture individuals have
incorporated into their behaviour and consists of set of specific behaviours, such as

Latvian language use, knowledge and social contacts with Latvians. Additionally, I also
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consider how parents, peers and teachers influence the acculturation process, mainly
focusing on whether they directly or indirectly influence behaviours through attitudes

and identity.

The assumption I make here is that attitudes and identifications come first, interact with
each other and produce specific behaviour that in its turn can further reinforce attitudes.
I am not claiming any causality since the relationship may easily work both ways and I

do not have any longitudinal panel data to model causal relationships.

Firstly I carry out cluster analysis to investigate the general acculturation profiles.
Secondly I look at bivariate relationships between all the variables, including those
acculturation attitudes that will be validated through cluster analysis. I will start with the
individual-level data and then present the results of the bivariate analysis between
adolescents’ variables and the acculturation variables that represent the views and
reported behaviours of their teachers and peers. Finally, I use path analysis to examine
how acculturation attitudes, perceptions and identifications are related to behaviours.
The variables used in the models were those theoretically expected to be related to
minority acculturation behaviour in previous research, i.e. ethno-national identity,
perceived discrimination and acculturation attitudes. Specifically, I tested the following

hypotheses*’:

10. Higher degree of acculturation (measured as better Latvian fluency, frequent use
of Latvian and more contacts with Latvians) is positively associated with

integration and negatively with separation.

11. Higher degree of acculturation is negatively associated with perceived

discrimination.

12. Higher degree of acculturation is related to a stronger Latvian and weaker

Russian identification.

% For a broader discussion of this and the hypotheses in more detail please see Chapter 1
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13. Integration is associated with a high degree of identification with both Latvian

and Russian groups.

14. Separation is associated with a high degree of identification with the Russian

group and a low degree of identification with the Latvian group.

15. Higher perceived discrimination is positively related to Russian and negatively

to Latvian identification.

16. Lower perceived discrimination is related to integration and high perceived

discrimination to separation.

17. Exploration dimension and strength of ethno-national identity is related to lower

perceived discrimination.

6.2 Acculturation profiles of the Russian-speaking adolescents

Since this study’s primary focus is to look at the relationships between different
acculturation attitudes, behaviours and identifications, a multivariate approach to
separate between these three concepts is significant and necessary. Nevertheless it is
challenging to draw any general conclusions from this type of analysis because of the
complexity of the models, with multiple simultaneous correlations between so many
variables. As some research (Berry et al., 2006; Jang et al., 2007; Schwartz &
Zamboanga, 2008; Schwartz et al., 2010) pointed out, it is essential to investigate the
general acculturation profiles to confirm acculturation categories in the specific local
context. In this section, I will use cluster analysis to explore the overall acculturation
profiles of the Russian-speaking adolescents and test whether Berry’s four-type model

(1980) is applicable to the Latvian situation.

The cluster analysis is a person approach rather than a variable approach as in factor

analysis. In contrast to a variable approach, which examines statistical relationships
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among variables across individuals, cluster analysis describes characteristic patterns
of variables that distinguish among individuals. In this approach, individuals are
placed into groups on the basis of similarities that are measured as their responses to
a set of variables (Bergman et al., 2003). Cluster analysis has been widely used in the
acculturation research previously (Lee et al., 2003; Berry et al., 2006; Jang et al., 2007;
Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008) to investigate how individuals can be classified into
groups where members of the groups share similar acculturation attitudes and

behaviours.

I used cluster analysis as an empirical strategy to identify a set of subgroups which
minimize within-group variation and maximize between-group variation (Bergman et
al., 2003) and to examine whether there were significant numbers of adolescents falling
into the acculturation forms offered in Berry's typology. Since I already had assumptions
on the number of clusters possible based on the Berry four acculturation strategy
approach, I chose K-means cluster analysis from the various types of cluster analyses

available.

Cluster analysis was carried out with all the variables associated with the acculturation
process: acculturation attitudes (integration, separation, assimilation, marginalisation),
sense of belonging to Latvia, Russian and Latvian identity, social contacts with Latvians
and Latvian language knowledge and use. To avoid variables with large values
overwhelming variables with smaller values, all variables were standardised. The
method requires a predetermined number of clusters and four and two cluster models
were examined and the most reasonable number of clusters was determined using both
statistical (pseudo F statistics) and substantive content information. A t-test and
ANOVA were also used to examine whether the determined clusters represent
individuals with significantly different acculturation attitudes and behaviours. I first
conducted analysis with four clusters following Berry’s typologies. The results are

presented in Table 6-1

237



Table 6-1 Four acculturation cluster model

'Variables 1 group (a) 2 group (b) 3 group (c) 4 group (d)
(N=110, 31%) | (N=118,33%) | (N=30,8%) |(N=103,23%)

mean (S.D) mean (S.D) mean (S.D) mean (S.D)

Integration™** 10.65 (1.42°° | 6,32 (2.09%%94 7,63 2.41) 204 9 96 (1.55)-¢
Separation*** 4.68 (1.97°%4 | 9.43 (1.61)2%4 | 8.00(1.95/%° |7.64 (1.79y%P
Assimilation*** 253 (170)° | 0.76 (Lo1»S4 | 337 (1.79)%4 | 2,07 (1.58)0
Marginalisation*** 0.99 (1.15%:¢4| 191 (1512 |5.80 2074 1.59 (1.29)2-C
Russian identity*** 296 (0,794 | 3500552 | 313(086) | 333 077)
Latvian identity*** 134 (0.96)° 047 0.72y2%4 | 123 0.94° | 1.22 (0.99)°

Belonging to Latvia*** 588 (1,709 | 3.01(2.15*¢ | 487 2219 |3.35(1.86)3¢

Proficiency in Latvian*™** | (73 1 570 | 537(1562%4| 63701.59° | 659 1.51)°

Use of Latvian*** 2.78 (1.76)™ 1.30 (1.45)~4 2.53 2.01)> | 4.19 2.37)*¢
Contacts with Latvians*** 3.49 (1.98)™¢ 1.61 (1.55)4 4.03(2.28)° | 4.40 (1.76)*"
Individual perceived b,c,d a ad ac
diserimination*** 1.56 (1.47) 2.51 (1.96) 3.53 (2.56) 2.28 (1.85)
Group perceived b,d ac b.d ac
diserionina i 6.32 (3.06) 8.34 (2.75) 5.67 (3.48) 7.98 (3.03)

Notes: Differing superscripts (a, b, ¢, d) indicate differences across the groups by Scheffe's test
at p = .05. *p < .05. ¥*p < .01. ***p < .001: significantly associated with the group levels by
ANOVA test.

The two out of four groups had significantly different means of sociocultural domains
for both the national and the ethnic groups’ axes. In general, Group 1 had higher values
on integration and Latvian orientation and lower values on Russian identity and
separation, whereas Group 2 had higher values on separation and lower values on
Latvian domains. Group 1 represented 'integrated group' and Group 2 'separated group'.
Group 3 and 4 were closer to Group 1, but their interpretation was somewhat difficult
because they seem not to represent any coherent acculturation profile, assimilation or

marginalisation, as it was expected based on Berry's typology.

Following the four cluster solution I conducted analysis with two clusters based on the
descriptive analysis of the variables included in the analysis and the results of the four
cluster model. Based on the distinguishing characteristics, cluster 1 was named
‘integrated group’ (high Latvian and Russian orientation) and cluster 2 ‘separated

group’ (high Russian and low Latvian orientation). The findings support evidence from
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the descriptive analysis and previous research that the two groups ‘assimilation’ and

‘marginalisation” would not be prominent in this sample.

The integrated group or profile represented 58 per cent of the sample (209 pupils) and
the separated profile 42 per cent (152 pupils). The separated profile (see Table 6-2)
shows a clear orientation towards the Russian group with medium Latvian proficiency,
high use of Russian language, low contacts with Latvians and a low sense of
belonging to Latvia. This group reports a high preference for the separation attitude and
scored low on assimilation and integration scales. However, their support for
marginalisation 1is slightly above average. As would be expected, they have a low
degree of identification with the Latvian group, but their identification with the
Russian group is only slightly higher in comparison to the integrated profile. This
group represents young Russian- speakers who show little involvement with the

Latvian group and Latvia both at attitudinal and behavioural levels.

Table 6-2 Integrated and separated profile of Russian-speaking adolescents

Variables Separated group | Integrated group
(N=152,58%) (N=209; 42%)
mean (S.D) mean (S.D)
Integration™** 6.76 (2.30) 10.26 (1.63)
Separation®** 9.35 (1.69) 5.90 (2.20)
Assimilation®** 0.97 (1.27) 2.56 (1.67)
Marginalisation™*** 2.24 (2.07) 1.58 (1.67)
Russian identity*** 3.49 (0.59) 3.10 (0.81)
Latvian identity*** 0.55 (0,78) 1.35 (0.96)
Belonging to Latvia*** 2.96 (2.12) 4.99 (2.05)
Proficiency in Latvian*** 5.57 (1.57) 6.43 (1.56)
Use of Latvian*** 1.57 (1.71) 3.48 (2.17)
Contacts with Latvians™** 2.11(1.94) 3.96 (1.94)
Individual perceived discrimination*** 2.67 (2.02) 1.93 (1.80)
Group perceived discrimination™®** 8.33 (2.89) 6.72 (3.15)

Notes: *p <.05. **p < .01. ***p < .001: significantly associated with the group levels by t-test.

The integrated profile shows a strong orientation towards both Latvian and Russian
groups. These adolescents score higher on Latvian identity than the separated profile,
but still have quite high scores on the Russian identification scale. They are proficient in
Latvian and use both Russian and Latvian in their everyday life. They have quite

frequent contacts with Latvians and have a high sense of belonging to Latvia. This
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group have high scores on integration and assimilation and low on separation and
marginalisation. These adolescents appear to exemplify the idea of integration with
support for both Russian and Latvian cultures and languages with relatively high
identification with Latvia and Latvian culture and retention of their own Russian

identity.

As a final step, I validated the emergent acculturation profiles by comparing the defined
groups with regards to exogenous variable (Lee et al., 2003; Berry et al., 2006; Jang et
al., 2007), in this case their scores for perceived discrimination. Individual and group
perceived discrimination of the two acculturation groups (integrated and separated) were
compared (Table 6-2) and showed substantial differences. Compared to the separated
group, the integrated group perceives less discrimination at both group and individual

levels.

As expected from previous research (Zepa et al., 2006) and from the descriptive analysis
showing that Russian-speaking adolescents have a high level of familiarity and
adherence to the Russian ethnic group and their language and culture, the data did not
provide evidence for the clear existence of the ‘assimilation’ and ‘marginalisation 'in
this sample. The results of cluster analysis demonstrated that the two-cluster model was
better describing this sample than the four-cluster model. Two out of four original
acculturation profiles (Berry, 1980, Berry et al., 2006), the groups of ‘integration’ and

‘separation’, represent the young Russian-speakers quite well.

The findings suggest that the relevance of the four-typology of acculturation (Berry,
1980) depends on the nature of the sample and the social context as has already been
shown in previous research (Lee et al., 2003; Jang et al., 2007; Schwartz & Zamboanga,
2008). For this reason when applying Berry’s model of acculturation, it is important to
take group-specific characteristics into consideration. Because each immigrant or ethnic
minority group has a different immigration history and settlement status, the unique
nature of the sample needs to be considered. Depending on these unique group

characteristics, the relevance of Berry’s four categories of acculturation may vary.
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Russian-speakers are the biggest minority in Latvia and are quite self-sufficient with a
high proficiency in Russian, frequent use of Russian language and high frequency of
social contacts with Russians among ethnic Latvians. The relative homogeneity with
regards to the ethnic language knowledge and use and self-sufficiency of this group
distinguishes them from many other immigrant and ethnic minority groups and makes
assimilation and marginalisation options less feasible. Of course, this study also looks at
a limited sample of Russian-speakers, these are adolescents from Russian schools in
Riga. It is likely that assimilation and marginalisation could be present amongst other
groups of Russian-speakers. For example, assimilation might be more prominent
amongst ethnic Russians in Latvian schools and possibly in rural areas/smaller towns

with much more limited exposure to Russian language and culture.

Overall, assimilation and marginalisation seem not to appear as clear-cut choices of
Russian-speaking adolescents in Russian schools in Riga. As descriptive analysis
showed, very few adolescents support these attitudes and report corresponding
behaviours therefore the actual variation is too low for any further robust analysis.
Furthermore, as further cluster analysis confirmed 'assimilation' and 'marginalisation’
profiles do not appear as separated categories in this sample. In further analysis I will
focus on the separation and integration profiles. The next section presents the analysis of
the relationships between attitudes, identifications and behaviours within the two

acculturation profiles.
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6.3 Acculturation attitudes, identifications and behaviours: bivariate

analysis results

6.3.1 Individual level data: adolescents attitudes, identifications and behaviours

To fully explore investigate what influences the actual degree of acculturation, one has
to look at attitudes and identifications and how the two are linked to the actual
behaviour. As research shows, an individual can hold a certain acculturation attitude, but
not behave in accordance with it (Brady, 1990; Dona & Berry, 1994). As Navas et al.
(2005) and Tabuns (2010) suggest there is a difference between acculturation attitudes
preferred (ideal situation) and behaviours finally adopted (real situation), therefore I
separate attitudes from behaviours (Gentry et al., 1995), but expect them to influence

each other.

In this section I explore the bivariate relationships between different acculturation
attitudes, identifications and specific behaviours. However, because of the cross-
sectional nature of data I cannot claim any causal relationships between the variables.
Where possible I will clarify my position with regards to causality based on previous
research. Because of some variables being skewed and being presented not as natural
interval measurements, but as scores produced by summing ordinal scale measurements,
I also conducted both non-parametric and parametric bivariate analysis and compared
the results. The two coefficients were not significantly different and I present Pearson
correlation coefficients in all tables since it has more statistical power to reveal the

existing relationships (Conover, 1980).

Correlation analysis (Table 6-3) suggests that, as expected (Neto, 2002; Neto et al, 2005;
Pisarenko, 2002, 2006; Berry et al., 2006), integration attitude is associated with a
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higher degree of acculturation® demonstrated by better Latvian proficiency, more
frequent use of Latvian over Russian, stronger social contacts with Latvians as well as

more positive views about Latvia and stronger sense of belonging to their ethnicity.

Separation exactly mirrors the relationships between the variables and integration
attitude. The only exception is that separation does not have any significant
association with the sense of belonging, but is positively related to identity exploration
(very weak correlation). Since integration and separation are the two most popular
attitudes among these adolescents it is important to investigate further what
differentiates these two preferences. This will be explored further in this section and in

the multivariate analysis.

This clearly distinguishable behavioural and attitudinal pattern of the integrated and
separated groups is sustained in the relationships between the identifications and
acculturation attitudes and behaviours. Although the choice of acculturation attitudes
and behaviours does not immediately and always imply the development of a new
identity or changes in the existing one (Liebkind et al., 2004), as Berry et al. (2006)
suggest acculturation strategies amongst young immigrants tend to be related to

different levels of identification with the ethnic and national group.

Similarly to findings from other studies (Kim & Berry, 1985; Berry et al., 2006) the data
(see Table 6-3) show that stronger Russian identity is positively related to higher scores
on separation and lower on integration. Furthermore, adolescents with a stronger Latvian
identity have higher scores on integration and lower on separation. Surprisingly, higher
integration scores have a rather weak association with Russian identity; here the

Latvian dimension of the identity proves to be more important.

0 . . . .
Expressed as behavioural orientation towards Latvian and
Latvians.
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Table 6-3 Acculturation attitudes, identifications and behaviours, correlation matrix*'

Integration | Separation | Russian | Latvian | Sense of Identity
identity | identity | belonging | exploration
|Integration -111* 376%* .100%* .008
Separation J357** -.344%* -.001 .099*
LV knowledge 159™* _162™* -.062 246%* .026 .043
ILV use 283" _243*" - 115% 264%%* -.056 .076
|LV contacts 398" 300" 1728 [ 248%x 036 064
Feelings towards 3025 =377 -.203** 256%* .078 -.224%%*
atvia

[Individual perceived 165" 200" .148** -016 .016 192%*
discrimination (PD) '
Group PD -116" 3107 57 -.260%* -.032 Jd12%

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Additionally, as it was expected from previous studies (Zepa, 2005a; Tabuns, 2006;
Zepa et al., 2006; Volkovs, 2010; Zepa & Klave, 2011) those adolescents who have
more positive feelings towards Latvia also have stronger a Latvian and a weaker
Russian identity. The negative relationships between Russian identity and positive
feeling towards Latvia can be partially explained by the construction of a new
Latvian Russian identity. This process relies on strong ties with Latvia and
identification with Latvian Russians and this can bring these adolescents further from
identification with the original Russian culture and group. This also suggests that the
sense of territorial belongingness — in this case the proximity to the state — is associated
with one's identity. In other words, cognitive elements of ethno-national identity are

related to emotional ones (Berry, 1990; Phinney & Devich-Navarro, 1997).

4 All scales are described in a more detail in Chapter 4 and 5.
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Table 6-4 Correlations between acculturation behaviours and various acculturative attitudes

LV LV Feelings towards Individual
proficiency LV use | contacts Latvia PD
LV use 208™*
LV contacts 281" 277
Feelings towards * *
Latvia 111 124 .058
Individual PD 1577 -.052 -.029 164
Group PD -.043 .007 _100" 287" 262"

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Less positive feelings towards Latvia are related to a greater ethno-national identity
exploration with more adolescents consciously exploring their identities and the
meaning of ethnicity in their lives. This could be explained by the third variable,
perceived discrimination, which is related both to negative feelings towards Latvia (see
Table 6-4) and to stronger identity exploration (see Table 6-3). This finding corresponds
to the results of previous studies (Romero & Roberts, 1998; Sabatier, 2007; Umana-
Taylor & Updegraft, 2007) suggesting that discrimination could encourage the
exploration of one’s own ethnicity and discourage links with the national group or

country (Crocker & Major, 1989; Branscombe et al., 1999; Sabatier, 2007).

In the same way, higher perceived group discrimination is related not only to negative
feelings towards Latvia, but also to a lower identification with the Latvian group and
higher identification with the Russian one (see Table 6-3). The finding supports the
argument of Social Identity Theory and Rejection-Identification model that the
perception of discrimination may reinforce ethnic identity and weaken national identity
(Crocker & Major, 1989; Bourhis et al., 1997; Branscombe et al., 1999; Operario &
Fiske, 2001; Sabatier, 2007). Thus, the perception of rejection from the national
group not only acts as a barrier to identification with the national group, but also
provides an encouragement to identify more strongly with one’s own ethnic group.
Furthermore, as other researchers argue (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000), it may not only be a

matter of perception: those with a lower identification with the national group and
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therefore more likely to have conflicting attitudes and behaviours could be more

likely to experience discrimination than those who are well integrated.

Similarly to the findings from previous research (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Neto, 2002;
Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2003; Pisarenko, 2002, 2006; Berry et al., 2006), these data
reveal that perceived discrimination both at individual and group levels is negatively
associated with integration and positively with separation. However, it is impossible to

make any causal statements, since both these variables could reinforce each other.

Table 6-4 shows that the strength of social contacts with Latvians is negatively
associated with perceived discrimination at a group level, but not at an individual level.
The conceptual differences between these two variables can help to illuminate this
finding. Group discrimination measures in this case prejudice level in Latvian society
and is less related to any specific discriminatory experiences events, unlike individual
discrimination. As it was discussed in section 3.4 the actual level of discrimination
is quite low in Latvia and adolescents perceive more discrimination at a group level than
at an individual level. Therefore, prejudices are what drive the separation of the
two communities and not actual discrimination that is quite low in Latvia. However,
this relationship represents a closed circle where discrimination influences contact
between the two groups which in its turn encourages the further maintenance of

prejudices.

Surprisingly, there is no relationship between perceived discrimination and language
use, although it is likely that there is an indirect relationship between language use and
discrimination through social contacts and language proficiency. Proficiency in Latvian
is in fact related to more positive feelings towards Latvia and lower perceived
discrimination (see Table 6-4) that suggests an emotional dimension for linguistic
practices. Use of Latvian is also positively related to feelings towards Latvia. Some
theories explain the link between language and discrimination by a weaker ethnic
identity because of the high level of tolerance in a society (Fishman, 1966; Hamers
& Blanc, 2000) or by greater possibilities to use the national language with more

frequent social contacts with nationals (McKay and Wong, 1996; Fisher et al., 2000;
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Medvedeva, 2010) as well as lower anxiety and higher self-esteem about language

skills (McKay & Wong, 1996; Hamers & Blanc, 2000; Felix, 2004).

Interestingly, better knowledge of Latvian is associated with its frequent use but the
correlation is surprisingly low. As focus group discussions and further analysis of the
survey data showed (see Chapter 5), there is a relationship between language
knowledge and use among adolescents with no or very low fluency, whereas among

those with a good knowledge of Latvian, the relationship is not clear-cut.

Taking into account that in Latvia, historically and currently, language plays a focal role
and is seen as a symbolic dimension of both Russian and Latvian identities (Zepa,
2005a; 2005b; Zepa & Sulmane, 2006; Tabuns, 2006; 2010; BISS, 2008a; Muiznieks,
2010), as it would be expected the knowledge of Latvian is positively related to the
Latvian dimension of identity. To explain the relationship between fluency in Latvian
and Latvian identity, it is important to explore two other behaviours, namely language
use and social contacts. As other research (Liebkind, 1993; Bankston and Zhou,
1995; Imbens-Bailey, 1996; Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Jasinskaja-Lahti & Liebkind, 2000)
suggests, language knowledge could be indirectly linked to ethnicity through social
contacts and language use. Table 6-3 and Table 6-4 support this argument and provide
evidence, also presented in other studies (Bankston and Zhou, 1995; Imbens-Bailey,
1996; Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Vervoot, 2010), that proficiency in Latvian is related to
adolescents’ social contacts with Latvians and use of Latvian and that both are

associated with higher identifications with the Latvian group.

While fluency in Latvian is related to Latvian identity, it has no significant relationship
with their Russian identity. Similarly to Jasinskaja-Lahti’s (2000) study of Russian
migrant adolescents in Finland, most Russian-speaking adolescents in Latvia have to use
their language a lot and have a full proficiency that leads to a different relationship
between language and identification. Fluency in Latvian does not influence knowledge
of Russian and this explains why knowledge of the national language is not related

to ethnic identification.
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Interestingly while not true for fluency in Latvian increased contacts with Latvians and
everyday use of Latvian is related to weaker Russian identity. Therefore, as other
research also suggests (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Chiswick & Miller, 2008; Van
Tubergen & Kalmijn, 2009), it is social contacts and the use of language rather than
proficiency that are stronger linked to one’s identity. In contrast to the studies that argue
for national language proficiency as a sign of assimilation (Espinosa & Massey,
1997), the survey data from young Russian-speakers in Latvia provides further
evidence that language knowledge itself does not necessarily imply assimilation and
the balance between the actual use of the ethnic and national languages is probably a
much stronger indicator for integration or assimilation (Alba, 1990; Van Tubergen &

Kalmijn, 2009).

6.3.2 Role of significant others in acculturation and identification

Both Social Reflection Theory (Allport, 1954) and Social Identity Theory (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986) suggest that the identification with groups can be influenced by
significant others with whom they identify and from whom they seek approval. Social
Comparison Theory (Festinger 1954; Marsh, Kong & Hau, 2000) supports the idea that
individuals learn about and assess themselves through comparison with other people
around them. In the section above I came to a conclusion that perceived discrimination
plays an important role in the acculturation and identification processes. Perceived
discrimination here to a certain degree represents the out-group. In this section I will
focus on in-group and explore the influence of three groups of significant others:

parents, peers and teachers.

As research shows (Super and Harkness, 1997), parental attitudes are likely to be
important to the acculturation attitudes and behaviours of their children. Although the

direction of the relationship is more likely to be from parents to adolescents, in the
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Latvian context it also seems probable that parental attitudes might be influenced by

their children’s attitudes and behaviours, in particular at this age.

The context of bilingual education is of great importance for linguistic attitudes and
behaviour. On the one hand parents can have an important impact on their children’s
acculturation attitudes either directly or through the promotion of Russian and/or
support of Latvian languages. On the other hand, helping children with homework and
involvement in school life can influence parental attitudes and behaviours. Bilingual
education can encourage parents to learn and use Latvian and be positive about
Latvian and integration. But poorly implemented bilingual teaching and seeing their
children struggle can worsen attitudes towards Latvian. This needs further research that
is outside the focus of this study so the arguments here are only speculative since I do

not have a full picture of parental attitudes and behaviours.

Table 6-5 Parental attitudes and adolescents’ attitudes, behaviours and identifications

Parental Parental
pro-Latvian attitudes ** pro-Russian attitudes*

Integration 209%* -.174%%*
Separation -.170%* .323%*
Russian identity -.041 A71%*
Latvian identity .162%* -.100
LV proficiency -.022 -.038
LV use A15% -.114*
LV contacts .039 .053
Feelings towards Latvia J122%* -.165%*
Individual PD -.072 .087
Group PD -.108* 127%*

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

*2 Scale based on 2 items: (1)Parents want me to know Latvian (2)My family is planning to leave

Latvia (reverse item)

# Scale based on 2 items: (1)Parents want me to know Russian (2)Parents are against bilingual

education
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The adolescents’ integration scores are positively related to pro-Latvian and negatively
to pro-Russian parental attitudes (see Table 6-5). Those who reported their parents being
more pro-Latvian scored lower on separation and those who perceived their parents as
more pro-Russian scored higher. Additionally, those who reported higher pro-Latvian
parental attitudes had more positive feelings towards Latvia, whereas those who
reported higher parental pro-Russian attitudes had more negative feelings towards

Latvia.

Furthermore, it is not only acculturation attitudes and attitudes towards Latvia, but also
the adolescents’ identifications which are related to their parents’ attitudes. Thus it is
their Russian identity which is related to parental pro-Russian attitudes while their
Latvian identity is associated with parental pro-Latvian attitudes. The link between
parental attitudes and the acculturation attitudes and identifications of their children
could be explained by parental support for one of the cultures not only directly, but also

indirectly, through the encouragement of specific behaviours.

More frequent use of the Latvian language is related to more pro-Latvian and less pro-
Russian parental attitudes suggesting the influence of family on the adolescents’
linguistic behaviour. Other research also demonstrates that the ethnic language
proficiency of adolescents is closely related to the attitudes of parents regarding
cultural maintenance (Phinney et al., 2001a) through the promotion of the ethnic
language in the home and/or discouragement of national language use. Furthermore,
positive feelings towards Latvia as reported by adolescents are associated with more
pro-Latvian and less pro-Russian parental attitudes. However, it is quite unexpected
that there is no evidence for the relationship between knowledge of Latvian and
parental attitudes. This can be explained by educational context that limits parental
influence on the national language knowledge. Also as some other studies (Alba,
1990; Chiswick and Miller, 2008; Van Tubergen and Kalmijn, 2009) argue the use of
language is much more important than its knowledge in its impact on other behaviours

and attitudes.

As previous research in the field argues (Branch & Newcombe, 1986), there is a link

between prejudices in older children and their parents. This study also shows that
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perceived discrimination at a group level, which in content is similar to the perception of
prejudice, is associated with more pro-Russian and pro-Latvian parental attitudes. There
is no evidence of an association between individual discrimination and parental
attitudes. This might be explained by the fact that individual discrimination is based on
the experience of specific events rather than broader statements about out-group
attitudes. Therefore, the possibility of influencing the perception of individual-level

discrimination is much lower.

As children enter adolescence, their peers and teachers become increasingly important
as agents of socialisation. Therefore, research has to explore factors beyond the family
as the primary influence on ethno-national identity and acculturation in the education
system, considering different contextual factors such as teachers and peers (Carter &
Goodwin, 1994). This study is only exploratory with regards to teacher and peer effects
since it does not solve the problem of causality, that is, the direction of the effect or

identification of the type of effect (Manski, 1993).

Three types of effect are possible: endogenous, exogenous or correlated/compositional.
There might indeed be a direct or indirect influence from peers and teachers
(endogenous effect), for example, individual use of Latvian tends to vary with the
average use of Latvian among the students in class or among teachers in school. But the
association between peer or teacher variables and individual’s attitudes or behaviours
can also vary with, say, the ethnic composition of the reference group (exogenous
effect). Finally, the relationship might also just reflect the fact that pupils in some
classes are more similar to each other (based on part of the city, similar family

backgrounds, same teachers etc.). This would be a correlated or compositional effect.

To distinguish between the three types of effects is very tricky (Evans et al., 1992;
Manski, 1993) and cannot be fully dealt with in this study, but it is important to mention
that they can have different education and social policy implications because only a true
endogenous peer effect would generate a "social multiplier" effect from educational or
other interventions, that is, not only directly influencing the students and teachers that
are involved directly in the intervention, but also indirectly affecting all students and

teachers in the school and also possibly in the local area.
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Table 6-6 Within and between group variance, ANOVA test results

Sum of Squares F |Sig.
Integration Between 305.128 2.4121.001
Within 2869.462
Total 3174.590
Separation Between 179.081 1.369.137
(Within 2870.050
Total 3049.130
IAssimilation Between 59.615 991 470
Within 1357.641
Total 1417.256
Marginalisation Between 137.233 2.1941.003
(Within 1412.023
Total 1549.256
Russian identity Between 17.795 1.587.056
Within 251.418
Total 269.213
Latvian identity Between 23.619 1.330(.159
Within 397.199
Total 420.818
LV proficiency Between 54.867 1.098|.349
Within 1146.572
Total 1201.439
LV use Between 152.648 1.726(.030
Within 1843.580
Total 1996.228
LV contacts Between 109.520 1.275].195
Within 1921.200
Total 2030.719
Feelings Between 245.486 2.654.000
towards Latvia [Within 2059.255
Total 2304.740
Perceived Between 66.368 915 |.564
individual Within 1633.310
discrimination ([Total 1699.679
Perceived groupBetween 412.440 2.195.003
discrimination |[Within 4173.671
Total 4586.111

Acculturation attitudes and behaviours were aggregated excluding values for each
individual at a class level to represent peer factors. Table 6-7 summarises the results of
correlation analysis between individual acculturation attitudes and those peer factors.
Correlations are very weak, as would be expected, because of the many other influences

present and the high variation within each class rather than between classes (see Table
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6-6). For example, it is has been argued (Manski, 1993) that the impact of social norms
or types of behaviour on individual behaviour depends on the dispersion of behaviour
in the reference group; the smaller the dispersion, the stronger the relationship between
an individual and the group. As Table 6-6 illustrates variation within class is quite large

for most variables, so it is much harder to detect any strong correlation.

Furthermore each person might be influenced by multiple reference groups, giving more
weight to the behaviour of some groups than to others. To uncover this researchers have
to know how individuals from these groups and what reference groups seem to be of
most importance. In this study I unfortunately do not have any sociometric data on
friendship groups or dyads as well as favourite teachers. In this study I use general

averages on a class level for peer variables.

It is the correlation between the same variables on individual level and peer aggregates
that are of substantive interest since it is easier to interpret the results. These are marked
in grey in Table 6-7 and Table 6-8. The four variables out of ten had significant positive,
however quite weak correlations; these variables were - integration attitude, identity

exploration, feelings towards Latvia and perceived group discrimination.

Table 6-7 shows, individual choice of integration is associated with more acceptance of
integration and less preference for separation at the class level as well as with more
contacts with Latvians among peers. Preference for separation at the individual level
is related to less preference for integration at the class level and less frequent contacts
with Latvians. The support for integration on an individual level is also related to
stronger Latvian identity and weaker Russian identity among peers and vice versa.
These findings are not surprising and very much reflect the same relationships between

variables on the individual level.

Higher identity exploration among peers is associated with a stronger search for identity
on the individual level, but with more negative feelings towards Latvia. One can
speculate that adolescents clearly talk about ethnic matters with their peers and the
discussion evokes negative feelings towards Latvia. Another reason for that could be

the lack of direct communication with Latvians because of the segregated schooling

253



system, and reliance on the indirect sources, such as Russian peers, Russian mass
media, parents or teachers. And this might bring negativism into adolescents'

attitudes and views about Latvia.

Table 6-7 Individual acculturation attitudes and identifications: Correlations with peers’ factors

INDIVIDUAL PUPILS ACCULTURATION ATTITUDES
Russian Latvian Identity
Integration Separation identity identity | exploration
integration 166%* - 141%% - 120%* A13% -010
separation - 174%% 056 065 -072 .000
Russian identity L 153 085 083 -077 020
Latvian identity 159%* -092 -.085 049 024
identity 006 -.009 015 032 124
exploration
feelings towards
Latvia 039 .000 .009 -.006 - 166**
HEToup PD .009 .006 -018 -.030 .045
Zindividual PD 021 -.030 -.061 -039 020
SILV contacts 127 S 111* - 134%x* 035 046
SV
. 032 -014 -.088 -012 018
5 roficiency
2LV use .096* -.007 -107* 045 053

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The association between social contacts with Latvians among peers and higher scores
on integration, lower on separation and weaker Russian identity on the individual level
also partially supports the argument provided above. Furthermore, as Table 6-8
illustrates feelings towards Latvia and group-level perceived discrimination are related
on individual and aggregated level. This again provides evidence that adolescents
chat about ethnic and language issues with their peers and this may influence their

individual behaviour and attitudes.
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Table 6-8 Individual acculturation behaviours and related attitudes: Correlations with peers’ factors

INDIVIDUAL PUPILS VARIABLES
Feelings Group Individual LV LV LV use
towards PD PD contacts | proficiency
Latvia
feelings 192 - 115% -.017 -.007 -0058 -.002
towards
|[Latvia
w  [group PD - 132%* 152%* -.001 -.006 -.002 .014
E individual -.036 .002 -.031 .058 .045 -.066
2 [PD
=~ |LV contacts -.002 -.020 .043 .044 021 .049
§ I:;V -.077 -.005 .037 .040 .002 -.039
5 roficiency
E |LV use .085 .038 -.020 .004 .047

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 6-9 summarises the bivariate relationship between teacher factors and the
individual acculturative attitudes of their pupils. Overall, correlations are very weak,
which could be explained by the complexity of attitudes and behaviours where
teacher effect is only a very small part of the combination of different influences, such
as from parents, peers and individual characteristics. Additionally, similarly to peer
variables I am using a simple average at a class level to create teacher variables and
do not have more specific information, for example, on favourite teachers, who
possibly would be a stronger reference group for adolescents rather than all teachers

who teach them.

Nevertheless the data suggest that, even if quite weak, relationships between
adolescents’ acculturation strategies and ethno-national identity and the attitudes and
behaviours of their teachers do exist. Thus, integration at pupils’ level is related to a
lower preference for separation among teachers, but interestingly enough, not to their
choice of integration attitudes. However, this might be explained by the large
measurement error of the integration attitude and its skewness as measured at teacher-
level: almost all teachers expressed their support for integration, therefore the
measurement probably diverts from the actual attitudes held by teachers or their

behaviours.
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Correlation analysis.

Table 6-9 Individual pupils' acculturation attitudes, identifications and teachers' factors.

INDIVIDUAL PUPILS ACCULTURATION ATTITUDES

Integration | Separation Russian Latvian

identity identity
Integration .008 .000 .056 .010
Separation -.150%* d61%* 124%* -.077
Russian -.084 .097* .062 -.035
Latvian 071 -.009 .069 -.014
LV knowledge .033 .058 .009 -.019
LV use school -.132%% .055 076 -.003
LV use everyday 184 -.070 -.015 .068
gﬂ) LV contacts 114%* -.036 -.009 .045
8 Feelings towards Latvia 067 -.069 -.040 079
% Individual PD -.114* .069 .065 -.090

=

~ Group PD -.098* .104* .038 -.032
?) Interactive methods .180%* -.112% -.065 .097*
é OA‘:feerr;%e teaching experience 095 - 124%% 078 056

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Higher scores on integration among pupils are related to greater use of the Latvian
language in everyday life, stronger social contacts with Latvians and a lower perception
of individual and group discrimination among their teachers. These links between
attitudes and behaviours are very similar to the ones at the individual pupil level and
support findings from previous studies (Supple et al., 2006; Brown et al., 2007) and
Social Reflection Theory (Allport, 1954).

Similarly, those adolescents whose teachers had a higher preference for separation and
perceived more group discrimination were more likely to support separation. Again
one cannot distinguish the true effect of teachers’ attitudes and behaviours from, for
example, the exogenous effect of school location, the compositional effect of highly
motivated teachers and good quality education that makes pupils and teachers more
open to contacts with other cultures and less prejudiced in a particular school that

leads to integration attitudes and behaviours among both pupils and teachers.
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Additionally, it is an engaging finding that interactive methods such as discussions and
question and answer sessions seem to support integration attitudes in adolescents and
development of their Latvian identity. Contrary to the integration attitude, use of
interactive methods by teachers is related negatively to a preference for separation

among pupils.

Unexpectedly, there is the negative association between greater use of Latvian in
educational settings as reported by teachers and use of Latvian in everyday life outside
school by their pupils and their integration attitude. As a speculation one could interpret
this as a reaction to greater use of Latvian in school environment that is perceived as an
assimilationist attempt among pupils. People usually prefer to use their own language
and find it more comfortable, so if they are forced to use another language in formal
situations this can probably lead to the more frequent use of their native language in
situations when it is their choice; this also comes from the evidence of general surveys
in Latvia (BISS, 2008a, SKDS, 2009). Additionally, this can be related to the knowledge
of Latvian; where pupils with low fluency in Latvian cannot deal with a high
proportion of Latvian in school and this lowers not only their attainment, but also their
self-esteem and alienates them from Latvian language. Nevertheless, greater use of
Latvian in schools negatively influences the use of Latvian outside school, but does
not increase perceived discrimination (Table 6-10). Here, one might infer that the
language use decision is less a symbolic and emotional gesture, but more an

instrumental and convenient behaviour.

Interestingly, again greater perception of group-level discrimination by pupils is
positively related to the Latvian language knowledge of their teachers. Along the line of
argument presented above, the finding can be explained by a situation where those
teachers with better Latvian language knowledge were forced to learn the language so
have a greater perception of group discrimination themselves and therefore channel this

attitude to their pupils.
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Table 6-10 Individual pupils' acculturation behaviours and attitudes and teachers' factors.

Correlation analysis.

INDIVIDUAL PUPILS VARIABLES
LV LV use LV Feelings Individual Group
proficiency u contacts |towards Latvia PD PD
integration -.068 -.046 -.079 042 037 .038
separation -.056 -.080 117 -.045 014 047
|Russian -.095%* -.023 -.085 - 161%* .069 153
|Latvian -.040 063 -019 -.039 -.020 068
[LV proficiency -.057 057 -077 -.035 -.049 A17%
LV use in school 058 - 179%* -.049 -.037 -018 -.100*
LV use everyday 027 185%* 061 032 -010 044
LV contacts -.060 179%+* 030 112% -.003 -.039
% [feelings ) -.006 076 031 024 034 007
© [towards Latvia
5 |individual PD  [-004 [ 118 _.090 011 022 030
< |group PD -019 -.044 121 -.052 -.003 056
2 F -
2 [mteractive 027 041 021 078 -.052 -075
3 methods
5 [teaching 047 021 121% 055 026 - 116*
= _lexperience

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 6-10 summarises the bivariate relationships between teachers’ acculturation
attitudes and behaviours and those of their pupils. The highest number of correlations is
in the area of Latvian and Russian language use by adolescents in everyday situations.
Wider social interaction with Latvians and more frequent use of the Latvian
language outside school among teachers is positively related to greater use of Latvian
rather than Russian among their pupils. Additionally, teachers’ stronger social contacts
with Latvians are positively correlated with positive feelings towards Latvia in
adolescents. Similarly, the relationships between both perceived discrimination among
teachers and Latvian language use among pupils as well as separation attitudes among

teachers and Latvian language use among pupils are both negative as expected.

One is concerned with the spurious relationship between these variables and therefore an
exogenous effect; where some other third variable can influence the correlation. Some

examples might be: a neighbourhood effect due to a larger concentration of Latvians
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where both teachers and adolescents live, a specific integration or language learning
project the school is involved in that affects both teachers and pupils, the strong attitude
of a head teacher etc. For example, the locality of a school has an effect on language
use, social contacts, integration attitude and Latvian identity, as well as perceived group
discrimination (based on ANOVA test results) both among teachers and pupils. The
same variables are also quite different between some schools when aggregated at a
school level. Some future case study research of the ‘most integrated’ and ‘least
integrated’ schools might help to distinguish between the types of teacher effects and
help to interpret the findings.

Overall, the evidence from the preliminary analysis, particularly findings concerned
with the use of language in education, supports other researchers’ findings (Silova,
2002; Galbreath & Galvin, 2005) about the gap a real life implementation of the
reform and the picture on official papers because of the Soviet legacy of
double standards. This could explain why the findings are so confusing; since the
measurements often do not reflect the true attitudes and behaviours of teachers and
therefore cannot reveal the true teacher effect, if it exists at all. Additionally,

correlations revealed are weak and there is substantial variation within schools.

Based on the results of this section, I will proceed by using only peer factors in
multivariate models and exclude teachers' variables from further analysis. In the
following section I will build path models to investigate further the relationships

uncovered in this chapter between attitudes, identifications and behaviour.

6.4 Acculturation attitudes, behaviours and identifications of Russian-

speaking adolescents: path models

Path analysis is a type of structural equation modelling (SEM) and is a straightforward
extension of a multiple regression. In this study it is used to evaluate simultaneous

relationships between acculturation attitudes, identifications and the actual degree of
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acculturation, reflected in specific acculturation behaviours such as language
proficiency, language use and social contacts. I also aim to provide estimates of the

magnitude and significance of hypothesised connections between these sets of variables.

Sometimes path analysis and related techniques are called "causal modelling", the
actual models cannot provide evidence for a direction of causality. The reason for
this name is that the techniques allow testing of theoretical propositions about cause and
effect. However, here researchers assume some variables are causally related to build up
the models, but if the model has an adequate fit, it still does not prove that the causal
assumptions are correct. Only longitudinal panel data will allow testing for the direction

of causality.

Additionally, path analysis usually works better and models provide a better fit,
similarly to multivariate regressions, if all relations are linear and the variables are
measured at least on interval scale, have normal distribution and are measured without
error (perfect reliability). Of course these are ideal assumptions and evaluations have to
be made about how real world data fit these assumptions. In this study most variables
included into the models are scales created from the summation of ordinal variables, so
they are not natural interval scale measurements. However, as some previous studies
(e.g. Johnson & Creech, 1983; Hutchinson & Olmos, 1998) argue, ordinal variables with
many categories, such as seven-point Likert-type scales of agreement, are usually safely
treated as “continuous” and can be used in SEM. In practice, most researchers treat
ordinal variables with five or more categories as continuous, and there is some evidence
to suggest that this is not likely to produce much of a practical impact on results (e.g.

Babakus, Ferguson, & Joreskog, 1987; Dolan, 1994).

The other usual problem with ordinal scale variables or non-natural interval scale
measurements is the violation of normality assumption and their skewed distribution.
The effect of violating the assumption of nonnormality is that chi-square is too large (so
too many models are rejected) and standard errors are too small (so significance tests of
path coefficients will result in Type I error). However, again in practice, many structural

equation models with continuous variables (and generally including ordinal variables
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of five categories or more) will not have severe problems with nonnormality

(Babakus, Ferguson, & Joreskog, 1987; Dolan, 1994).

Path analysis or SEM with AMOS in this study is the analysis strategy to: (1) examine
the associations between ethno-national identity and acculturation attitudes, (2) examine
path coefficients from acculturation attitude and ethno-national identification predictor
variables to the three dimensions of degree of acculturation (acculturation behaviour
variable), (3) examine the relationships between perceived discrimination and attitudes,
identity and behaviours, and (4) examine possible effects of parents and peers on the
attitudes, identity and behaviour of adolescents. I have specified two models focused on
two acculturation attitudes, integration and separation, to explore further differences in
identities and behaviours surrounding these acculturation preferences. The base model
focused on each attitude was specified based on the results of the bivariate analysis with
paths identified as significant being included into the model. Then based on the model
fit and statistical significance of the paths, the initial model was revised to produce a

satisfying fit.

Model fit was checked using several measures, including the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA, ideally less than .08), and Comparative Fit Index (CFI, ideally
close to 1.0). I have also used the relative chi-square, also called normal chi-square,
CMIN/DF (chi square/degree of freedom ratio) in an attempt to make it less dependent
on sample size. Different researchers have recommended using a ratio as low as 2 or as
high as 5 to indicate a reasonable fit (Marsh & Hocevar, 1985). Since I am aware of
possible nonnormality problems in the data I chose the lowest ratio of 2 to indicate an

adequate fit (Byrne, 1991).

Schumacker and Lomax (1996) and Kline (1998) have each argued that there is no
straightforward answer to what constitutes good fit in path analysis and it must always
be accompanied by meaningful model-data correspondence. It is possible to find several
favourable values of overall fit indices, but specific portions of the model might not be
fitting the data well. Given the lack of consensus regarding the best measure of fit, the
more criteria a model satisfies, the better its fit and it is also important to evaluate the

actual path and how meaningful it is. The standardised coefficients here will provide
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information on the strength of the relationship, ranging from -1 to 1. Only those
variables and paths that were significant in the bivariate analysis were entered into the
model. Those that appeared to be non-significant in the multivariate analysis were taken
out or deleted to achieve a good fit for the overall model explaining the formation of a

separation strategy. This is the approach I use in the two following subsections.

6.4.1 Integration focused model

This subsection examines a model focused around integration attitude and looks at the
relationships between this attitude, identifications and degree of acculturation as a
behavioural Latvian orientation. The full model with standardized estimates of path
coefficients is illustrated in Figure 6-1. All indices I used support the empirical data fit

to the theoretical model presented ™.

The structural model presented as a diagram in Figure 6-1 is to be read horizontally
from left to right and the variables are arranged in order from attitudes and
identifications to behaviours, making the assumption that specific attitudes relate to
other attitudes and identifications and together they can trigger specific behaviours.
Because the data are cross-sectional and not longitudinal, this analysis is not claiming
causality and it is also probable that at the next step some behaviours can further
encourage particular attitudes. On the far left I also have peer and parental attitude
variables that are exogenous to the model and the assumption is made that they predict

individual adolescents’ attitudes, identifications and behaviours.

* Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is 0.036 with confidence interval of 0.02
to 0.05 and since it is less than 0.08 or a more conservative 0.05, it indicates a good fit.
Comparative fit index (CFI) of 0.95 is larger than 0.9 which again reflects a good fit. Chi square
to degree of freedom ratio (CMIN/DF) is 1.61 that also indicates an adequate fit of the theoretical
model applied to the data from the survey of young Russian-speakers.
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Figure 6-1 Path integration attitude focused model

NOTE: Only statistically significant standardised coefficients (ranging from -1 to 1) are
presented next to the arrows. By convention, standardised coefficients that are greater
than 0.8 are considered large, 0.5 moderate, less than 0.2 small.

Double arrows represent correlations and single headed arrows the hypothesised direction
of a relationship.

Rectangles stand for observed or directly measured variables and ellipses for
latent or unobserved variables.

The uncertainty or inaccuracy of the measurement, that also represents all the unknown
variables not measured in this particular model are represented by D (disturbance) for
latent variables and e (error term) for observed variables.

I will start with a closer look at the first main aim of the path analysis, that is to (1)
examine the associations between ethno-national identity and acculturation attitudes.
Although previous research provides evidence for the positive relationship between both
ethnic and national identity and integration attitude (Kim & Berry, 1985; Laroche et al.,
1998; Berry et al., 2006), this study show that integration preference on the attitudinal

level among young Russian-speakers is related to a higher degree of identification with
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the Latvian group and culture (.60), but is not associated with their Russian identity.
This finding only partially supports the hypothesis that was brought forward and,
similarly to a few other studies (Laroche et al., 1997; Horenczyk, 1997; Jasinskaja-
Lahti, 2000), shows that in some contexts it is only the national dimension of identity

that is more involved in acculturation decisions and preferences surrounding integration.

To evaluate this finding we have to remember that the main choice for Russian-speaking
adolescents is between integration and separation attitudes and the main distinction
between the two is how much Latvian identity and behaviour involving Latvian
language, contacts with Latvians and Latvian culture these youngsters are willing to
accept. So, the centrality of their Latvian dimension of identity and integration attitude

in this model has to be seen in this context.

The second main focus of the analysis is (2) the link of attitudes and identity to the
actual behaviours. First of all, even if the data do not provide an explanation for the
causal relationships between the knowledge and use of the Latvian language and social
contacts with Latvians, it clearly demonstrates the close association between the three in
their representation of the latent variable of the degree of acculturation or acculturation
behaviour (see Figure 6-1). These three dimensions of behavioural patterns are also
often used in policy documents in Latvia (Elerte, 2011) and research (e.g. BISS, 2008a;
2010; Muiznieks, 2010; Zepa & Klave, 2011) to measure successful sociocultural

adaptation of ethnic minorities and migrants in Latvia.

The model suggests that the actual degree of acculturation of young Russian-speakers is
directly predicted by both dimensions of their ethno-national identity. As would be
expected, the strongest predictor (.80) is Latvian identity; those with a higher degree of
identification with the Latvian group and culture and a positive sense of belonging to
Latvia also demonstrate a higher degree of acculturation. The relationship with the
Russian dimension of adolescents’ identity is much weaker, but is still significant (.-16)
and those with a stronger Russian identity show a lower degree of acculturation. It is
interesting that even though Russian identity was not associated with a preference for
integration it is directly related to the actual degree of acculturation by limiting Latvian-

oriented behaviours, as also supported by previous studies (Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000;
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Berry et al.,, 2006). Moreover, since identity is created through social interaction
those adolescents who do not speak any Latvian and do not know any Latvians are

most likely to have a strong Russian identity.

Additionally, while there is no direct link between integration attitude and acculturation
behaviour, they show that there is a quite strong positive indirect path® through
Latvian identity (.48). Here, I do not claim any causality, it is possible that Latvian
identity and choice of integration reinforce each other and produce specific Latvian
oriented behaviours, helping to adapt better socioculturally, that again reinforces the

integration attitudes and Latvian identity.

The concept of significant others, both as ‘us’ in the form of parents and peers and as
‘them’ the other cultural group, in this case Latvians, is very relevant in investigating the
acculturation processes and the formation of one’s identity. The next two aims of the
path analysis are to focus on these groups and their effects on adolescents’ individual
choices and behaviours. The third objective of the analysis (3) was to examine the
relationships between perceived discrimination and youngsters’ attitudes, identity and

behaviours.

The group-level perceived discrimination appears to be playing a role in the
acculturation process, but individual discrimination was not statistically significant in
the model and was removed from it. It is possible that most of its effect was absorbed by
the group-level discrimination and, as we have already seen in the bivariate analysis,

individual discrimination is quite specific and was also highly skewed.

As the analysis suggests, higher perceived group discrimination is associated with
negative feelings towards Latvia and lower identification with the Latvian group and
culture directly (-.44) and also through integration attitude (-.05) with a higher
perception of discrimination being directly related to lower support for the integration

attitude (-.07). As we can see it is not only that higher perceived level of prejudices

* The indirect effect is calculated by multiplying the coefficients for each path from 'integration
attitude' to 'degree of acculturation' you can trace going through other variables. integration ->Latvian
identity -> degree of acculturation is 0.6 x 0.8 =0.48
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towards Russian-speakers damages the emotional and cognitive link with Latvia and

Latvians, it also appears to strengthen Russian identity (.14).

These findings confirm the results of previous research where integration attitudes in
general were related to a lower perception of discrimination (Neto, 2002; Jasinskaja-
Lahti, 2000; Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2003; Berry et al., 2006). It is hard to test for the
causality of this relationship without longitudinal data, but previous research (Berry et

al., 2006) provided some evidence on the prior role of perceived discrimination.

The path model suggests that while there is a strong negative link between perceived
discrimination and Latvian identity among Russian-speaking adolescents, there is a
direct positive link (.33) between it and acculturation behaviour, however the total
effect*® is still negative (-.08) with a strong negative indirect effect channelled
through weaker Latvian identity and stronger Russian identity (-.41) that both negatively

influence the actual degree of acculturation.

This finding demonstrates a twofold impact of discrimination on orientation towards the
national group and language. On the one hand there is the strong negative indirect effect
through emotional and cognitive links, through stronger Russian identity and weaker
Latvian identity that supports some of the findings from previous research (Fishman,
1966; McKay and Wong, 1996; Hamers & Blanc, 2000; Fisher et al., 2000; Felix,
2004). As the Rejection-Identification approach (Branscombe et al, 1999) suggests
perceived discrimination may lead to increased in-group identification (higher ethnic
identification), which can help maintain psychological well-being in the face of societal
devaluation, but may reduce use of national language (Fishman, 1966; Tajfel, 1974;
Rumbaut, 1994; Hamers & Blanc, 2000). However, this approach has also been
criticised for taking for granted a direct link between ethnic identity and linguistic

behaviour, which is not always the case.

There could be a more sociological explanation to the negative relationship between

perceived discrimination and behavioural Latvian orientation provided by Medvedeva

% Total effect is calculated by summing the direct and all indirect effects.
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(2010) and Carhill and others (2008). Perceived discrimination directly or indirectly, by
decreasing social contacts with Latvians and thus the possibility of using the language in
real life situations, limits exposure to the Latvian language. This can be both the result
of social avoidance by young Russian-speakers and social exclusion by Latvians. As
previous research (Zepa, 2004a; 2005b; BISS, 2008a) and also this study show, although
direct social exclusion or social avoidance is less of a problem in Latvia, social contacts
could improve in both quantity and quality. Perceived discrimination, encouraged
further by a segregated education system, can discourage or hinder adolescents’
participation in Latvian-dominant activities outside school and decreases the likelihood
of participation in Latvian-dominant social networks, as research on other countries also

shows (Lippi-Green, 1997; Fisher et al., 2000, Medvedeva, 2010).

On the other hand the positive relationship between perceived discrimination and
behavioural Latvian orientation support can be explained by a different approach that is
prominent in the works of Giles et al (1977) and Edwards (1985). The relationship
between identification and linguistic behaviour can be more practical than emotional
and individuals can be very pragmatically motivated to learn a national language and
use it to communicate with others. Similarly to other studies (Giles et al., 1977,
Edwards, 1985; Galindo, 1995; Medvedeva, 2010) demonstrate that the actual pragmatic
use of the language and social contacts may be to gain a better education or future
position in the labour market and achieve greater social acceptance from the national
group (Galindo, 1995). However, it is important to stress that this can happen
alongside the maintenance of other valuable elements of the ethnic identity
(Edwards, 1985), including Russian language and culture. So, perceived societal
discrimination may have a positive influence by encouraging adolescents to improve
their national language skills in an attempt to overcome possible future discrimination as

well as to succeed academically and economically.

The final step in the analysis (4) was to examine possible effects of parents and peers on
the attitudes, identity and behaviour of adolescents. Unfortunately I could not use data

from teachers because of its high measurement errors and unreliability.
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The starting-point is the two variables that represent parental pro-Russian and pro-
Latvian attitudes as the exogenous variables that are not explained by any other
variables in the model. The assumption here was made that adolescents are less likely to
influence the attitudes of their parents than vice versa. The data did not provide evidence
for the direct effect of parental views on the acculturation behaviour of their children
that was suggested in some research (Phinney et al., 2001b; Liebkind et al, 2004); there

was only an indirect effect through attitudinal and identity variables.

Parental pro-Russian attitudes had an indirect negative influence on Latvian orientation
of behaviour (.-12) through the encouragement of Russian identity (.17) and the
discouragement of integration (-.17) and therefore indirectly of Latvian identity (-.16).
Additionally, a parental pro-Russian stance is linked to higher perceived discrimination
in children (.12) and that negatively influences support of integration and Latvian
identity and further Latvian-oriented behaviours. These findings are unsurprising, as it
would be expected that, if parents put more emphasis on their children to learn Russian
and plan to leave Latvia, their views about Latvia, Latvians and Latvian are probably not
that positive and therefore will have a negative effect on their children's Latvian-

oriented attitudes, identity and behaviours.

Parental pro-Latvian attitudes and their influence show a completely opposite picture, as
you would expect. These Latvian-oriented parental attitudes reduce perceived
discrimination (-.10) and directly encourage integration attitudes (.17); therefore also
indirectly increasing identification with the Latvian state and culture (.15) as well as
Latvian-oriented behaviours in their children (.08). Interestingly, parental pro-Latvian
attitudes do not have an effect on the Russian identity of their children. This
demonstrates again the importance of a multidimensional exploration of identity and
that the Russian and Latvian dimensions of adolescents' identities can vary
independently, so encouragement  of Latvian orientation does not mean a

discouragement of the Russian identity.

These findings show the role of parental views and attitudes in the formation of
acculturation attitudes and ethno-national identity in children, supporting the idea of

parents being one of the major agents not only in the general socialisation of their
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children, but also their ethnic socialisation and acculturation (Phinney et al., 2001b;
Liebkind et al, 2004). These results also support the argument for an intergenerational
transfer of prejudices, especially if the direct contact between the two groups is limited

as in the case of Russian-speaking and Latvian adolescents.

One identity and two behavioural variables representing peers’ acculturation strategies
were significant in this model (see Figure 6-1) and they represented a latent variable that
was called 'Integrated peers'. Since all three of these variables had a quite high
correlation the specification of the latent variable in the model helped not only to reduce
the number of variables and improve the model fit, but also made an interpretation of the
findings easier. These integrated peers had a direct effect on the support for integration
on the individual level (.21) and a negative effect on Russian identity (-.19). There was
no direct influence from peers on the actual individual behaviours, but they were
indirectly influenced (.13) through discouragement of Russian identity and support for

the integration attitude and Latvian identity.

All these findings support the concept of hidden curricula, since many of the feelings
towards Latvia and much of the perceived group discrimination and integration
attitude in general can come from the school discourse as well as from direct
discussions among peers both in and outside the classroom. Of course the effect from
any peer variables in this model is hard to interpret because it does not provide full
evidence for the complex nature of effect type. Moreover both individuals and their
peers can be influenced by other variables that are not present in the model or are
unobservables, for example their teachers®’ or other school- or neighbourhood-level
variables. Full discussion about peer effect measurement is presented in subsection

6.3.2.

Since integration and separation are two competing acculturation attitudes among young

Russian-speakers in Latvia, it is important to investigate any differences in acculturation

4 Unfortunately because of low reliability and variation as well as high correlation with peer
factors teacher factors could not be included in full models and were only explored through the bivariate
analysis.
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and identification formation processes that surround these two acculturation

orientations. The separation focused path model is presented in the next subsection.

6.4.2 Separation focused model

This section looks at the formation of the separation strategy, linking different
acculturation attitudes and behaviours as well as parental, peer and teacher variables.
Similarly to the model for the formation of the integration strategy, I performed a path
analysis, in addition to the actual degree of acculturation that is a central variable I
included separation attitude, Russian and Latvian identities as well as perceived
discrimination. Additionally, parental attitudes and peer factors were also brought into a
model. The full model with standardized estimates of path coefficients is illustrated in
Figure 6-2. Good fit indices*® support the model and indicate an adequate fit of the

theoretical model applied to the data from the survey of young Russian-speakers.

As expected and hypothesised, the separation attitude is directly related to stronger
Russian identity (.32) and weaker Latvian identity (-.60). It is interesting that in this
model Russian identity was positively, however weakly (.12), related to Latvian
identity, which could be explained by the principle of self-congruity (Ehrlich, 1974)
where a stronger identity and higher self-esteem are related to the acceptance of others
and less anxiety about either losing this identity or of assimilation. In this case a strong
Russian identity still allows for the development of a stronger Latvian identity. This can
also be partially explained by the fact that although the Russian-speaking community in
Latvia can be quite self-sufficient there are certain situations where Russian-speakers
come into contact with Latvian and Latvians. Moreover, most of the adolescents in the
study were born in Latvia as second generation and some of them have never travelled

to Russia. Consequently, complete separation is not feasible either in behaviour or as an

* RMSEA at 0.04 with a confidence interval of 0.02 to 0.05, and since it is less than 0.08 or a more
conservative 0.05, indicating a good fit. CFI of 0.95 is larger than 0.9 which again reflects a good fit.
CMIN/DF is 1.65 also supports a good model fit.
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identification strategy. This challenges their Russian identity and their understanding

of it as I explained in the chapter about young Russian-speakers’ identity. This new

Latvian Russian identity can combine both Russian and Latvian dimensions.

However other findings were more as expected (Phinney et al., 2001b; Neto, 2002;
Kvernmo & Heyerdahl, 2004; Pisarenko, 2006; Berry et al., 2006). Similarly to the

integration attitude, separation does not have a direct influence on the degree of

acculturation. The separation attitude negatively influences Latvian-orientated behaviour

by strengthening Russian identity and weakening Latvian identity.
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variables and e (error term) for observed variables.

As expected, based on previous research (e.g. Neto, 2002; Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000;
Liebkind et al, 2004; Berry et al.,, 2006), the separation attitude is positively
associated with higher perceived individual discrimination (.23). In addition, perceived
group discrimination also had a much stronger direct effect on the preference for
separation compared to its link with the integration attitude. Perceived discrimination
can directly as well as indirectly through identity minimising Latvian-oriented
behaviour, such as Latvian language proficiency and use and contacts with Latvians,
discourage the choice of integration and reinforce the support for separation among

Russian-speaking adolescents in Latvia.

The separation strategy model supports the argument for parental influence on the
acculturation attitudes of their children and the involvement of parents in ethnic
socialisation or enculturation (Super and Harkness, 1997; Phinney et al., 2001b;
Liebkind et al, 2004). As expected, in contrast to the formation of support for
integration, preference for separation among Russian-speaking adolescents is related
negatively to a pro-Latvian parental attitude (-.10) and positively to a pro-Russian
stance (.28). The direct effect of parental reinforcement of pro-Russian attitudes on the
separation attitude is almost twice the size of its effect on the integration attitude.
Additionally, the direct effect of parental support for the Latvian state, language and
culture on the preference for a separation attitude among their children is almost a third
of the effect of pro-Russian attitudes and is half the size of its effect on the
integration attitude. We can conclude that whereas parental influence on the
integration attitude of Russian-speaking adolescents is of medium strength and quite
equally divided between pro-Russian and pro-Latvian views, the adolescents’ support
for separation is influenced much more by parental encouragement for their
knowledge and use of the Russian language as well as for their negative attitudes

towards the Latvian state.

Latent variable called ‘integrated peers’ showed a significant direct negative effect on
the separation attitude at the individual level. These behaviours and identity among

peers discourage the choice of a separation attitude, most probably through the
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reinforcement of the integration attitude. This points to the importance both of peers and
of the general ethos and discourse in the school environment and once again provides
evidence for the significance of the educational system in the acculturation process. If
peers can influence acculturation processes then segregated schools are more likely to
facilitate the formation and maintenance of two separate communities of adolescents

from Russian and Latvian schools.

However, exactly because of that, it is not only easier to lessen support for separation by
bringing two communities together, but also to reinforce this attitude, for example
with intimidating ethnic policies and their forced implementation without discussion or
explanation. In this case the strengthening of separation trends can become even more
prominent when a tendency for separation is already in existence in Latvia due to
limited exposure to the Latvian language and culture, a high proportion of Russian-
speakers, segregated systems of education and mass media as well as much of the job

market, making the Russian-speaking community quite self-sufficient.

6.5 Conclusions

As argued in this chapter, acculturation and identification processes are very complex.
As this analysis showed it is important to take the context of the specific group into
account. This study suggests that from Berry’s four acculturation categories only two
— iIntegration and separation — are prominent among young Russian-speakers from
Russian schools in Riga. So all further analysis was focused on those two attitudes
and their relationships with Russian and Latvian identities, acculturation behaviour,

perceived discrimination and parental and peer influences.

The data partially supported the hypothesis about the degree of acculturation and
acculturation attitudes. Although a higher degree of acculturation (measured as better

Latvian fluency, frequent use of Latvian and more contacts with Latvians) is
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positively associated with the integration attitude and negatively with the separation

attitude, the effect is not direct and is channelled through ethno-national identity.

Furthermore, preference for the integration strategy was associated with a high degree of
identification with the Latvian identity, but did not have an association with the Russian
identity. Therefore the hypothesis was only partially supported by the empirical data.
However, the hypothesis about the separation attitude and its relationship with identity
was fully supported by the evidence provided. Thus preference for the separation
strategy was associated with a high degree of identification with the Russian group and
a low degree of identification with the Latvian group among Russian-speaking

adolescents.

Additionally, as hypothesised, more perceived discrimination was positively related to
Russian identity both directly and indirectly and negatively to Latvian identity. The
other hypothesis that was supported by the data was that lower perceived discrimination

was related to the integration attitude and greater perceived discrimination to separation.

An interesting finding is about the relationship between perceived discrimination and
the actual degree of acculturation. On the one hand there was a direct positive
association between more perceived discrimination and a higher degree of acculturation.
But on the other there was a much stronger negative indirect effect going through

identity. The total effect was negative and supported the hypothesis.

Finally, parents and peers had a definite influence on the individual acculturation
processes and identities. Parental pro-Russian attitudes both directly influenced higher
Russian identity, more perceived discrimination and lower Latvian identity and
indirectly through these processes a lower degree of actual acculturation or Latvian-

oriented behaviours. Parental pro-Latvian attitudes had the opposite effect as did

‘integrated peers’ through a stronger Latvian identity, more frequent contacts with
Latvians and use of Latvian at a class level. Moreover, preference for the separation
strategy seemed to be influenced more by the views of significant others than preference
for the integration strategy. These findings make integration a more instrumental

approach and separation more of an emotional choice, influenced by the attitudes and
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behaviours not only of significant others, such as parents and peers, but also of
Latvians through perceived discrimination and the acceptance of young Russian-

speakers as full members of Latvian society.

7 DISCUSSION OF THE MAIN RESULTS

This section discusses the main results and links them to theoretical and empirical
implications, both in general and in the specific Latvian context. It also reflects on

methodology and provides direction for further research needed.

7.1 Acculturation and ethno-national identity: empirical data and theory

7.1.1 The multifaceted nature of acculturation

From a sociological and psychological perspective, overall the acculturation framework
proposed by Berry (1980, 1984, 1997; Berry et al., 2006) has proved useful in
explaining Russian-speaking adolescents’ acculturation in Latvia. By providing a wider
perspective on acculturation and by identifying specific factors and processes that
influence the actual degree of acculturation among young Russian-speakers the
empirical findings help to understand the specific Latvian context. This study’s
theoretical conclusions contribute further to our understanding of acculturation among

immigrant adolescents as a complex and dynamic process.

In this study, Berry’s framework was used to assess acculturation attitudes and

behaviours that form acculturation strategies together with Phinney’s (1989, 1990) two-
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dimensional model of ethno-national identity*’. The survey of Russian-speaking
adolescents showed their preference for integration and its evident competition with
separation on the attitudinal level and even more so in actual behavioural patterns.
Assimilation and marginalisation seem to be less prominent choices among Russian-
speaking adolescents. This finding is consistent with expectations based on previous
research in Latvia (Zepa, 2005a; Zepa et al., 2006; BISS, 2008a; Tabuns, 2010;
Muiznieks, 2010; Zepa & Klave, 2011) and other countries (Berry, 1980; Berry et
al., 1987; Berry & Krishnan, 1992; Sayegh & Lasry, 1993; Kwak & Berry, 2001;
Kasatkina, 2000, 2004, 2006; Lebedeva, 2003; Nimmerfeldt, 2009; Kruusvall et al.,
2009; Nimmerfeldt et al., 2011; Valk et al., 2011).

On the one hand ethnic relationships in Latvia are satisfactory or good; Latvia has
relatively high and stable rates of ethnic intermarriage and the distance between
Latvians and Russians is not very great. Latvian language proficiency among Russian-
speakers has improved significantly since independence, especially in the younger
generation as this study also shows. On the other hand, there are perceptions among both
Latvians and Russian-speakers of persistent threats to their language and culture,
continued scarcity of direct contacts with Latvians and use of Latvian as well as a

weakening sense of belonging to Latvia.

This research provides evidence that with regards to actual behaviour most adolescents
report being fluent in Latvian or having good national language skills. They also show
their understanding of the need to learn Latvian by demonstrating both integrative and
instrumental motivations to do so. However, the actual use of Latvian is at a very low
level. This corresponds to quite infrequent contacts with Latvians and a self-sufficient
community of Russian-speakers as well as a segregated education system. The use of the
Latvian language outside school is limited. Additionally, the insufficient exposure to
Latvian outside the school environment hinders the positive effects of bilingual

education by inhibiting practice opportunities and makes it more artificial: young

* General discussion on the multifaceted identity of young Russian-speakers will be discussed in the next

section.
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Russian-speakers learn Latvian at school and practise it with their teachers and their
Russian-speaking peers in a monolingual environment rather than with native Latvian-
speakers. This decreases the motivation of adolescents to learn Latvian or to use it in

their everyday lives if they do not have to.

Moreover, there is a discrepancy between the official recorded proportion of Latvian use
and its actual use in ‘Russian’ schools. Adolescents and teachers are still free to choose
their unofficial language of teaching and learning, outside of Ministry inspections, and,
as data show, their preference stays with Russian. So, in all situations where the choice
of the language depends on the individual, e.g. on the street, in shops, with friends and
even in schools, the Russian language is still spoken more often and has even been on

increase since 2008, as the general survey and this research show.

Language has very often been considered central to the exploration of acculturation and
ethno-national identity in Latvia. Some researchers have argued that Russian-
speakers are assimilating into Latvian culture and language (Laitin, 1998) because they
choose to learn Latvian and encourage their children to learn Latvian. Nevertheless
neither other similar studies (Zepa & Karklins, 1995; Ponarin, 2000; Apine, 2001) nor
this survey provide evidence for the possible assimilation of Russian-speakers as a
group. This does not however argue against individual cases of assimilation, in
particular in the case of mixed marriages or some ethnic minority children going to
‘Latvian ‘schools. As Ponarin (2000) and Romanov (2000) suggest, the choice to learn
Latvian leads to bilingualism and integration rather than to assimilation and there is
no evidence for lesser or no knowledge of Russian among most of the ethnic
minorities in Latvia. The retention of the Russian language, as one can see, comes
with increased competence in Latvian, which does not automatically imply any

decrease in the use and function of Russian.

Laitin’s competitive approach distinguishing between integration and bilingualism
(1998) is very useful for understanding the instrumental nature of the choice of
languages. Even if Russian-speaking adolescents want to gain competence in the
Latvian language, they still want to keep their knowledge of the Russian language at

a high level and thus not only keep their identity and intergenerational ties, but also
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increase their competitiveness on the labour market. This also explains why among the
Russian-speaking population in Latvia many adolescents and their parents favour

bilingual education.

However, this predominantly instrumental motivation to learn and use Latvian still
allow for individuals to be or feel very much separated from Latvians in the social
sphere and not feel any sense of belonging to the Latvian state. The same is true in the
opposite direction where some individuals with a very low knowledge of Latvian
can feel a strong sense of attachment to Latvia. Of course, it also has to be taken into
account that in many urban settings in Latvia, including Riga, the Russian-language
community is very often self-sufficient and thus separation in the language sphere is

much more likely to be sustained compared to some rural areas.

Language is a part of culture, but while language and culture are closely related, they are
not homologous. When more than one culture and language are in contact in the same
society, other aspects of acculturation, such as social contacts, are also of great
importance. Though integration — at least at the attitudinal level — is highly supported by
adolescents, as the survey illustrates, the second preferred acculturation mode continues
to be separation. Moreover, while integration as an attitude stays almost at the same
level of preference across different years and cohorts, there is a growing popularity of
separation across all four domains. While many Russian-speaking adolescents are eager
to come into contact with both Russians and Latvians and have a positive attitude
towards being bilingual and bicultural, there are also some evident separation
tendencies, especially in the area of wider social contacts and language use. This
could be explained partially by a reaction against the 'titularization' (Silova, 2002;
Galbreath & Galvin, 2005) of 'Russian' schools and the politicisation of ethnic and
language issues in Latvia (BISS, 2008a; Zepa, 2010; Zepa & Klave, 2011), but there

are other complex reasons for that.

All these tendencies do not suggest a greater integration of Russian- and Latvian-
speakers. Furthermore, as the survey suggests, although very few adolescents report any
specific individual experiences of discrimination, many more report about general

discriminatory attitudes towards Russians and Russian-speakers. This is of great
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importance, especially when both the qualitative and quantitative data from this study
provide evidence that the general views of Latvians about Russians and the
ethnopolitical ethos of society are significant contributors to the actual degree of
acculturation of Russian- speaking adolescents and to their choice of both acculturation

attitudes and ethno- national identity.

In addition, quite a high proportion of adolescents, influenced by general social and
political discourse and specific political decisions, do not see themselves as enjoying
equal status with Latvians and perceive some competition between the two groups. All
these factors could increase the appeal of separation over integration among young
Russian-speakers and lower their Latvian-oriented behaviours. Moreover, as this
study suggests, these factors have a stronger influence on the encouragement of

separation while their links with integration are rather weak.

Perceived ethnic discrimination is a serious obstacle to achieving harmonious
relationships in society and to attaining a strong sense of attachment to Latvia
alongside strong Russian or any other ethnic identity among non-Latvians. However,
often discrimination and social contacts can form a vicious circle where high initial
levels of perceived discrimination decrease contacts with the other group and this
predisposes them to more discrimination (e.g. Phinney et al, 1998; Jasinskaja-Lahti
& Liebkind, 2001; Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2003; Liebkind et al, 2004) and to a

higher level of prejudice in society.

Since the social contacts and the level of discrimination and prejudice in a society are
interrelated, as Allport (1954) suggests, successful intergroup contact can lead to
reduced prejudice and facilitate social cohesion. However, the empirical reality in Latvia
shows that not only are the actual contacts quite infrequent, but also there are very few
shared goals (an important criterion for successful contact) or a common understanding
of the past, present and future of Latvia and important social and political events and
trends. The education system in this context is of great importance, but being segregated
and therefore limiting everyday meaningful contacts between the two groups, it has a
negative rather than a positive effect and does little to facilitate the integration and social

contacts of Russian-speaking adolescents with their Latvian peers. In addition, separate
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media environments and political space impedes the development of shared goals and

understanding and facilitates further conflicts between the two groups.

In general, the situation in Latvia is problematic, above all because of very infrequent, if
not absent, direct communication between Russian- and Latvian- speakers, especially
among the school-age generation. For many Russians and Russian-speakers who mainly
communicate in their everyday lives within their own group, their image of Latvians
comes from mass media and their significant others, such as parents, teachers and peers.
Even if a high number of Russian-speakers have a relatively high number of Latvians
among their relatives and immediate family because of mixed marriages, those ‘our’
Latvians are seen as exceptions from the general Latvian group (Zepa, 2004; Zepa et al,
2006) Also focus groups showed, the few Latvians adolescents meet and with whom
they are often close friends are seen as exceptions and their general views about
Latvians and how they perceive Russian-speakers comes fully from social discourse

rather than individual experiences.

The influence of parents, teachers and peers is definitely interrelated with individual
acculturation processes as we saw from this study, even though sometimes the type of
effect and direction can be difficult to disentangle. Parental pro-Russian attitudes
directly influence a higher Russian identity, greater perceived discrimination and a
lower Latvian identity and, indirectly through these processes, a lower Latvian-oriented
behaviours. Parental pro-Latvian attitudes have the opposite effect. Adolescents also
seem to mirror the attitudes of their peers and possibly teachers. Moreover, it is
individual teachers’ attitudes and behaviours rather than formal curricula, such as,
Latvian language use in teaching, that have far greater effect. This study provided
evidence not only for the existence of informal ‘hidden curricula’ that is a combination
of peers’ and teachers’ attitudes and behavioural models, but also their association with

individual attitudes and behavioural patterns.

As I argue here these indirect communications between Russian- and Latvian-speakers
often simplify and facilitate the categorisation process, dividing all people into ‘us’ and
‘them’. Furthermore, this clear divide between two ethnic/linguistic groups exists in

other spheres of life, such as politics and policy thus limiting opportunities, creating and
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maintaining stereotypes and inhibiting further communication. As Allport argued
(1954), it is not communication as such, but positive and frequent communication

between equals that can help a society to reduce prejudice and promote social cohesion.

Overall, the study also validated the link between acculturation behaviours, such as
Latvian language knowledge and use and social contacts with Latvians, and
acculturation attitudes. As expected, this study, consistently with previous research
(Young & Gardner, 1990; Lanca, Alksnes, Roese, & Gardner, 1994; Kvernmo &
Heyerdahl, 2004; Berry et al., 2006), suggests behaviours oriented towards the
national group or the host society have a statistically significant positive association
with integration and a negative association with separation. So, generally those with a
separation attitude have a lower actual degree of acculturation compared to those who

prefer integration.

The findings of this study also indicate that there are more complex relations between
the different processes underlying acculturation. For example, as the data analysis
showed, there is a multifaceted relationship between perceived discrimination and the
actual degree of acculturation (measured as better Latvian fluency, frequent use of
Latvian and more contacts with Latvians). The overall relationship of perceived
discrimination was negative, as was hypothesised and expected. But while there was
a strong negative indirect link through Latvian and Russian identity and sense of
belonging to Latvia, there was also a slightly weaker, but positive direct association

between greater perceived discrimination and a higher degree of acculturation.

The first relationship demonstrates a more emotional, psychological and symbolic
approach where perceived discrimination may lead to increased in-group identification
(higher ethnic identification), which can help maintain psychological well-being in the
face of societal devaluation (Fishman, 1966; McKay and Wong, 1996; Branscombe et
al, 1999; Hamers & Blanc, 2000; Fisher et al., 2000; Felix, 2004), but may reduce the
use of the national language (Fishman, 1966; Tajfel, 1974; Rumbaut, 1994; Hamers &
Blanc, 2000) and limit social contacts with Latvians and thus the possibility to use the
language in real life situations (Carhill et al., 2008; Medvedeva, 2010). This can be the

result both of social avoidance by young Russian-speakers and social exclusion by
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Latvians. Perceived discrimination, nurtured by a segregated education system, can
discourage or hinder adolescents’ participation in Latvian-dominant activities outside
school and decrease the likelihood of their participation in Latvian-dominant social
networks, as research on other countries has also shown (Lippi-Green, 1997; Fisher

et al., 2000, Medvedeva, 2010).

The second positive association provides evidence for a more practical approach to
linguistic behaviour (Giles et al., 1977; Edwards, 1985; Galindo, 1995; Medvedeva,
2010) in which individuals can be highly pragmatically motivated to learn a national
language and use it to communicate with others. So, perceived societal discrimination
may have a positive influence by encouraging adolescents to improve their national
language skills in an attempt to overcome possible future discrimination and to succeed

academically and economically.

The positive relationship between perceived discrimination and Latvian-orientated can
also be linked to a more emotional side of acculturation. Language and social contacts
are used to gain not only a better education and future position in the labour market, but
also to achieve greater social acceptance from the national group. Although these
processes might positively influence the use and knowledge of the Latvian language and
possibly contacts with Latvians, this link also has certain risks associated with it, such as
the encouragement of separation or marginalisation if the non-acceptance by Latvians is
prolonged and there is no acknowledgement of the high degree of acculturation into

Latvian culture on the part of some young Russian-speakers.

This relationship demonstrates the complex nature of acculturation where both people’s
feelings (emotional and symbolic links) and practical motivation influence the
acculturation processes. Additionally, as the qualitative material demonstrated and the
relatively low explained variances in path models suggest, specific behaviours can often
also be explained by random chance or a matter of convenience and are not related to

any deeper underlying processes such as acculturation attitudes or identity.

In previous literature the assumption was made that integration on both attitudinal and

behavioural levels has to be the preferred mode of acculturation. In the studies
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undertaken by Berry and his team in Australia, Canada, and the United States,
integration was found to be the most preferred mode of acculturation (Berry, 1980;
Berry et al., 1987; Berry & Krishnan, 1992; Kwak & Berry, 2001; Berry et al, 2006).
This picture was also found in other societies (Sayegh & Lasry, 1993; Dona &
Berry, 1994; Neto, 2002; Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000). However in Norway, the Pakistani
population appeared to desire separation most, while the Vietnamese desire assimilation

most (Sam, 1998, 2000).

Additionally while most of the literature shows that integration is the most
psychologically and socially adaptive mode of acculturation since it has a positive
influence on an individual’s well-being and relations with the larger society (Berry,
1997; Ward, 1996; Phinney et al., 2001), other research (Berry et al., 1987; Jasinskaja-
Lahti et al.,, 2003) argues that the separation option could be as adaptive as
integration for particular groups. As Berry suggests other modes of acculturation may be
more effective only if they are able to match the expectations and policy of the host
society and those of the acculturating population (Berry et al., 1987) and differences do
exist in national groups, and in societies of settlement. Consequently, caution needs to
be exercised when making generalisations about modes of acculturation across

different cultural contexts.

While integration is the preferred official choice by policymakers and Latvians, some of
the actions of politicians demonstrate tendencies towards assimilation. However,
assimilation is not perceived as a desirable outcome for most non-Latvians and their
children. Separation is a more realistic option for Russian-speaking adolescents living in
Latvia, because the Russian-speaking group is often self-sufficient, especially in

urban areas, and they have the economic power to reject the larger society.

However, as I showed the high preference is given both to integration and separation by
Russian-speaking adolescents. This suggests that although the adolescents definitely
place great importance on the maintenance of close ties with their group, they also want
to be a part of the larger society and care about what Latvians think of them. In this
context the non-acceptance by Latvians can encourage even those who prefer integration

to lean behaviourally towards the Russian language and culture to provide themselves
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with psychological comfort, security and self-respect as well as self-integrity. Separation
is associated not only with a lack of the necessary skills for integration with the wider
national society, which is not the case with most young Russian-speakers, but also
conflicting feelings about wanting to participate in the larger society, and yet being

rejected by forms of perceived prejudice and discrimination.

The two clearly distinguishable acculturation strategies out of the four offered in Berry’s
original theory were validated not only through descriptive data, but also a more
complex cluster analysis. Among young Russian-speakers in Latvia, based on Berry’s
four typologies of acculturation (Berry, 1980, Berry et al., 2006) the data did not provide
evidence for the clear existence of the ‘assimilation’ and ‘marginalisation’ profiles. The
two groups of ‘integration’ and ‘separation’ represented the young Russian-speakers
well. This suggests that the relevance of the four-typology of acculturation (Berry,
1980) depends on the nature of the sample and the social context, as shown in previous
research (Lee et al., 2003; Jang et al., 2007; Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008). For
this reason, when applying Berry’s model of acculturation, it is important to take

group- specific characteristics into consideration.

This study examined how adolescents from Russian-speaking families in Latvia view
and deal with two distinct cultural influences using Berry’s model of acculturation. The
study of the acculturation process using individual-level data permits us to focus on the
specific differences which affect those individuals undergoing this process. This
study demonstrates the importance of identifying and analysing separately the
distinctive components of the acculturation process for an accurate understanding of
the actual degree of immigrants' acculturation. However, more acculturation research
is needed to understand and better predict the conditions under which patterns of

acculturation appear.

Acculturation strategies play a central part in understanding how people orient
themselves with respect to this process. It is evident that there are individual differences
in how people relate to the dominant culture. However, a prevalent theme that emerged
was a strong preference for the integration mode of acculturation on the attitudinal level.

The principal dynamic in the youngsters’ acculturation experience is the desire to be
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within two cultures in a pluralistic society and not to live between two cultures. In
addition, the fact that significant others such as parents and teachers support the

integration strategy may have played an important role.

However the dynamic aspect of the acculturation among Russian-speaking adolescents
suggests that it is far from complete. These adolescents may or may not develop into
strong biculturals. The extent to which they begin to feel that they are also members of
the Latvian community appears to be associated less with the learning of the Latvian
language and more with its use with Latvians and the development of social contacts
with the national group. The development of the acculturation processes in Latvia so far
has shown that a solution that is just based on language knowledge cannot be seen as a
definite guarantee of stable, positive relations between the majority and the minority. It

is evident that social contacts and perceived discrimination play a more significant role.

The study of Russian-speaking adolescents demonstrated that the acculturation
strategies a person or a group may choose are a product of a variety of factors which
are interrelated in a very complex way. The study helps to understand better the
process of acculturation of these adolescents, which is a phenomenon that has been
quite neglected. As Berry et al. (1989) stated, “an awareness of such attitudes may
help in promoting a more satisfying adaptation based on better understanding of the
individual caught up in the process of acculturation. Thus, in addition to their scientific

merit, there is a potential for considerable practical utility.” (pp. 204-205)

Several clear implications emerge from the current study. Firstly, it is the essential role
of direct communication on equal terms in facilitating integration in a pluralistic society.
These types of contacts should be promoted to reduce the possibility of both Latvians
and non-Latvians feeling excluded or threatened. The second one is that societies and
the political institutions of these pluralistic societies should also consider what
information they use as a base for their decision-making and always utilise first-hand
information sources, such as open consultations with the general population, trying to

hear as many opinions as possible.
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This also relates to implications in educational settings. The school has to act as a
flexible integration channel and must achieve integration intra muros for it to serve as a
microcosm of the whole society. Public education should aim, among other things, to
change people’s attitudes toward those from different cultures, rather than replicate a
two-community society through a segregated schooling system and its ‘hidden
curricula’. For real integration to take place and a pluralist, multicultural society to be
achieved, more effort needs to be made to promote a better understanding and
appreciation of the different cultures and languages existing side by side in Latvian
society through direct contacts on equal terms. This has to start as early as possible, that

is through the school and childcare system.

The integration and adaptation of immigrants in general and of young Russian-speakers
in particular, is an issue of great importance for the future of Latvian society. How this
issue is approached is related to the type of society now developing in Latvia, and
depends on two factors: the policies and attitudes towards Russian-speakers within
Latvian society on the one hand, and the Russian-speakers’ resources and motivation

for integration on the other.

It is also clear that if one wants to influence behaviour it cannot be done in a direct
prescriptive way; that will only probably increase perceived discrimination, less positive
feelings towards the country and identification with the national group, which will
also have an impact on the preference for the acculturation attitude and on actual
behaviour. Focussing on attitudes and emotional and symbolic factors as well as direct
communication opportunities on equal terms between the two groups (Allport, 1954) is

necessary to facilitate behavioural change.

This study has clarified some of the theoretical issues and provided additional empirical
models to do justice to the multiple interacting factors which contribute to the
acculturation of immigrant adolescents. This promotes a better understanding and
a more accurate prediction of the conditions under which new patterns of
acculturation develop. However, more theoretical development and empirical research
is still needed. It would be useful to test the impact of contextual factors more

directly and more carefully to identify and measure factors that appear crucial in the
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acculturation process. In addition, a theoretical comparison between the different
operationalisations of acculturation provided by other researchers could further clarify

our understanding of this process.

Although it is evident that individuals are not completely free in their acculturation
choices, since the interactive nature of acculturation involves significant others, such as
parents, teachers, peers and wider society, there still seems to be a lack of theoretical
approaches and empirical evidence which integrate psychological perspectives on
individual acculturation with a more sociological approach to the acculturation

perspective.

Moreover, all acculturation research to date has been focused on groups of individuals
that are in the minority in a society, such as immigrants, refugees, travellers, but since
acculturation is a two-way process of change (Redfield et al., 1936, p.149) majority
groups are also involved. Taking into account the history of Latvia and Latvians, it
would be very useful to study the consequences of the numerous past and present
contacts with Russians and Russian culture on Latvian culture, Latvians’ perception of
these influences and the effect of this on the acculturation process of both groups

involved.

Finally, this research exemplified the shift from simple linear explanations to the
construction of more complex empirical models to study the acculturation of
immigrants. It is clear that the construction of multivariate process models is a highly
relevant means of increasing our understanding of the complex structure of relationships
between the various aspects involved in the acculturation process. However, it is
important to acknowledge that the models proposed in this study are only one possible
way of presenting the acculturation of young Russian-speakers and are
generalisations on the multitude of different acculturation strategies existing in Latvia.
As Berry noted, although it is true that “no text (no matter how generous the word
allocation), nor figure (no matter how complicated), can represent every aspect of the
realities of the acculturation process”, perhaps in the future, a theoretically integrated,
empirically testable, and refutable model on acculturation may appear (Berry, 1997, p.

62).
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One of the essential domains is the extent to which changes in identity are related to
changes that occur in the process of acculturation. Two aspects which have been found
to be very important to adolescents of immigrant backgrounds are ethnic identity and
national identity (Phinney, 1990). The next section focuses on the research findings and
the practical and theoretical implications with regards to the ethno-national identity of

Russian-speaking adolescents in Latvia.

7.1.2 The multidimensional identity of young Russian-speakers

Much of the current discussion in social sciences focuses on the fluid, situational and
conditional nature of ethnicity (Hitlin et al., 2006; Wimmer, 2008, Helbling, 2009;
McDonnell and de Lourenco, 2009; Burton et al., 2010). To reflect this approach to
ethnicity I looked at ethno-national identity as a multidimensional rather than one-
dimensional concept. Consequently, I have also measured the two dimensions separately
to reflect identification with the national and ethnic cultures and groups independently
of each other (Lasry & Sayegh, 1992; Sayegh & Lasry, 1993; Sanchez & Fernandez,
1993; Noels, Pon & Clément, 1996; Bourhis et al., 1997; Laroche et al., 1997, 1998).

Although there seems to be a tendency at the conceptual level to move towards a truly
multidimensional identity model in acknowledgement of the ideas suggested much
earlier by Hutnik (1986, 1991), only some empirical studies (Lasry & Sayegh, 1992;
Sanchez & Fernandez, 1993, Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2000; Phinney et al., 2001b, Berry et al.,
2006; Sabatier, 2007) have translated this idea into empirical research and even fewer
have tried it out in Latvian context (Zepa et al., 2006; Galbreath, 2006; Cara, 2007;
Cara, 2010a). This study set out to test this approach in Latvia.

However even this two-dimensional model could not fully explain the enormous
complexity of ethnicity and many factors can be argued to affect identification in any
one individual, whether related to the ethnic composition of the family genealogy and

to attitudes towards ancestors, the residential history of the family of origin over
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time, ethnic-oriented life experiences, the importance the individual places on ethnic
heritage or to the larger forces of culture change that influence ethnic groups and
regions. Furthermore, subjective group membership and more symbolic identity
processes may also be involved. As far as this study is concerned, we can only
speculate about the processes behind the ethno-national identity of the Russian-

speaking adolescents in question.

The results of this study indeed provide evidence for the argument that the strength of
identification with one’s ethnic group and with the larger society can vary
independently. This research indicated a wide variation in the ethno-national identities
of Russian-speaking adolescents in Latvia. It also revealed that their identity is
composed of two clearly independent dimensions, one reflecting their Russian identity
and the other their Latvian identity, corresponding to the findings of Sayegh & Lasry
(1993), Sanchez & Fernandez (1993) and Jasinskaja-Lahti (2000).

It is interesting to look at the results of this study in the context of previous research
findings about the future of Russian Diaspora and Russian-speakers in the former Soviet
Union countries. The main choices for possible Russian-speaking identities in Latvia
might be reduced to three main options: assimilation into the Latvian culture group, the
maintenance of a distinct traditional Russian identity (Kory, 1980; Kolsto, 1999) or the
development of a new compound identity of Russian and Latvian cultures (Pavlovich,
1980; Melvin, 1995; Payin, 1994; Kolsto, 1999; Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002;
Simonian, 2003; Zepa, 2005a; Galbreath, 2006; Pavlenko, 2006; Cara, 2007, 2010a).

Although most of the Russian-speaking adolescents labelled themselves as Russians
when asked an open question with regards to their identity, there was clear evidence
from the data that some Russian-speakers have come to identify increasingly with the
Latvian ethnic group or Latvian state and land and therefore identified as ‘Latvian’. This
provides some evidence that Russian-speakers and, in this particular case, adolescents
in ‘Russian’ schools, incorporate some identification with the Latvian state and
possibly the Latvian ethnic group into their ethno-national identity. Furthermore,
empirical data from closed questions about how close these adolescents feel to the

Russian and Latvian groups and cultures supported the multidimensional perspective on
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ethno-national identity, leading me to propose a two-dimensional structure for the
identity of Russian- speaking adolescents (Berry et al., 1986, 1987; Berry, 1997
Jasinskaja-Lahti & Liebkind, 2001); the two dimensions being Russian identity (ethnic
identity) and Latvian identity (national identity).

This quantitative findings and further narratives from focus group discussions
demonstrate that it is possible for the Russian-speaking adolescents to identify with both
Russian and Latvian groups at the same time or with neither. Furthermore, it provides
evidence for the argument for a possible new identity of Latvian Russians (Pavlovich,
1980; Melvin, 1995; Payin, 1994; Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002; Simonian, 2003; Zepa,
2005a; Pavlenko, 2006; Cara, 2007) that identify with both groups at the same time. The
two-dimensional model of ethno-national identity allowed me to demonstrate that
identification with the Latvian group does not necessarily relate to the weakening of

Russian identity as such.

This pattern, as I have argued in this study, may also reflect a situation where
adolescents create a new ethno-national identity where the ethnic group and culture they
identify with is reshaped and restructured to reflect their life within two cultures
(Horenczyk, 1997). As further analysis showed, often Russians and Russian-speakers in
Latvia identify closely as Russians on the one hand and place Russian language at the
centre of their Russian identification, but on the other they are also very much aware of
their cultural differences from Russians in Russia and general Russian culture. Many of
them do not identify with the general modern Russian culture, but insist that they are
part of a quite unique Latvian Russian or Baltic Russian culture. So when they are asked
if they feel part of the Russian ethnic group and culture, some of them disagree
completely or agree only partially because their reference point for the ethnic dimension
of their identity has moved and has been restructured from Russian to Latvian Russian

or Russian Latvian.

This finding also shows the specific nature of the Russian identity of Russian- speaking
immigrant adolescents in terms of their traditional values and culture. Their Russian
identity seems to differ from that of the Russians in Russia, and it could be

characterised as an “imagined” identity, reflecting their awareness of their own Russian
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roots as learned from their family in Latvia, rather than actual Russian values
prevailing in Russia today. This finding also supports Social Identity Theory (Tajfel,
1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) argument showing how Latvian Russian group identity
provides both with the sense of belonging and distinctiveness (Brewer, 1991) and
helps to maintain positive self-concept (Tajfel, 1981; Operario & Fiske, 1999). This is
achieved by favourably comparing Russians in Russia and Russians in Latvia using
the East-West hierarchy and uniqueness of the Latvian Russians as a means to boost

self-esteem.

In practical terms this also shows that Latvian ethnic and social policy does not
necessary have to limit exposure to Russian culture, but just increase the coverage of
Latvian culture in order to achieve potentially successful cohesion in society.
Additionally, a compromise between the two languages would help. Similarly to culture,
it is not a limitation of the use of Russian that has to be at the centre of attention, but an

increase in the exposure to Latvian.

This study clearly not only demonstrates how ethnicity is a product of both human
agency and social context, but also illustrates interactional and situational nature of
ethno-national identity (Epstein, 1978; Brubaker, 2002). On the one hand individuals
may identify with one or more ethnic groups to a different degree as a matter of their
choice. While on the other, this seemingly free choice is structured and heavily
influenced both psychologically and socially by others (Suarez-Oronzo, 2000; Suarez-
Oronzo & Qin-Hilliard, 2004).

Since of the main functions of one’s identity is to maintain a positive and coherent self-
concept and high self-esteem (Tajfel, 1981; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Operario & Fiske,
1999) the non-acceptance of non-Latvians into the Latvian nation potentially lowers the
self-esteem of the Russian-speakers and this alienates them and lowers their
identification with both Latvia and the Latvian group and culture. Therefore, the
combined effect of failed integration and education policies, as well as the economic
crisis, had a negative influence not only on social integration, but also on the overall

positive feelings towards Latvia among Russian-speaking adolescents.
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The interactive and contextual nature of ethnicity, as this study showed, dictates that
identity is always created with reference to the Others. As adolescents demonstrated in
their discussions, when they speak or think about their identity it always comes in the
form of comparison with Latvians, Russians in Russia or other Russian-speakers in
Latvia. Furthermore, as both quantitative and qualitative data show, peers, teachers and
even parents also play a significant role in the process of identity formation among
young Russian-speakers. In addition to the views of Latvians in the form of
perceived discrimination and the general level of prejudice and acceptance of Russian-
speakers as part of the Latvian society and nation have also been shown to be of great

importance.

Here the Soviet legacy of primordial view about one’s ethnicity as something fixed the
assumption is still prevalent in public and popular thinking in Latvia. Non-Latvians
cannot be fully Latvians because they do not have Latvian bloodlines (Elerte, 2011).
This view is widespread among Latvians and they often downplay the role and
strength of territorial attachment or subjective identification of Russian-speakers with
the Latvian culture and group. However, as research shows ethnic minorities
themselves (Apine, 2001; Pisarenko, 2002; Volkovs, 1996, 2010; Simonian, 2003;
Zepa, 2005a; Pavlenko, 2006; Galbreath, 2006; Dribins, 2007; Cara, 2007, 2010a,
2010b) often give a lot of weight to their ethno-national identification with both
Latvian and Russian groups and to the territorial aspect when claim to be full

members of the Latvian nation and identify with Latvia as their place of birth.

Further analysis of factors related to Russian and Latvian identities increased our
understanding of this phenomenon. In particular, it was not their proficiency in the
Russian or Latvian language, but rather the extent to which they used the respective
language in their everyday lives which was found to be linked to the degree of their
Russian and Latvian identity, supporting findings obtained by Ethier & Deaux (1990).
The social contacts of the adolescents was another factor that was associated with their

ethno-national identity.

Despite the fact that most of the Russian-speaking adolescents identified, at least to

some degree, with both the Russian and the Latvian cultures, fewer adolescents showed
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the same level of actual Latvian-orientated behaviours while all were fluent in Russian
and used it in most their communications with both Russian and Latvians. Jasinskaja-
Lahti (2000) also discovered that the national identity of Russian-speaking migrants in
Finland was not related to their degree of acculturation in terms of the cultural values
they actually adhered to. This supports the notion of the relative independence of the
content of ethno-national identity and actual degree of acculturation as two different
aspects of the acculturation process (Hutnik, 1986, 1991). Furthermore, the absence of
a strong linear relationship between the immigrants’ ethnic identity and their behaviour
provides strong support for the important theoretical point made by Rosenthal &
Feldman (1992) that the characteristics that reflect crucial cultural values and
distinguish cultural groups from one another are not a basis for adolescents’
identification with their membership groups. Barth (1969) made the same argument

about the creation of ethnic boundaries.

This contrast between the results regarding the relationships between ethno-national
identity, acculturation attitudes and actual degree of acculturation found in this study
and those that could have been expected on the basis of Berry’s (1980, 1984; 1990;
1997) framework demonstrates the importance of a multivariate approach to the study
of the acculturation process and the need for a separate assessment of acculturation in
terms of identity, acculturation attitudes and actual degree of acculturation as well as a

two-dimensional approach to ethno-national identity.

The main implication for policy and research in Latvia is the necessity of public debate
about the use of simplistic categories to represent individuals’ ethnicity that do not
always reflect either the complexity of many people’s identities or social reality.
Integration policies need to take this into account. On the one hand effective, targeted
policy measures require data disaggregated by ethnicity, native language, citizenship,
gender, age, and region. On the other, overly simplistic categories that influence public

discourses and decision-making processes will inhibit any integration.

As this study showed, identities are very complex and multidimensional: Russian-
speakers in Latvia can feel part of Latvian culture and society as well as identifying as

Russians or Russian-speakers or Latvian Russians or Russian Latvians or any other
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identity that fits their individual context and history. However, current policy
documents, as well as the majority of surveys, reports in mass media and official
documents do not reflect this diversity at all. Individual behaviour, as shown in this
study, is indeed related to identities, but to subjective complex identities rather than just
a Russian/Latvian dichotomy or an assumed point on a line representing a change from

Russian to Latvian.

In current general surveys, official statistics and documents the split is too simplistic,
using just one of the ethnicities or languages. As this study showed, it is not how
much people feel Russian or identify as Russian only, but it is a combination of both a
Russian identity and an identification with Latvia, Latvian culture and language that is
important for individual behaviour. Therefore, the use of simplified measurements
misrepresents reality and creates prejudices in Latvian society, by constructing
stereotypical ‘Russians’ and ‘Latvians’ that often do not exist, but based on whose

generalised views policy decisions are made.

I am not claiming here that ethnicity is a redundant category in postmodern society, but
it is too complex to use in the form of simplistic categorical terms. Ethnicities do not
have clearly divided borders, but represent complex individual stories. Identities are
not clear cut categories, but blurred ever-changing contextualised identifications with
different groups. Additionally people do not use their ethnicity as the only reference in
their everyday life; there are many other identities and reference points. I propose, based
on the limitations of measuring a complex and multidimensional concept with a simple
one-dimensional question, to operationalise ethnicity as multiple questions to capture
the complexity of the phenomenon. In the Latvian case this would mean to measure at
least two dimensions: national (Latvian) and ethnic (Russian) and where possible

both linguistic and cultural identifications.

Furthermore, acculturation research has to move from testing hypotheses about
unicultural preferences and the identities involved in acculturation processes into an
examination of the degrees of different identities, the various types of combinations of

identifications and an investigation of the cognitive, emotional, symbolic and social
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processes behind these multidimensional identities and the context surrounding their

formation.

7.2 Study limitations

7.2.1 The sample and the data collection

The results of this study and their generalisation have some limitations. Some caution
regarding the generalisation of results is connected with the specific geographical
location of the fieldwork and also with the sample chosen. First, Riga, the city at the
centre of this study has its own specific ethnic and social situation. It would be useful
to compare acculturation strategies and identifications of Russian-speakers living for
example, in Daugavpils where they constitute more than 80 per cent of the
population with some other smaller towns where one can only find at the most 10-20

per cent of Russian-speakers.

It should also be mentioned that the adolescents studied here all attend schools with
Russian as the language of instruction. Adolescents who study in schools with Latvian
as the language of instruction or smaller ethnic minority schools such as Ukrainian,
Lithuanian or Polish have to be studied separately. However, it would be of great

importance and interest to compare the results of these studies.

Furthermore, this research focuses on a specific generation and age group of Russian-
speakers because of the centrality of education in this study. However, there are
intergenerational differences among Russian-speakers in Latvia, as has been noted in
previous research (e.g. Zepa, 2005a, 2005b; Tabuns, 2006; Zepa et al., 2006; Zepa &

Klave, 2011) and this aspect needs further research, but using a much wider sample.
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In this research, it was considered of greater importance to look at a more or less
homogeneous Russian-speaking sample and focus on examining how the different
variables involved in acculturation and the formation of identifications interrelated to
account for the differential outcomes among separate immigrant groups. Nevertheless,
future studies using a bidimensional model of acculturation and identifications in Latvia
need to include younger and older individuals and other ethnic groups and other types
of schools, as a means of placing the present findings in a broader context and to
make them more generalisable. The comparative research would also be of great value
for the understanding of the acculturative and identification processes to improve social

cohesion in Latvia and around the world.

Some limitations to the present study, in particular with the assimilation profile
representation, need to be noted. Despite efforts to have a comprehensive sample that
would allow for generalisations, findings from the present study are still limited by the
use of Russian-speaking adolescents in Russian schools in Riga. The choice of
geographical area means that adolescents from areas from predominantly Russian or
Latvian regions are not included. Riga represents quite a diverse population with
different socioeconomic status; however, it is possible that those who are more socially
isolated and disadvantaged are excluded in the present sample. Additionally, choosing
only Russian schools excludes a group of Russian-speaking children in Latvian schools
who are more likely to be represented by an assimilation profile. In conclusion, this
study possibly did not provide enough evidence for the existence of the assimilation and
marginalisation profiles because of the limitations of the sample; this has to be taken

into account in the conclusions from this analysis and wider generalisations.

7.2.2 The validity of the measurements

The other limitation of this study is related to the validity of the measurements used.
Firstly, some of the suggestions of this research, in particular regarding language

knowledge and use as well as perceived discrimination, remain quite speculative
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because only self-reported measures were used. However, nobody could deny that it is
specifically subjective perceptions of different events that influence the choice of
acculturation strategy and formation of one’s identity, especially in the case of perceived
discrimination. Nevertheless, it is important in future research to use some external

indicators to test the validity of subjective measurements.

Secondly, most of the measurements came from previous research, which brought its
advantages and disadvantages. On the one hand, this strategy made opportunities for
comparison and the use of established and tested measurements possible. While on the
other, it brought the validity of some measurements under question. Some of the
measurements have been validated in Latvia, but with different age groups, while others
have been validated with the appropriate age groups, but in other countries, bringing
problems with the translation and contextualisation of the measurements. The challenge
here was to adapt the instruments in a culturally relevant and comprehensible or age
appropriate form while maintaining the meaning of the original items and concepts that

were validated in previous research.

Because of limited time and resources and the specific focus of this study, the actual
degree of acculturation was operationalised as language fluency and use and social
contacts. However, acculturation involves many other dimensions of human life, that are
often less amendable to or require a long time and effort to change, such as values,
traditional morals and religion. There is a need for this type of research and a
comparison of findings between the two types of acculturation outcomes or

measurements of change associated with acculturation.

Furthermore, the greatest challenge in all research is functional inequivalence or the
extent to which one can be sure that the same items or scales have captured the same
content and concepts even if the measurements provide adequate reliability and validity
in statistical terms. It was very important to use qualitative methods to validate the
statistics collected through the surveys and therefore a mixed methods design was
applied. This issue was specifically relevant when looking at the identifications of the
young Russian-speakers and asking them about their identification with the Russian

group and culture in particular. Whereas a relatively low degree of identification with
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the Russian culture could be interpreted as a sign of assimilation, the interview,
observational and focus group materials showed that it was more a sign of the formation
of a new Russian identity that is different from Russians in Russia and their culture

rather than a replacement of Russian identity with the Latvian one.

The social, historical and political contexts have to be taken into account in all research
and even well-established measurements have to be questioned to show their
applicability and appropriateness in the specific context. For example, this study showed
that a two rather than four-dimensional acculturation model is a better representation of

the Russian-speaking adolescents from Russian schools in Riga.

Thus, although the main purpose of this study was to contribute to testing and further
elaborating on a theoretical model of the acculturation and identifications of young
immigrants and ethnic minorities by investigating a sample of Russian-speaking
adolescents in Latvia, substantial attention was also paid to recognising the specificity
of the cultural and social context. This particularly applied to developing the research
design and interpreting the results. Consequently, these findings were reexamined to
acknowledge and explain acculturation and identification as a process in more
theoretical terms, therefore linking the contextual and theoretical aspects of the study to
produce a more general and applicable knowledge of such a complicated subject as

ethnicity and acculturation.

7.2.3 The cross-sectional design and causality

The presented findings are still explanatory in nature, and further assessment with other
analytic techniques needs to be conducted. Also, given the dynamic nature of

acculturation processes, a longitudinal examination would be beneficial.

Any findings from the comparison of the data from different years have to take into
account that any changes that were detected could come from two other sources rather

than only the influence of the 2004 education reform. First, adolescents are in a period
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in their lives when their ethnic identities and acculturation choices are in flux and follow
patterns that come from general cognitive and social development rather than external
influences. Second, even if the same schools and same cohort of adolescents participated
in the surveys in different years, they are not the same people. It is not a panel
study. Thus the selection bias that comes from a slightly different profile of
adolescents who are in a compulsory part of their schooling and who choose then to go

on to high school has to be taken into consideration.

Nevertheless the survey data allow us to make two important comparisons. First, the
comparison between 2002 and 2007 still allows us to follow some changes within the
cohort . Second, the comparison between 2002 and 2009 enables us to analyse indicative

changes between two cohorts in the same age group.

In this research only some tendencies can be marked out, as research on identity
formation and acculturation will always be speculative. It is impossible and even
dangerous to extrapolate results into the distant future. Further, longitudinal research is

needed, particularly on how the education reform is implemented in reality.

Finally, it is essential to say that it is impossible to establish any direction of causality
from this research; one can look only at the interrelatedness of the preference for
acculturation strategies and other factors. Thus, on the one hand, it is possible that if you
speak the dominant language better and have more social contacts with Latvians there is
a higher probability that you would choose integration. On the other hand, you could
first choose integration and then make an effort to learn the language and look for closer
contacts with the Latvian group. The same is true for the relationships between attitudes

and behaviours and discrimination.

Cultural change and acculturation per se could be more accurately noted and assessed,
however, only when sets of data are being collected from the same sample at different
points in time to create a longitudinal panel dataset. This demand is often difficult to
fulfil in acculturation research, largely because longitudinal research is frequently
plagued with problems of loss through attrition, and of the changing relevance of

theoretical conceptions and the associated research instruments. According to Berry
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(1990), a common alternative to longitudinal research is cross-sectional research
employing a time-related variable such as length of residence or generational status.
Because most of the Russian-speaking adolescents participating in this study were born
in Latvia, only the effect of their parents’ place of birth was investigated and taken into
account when meaningful and possible. For the future, longitudinal studies are still
needed to test causality between the factors involved in identification and acculturation

processes.

7.2.3 Dealing with multilevel data

This study is only exploratory with regards to teacher and peer effects since it does not
solve the problem of causality, that is, the direction of the effect or identification of the

type of the effect and does not make use of the multilevel structure of the data.

During acculturation, individuals are dealing not only with different attitudinal options
and behaviours, but also with different peer group and teacher acculturation attitudes
and behaviours in the school environment. That is why it is important to explore how the
latter are related to the individual choices of Russian-speaking adolescents. However,
here I cannot distinguish statistically in the models between endogenous™,
exogenous (contextual)’' or correlated®® effects and I can only speculate about them
based on previous findings or qualitative interview and observational materials.
Instrumental variables (Evans et al., 1992) and multilevel models in some cases can help

to distinguish between true peer effects and exogenous effects because of the

> endogenous effects, wherein the propensity of an individual to behave in some way varies with the
behaviour of the group (Manski, 1993).

! exogenous (contextual) effects, wherein the propensity of an individual to behave in some way varies
with the exogenous characteristics of the group (neighbourhood effect etc.) (Manski, 1993).

52 correlated effects, wherein individuals in the same group tend to behave similarly because they have
similar individual characteristics or face similar institutional environments (compositional effect)
(Manski, 1993).
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specific composition of a school or class or because the visible effect stands for

something else, such as parental motivations in selecting a specific school.

There might indeed be a direct or indirect influence. It is an endogenous effect if, for
example, the individual use of Latvian tends to vary with the average use of Latvian
among the students in that individual’s class or among teachers in the individual’s
school. But if the association between peer or teacher variables and an individual’s
attitudes or behaviour achievement tends to vary with, say, the ethnic composition of the
reference group this would be an exogenous effect. Finally, the relationship might also
just reflect the fact that pupils in the same class are more similar to each other (based on
part of the city, similar family backgrounds etc.). This would be a correlated or
compositional effect if youths in the same school tended to have similar acculturation
attitudes because they had similar parental attitudes, lived in the same part of the city or

because they are taught by the same teachers.

To distinguish between the three types of effects is very tricky (Evans et al., 1992;
Manski, 1993) and cannot be fully dealt with in this study, but it is important to mention
that they can have different education and social policy implications. Consider, for
example, an educational intervention providing intercultural learning or exchange
programmes between Latvian and Russian schools to some of the students and teachers
in a school, but not to the others. If the individual integration attitude increases with the
average support for integration among the students and teachers in the school, then an
effective integration programme not only directly helps the students and teachers that
are actually involved, but, as their support for integration rises, it indirectly influences
all students and teachers in the school, feeding back into further changes in the attitudes
of the pupils involved in the programmes. However, exogenous effects and

correlated effects do not generate this "social multiplier" effect.

Additionally, two other factors complicate the picture and the possibility of a clear
interpretation of the findings. Firstly, each person might be influenced by multiple
reference groups, giving more weight to the behaviour of some groups than to others. If
researchers do not know clearly how individuals form reference groups and perceive

reference-group outcomes, then it is reasonable to consider whether observed behaviour
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or attitudes can be used to infer this. In those cases, research has firstly to focus on
which reference groups seem to be of the most importance and then collect data about
these groups. In this study I unfortunately did not have any sociometric data on

friendship groups or dyads or on favourite teachers.

Secondly, social effects might be transmitted by distributional features other than the
mean. For example, it is sometimes said that the strength of the effect of social norms
or specific attitudes and types of behaviour on individual behaviour and attitudes
depends on the dispersion of behaviour in the reference group; the smaller the
dispersion, the stronger the relationship between an individual and the group

(Manski, 1993).

Some of these problems can be solved using multilevel models to explore the effect of
social context variables on identity and acculturation. There is a need for further
research that would treat contextual variables, such as aggregated teacher and peer
variables, as school-level variables to make full use of the multilevel structure of the
data where adolescents are nested within schools and classes. This approach might help
to disentangle identification of the type of the effect, such as distinguishing between
compositional and contextual. Additionally, multilevel modelling will also help to
estimate standard errors of regression coefficients correctly and explore the overall

variance proportion explained by individual variables and school level variables.

REFERENCES

1. Aasland, A. & Flotten, T. (2001). Ethnicity and Social Exclusion in Estonia
and Latvia. Europe-Asia Studies, 53 (7), 1023-1049.

2. Aasland, A. (1994). The Russian population in Latvia: an integrated
minority? Journal of Communist Studies and Transition Politics, 10 (2), 233-
260.

3. Abdelal, R., Herrera, Y.M., Johnston, A.I., and McDermott, R. (2005).

Identity as a Variable. Retrieved November 23, 2010, from
http://www.wcfia.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/1076__ YH_identityvariable.pdf

4. Aboud, F.E., & Fenwick, V. (1999). Exploring and Evaluating School-
Based Interventions to Reduce Prejudice. Journal of Social Issues, 55 (4), 767-
786.

302



10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Aboud, F.E., & Doyle, A.B. (1996). Parental and peer influences on
children’s racial attitudes. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 20
(3-4), 371-383.

Acculturation Depot (Version I) Abridged Versions of Acculturation Scales:
Benet-Martinez Acculturation Scale (BMAS), Cultural Beliefs and Behaviors
Adaption Profile (CBBAP), General Ethnicity Questionnaire-abridged (GEQ-a).
[pdf and Word files].Retrieved October 23, 2001, from
http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~psych/depot.html_

Aguirre, B. E., Saenz, R., & Hwang, S. (1989). Discrimination and the
assimilation and ethnic competition perspective. Social Science Quarterly, 70,
594-606.

Alba, R. (1990). Ethnic identity: The transformation of White America. New
Haven: Yale University Press.

Allport, G.W. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Cambridge: Addison Wesley.
Alter, P. (1994). Nationalism, Second Edition. London : Edward Arnold.

Anderson, B. (1983). Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and
Spread of Nationalism. London: Verso.

Apine, 1. (2001). levads etnopsihologija [Introduction to ethnopsychology].
Riga: Zvaigzne ABC.

Apine, L., & Volkovs, V. (2007), Latvijas krievu identitate: v€sturisks un
sociologisks apceréjums. Riga: LU FSI

Armenta, B.E., & Hunt, J.S. (2009). Responding to Societal Devaluation:
Effects of Perceived Personal and Group Discrimination on the Ethnic Group
Identification and Personal Self-Esteem of Latino/Latina Adolescents. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 12 (1), 23-39.

Aronowitz, M. (1984). The social and emotional adjustment of immigrant
children: A review of the literature. International Migration Review, 18 (2), 237-
257.

Ashmore, R., Deaux, K., & McLaughlin-Volpe, T. (2004). An organizing
framework for collective identity: Articulation and significance of
multidimensionality. Psychological Bulletin, 130, 80—114.

Aunina, A., Lomanova, F., Palkevica, 1., Stikane, R., & Sece, D. (2010).
Latviesu valodas lietojums profesiondlaja izglitiba — situdcijas izpéte un
ieteikumi [ The use of Latvian in vocational education — research and
recomendations]. Riga: LatvieSu valodas agenttra. Rigas Partikas razotaju
vidusskola. Retrieved October 28, 2011, from :
http://’www.valoda.lv/downloadDoc_444/mid 510

303


http://www.valoda.lv/downloadDoc_444/mid_510

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Babakus, E., Fergnson, C. E. & Joreskog, K G, (1987). The sensitivity of
confirmatory maximum likelihood factor analysis to violations of measurement
scale and distributional assumptions. Journal of Marketing Research, 24, 22-28.

Baker, C. (1992). Attitudes and Language. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters
Lmt.

Bankston, C., & Zhou, M. (1995). Effects of minority language literacy on
the academic achievement of Vietnamese youths in New Orleans. Sociology of
Education, 68, 1-17.

Bardhan, P. (1997). Corruption and Development: A Review of Issues.
Journal of Economic Literature, 35 (3), 1320-1346.

Barrington, L.W., Herron, E.S., & Silver, B.D. (2003). The Motherland is
Calling: Views of Homeland among Russians in the Near Abroad. World
Politics, 55(2), 290-313.

Bar-Tal, D. (1997). Introduction: Patriotism: Its Scope and Meaning. In D.
Bar-Tal and E. Staub (eds.), Patriotism in the Lives of Individuals and Nations.
Chicago: Nelson-Hall

Barth, F. (1969). Introduction. In F. Barth (Ed.). Ethnic Groups and
Boundaries. The Social Organisation of Culture Difference. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget.

Bentahila, A., & Davies, E. (1992). Convergence and divergence: Two cases
of language shift in Morocco. In W. Fase, K. Jaspaert & S. Kroon (Eds.),
Maintenance and loss of minority languages. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Berdnikov, A. (2012). JlaTBus, MEKXITHUYECKHUE OTHOIICHUS U IIOCTMO/ICPH.
Kaxk >xuth nansiie? [blog] Retrieved from http://imhoclub.lv/material/latvija-
mezhetnicheskie-otnoshenija-i-postmodern

Bergman, L., Magnusson, D., & El-Khouri, B. (2003). Studying individual
development in an interindividual context: A person-oriented approach.
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Berry, J. W. (1980). Acculturation as Varieties of Adaptation. The Role of
Cultural Awareness and Ethnic Loyalty in Acculturation. In A.M. Padilla (Ed.),
Acculturation: Theory, Models and Some New Findings. Boulder, CO: Westview
Press, AAAS Selected Symposium.

Berry, J. W. (1984). Cultural relations in plural societies. Alternative to
segregation and their sociopsychological implications. In M. B. Brewer & M.
Brewer (Eds.), Groups in contact. New York: Academic press.

Berry, J.W. (1990). Psychology of acculturation. In J. Berman (Ed.), Cross-
Cultural Perspectives: Nebraska Symposium on Motivation, Vol. 37,201-234.
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

304


http://imhoclub.lv/material/latvija-mezhetnicheskie-otnoshenija-i-postmodern
http://imhoclub.lv/material/latvija-mezhetnicheskie-otnoshenija-i-postmodern

31. Berry, J.W. (1997). Immigration, Acculturation, and Adaptation. Applied
Psychology: an international review, 46(1), 5-68.

32. Berry, J. W, & Sam, D. L. (1997). Acculturation and adaptation. In J. W.
Berry, M. H. Segall, & C. Kagitcibasi (Eds.), Handbook of cross-cultural
psychology: Vol. 3. Social behavior and applications (2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn &
Bacon.

33. Berry, J. W., Kwak, K., Liebkind, K., Phinney, J.S., Sabatier, C., Sam, D.L.,
Virta, E., & Westin, C. (1995). Adolescent and parent questionnaires for the
ICSEY project (International Comparative Study of Ethnocultural Youth).
[Unpublished working document].

34. Berry, J. W., Poortinga, Y. H., Segall, M. H., & Dasen, P. R. (Eds.) (1992).
Cross-cultural psychology: Research and applications. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

35. Berry, J. W., Trimble, J., & Olmedo, E. (1986). Assessment of acculturation.
In W. J. Lonner & J. W. Berry (Eds.), Field methods in cross-cultural research.
London: Sage.

36. Berry, J.W., Kim, U., Minde, T. & Mok, D. (1987). Comparative studies of
acculturative stress. International Migration Review, 21,491-511.

37. Berry, J. W., Uichol, K., Minde, T., & Mok, D. (1989). Comparative studies
of acculturation stress. International Migration Review, 21 (3), 491-511.

38. Berry, J.W., & Krishnan, A. (1992). Acculturative stress and acculturation
attitudes among Indian immigrants to the United States. Psychology and
Developing Societies, 4(2), 187-212.

39. Berry, J.W., and Kim., U. (1988). Acculturation and mental health. In P.
Dasen, J.W. Berry, and N. Sartorius (Eds.), Health and Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 207-236. London: Sage.

40. Berry, J.W., Phinney, J.S., Sam, L.D., & Vedder, P. (Eds.) (2006).
Immigrant Youth in Cultural Transition: Acculturation, ldentity, and Adaptation
Across National Contexts. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

41. Bhatnagar, J. (1980). Linguistic Behaviour and Adjustment of Immigrant
Children in French and English School in Montreal. International Review of
Applied Psychology, 29 (1-2), 141-158.

42. Bird, C., Monachesi, E.D. and Burdick, H. (1952). Infiltration and the
attitudes of white and Negro parents and children, Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, 47, 688-699.

43. Birman, D. (1994). Acculturation and Human Diversity in a Multicultural
Society. In E.J. Trickett, R.J. Watts and D. Birman (Eds.) Human Diversity:
Perspectives on People in Context . San Francisco: Jossey- Bass Publishers.

305



44,
45.
46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

BISS (1997). On the way to a civic society. Riga: Naturalisation Board.
BISS (2000a). On the way to a civic society. Riga: Naturalisation Board.

Baltic Social Science Institute (BISS). (2000b). Bilingvalas izglitibas
programmas ieviesanas izpéte: vecaku nostadnes un izpratne [Study of bilingual
programme implementation: attitudes of parents]. Riga: BSZI.

BISS (2006a). DAPHNE programme: Y outh and inter-Ethnic schools
(YiES). Report on field research in Latvia.

BISS (2006b). Petijums par cilvektiestbam Latvija [Study on human rights
in Latvia]. Riga
http://izm.izm.gov.lv/upload_file/jaunatne/petijumi/Petijums_par_cilvektiesibam

Latvija_2006.pdf

BISS (2008a). Language. National survey. Riga: Baltic Social Science
Institute.

BISS (2008b). We. Celebrations. The State. A Sociological Study of how
National Holidays are Celebrated. Riga

BISS (2010) Vidusskolénu pilsoniskas un lingvistiskas attieksmes, apgiistot
mazakumtautibu izglitibas programmas. pétijuma zinojums. [Civic and linguistic
attitudes of high school students from ethnic minority programmes: study report]
Retrieved September 9, 2010, from
http://izm.izm.gov.lv/upload file/BISS pet skolnieku atticksmes.pdf

Bjorklund, F. (2004). Ethnic Politics and the Soviet legacy in Latvian Post-
communist Education: the Place of Language. Nationalism and Ethnic Politics,
10 (1), 105-134.

Bourdieu, P. (1990). Structures, habitus, practices. In P. Bourdieu, The logic
of practice. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Bourhis, R.Y., Moise, L.C., Perreault, S. & Senecal, S. (1997). Towards an
interactive acculturation model: A social psychological approach. International
Journal of Psychology, 32(6), 369-386.

Brady P. (1990). Some Essays on Assimilation and ethnicity. In Research
Reports from the department of Sociology Uppsala University. Uppsala: Uppsala
University.

Branch, C.W., & Newcombe, N. (1986). Racial attitude development among
young Black children as a function of parental attitudes: A longitudinal and
cross-sectional study. Child Development, 57 (3), 712-721.

Brands Kehris, I. (2010). Citizenship, Participation and Representation. In
N. Muiznieks (ed.), How Integrated is Latvian Society? An Audit of
Achievements, Failures and Challenges. Riga: University of Latvia Press.

306


http://izm.izm.gov.lv/upload_file/jaunatne/petijumi/Petijums_par_cilvektiesibam_Latvija_2006.pdf
http://izm.izm.gov.lv/upload_file/jaunatne/petijumi/Petijums_par_cilvektiesibam_Latvija_2006.pdf

58. Brands Kehris, I. (2011). Interview with Ilze Brands-Kehris, Kas Jauns, 12
February 2011. Retrieved June 14, 2011, from
at:http://www.kasjauns.lv/lv/zinas/40030/piederibas-sajuta-sai-valstij-tautai-ir-
svarigaka-paridentitati

59. Brands Kehris, I. & Piice, 1. (2005). Political Nation and Citizenship. In J.
Rozenvalds (Ed.), How Democratic is Latvia. Audit of Democracy. Riga:
University of Latvia Press.

60. Branscombe, N.R., Schmitt, M.T. & Harvey, R.D. (1999). Perceiving
pervasive discrimination among African Americans: Implications for group
identification and well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77
(1), 135-149.

61. Breuilly, J. (1993). Nationalism and the State. Manchester: Manchester
University Press

62. Brewer, M.B. (1991). The social self: On being the same and different at the
same time. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17 (5), 475-482.

63. Brown, R. (1995). Prejudice: its social psychology. Oxford: Blackwell.

64. Brown, T.N., Tanner-Smith, E.E., Lesane-Brown, C.L., & Ezell, M.E.
(2007). Child, Parent, and Situational Correlates of Familial Ethnic/Race
Socialisation. Journal of Marriage and Family, 69 (1), 14-25.

65. Brubaker, R. (1996). Nationhood and the National Question in the Soviet
Union and Its Successor States: An Institutional Account. In R. Brubaker (Ed.),
Nationalism Reframed: Nationhood and the National Question in the New
Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

66. Brubaker, R. (2002). Ethnicity without groups. Archives Europeennes De
Sociologie (European Journal of Sociology) XLIII, 2, 163-189.

67. Burton, J., Nandi, A. and Platt, L. (2010). Measuring ethnicity: challenges
and opportunities for survey research. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 33(8), 1332-
1349.

68. Bush, K.D., & Saltarelli, D. (2000). (Eds.) The Two Faces of Education in
Ethnic Conflict. Towards a Peacebulding Education for Children. Florence:
Innocenti Research Centre. UNICEF.

69. Byrne, B. M. (1991). The Maslach Burnout Inventory: validating factorial
structure and invariance across intermediates, secondary, and university
educators. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 26 (4), 583-605).

70. Cara, O. (2007). Lives on the border: women of ethnic Russian origin in
Baltinava [MRes dissertation]. University College London, Department of
Anthropology.

307



71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

Cara, O. (2010a). Lives on the border: language and culture in the lives of
ethnic Russian women in Baltinava, Latvia. Nationalities Papers 38(1), 123-142

Cara, O. (2010b). The acculturation of the Russian-speaking adolescents in
Latvia: language issues three years after the 2004 education reform. European
Education,42(1), 8-36

Carhill, A., Suarez-Orozco, C., & Paez, M. (2008). Explaining English
language proficiency among adolescent immigrant students. American
Educational Research Journal, 45(4), 1155-1179.

Carter, R.T., & Goodwin, A.L. (1994). Racial Identity and Education.
Review of Research in Education, 20, 291-336.

Cassidy, C., O'Connor, R.C., Howe, C., & Warden, D. (2004). Perceived
Discrimination and Psychological Distress: the Role of Ethnic and Personal self-
esteem. Journal of Counselling Psychology, 51 (3), 329-339.

Cassidy, C., O'Connor, R.C., Howe, C., & Warden, D. (2005). Perceived
Discrimination Among Ethnic Minority Young People: The Role of
Psychological Variables. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 35 (6), 1246-
1265.

Chinn, J., & Kaiser, R. (1996). Russians as the new minority: ethnicity and
nationalism in the Soviet successor states. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Chiswick, B.R., and Miller, P.W. (1996). Ethnic networks and language
proficiency among immigrants. Journal of Population Economics, 9, 19-35.

Chiswick, B.R., and Miller, P.W. (2001). A model of destination-language
acquisition: Application to male immigrants in Canada, Demography, 38, 391-
4009.

Chiswick, B.R., and Miller, P.W. (2005). Do enclaves matter in immigrant
adjustment? City and Community, 4, 5-35.

Chiswick, B.R., and Miller, P.W. (2008). Modeling immigrants' language
skills. In B.R. Chiswick (Ed.), Immigration: Trends, Consequences and
Prospects for the United States. Elsevier, Series in Research in Labor
Economics, vol. 27.

Cohen, A. (1974). The Lesson of Ethnicity. In A. Cohen (Ed.), Urban
Ethnicity. London: Tavistock.

Cohen, R. (1978). Ethnicity: Problem and Focus in Anthropology. Annual
Review of Anthropology, 7, 379-403.

Comaroff. J.L. (1991). Humanity, Ethnicity, Nationality: Conceptual and
Comparative Perspectives in the USSR. Theory and Society, 20(5), Special Issue
on Ethnic Conflict in the Soviet Union, 661-687.

308



85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

Comaroff, J.L. (1992). Of totemism and ethnicity. In J. Comaroff & J.
Comaroff, Ethnography and the historical imagination . Boulder, CO: Westview
Press,

Comaroff, J.L. (1996). Ethnicity, nationalism and the politics of difference
in an age of revolution. In E.N. Wilmsen & P.McAllister (Eds.) The Politics of
difference: ethnic premises in a world of power. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Commercio, M. (2004). Exit in the Near Abroad: The Russian Minorities in
Latvia and Kyrgyzstan. Problems of Post-Communism, 51 (6), 23-32.

Conover, W.J. (1980). Practical Nonparametric Statistics. New York: Wiley
& Sons.

Creswell, J.W., & Plano Clark, V.L. (2007). Designing and Conducting
Mixed Methods Research. London: Sage Publications.

Crocker, J., & Major, B. (1989). Social stigma and self-esteem: The self-
protective properties of stigma. Psychological Review, 96 (4), 608-630.

Crocker, J., Cornwell, B., & Major, B. (1993). The stigma of overweight:
Affective consequences of attributional ambiguity. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 64 (1), 60-70.

Cuellar, I., Arnold, B., & Maldonado, R. (1995). Acculturation Rating Scale
for Mexican Americans—II: A revision of the original ARSMA scale. Hispanic
Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 17, 275-304.

Curika, L. (2009). Dalita izglitiba — daliti pilsoni? Zinojums par Latviju
[Segregated education — segregated citizens? Country report- Latvia]. Riga:
Sabiedriskas politikas centrs — Providus.

De Vos, G. (1980). Ethnic adaptation and minority status. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 11, 101-124.

Del Pilar, J.A. & Udasco, J.O. (2004). Deculturation: Its lack of validity.
Cultural diversity and ethnic minority psychology, 10, 169-176.

Devitt, S.M. (1986). Learning a Foreign Language through the Media.
CLCS Occasional Paper No. 18

Docquier, F., & Rapoport, H., (2003a). Ethnic discrimination and the
migration of skilled labor. Journal of Development Economics, 70, 159-172.

Docquier, F., & Rapoport, H., (2003b). Endogenous discrimination and
migration prospects. Annales d’Economie et de Statistique, 71-72, 79-95.

309



99, Dolan, C. V. (1994), Factor analysis of variables with 2, 3, 5, and 7 response
categories: A comparison of categorical variable estimators using simulated data.
British journal of Mathematical and Statistical Psychology, 47, 309-326.

100.  Dona, G. & Berry, J.W. (1994). Acculturation attitudes and acculturative
stress of Central American refugees in Canada. International Journal of
Psychology, 29, 57-70.

101.  Dreifelds, J. (1996). Latvia in transition. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

102.  Dribins, L. (2007a). Latvijas etnisko minoritasu véstures hronologiska
seciba. Galvenie datumi. [Latvian ethnic minority history. Main events] In L.
Dribins (Ed.), Pétijums: Mazakumtautibas Latvija: v€sture un tagadne [Study of
ethnic minorities in Latvia: past and present] (pp. 339-344). Riga: Latvijas
Universitates Filozofijas un sociologijas institiits. Retrieved September 10, 2008,
from http://www. integracija.gov.lv/?1d=554&sa=554&top=165.

103.  Dribins, L. (2007b). Latvijas Vestures Faktors Sabiedribas Integracijas
Procesa [The Latvian History Factor in the Society Integration Process]. In
L.Dribins (ed.), Pretestiba Sabiedribas Integracijai: Celoni un Sekas [Resistance
to Society Integration: Cause and Effect]. Riga: LU Filozofijas un Sociologijas
Instituts

104.  Durkheim, E. (1895). The Rules of Sociological Method, 8th edition, trans.
Sarah A. Solovay and John M. Mueller, ed. George E. G. Catlin (1964 edition)

105.  Durkheim, E. (1956). Education and Sociology. Glencoe: Free Press
106.  Durkheim, E. (1961). Moral education. Glencoe: Free Press

107.  Durkheim, E. (2001). The Elementary Forms of Religious Life. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

108.  Edwards, J. (1985). Language, Society and Identity. Oxford: Blackwell.

109.  Edwards, J., and Chisholm, J. (1987). Language, multiculturalism, and
identity: A Canadian study. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural
Development, 8, 391-408.

110.  Ehrlich, H.J. (1974). The social psychology of prejudice. New York: Wiley.

111.  Ekstrand, L.H. (1976). Adjustment among Immigrant Pupils in Sweden.
International Review of Applied Psychology, 25 (3), 167-188.

112.  Elerte, S. (2011). Interview with Sarmite Elerte, Kas Jauns, 31 January
2011. Retrieved June 14, 2011, from
http://www.kasjauns.lv/lv/zinas/39052/elerte-atbild-brands-kehres-
parmetumiem-pararhaismu

310



113.  Eller, J. & Coughlan, R. (1993). The Poverty of primordialism: the
demystification of ethnic attachment. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 16 (3), 187-201.

114.  Epstein, A. (1978). Ethnos and identity. Three Studies in ethnicity. London:
Tavistock Publications.

115.  Eriksen, T.H. (1991). The Cultural Contexts of Ethnic Differences. Man.
New Series, 26 (1), 127-144.

116.  Eriksen, T.H. (1993). Ethnicity and Nationalism. Anthropological
perspectives. (2™ ed.). London: Pluto Press.

117.  Erikson, E. (1968). Identity, youth and crisis. New York: Norton and Co.

118.  Espinosa, K.E., & Massey, D.S. (1997). Determinants of English proficiency
among Mexican immigrants to the United States. International Migration
Review, 31, 28-50.

119.  Ethier, K. A., & Deaux, K. (1990). Hispanics in ivy: Assessing identity and
perceived threat. Sex Roles, 22, 427-440.

120.  Etzioni, A. (Ed.) (2004). We Are What We Celebrate: Understanding
Holidays and Rituals. New York: New York University Press.

121.  Evans, W. N,, Oates, W.E., & Schwab, R. M. (1992). Measuring Peer Group
Effects: A Study of Teenage Behavior. Journal of Political Economy, 100 (5),
966-991.

122.  Felix, U. (2004). Performing beyond the comfort zone: Giving a voice to
online communication. In R. Atkinson, C. McBeath, D. Jonas-Dwyer & R.
Phillips (Eds), Beyond the comfort zone.: Proceedings of the 21st ASCILITE
Conference. Perth, Western Australia, 5-8 December: ASCILITE. Retrieved
January 14, 2011, from
http://www.ascilite.org.au/conferences/perth04/procs/contents.html.

123.  Felix-Ortiz, M., Newcombe, M.D. & Mayers, H. (1994). A
multidimensional measure of cultural identity for Latino and Latina adolescents.
Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Studies, 16 (2), 99-115.

124.  Festinger, L. (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human
Relations, 7 (2), 17-140.

125.  Fisher, C., Wallace, S., & Fenton, R. (2000). Discrimination distress during
adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 29(6), 679—695.

126.  Fishman, J. A. (Ed.) (1966). Language Loyalty in the United States. The
Hague: Mouton.

127.  Fishman, J. (1989). Language and ethnicity in minority sociolinguistic
perspective. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

311


http://www.ascilite.org.au/conferences/perth04/procs/contents.html

128.  Fishman, J. (1996). What do you lose when you lose your language? In G.
Cantoni (Ed.), Stabilizing indigenous languages. Flagstaff: Northern Arizona
University.

129.  Floyd, M. & Gramann, J. H. (1995). Perceptions of discrimination in a
recreation context. Journal of Leisure Research, 27, 192- 199.

130.  French, S. E., Seidman, E., Allen, L. & Aber, J. L. (2006). The Development
of Ethnic Identity during Adolescence. Developmental Psychology, 42 (1), 1-10.

131.  Fuligni, A., Witkow, M. & Garcia, C. (2005). Ethnic identity and the
academic adjustment of adolescents from Mexican, Chinese, and European
backgrounds. Developmental Psychology, 41, 799-811.

132.  Galbreath, D. J., (2006). From Nationalism to Nation-Building: Latvian
Politics and Minority Policy. Nationalities Papers, 34 (4), 383-406.

133.  Galbreath, D.J., & Galvin, M.E. (2005). The Titularization of Latvian
Secondary Schools: The Historic Legacy of Soviet Policy Implementation.
Journal of Baltic Studies, 36(4), 449-466.

134.  Galbreath, D.J., & Rose, R., (2008). Fair treatment in a divided soceity: a
bottom-up assessment of bureaucratic encounters in Latvia. Governance: An
International Journal of Policy, Administration, and Institutions, 21 (1), 53-73.

135.  Galindo, D.L. (1995). Language attitudes toward Spanish and English
varieties: A Chicano perspective. Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences, 17,
77-99.

136.  Geertz, C. (1963) (Ed.). Old Societies and New Stories. New York: Free
Press.

137.  Gentry, J., Jun, S. & Tansuhaj, P. (1995). Consumer acculturation processes
and cultural conflict: How generalizable is a North American model for
marketing globally? Journal of Business Research, 32, 129—-139.

138.  Gijsberts, M. & Dagevos, J. (2007). The socio-cultural integration of ethnic
minorities in the Netherlands: Identifying neighbourhood effects on multiple
integration outcomes. Housing Studies, 22, 805-831.

139.  Giles, H. (1978). Linguistic differentiation in ethnic groups. In H. Tajfel
(Ed.), Differentiation between social groups. London: Academic Press.

140.  Giles, H., & Coupland, N. (1991). Language. Contexts and consequences.
Pacific Grove, CA: Brooks/Cole.

141.  Giles, H., & Johnson, P. (1981). The role of language in ethnic group
relations. In J. C. Turner & H. Giles (Eds.), Intergroup behavior. Cambridge,
MA: Blackwell.

312


http://www.bath.ac.uk/view/person_id/5449.html
http://opus.bath.ac.uk/21652/
http://opus.bath.ac.uk/21652/
http://opus.bath.ac.uk/21659/
http://opus.bath.ac.uk/21659/

142.  Giles, H., Bourhis, R., and Taylor, D. (1977). Toward a theory of language
in ethnic group relations. In Giles, H. (ed.), Language, Ethnicity, and Intergroup
Relations. London: Academic Press.

143.  Ginkel, J. (2002). Identity construction in Latvia’s ‘singing revolution’: why
inter-ethnic conflict failed to occur. Natl Pap, 30(3), 403—433.

144.  Glenn, C., & De Jong, E. (1996). Educating immigrant children: Schools
and language minorities in twelve nations. New York: Garland.

145.  Golubeva, M. (2010). Multiculturalism as Imperialism: Condemnation of
Social Diversity within a Discourse of Threat and Blame. In M. Golubeva and R.
Gould, (Eds.) Shrinking Citizenship. Discursive Practices that Limit Democratic
Participation in Latvian Politics. New York: Rodopi.

146.  Golubeva, M. & Austers, 1. (2011). Alternative Civil Enculturation Political
Disenchantment and Civic Attitudes in Minority Schools in Estonia, Latvia, and
Slovakia. European Education, 42 (4), 49-68.

147.  Golubeva, M. & Kazoka, I. (2010). Moral Superority and the Soviet Stigma:
Parlamentary Speech and Atribution of Blame in Political Discourses. In M.
Golubeva and R. Gould, (Eds.), Shrinking Citizenship. Discursive Practices that
Limit Democratic Participation in Latvian Politics. New York: Rodopi

148.  Gordon, M. M. (1964). Assimilation in American life: the Role of Race,
Religion and National Origins. New York: Oxford University Press.

149.  Green, J. (1998). Cultural Awareness in the Human services: A Multi-Ethnic
Approach (3rd ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

150.  Griffiths, C. (2003). Patterns of language learning strategy use. System, 31
(3), 367-383.

151.  Grineva, M. (2010). Learning Russian through news broadcasts: The use of
digital video media in the target language acquisition. Conference paper. Edge.
E-learning. The horizon and beyond. Retrieved August 23, 2011, from
http://www.mun.ca/edge2010/wp-content/uploads/Grineva-Marina-Learning-

Russian.pdf

152.  Gruzina, I. (2011). Relationship between history and a sense of belonging —
Russian speaking minority integration in Latvia. CEU Political Science Journal,
6(3), 397-432.

153.  Halyavin, N., & Malashonok, A. (2007). The stolen future: analysing results
of the Education Reform in Russian schools in Latvia. Association of Russian
Culture, Education and Science, available at
http://www.arkona2.eu/2007/01/blog-post_13.html

154. Hamers, J.F. & Blanc, M.H.A. (1995). Bilinguality & Bilingualism.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

313


http://www.mun.ca/edge2010/wp-content/uploads/Grineva-Marina-Learning-Russian.pdf
http://www.mun.ca/edge2010/wp-content/uploads/Grineva-Marina-Learning-Russian.pdf

155. Hamers, J. F., & Blanc, M.H.A. (2000). Bilinguality and bilingualism (2nd
ed.). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

156.  Hanovs, D. (2010). Neiespéjamd integracija. [Impossible integration]
Retrieved November 29, 2011, from http://politika.lv/article/neiespejama-
integracija

157.  Harris, J. R. (1995). Where is the child's environment? A group socialization
theory of development. Psychological Review, 102, 458-489.

158.  Hazans, M. (2005). Unemployment and the Earnings Structure in Latvia,
World Bank Policy Research Working Paper, No. 3504. Retrieved from
http://ssrn.com/abstract=659103

159. Hazans, M. (2010). Ethnic Minorities in the Latvian Labour Market, 1997—
2009: Outcomes, Integration Drivers and Barriers In N. Muiznieks (Ed.), How
Integrated is Latvian Society? An Audit of Achievements, Failures and
Challenges. Riga: University of Latvia Press, 125-159.

160.  Helbling, M. (2009). 'Social influence networks and understanding of
citizenship', Ethnic and Racial Studies, 32, (5), 844-863.

161.  Heller, M. (1987). The role of language in the formation of ethnic identity.
In J. S. Phinney & M. J. Rotheram (Eds.), Children’s ethnic socialization.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

162.  Hitlin, S., Brown, J. S. & Elder, G. H. (2006). Racial self-categorization in
adolescence: multiracial development and social pathways. Child Development,
77(5), 1298-1308.

163.  Hobsbawm, E. (1983). Introduction: Inventing Traditions. In: E. Hobsbawm,
& T. Ranger (Eds.), The Invention of Tradition. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

164. Hogan-Brun, G. (2006). At the interface of language ideology and practice:
the public discourse surrounding the 2004 education reform in Latvia. Language
Policy, 5,313-333.

165. Hogan-Brun, G. (2007). Language-in-education across Baltics: policies,
practices, challenges. Comparative education, 43 (4), 553-570.

166. Holloway, S. R.,Wright, R., Ellis, M. & East, M. (2009). Place, scale and the
racial claims made for multiracial children in the 1990 US Census. Ethnic and
Racial Studies, 32(3), 522-547.

167.  Horenczyk, G. (1997). Immigrants’ perceptions of host attitudes and their
reconstruction of cultural groups. Applied Psychology: An International Review,
46(1), 34-38.

314



168.  Horowitz, D.L. (1998). Structure and strategy in ethnic conflict: a few steps
towards synthesis. In B. Pleskovicand J.E. Stiglitz, (Eds.), Annual World Bank
Conference on Development Economics. The World Bank.

169.  Hosking, G. (1992). 4 history of the Soviet Union 1917-1991. London:
Fontana Press

170.  Hosking, G. (1999). The Russian people and the Soviet Union. In Hosking,
G. and Service. R. (ed.) Reinterpreting Russia. London,:Arnold

171.  Hosking, G. (2001). Russia and the Russians. A History. Cambridge MA:
Harvard University Press

172.  Hughes, J. (2005). ‘Exit’ in Deeply Divided Societies: Regimes of
Discrimination in Estonia and Latvia and the Potential for Russophone
Migration. Journal of Common Market Studies, 43(4), 739-762.

173.  Hutchinson, S, R., & Olmos, A. (1998). Behavior of descriptive fit indexes
in confirmatory factor analysis using ordered categorical data. Structural
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 5, 344-364.

174.  Hutnik, N. (1986). Patterns of ethnic minority identification and modes of
social adaptation. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 9(2), 150-167.

175.  Hutnik, N. (1991). Ethnic minority identity. A social psychological
perspective. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

176.  Tjabs, L. (2011). Neirotiskd integrdcija [Neurotic integration] in www.
politika.lv. Retrieved November 29, 2011, from
http://politika.lv/article/neirotiska-integracija

177.  Imbens-Bailey, A. (1996). Ancestral language acquisition: Implications for
aspects of ethnic identity among Armenian American children and adolescents.
Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 15, 422—444.

178.  International Comparative Studies of Ethnocultural Youth (ICSEY).
Retrieved June 10, 2005, from http://www.ceifo.su.se/en/Proj/icsey.htm

179.  Isaacs, H.R. (1975). The Idols of the Tribe: Group Identity and Political
Change. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

180.  Ivlevs, A. (2008). Are Ethnic Minorities More Likely to Emigrate? Evidence
from Latvia. Retrieved June 29, 2011, from
http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/shared/shared_levpublications/Research_Papers/20
08/2008 11.pdf

181.  Jackson, P. (1968). Life in classrooms. New York: Holt, Rinehart &
Winston Inc.

315


http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/shared/shared_levpublications/Research_Papers/2008/2008_11.pdf
http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/shared/shared_levpublications/Research_Papers/2008/2008_11.pdf

182. Jang, Y, Kim, G., Chiriboga, D. and Kallimanis, B. (2007). A Bidimensional
Model of Acculturation for Korean American Older Adults. Journal of Aging
Studies, 21(3), 267-275.

183.  Jasinskaja-Lahti I. (2000). Psychological Acculturation and Adaptation
among Russian-speaking Immigrant Adolescents in Finland [PhD thesis].
Department of Social Psychology, University of Helsinki, Edita Oy, Helsinki.

184.  Jasinskaja-Lahti, 1., & Liebkind, K. (2000). Predictors of the Actual Degree
of Acculturation of Russian-Speaking Immigrant Adolescents in Finland.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 24 (4), 503-518.

185.  Jasinskaja-Lahti, 1., & Liebkind, K. (2001). Perceived Discrimination and
Psychological Adjustment among Russian-Speaking Immigrant Adolescents in
Finland. International Journal of Psychology, 36 (3), 174-185.

186.  Jasinskaja-Lahti, ., Liebkind, K., & Solheim, E. (2004). Cultural Identity,
Perceived Discrimination, and Parental Support as Determinants of Immigrants’
School Adjustments: Vietnamese Youth in Finland. Journal of Adolescent
Research, 19 (6), 635-656.

187.  Jasinskaja-Lahti, I., Liebkind, K., Horenczyk, G. & Shhmitz, P. (2003). The
interactive nature of acculturation: perceived discrimination, acculturation
attitudes and stress among young ethnic repatriates in Finland, Israel and
Germany. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 27 (1), 79-97.

188.  Jayasuriya, L., Sang D., & Fielding, A. (1993). Ethnicity, immigration and
mental illness: A critical review of Australian research. Canberra: Bureau of
Immigration research.

189.  Jenkins, R. (2000). Categorization: identity, social process and
epistemology.Current Sociology, 48, 7-25.

190.  Johnson, D.R., & Creech, J.C. (1983) Ordinal measures in multiple indicator
models: A simulation study of categorization error. American Sociological
Review, 48, 398-407.

191.  Jubulis, M. (2001). Nationalism and Democratic Transition, the Politics of
Citizenship and Language in Post- Soviet Latvia. Lanham: University Press of
America

192.  Jundzis, T. (1998). Konfrontacija ar Latvijas neatkaribas pretiniekiem.[] In
V. Bliizma, et al. (Eds.), Latvijas valsts atjaunosana 1986.-1993 [] pp. 278-94.
Riga: Latvijas Veésture

193.  Kagitcibasi, C. (1988). Diversity of socialization and social change. In P. R.
Dasen, J. W. Berry, & N. Sartorius (Eds.), Health and cross-cultural psychology.
Newbury Park: Sage Publications.

316



194.  Kangro, A. (2004). Latvia’s results in IEA civic education study. At
http://www.iea.nl/fileadmin/user_upload/IRC2004/Kangro.pdf (accessed 28 May
2009).

195.  Karklins, R. (1986). Ethnic relations in the USSR: the perspective from
below. Boston Allen & Unwin.

196.  Karklins, R. (1994). Ethnopolitics and transition to democracy: the collapse
of the USSR and Latvia. Washington DC: Johns Hopkins University Press.

197.  Kasatkina, N. (2000). Strategija akkul’turacii v etnicheskih gruppah Litvy
[Acculturation Strategy of Lithuanian Ethnic Groups]. In E. Vebers (Ed.),
Integracija un Etnopolitika, Latvijas Universitate. Riga: Filozofijas un
Sociologijas institutes.

198.  Kasatkina, N. (2004). Osobennosti adaptacii etnicheskih grupp v
sovremennoj Litve [Characteristics of Adaptation of Ethnic Groups in
Contemporary Lithuania]. Sociologicheskie issledovanija, 5 (241), 46-54.

199.  Kasatkina, N. (2006). Adaptacija russkih v kotekste etnicheskoj struktury
sovremennogo obschestva Litvy. [The Adaptation of Ethnic Minority Groups in
Contemporary Lithuanian Society]. Studia Slavica Finlandensia. Tomus XXIII.
39-68.

200. Kim. U. & Berry, J. W. (1985). Acculturation attitudes of Korean
immigrants in Toronto. In I. Reyes-Lagunes & Y. H. Poortinga (Eds), From a
different perspective. Lisse: Swets & Zeitlinger.

201. Kinket, B., & Verkuyten, M. (1997). Level of Ethnic Self-Identification and
Social Context. Social Psychology Quarterly, 60 (4), 338-354.

202. Klave, E., Jeruma, L., KriSane, J., (zin. red.) Zepa, B. (2004) Cittautiesu
Jjauniesu integracija Latvijas sabiedriba izglitibas reformas konteksta. Baltijas
Socialo Zinatl'u institiits. Riga, Ipp. 1-112. P&tjjums pieejams ar1 BISS majas
lapa: http://www.biss.soc.lv/downloads/resources/minoritates/Minority LV.pdf

203.  Kline, R. B. (1998). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation
Modeling. New York: The Guilford Press.

204.  Kolsto, P. (1995). Russians in the Former Soviet Republics. London:
Bloomington.

205. Kolsto, P. (1996). The new Russian diaspora - an identity of its own?
Possible identity trajectories for Russians in the former Soviet republic. Ethnic
and Racial studies, 19 (3), 609-639.

206. Kolsto, P. (1999). Territorializing Diasporas. The case of the Russians in the
former Soviet republics. Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 28 (3),
607-631.

317


http://www.iea.nl/fileadmin/user_upload/IRC2004/Kangro.pdf
http://www.biss.soc.lv/downloads/resources/minoritates/Minority_LV.pdf

207.  Kory, W. B. (1980). Spatial diffusion of the Russians in the USSR. In E.
Allworth (Ed.) Ethnic Russia in the USSR. The Dilemma of Dominance. New
York: Pergamon.

208.  Kreile, M. (2011). Elertes latviska utopija. At www. politika.lv
http://politika.lv/article/elertes-latviska-utopija (Accessed 29.11.2011)

209.  Kronenfeld, D.A. (2005). The Effects of Interethnic Contact on Ethnic
Identity: Evidence from Latvia. Post-Soviet Affairs, 21(3), 247-277.

210.  Kruks, S. (2001). Russian-language Media: A Foreign Observer? Latvijas
mediju analize (Daudzveidiba I1l). Riga, 51-70.

211.  Kruusvall, J., Vetik, R. and Berry, J. (2009). The strategies of inter-ethnic
adaptation of Estonian Russian, Studies in Transition States and Societies, 1, 3-
24,

212. Kunda, I. (2010). The Society Integration Foundation and ‘Ethnic
Integration’. In N. Muiznieks (Ed.), How Integrated is Latvian Society? An Audit
of Achievements, Failures and Challenges. Riga: University of Latvia Press

213. Kuzmina, I. (2010). V3ajinas krievu skolénu sekmes latvieSu valoda Access
20.10.2010.http://www2.la.lv/lat/latvijas_avize/jaunakaja_numura/latvijas.zinas/
?doc=87456

214.  Kuzmina, 1. (2011). Latviesu valodas apguve — vai pietiekama? Accessed
29/02/2011
http://la.lv/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=297996:latvieu-
valodas-apguve--vai-pietickama&catid=124&Itemid=146

215.  Kvernmo, S., & Heyerdahl, S. (2004). Adolescents Ethnic Identity and
Acculturation Attitudes among Indigenous Norwegian Sami and Ethnocultural
Kven, Journal of Adolescent Research, 19 (5), 512-532.

216. Kwak, K. & Berry, J.W. (2001). Generational differences in acculturation
among Asian families in Canada: A comparison of Vietnamese, Korean, and
East-Indian groups. International Journal of Psychology, 36 (3), 152-162.

217.  LaFromboise, T., Coleman, H.L.K. and Gerton, J. (1993). Psychological
Impact of Biculturalism: Evidence and Theory. Psychological Bulletin, 114, 395-
412.

218.  Laitin, D. D. (1998). Identity in formation. The Russian —Speaking
Populations in the Near Abroad. London: Cornell University Press.

219.  Lanca, M., Alksnes, C., Roese, N. J., & Gardner, R. C. (1994). Effects of
language choice on acculturation. A study of Portuguese immigrants in a
multicultural setting. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 13, 315-330.

318



220. Lange, A. (1989). Identifications, perceived cultural distance and stereotypes
in Yugoslav and Turkish youth in Stockholm. In K. Liebkind (Ed.), New
identities in Europe. Immigrant ancestry and the ethnic identity of youth.
Aldershot, England: Gower.

221. Lange, A., & Westin, C. (1985). The generative mode of explanation in
social psychological theories of race and ethnic relations. Research group on
ethnic relations, social cognition and cross-cultural psychology. Dept. of
Education and Centre for Research in International Migration and Ethnic
Relations. Report No 6. Stockholm, Sweden: University of Stockholm.

222.  Laroche, M., Kim, C., & Hui, M. K. (1997). A comparative investigation of
dimensional structures of acculturation for Italian Canadians and Greek
Canadians. The Journal of Social Psychology, 137(3), 317-331.

223.  Laroche, M., Kim, C., Hui, M. K., & Tomiuk, M. A. (1998). Test of a
nonlinear relationship between linguistic acculturation and ethnic identification.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 29(3), 418-433.

224.  Lasry, J. S., & Sayegh, L. (1992). Developing an acculturation scale: A
bidimensional model. In N. Grizenko, L. Sayegh, & P. Migneault (Eds.),
Transcultural issues in child psychiatry. Montreal: Editions Douglas.

225.  Lazarus, R.S., & Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, appraisal, and coping. New
York: Springer.

226.  Lazear, E.P. (1999). Culture and language. Journal of Political Economy,
107, S95-S126.

227.  Lebedeva, N. (2003). Interethnic Relations and the Acculturation of the
Non-titular Population in Estonia and Lithuania: A Sociopsychological
Perspective. Ethnicity Studies, Social Adaptation of Ethnic Minorities, Institute
of Ethnic Studies.

228.  Lee, S.K., Sobal, J. and Frongillo, E.A. (2003). Comparison of Models of
Acculturation : The Case of Korean Americans. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 34 (3), 282-296

229.  Leping K. and Toomet, O., (2007). “Ethnic wage gap and political break-
ups: Estonia during political and economic transition”, Tartu University,
working paper No. 53

230. LETA (2005). Krieviski sp&j sazinaties 94% iedzivotaju, latviski —91% .
http://www.delfi.lv/news/national/politics/krieviski-spej-sazinaties-94-
iedzivotaju-latviski-91.d?1d=11927757

231.  Liebkind, K. (1984). Minority identity and identification processes: A social
psychological study: maintenance and reconstruction of ethnolinguistic identity
in multiple group allegiance. Societas Scientiarum Fennica: Helsinki.

319


http://www.delfi.lv/news/national/politics/krieviski-spej-sazinaties-94-iedzivotaju-latviski-91.d?id=11927757
http://www.delfi.lv/news/national/politics/krieviski-spej-sazinaties-94-iedzivotaju-latviski-91.d?id=11927757

232.  Liebkind, K. (1989). The identity of minority. Journal of Multilingual and
Multicultural Development, 10(1), 47-57.

233.  Liebkind, K. (1992). Ethnic identity - Challenging the boundaries of social
psychology. In G. M. Breakwell (Ed.), Social psychology of identity and the self-
concept. London: Surrey University Press.

234.  Liebkind, K. (1993). Self-reported ethnic identity, depression and anxiety
among young Vietnamese refugees and their parents. Journal of Refugee Studies,
6 (1), 25-39.

235.  Liebkind, K. (1994). Ethnic identity and acculturative stress - Vietnamese
refugees in Finland. Migration, Nordic Issue, 23-24, 155-177.

236.  Liebkind, K. (1995). Some problems in the theory and application of
cultural pluralism: The complexity of ethnic identity. In J. Pentikdinen & M.
Hiltunen (Eds.), Cultural minorities in Finland. Helsinki: Printing Team Sivén
oY.

237.  Liebkind, K. (1996). Acculturation and Stress. Vietnamese refugees in
Finland. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 27 (2), 161-180.

238.  Liebkind, K., & Jasinskaja-Lahti, 1. (2000). Acculturation and psychological
well-being among immigrant adolescents in Finland: A comparative study of

adolescents from different cultural backgrounds. Journal of Adolescent
Research, 15 (4), 446-469.

239.  Liebkind, K., Jasinskaja-Lahti, I. and Solheim, E. (2004). Cultural Identity,
Perceived Discrimination, and Parental Support as Determinants of Immigrants’

School Adjustments: Vietnamese Youth in Finland. Journal of Adolescent
Research 19(6), 635-656.

240.  Lieven, A. (1993). The Baltic Revolution. New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1993

241.  Lippi-Green, R. (1997). English with an accent: Language, ideology, and
discrimination in the United States. New York, NY: Routledge.

242. LR Naturalizacijas parvalde (2003). Regionalo aspektu nozime pilsonibas
jautajumu risinasana . Riga

243.  Makarovs, V., and Bold+ane, I. (2009). 20. gadsimta v+estures pretrun+igo
jaut+ajumu pasniegSana Latvijas skol+as un muzejos. Soros Foundation—Latvia.
www.politika.lv/index.php?1d=17096.

244.  Manski, C. F. (1993). Identification of Endogenous Social Effects: The
Reflection Problem. The Review of Economic Studies, 60 (3), 531-542.

245.  Marsh, H. W., Hau, K-T., & Kong, C-K. (2000). Late Immersion and
Language of Instruction (English vs. Chinese) in Hong Kong High Schools:

320


http://www.politika.lv/index.php?id=17096

Achievement Growth in Language and Nonlanguage Subjects. Harvard
Educational Review 70 (3), 302-346.

246.  Marsh, H. W., Kong, C. K. & Hau, K. (2000). Longitudinal multilevel
models of the Big-FishLittle-Pond Effect on academic self-concept:
Counterbalancing contrast and reflected glory effects in Hong Kong schools.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 337-349.

247.  Marsh, HW., & Hocevar, D. (1985). Application of confirmatory factor
analysis to the study of self-concept: First-and higher order factor models and
their invariance across groups. Psychological Bulletin, 97, 562-582.

248.  Martin, T. (2000). Modernisation or neo-traditionalism? Ascribed
nationality and Soviet primordialism. In Sheila Fitzpatrick (ed.) Stalinism new
directions. London, Routledge

249.  Martin, T. (2001). The Affirmative Action Empire: Nations and Nationalism
in the Soviet Union 1923—1939. Ithaca: Cornell UP.

250.  Martin, T. and Suny, R. (Eds.) (2001). 4 State of Nations: Empire and
Nation-Building in the Age of Lenin and Stalin. Oxford: Oxford UP.

251.  Matute-Bianchi, M. (1986). Ethnic identities and pattern of school success
and failure among Mexican-descent and Japanese-American students in a

California high school: An ethnographic analysis. American Journal of
Education, 95, 233-255.

252.  Maylor, U. (2009). What is the meaning of ‘black’? Researching ‘black’
respondents. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 32(2), 369-387.

253. Mcdonnell, J. & De Lourenco, C. (2009). You're Brazilian, right? What kind
of Brazilian are you? The racialization of Brazilian immigrant women . Ethnic
and Racial Studies, 32(2), 239-256.

254.  McKay, S. L., & Wong, S. C. (1996). Multiple discourses, multiple
identities: Investment and agency in second-language learning among Chinese
adolescent immigrant students. Harvard Educational Review, 66(3), 577—608.

255. Medvedeva, M. (2010). Perceived discrimination and linguistic adaptation
of adolescent children of immigrants. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 39(8),
940-952.

256.  Melvin, N. (1995) Russians Beyond Russia. The Politics of National
Identity. London, Royal Institute of International Affairs

257.  Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Latvia (2011). Guidelines on National
Identity, Civil Society and Integration Policy (2012-2018). Adopted 20/10/2011.
Cabinte order No 542

321



258. Monden, C.W.S. & Smits, J. (2005). Ethnic Intermarriages in times of social
change: The case of Latvia. Demography, 42(2), 323-345.

259.  Mosher, D. L., & Scodel, A. (1960). Relationships between ethnocentrism in
children and the ethnocentrism and authoritarian rearing practices of their
mothers. Child Development, 31, 369-376.

260. Motyl, A. J. (1990). Sovietology, Rationality, Nationality. Coming to Grips
with Nationalism in the USSR. New York, Columbia University Press

261.  Muiznieks, N. & Zelca, V. (Eds). (2011). Karojosa piemina. 16.marts un
9.maijs. Riga, Zinatne.

262.  Muiznieks, N. (1993). Latvia: origins, evolution, triumph. In I. Bremmer &
R. Taras (Eds.), Nation and politics in the Soviet Successor States (pp. 182-205).
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

263.  Muiznieks, N. (2008). Manufacturing Enemy Images? Russian Media
Portrayal of Latvia. Riga: Academic Press of the University of Latvia

264.  Muiznieks, N. (2010). Social Integration: a Brief History of an Idea. In N.
Muiznieks (ed.) How Integrated is Latvian Society? An Audit of Achievements,
Failures and Challenges. Riga: University of Latvia Press

265.  Muiznieks, N. (2011b). Latvian-Russian Relations: Dynamics Since Latvia’s
Accession to the EU and NATO. Riga: University of Latvia Press

266.  Muiznieks, N. (Ed.) (2011a). The Geopolitics of History in Latvian-Russian
Relations. Riga: Academic Press of the University of Latvia.

267. Muzergues, T. (2004). Russia and the nation-state building in Latvia: Or
how to be a Latvian? International Web Journal. www.sens-public.org
(http://www.sens-public.org/IMG/pdf/SensPublic TMuzergues Latvia.pdf)
accessed 4.11.2011

268.  Naturalisation Board, Figures and Facts. Available at
http://www.np.gov.lv/index.php?id=469&top=469 (accessed 11 February 2009).

269. Navas, M., Garcia, M.C., Sanchez, J., Rojas, A.J., Pumares, P. and
Fernandez, J.S. (2005). Relative Acculturation Extended Model (RAEM): New
contributions with regard to the study of acculturation. International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 29, 21-37.

270.  Neto, F. (2002). Acculturation strategies among adolescents from immigrant
families in Portugal. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 26 (1), 17-
38.

271.  Neto, F., Barros, J. and Schmitz, P.G. (2005). Acculturation Attitudes and
Adaptation among Portuguese Immigrants in Germany: Integration or
Separation. Psychology and Developing Societies, 17(1), 18-32

322


http://www.delfi.lv/temas/16marts
http://www.sens-public.org/
http://www.sens-public.org/IMG/pdf/SensPublic_TMuzergues_Latvia.pdf
http://www.np.gov.lv/index.php?id=469&top=469

272.  Nimmerfeldt, G. (2009). Identificational Integration of Second Generation
Russians in Estonia. Studies of Transition States and Societies, 1(1), 25-35

273.  Nimmerfeldt, G., Schulze, J. and Taru, M. (2011). The Relationship between
Integration Dimensions among Second Generation Russians in Estonia. Studies
of Transition States and Societies, 3(1), 76-91.

274.  Noels, K. A., Pon, G., & Clément, R. (1996). Language, identity, and
adjustment. The role of linguistic selfconfidence in the acculturation process.
Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 15(3), 246-264.

275.  Norton Pierce, B. (1995). Social identity, investment, and language learning.
TESOL Quarterly, 29(1), 9-31.

276.  Office of citizenship and migration affairs. Statistics, 2008 Available at
http://www.pmlp.gov.lv/lv/statistika/iedzivotaju.html (accessed 11 February
2009).

277.  Ontai-Grzebik, L.L., & Raffaelli, M. (2004). Individual and social influences
on ethnic identity among Latino young adults. Journal of Adolescent Research,
19 (5), 559-575.

278.  Operario, D. and Fiske, S.T. (2001). Ethnic identity Moderates Perceptions
of Prejudice: Judgements of Personal Versus Group Discrimination and Subtle
Versus Blatant Bias. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27 (5), 550-
561.

279.  Operario, D., & Fiske, S.T. (1999). Integrating social identity and social
cognition: A framework for bridging diverse perspectives. In D. Abrams & M.A.
Hogg (Eds.), Social identity and social cognition. Cambridge: Blackwell.

280.  Oxford, R. and Crookall, D. (1989). Research on Language Learning
Strategies: Methods, Findings, and Instructional Issues. The Modern Language
Journal, 73(4), 404—419

281.  Pabriks A. (2002). Occupational representation and ethnic discrimination in
Latvia. Riga:Nordic Publishing House

282.  Pabriks, A., and Purs, A.(2001). Latvia, the Challenges of Change. London:
Routledge

283.  Pahl, K., & Way, N. (2006). Longitudinal trajectories of ethnic identity
among urban Black and Latino adolescents, Child Development, 77 (5), 1403-
1415

284.  Pavlenko, A. (2006). Russian as a lingua franca. Annual Review of Applied
Linguistics, 26, 78-99

323


http://www.pmlp.gov.lv/lv/statistika/iedzivotaju.html

285.  Pavlovich, M. (1980). Ethnic impact of Russians dispersion in and beyond
the RSFSR. In E. Allworth (Ed.), Ethnic Russia in the USSR. The Dilemma of
Dominance. New York: Pergamon.

286.  Payin, E. (1994). The Future of Russian in the New States of the Former
Soviet Union. In V. Shlapentokh, M. Sendich and E. Payin (Eds.), The New
Russian Diaspora: Russian Minorities in the Former Soviet Republics. New
York: M.E.Sharpe, Inc.

287.  Pettigrew, T.F., and Tropp, L.R. (2000). Does Intergroup Contact Reduce
Prejudice? Recent Metanalytical Findings. In S. Oskamp, (ed.), Reducing
Prejudice and Discrimination. Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc.

288.  Phinney, J. & Devich-Navarro, M. (1997). Variations in bicultural
identification among African American and Mexican American adolescents.
Journal of Research on Adolescence, 7 (1), 3-32.

289.  Phinney, J. S. (1990). Ethnic identity in adolescents and adults: Review of
research. Psychological bulletin. 108 (3), 499-514.

290.  Phinney, J. S. (1992). The Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure: A new scale
for use with adolescents and young adults from diverse groups. Journal of
Adolescent Research, 7, 156-176.

291.  Phinney, J. S. (1996). Understanding ethnic diversity. The American
Behavioral Scientist, 40, 143-152.

292.  Phinney, J. S., & Rosenthal, D.A. (1992). Ethnic Identity in adolescence:
process, context, and outcome. In G.R. Adams, T.P. Gullotta & R. Montemayer
(Eds.), Adolescent Identity Formation (pp. 145-172). Newbury Park: Sage.

293.  Phinney, J.S, Romero, 1., Nava, M., & Huang, D. (2001a). The role of
language, parents, and peers in ethnic identity among adolescents in immigrant
families. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 30 (2), 135-153.

294.  Phinney, J.S. (1989). Stages of ethnic identity development in minority
group adolescents. Journal of Early Adolescence, 9 (1-2), pp.34-49.

295.  Phinney, J.S., Ferguson, D.L. & Tate, J.D. (1997). Intergroup Attitudes
among Ethnic Minority Adolescents: A Causal Model. Child Development, 68
(5), 955-960.

296.  Phinney, J.S., Horenczyk, G., Liebkind, K. & Vedder, P. (2001b). Ethnic
identity, Immigration, and well-being: An interactional perspective. Journal of
Social Issues, 57 (3), 493-510.

297.  Phinney, J.S., Madden, T., & Santos, L.J. (1998). Psychological Variables as
Predictors of Perceived Ethnic Discrimination Among Minority and Immigrant
Adolescents. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 28 (11), 937-953.

324



298.  Piontkowski, U., Florack, A., Hoelker, P., & Obdrzalek, P. (2000).
Predicting acculturation attitudes of dominant and non-dominant groups.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 24, 1-26.

299.  Pisarenko, O. (2002). Acculturation of Russian-speaking pupils in the
context of education reform in Latvia [undergraduate dissertation]. Department
of Social Sciences, University of Latvia.

300.  Pisarenko, O. (2004). Latvian Russians: identities in Diaspora [master’s
dissertation]. Department of Social Sciences, University of Latvia.

301.  Pisarenko, O. (2006). The acculturation modes of the Russian-speaking
adolescents in Latvia: perceived discrimination and knowledge of the Latvian
language. Europe-Asia Studies, 58 (5), 751-773

302.  Pisarenko, O., & Zepa, B., (2004). Latvian Russians: Identity, Citizenship,
Language. Studia Slavica Finlandensia, Tomus XXI, 79-106.

303.  Ponarin, E. (2000). The Prospects of Assimilation of the Russophone
Populations in Estonia and Ukraine: a Reaction to David Laitin's Research.
Europe-Asia Studies, 52 (8), 1535-1542.

304.  Poppe, E., & Hagendoorn, L. (2001). Types of Identification among
Russians in the 'Near Abroad’. Europe-Asia Studies, 53 (1), 57-72.

305.  Portes, A. (1984). The rise of ethnicity: Determinants of ethnic perceptions
among Cuban exiles in Miami. American Sociological Review, 49, 383-397.

306. Portes, A., & Rumbaut, R. (2001). Legacies: The story of the immigrant
second generation. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

307.  Portes, A., Guarnizo, L.E. and Haller, W.J. (2002). Transnational
Entrepreneurs: An Alternative Form of Immigrant Economic Adaptation.
American Sociological Review, 67(2), 278-298

308.  Priedite, A. (2005). Surveying Language Attitudes and Practices in Latvia.
Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 26 (5), 409-424.

309. Rajevska, F. (2010. Social Policy and Integration. In N. Muiznieks (ed.),
How Integrated is Latvian Society? An Audit of Achievements, Failures and
Challenges. Riga: University of Latvia Press, 159-189

310. Redfield, R., Linton, R., & Herskovits, M.J. (1936). Memorandum for the
study of acculturation. American Anthropologist, 38, 149-152.

311.  Riger, S. and Lavrakas, P. (1981). Community Ties, Patterns of Attachment
and Social Interaction in Urban Neighborhoods. American Journal of
Community Psychology, 9, 55-66.

325



312.  Roberts, R., Phinney, J., Masse, L., Chen, Y., Roberts, C., & Romero, A.
(1999). The structure of ethnic identity in young adolescents from diverse
ethnocultural groups. Journal of Early Adolescence, 19, 301-322.

313.  Roeder, P. (1991). Soviet Federalism and Ethnic Mobilization. World
Politics, 43, 196-232

314.  Romanov, A. (2000). The Russian Diaspora in Latvia and Estonia:
Predicting language outcomes. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural
Development, 21 (1), 58-71.

315.  Romero, A.J., and Roberts, R.E. (1998). Perception of discrimination and
ethnocultural variables in a diverse group of adolescents. Journal of
Adolescence, 21, 641-656.

316. Romero, A.J., and Roberts, R.E. (2003). The impact of multiple dimensions
of ethnic identity on discrimination and adolescents’ self-esteem. Journal of
Applied Social Psychology, 33(11), 2288-2305.

317. Rone, S., and Liduma, A. (2006). The Development of Citizenship in the
Latvian Educational System. In A. Ross (ed.) Citizenship Education: Europe and
the World. London: CiCe

318.  Rosenberg, M. (1979). Conceiving the self. New Y ork: Basic Books.

319.  Rosenthal, D. A. (1987). Ethnic identity development in adolescents. In J. S.
Phinney & M. J. Rotheram (Eds.), Children’s ethnic socialization. Pluralism and
development. Newbury Park: Sage Publications.

320. Rosenthal, D. A., & Feldman, S. S. (1992). The nature and stability of ethnic
identity in Chinese youth. Effects of length of residence in two cultural contexts.
Journal of Cross Cultural Psychology, 23(2), 214-227.

321. Rosenthal, D., & Hrynevich, C. (1985). Ethnicity and ethnic identity: A
comparative study of Greek-, Italian-, and Anglo-Australian adolescents.
International Journal of Psychology, 20 (3-4), 723-742.

322.  Rozenvalds, J. (2012). The Political Culture of Latvian Russian-Speakers in
a Comparative Perspective. Conference paper. Association for the Advancement
of Baltic Studies. Chicago 26-28 April.

323.  Rubin, K. H., Bukowski, W. & Parker, J. G. (1998). Peer interactions,
relationships, and groups. In W. Damon (Series Ed.) & N. Eisenberg (Vol. Ed.),

Handbook of child psychology: Social and personality development (Vol. 3, pp.
619-700). New York: John Wiley.

324. Rudmin, F. W. (2003). Critical history of the acculturation psychology of
assimilation, separation, integration, and marginalization. Review of General
Psychology, 7, 3-37.

326


http://aabs2012.wordpress.com/2012/02/06/the-political-culture-of-latvian-russian-speakers-in-a-comparative-perspective/
http://aabs2012.wordpress.com/2012/02/06/the-political-culture-of-latvian-russian-speakers-in-a-comparative-perspective/

325. Rudmin, F. W. (2009). Constructs, measurements and models of
acculturation and acculturative stress. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations, 33, 106—123.

326. Rumbaut, R. G. (1994). The crucible within: Ethnic identity, self-esteem,
and segmented assimilation among children of immigrants. International
Migration Review, 28(4), 748—794.

327.  Rungule, R. (ed.) (2005). JaunieSu identitates veidoSanas un lidzdaliba.
P&tjuma parskats. Riga: LU FSI

328.  Sabatier, C. (2007). Ethnic and national identity among second-generation
immigrant adolescents in France: The role of social context and family. Journal
of Adolescents, 31 (2), 185-205.

329.  Sam, D. L. (1994). Acculturation of Young Immigrants in Norway: a
psychological and socio-cultural adaptation. Research Center for Health
Promotion Faculty of Psychology University of Bergen, Norway

330. Sam, D. L. (1998). Predicting life satisfaction among adolescents from
immigrant families in Norway. Ethnicity and Health, 3, 5-18.

331.  Sam, D. L. (2000). The psychological adaptation of adolescents with
immigrant background. Journal of Social Psychology, 140, 5-25.

332.  Sam, D. L., & Berry J.W. (1995). Acculturative stress among young
immigrants in Norway. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology. 36 (1), 10-24

333.  Sam, D. L., Vedder, P., Ward, C. and Horenczyk, G. (2006). Psychological
and Sociocultural Adaptation of Immigrant Youth. In J. W. Berry, J.S. Phinney,
D.L. Sam and P. Vedder (Eds.), Immigrant Youth in Cultural Transition:
Acculturation, Identity, and Adaptation Across National Contexts (pp. 117-142).
London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

334. Sam, D.L. and Berry, J.W. (Eds.) (2006). The Cambridge Handbook of
Acculturation Psychology. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

335.  Sanchez, J. I., & Fernandez, D. M. (1993). Acculturative stress among

Hispanics: A bidimensional model of ethnic identification. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 23(8), 654-668.

336.  Sayegh, L., & Lasry, J.C. (1993). Immigrants’ adaptation in Canada:
Assimilation, acculturation, and orthogonal cultural identification. Canadian
Psychology, 34 (1), 98-109.

337.  Schumacker, R. E. & Lomax, R. G. (1996). 4 Beginner’s Guide to
Structural Equation Modeling. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, Publishers.

327



338.  Schwartz, S. J., & Zamboanga, B. L. (2008). Testing Berry’s model of
acculturation: A confirmatory latent class approach. Cultural Diversity and
Ethnic Minority Psychology, 14, 275-285.

339.  Schwartz, S. J., Unger, J. B., Zamboanga, B. L. and Szapocznik, J. (2010).
Rethinking the Concept of Acculturation. Implications for Theory and Research.
American Psychologist, 65(4), 237-251.

340.  Shafir, G. (1995). Immigrants and Nationalists: Ethnic conflict and
Accommodation in Catalonia, the Basque Country, Latvia, and Estonia. New
York: State University of New York Press.

341.  Shlapentokh, V., Sendich, M. & Payin, E. (Eds.) (1994). The new Russian
diaspora: Russian minorities in the former Soviet republics. London: M.E.
Sharpe.

342.  Silova, 1. (2002). Bilingual Education Theatre: behind the scenes of Latvian
minority education system. Intercultural Education, 13 (4), 463-476.

343.  Simonian, R. H. (2003). Rossia i strany Baltii [Russia and Baltic States].
Moskva: Rossijskaia akademia nauk, Institut sociologii, Academia.

344.  Sinclair, K. (1971). The influence of anxiety on several measures of
performance. In E. Gaudry & C. D. Spielberger (Eds.), Anxiety and educational
achievement. Sydney, Australia: Wiley.

345.  Sinnott, R. (2005). ‘An Evaluation of the Measurement of National, Sub-
National and Supranational Identity in Major Cross-National Surveys,” Geary
Discussion Paper Series, February 2005, pg. 34. See
http://www.ucd.ie/geary/publications/2005/GearyWp200502.pdf.

346. SKDS (2004). Omnibus survey results. SKDS, Riga

347.  SKDS (2008). Latviesu valodas prasme un lietojums augstakas izglitibas
iestadés: mazakumtautibu studentu aptauja. VVA. Riga,

348.  SKDS (2009). Omnibus survey results. SKDS, Riga

349.  Slezkine, Y. (1994). The USSR as a communal apartment, or how a
Socialist state promoted ethnic particularism. Slavic Review 53(2), 414-452

350.  Smith, A.D. (1981). The Ethnic Revival in the Modern World. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press

351.  Smith, A.D. (1996). The Ethnic Origin of Nations. Oxford: Blackwell.

352.  Smith, A. (2001). Religous Segregation and Emergence of Integrated
schools in Northern Ireland. Oxford Review of Education, 27 (4), 559-575.

328



353.  Smith, G., Law, V., Wilson, A., Bohr, A., and Allworth, E (Eds), (1998).
Nation-Building in the Post-Soviet Borderlands: The Politics of National
Identities. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

354.  Smooha, S. (2001). “The Model of Ethnic Democracy”, ECMI Working
Papers #13. Flensburg, Germany: European Centre for Minority Issues.
http://www.ecmi.de/doc/public_papers.html

355.  Social Sciences Research Council. (1954). Acculturation: An explanatory
formulation. American Anthropology, 56, 973-1002

356. Sommers, M., & Buckland, P. (2004). Parallel worlds. Rebuilding
education system in Kosovo [Working document]. International Institute for
Education Planning. UNESCO.

357.  Song, S. (2010). Finding One's Place: Shifting Ethnic Identities of Recent
Immigrant Children from China, Haiti and Mexico in the United States. Ethnic
and Racial Studies, 33(6), 1006-1031.

358.  Sprott, J. E. (1994). “Symbolic ethnicity” and Alaska natives of mixed
ancestry living in Anchorage: Enduring group or a sign of impending
assimilation? Human Organization, 53(4), 311-322.

359.  Spiile, K. (2009) Latviesu valoda — eksamenam vai dzivei (2) 24. oktobris
(2009) Valsts izglitibas satura centrs http://lv.lv/?menu=doc&id=199588

360.  Steinberg, S. (1981). Ethnic Myth: Race, Ethnicity and Class in America.
Boston: Beacon Press.

361.  Stevens, G. (1992). The social and demographic context of language use in
the United States. American Sociological Review, 57, 171-185.

362.  Streitmatter, J. L. (1988). Ethnicity as a mediating variable of early
adolescent identity development. Journal of Adolescence, 11, 335-346.

363.  Suarez-Orozco, C. (2000). Identities Under Siege: Immigration Stress and
Social Mirroring Among the Children of Immigrants. In A. Robben and M.
Suérez-Orozco (Eds.), Cultures Under Siege: Social Violence & Trauma.
Cambridge, Cambridge: University Press.

364.  Suérez-Orozco, M. and Qin-Hilliard, D. (Eds) (2004). Globalization:
Culture and Education in the Millennium. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press and Ross Institute.

365.  Sulmane, L. (2006). The Russian language media in Latvia. In N. MuiZnieks
(Ed.), Latvian—Russian Relations. Riga: LU Akademiskais apgads

366.  Suny, R. G. (2001) ‘Constructing Primordialism: Old Histories for New
Nations’, The Journal of Modern History, 73 (4), 862-896

329


http://www.ecmi.de/doc/public_papers.html
http://lv.lv/?menu=koment&id=199588&action=2&lv_dala=29
http://lv.lv/?menu=doc&id=199588

367.  Suny, R.G. (1993). The Revenge of the Past: Nationalism, Revolution, and
the Collapse of the Soviet Union. Stanford,California: Stanford University Press

368.  Super, C. M., & Harkness, S. (1997). The cultural structuring of child
development. In J. Berry, P. Dasen & T. S. Saraswathi (Eds.), Handbook of
cross-cultural psychology (Second edition), Vol. 2: Basic processes and
developmental psychology (pp 1-39). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

369.  Supple, A.J, Ghazarian, S.R, Frabutt, J.M, Plunkett, S.W., & Sands, T.
(2006). Contextual Influences on Latino Adolescent Ethnic Identity and
Academic Outcomes, Child Development, 77 (5), 1427-1433.

370.  Szapocznik, J., Kurtines, W., & Fernandez, T. (1980). Bicultural
involvement and adjustment in Hispanic-American youths. International Journal
of Intercultural Relations, 4, 353-365.

371.  Tabuns, A. (2006). National Identity of the Russian Minority. In A. Ozolina
(ed.) Expanding Borders: Communities and Identities. Riga: LU Akademiskais
Apgads.

372.  Tabuns, A. (2010). Identity, Ethnic Relations, Language and Culture. in
How Integrated is Latvian Society? An Audit of Achievements, Failures and
Challanges, ed. Nils Muiznieks. Riga: University of Latvia Press, 2010. p 253-
279

373.  Taft, R. (1979). A Comparative Study of the Initial Adjustment of
Immigrant Schoolchildren in Australia. International Migration Review, 13 (1),
Special Issue: Caribbean Migration to New York.

374.  Tajfel, H. (1974). Social identity and intergroup behavior. Social Science
Information, 13, 65-93.

375.  Tajfel, H. (1981). Human groups and social categories. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

376.  Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup
behavior. In S. Worchel, & W. Austin (Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations
(pp. 7-24). Chicago: Nelson-Hall.

377.  Turner, J.C., Hogg, M.A., Oakes, P.J., Reicher, S.D., & Wetherell, M.S.
(1987). Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory. Oxford:
Basil Blackwell.

378.  Umana-Taylor, A.J. & Fine, M. (2004). Examining ethnic identity among
Mexican-origin adolescents living in the United States, Hispanic Journal of
Behavioral Sciences, 26, 36-59.

379.  Umana-Taylor, A.J. & Updegraff K.A. (2007). Latino adolescents’ mental
health: Exploring the interrelations among discrimination, ethnic identity,

330



cultural orientation, self-esteem, and depressive symptoms. Journal of
Adolescence, 30, 549-567.

380.  Umana-Taylor, A.J. (2004). Ethnic identity and self-esteem. Examining role
of social context. Journal of Adolescents, 27 (2), 139-146.

381.  Unger, J. B., Gallagher, P., Shakib, S., Ritt-Olson, A., Palmer, P. H., &
Johnson, C. A. (2002). The AHIMSA acculturation scale: A new measure of
acculturation for adolescents in a multicultural society. Journal of Early
Adolescence, 22, 225-251.

382.  Usakovs, N. (2012) USakovs: gribam krievus par ministriem un jaunus
svetkus http://www.kasjauns.lv/lv/zinas/73061/usakovs-gribam-krievus-par-
ministriem-un-jaunus-svetkus (Accessed 24/03/2012).

383.  Valk, A., Karu-Kletter, K. and Drozdova, M. (2011). Estonian Open
Identity: Reality and Ideals. TRAMES, 15 (65/60), 1, 33-59

384.  Van Tubergen, F., and Kalmijn, M. (2009). Language proficiency and usage
among immigrants in the Netherlands: Incentives or opportunities? European
Sociological Review, 25,169-182.

385.  Vebers, E. (Ed.) (2000). Integracija un etnopolitika [Integration and Ethnic
policy]. Riga: Jumava.

386.  Vedder, P. & Virta, E. (2005). Language, ethnic identity, and the adaptation
of Turkish immigrant youth in the Netherlands and Sweden. International
Journal of Intercultural Relations, 29(3), 317-337.

387.  Verkuyten, M. (1998). Perceived discrimination and self-esteem among
ethnic minority adolescents. Journal of Social Psychology, 138, 479-493.

388.  Verkuyten, M. (2002). Perceptions of ethnic discrimination by minority and
majority early adolescents in the Netherlands. International Journal of
Psychology, 37 (6), 321-332.

389.  Verkuyten, M., & Nekuee, S. (1999). Subjective well-being, discrimination,
and cultural conflict: Iranians living in The Netherlands. Social Indicators
Research, 47 (3), 281-306.

390.  Verkuyten, M., & Thijs, J. (2001). Peer victimization and self-esteem of
ethnic minority group children. Journal of Community and Applied Social
Psychology, 11, 227-234.

391.  Vervoort, M. (2010). Ethnic Concentration in the Neighbourhood and
Majority and Minority Language: A Study of First and Second Generation
Immigrants. Paper given at 22nd International Housing Research Conference,
ENHR 2010, 4-7 July, Istanbul. Accessed Jan, 2012 on
(http://enhr2010.com/fileadmin/templates/ENHR2010 papers web/papers_web/
WS16/WS16 176 Vervoort.pdf.)

331


http://www.kasjauns.lv/lv/zinas/73061/usakovs-gribam-krievus-par-ministriem-un-jaunus-svetkus
http://www.kasjauns.lv/lv/zinas/73061/usakovs-gribam-krievus-par-ministriem-un-jaunus-svetkus

392.  Volkovs, V. (1996). Krievi Latvija. [Russians in Latvia] Riga: LZA
Filozofijas un sociologijas institiits.

393.  Volkovs, V. (Ed.) (2010). Russian minorities in the Baltic States. Ethnicity,
3.

394.  Ward C. (1996). Acculturation. In D. Landis & R. S. Bhagat (Eds.)
Handbook of Intercultural Training (2™ ed). London: Sage.

395. Weber, M. (1968). Economy and Society, ed. G. Roth and C. Wittich. New
York.

396.  Wharton, G. (2000). Language Learning Strategy Use of Bilingual Foreign
Language Learners in Singapore. Language Learning, 50(2), 203-243,

397.  Whitesell, N.R., Mitchell, C.M., Kaufman, C.E., & Spicer, P. (2006).
Developmental Trajectories of Personal and Collective Self-Concept Among
American Indian adolescents. Child Development, 77 (5), 1487-1503.

398.  Wills, T.A. (1981). Downward comparison principles in social psychology.
Psychological Bulletin, 90, 245-271.

399.  Wimmer, A. (2008). The making and unmaking of ethnic boundaries: a
multilevel process theory. American Journal of Sociology, 113(4), 970-1022.

400.  Young Yun, K. (1995) Cross-cultural Adaptation: An Integrative Theory. In
R. L. Wiseman (Ed.) Intercultural Communication Theory. SAGE Publications.

401.  Young, M.Y., & Gardner, R. C. (1990). Modes of acculturation and second
language proficiency. Canadian Journal of Behavioral Science, 22, 59-71.

402.  Zatlers, V. (2010). “Zatlers Aicina But Patriotiem (Zatlers Encourages
Patriotism)”, Diena, November 18, 2010. Available
at:http://www.diena.lv/sabiedriba/politika/zatlers-aicina-but-patriotiem-757294
(accessed on 14 June 2011);

403.  Zepa, B and Klave, E. (Eds.)(2011). Latvija. Parskats par tautas attistibu,
2010/2011: Nacionald identitates, mobilitate un ricibspéja. Riga: BSZI.

404.  Zepa, B. & Karklins, R. (1995). Latvija un Krievija: konkurgjoSas vai
sakausetas identitates [Latvia and Russia: competing and integrated identities].
In Elmars Vebers & Rasma Karklins$ (Eds), Nacionala politika Baltijas valstis
[National policy in Baltic States]. Riga: Zinatne.

405.  Zepa, B. (2004). Naturalizacijas vilni. Riga: Sabiedribas integracijas fonds.
Retrieved September 12, 2008, from http://www.politika.lv/index.php?1d=3908.

406.  Zepa, B. (2005). The Changing Discourse of Minority Identities in Latvia. In
Changing and Overlapping Ildentities: Latvia Facing EU. Conference
proceedings. Riga: FSS

332



407.  Zepa, B. (2010). Education for Social Integration. In N. Muiznieks (ed.),
How Integrated is Latvian Society? An Audit of Achievements, Failures and
Challenges. Riga: University of Latvia Press, 189-223.

408.  Zepa, B. (Ed.) (2004a). Ethnic Tolerance and Integration of the Latvian
Society, research report. Riga: Baltic Institute of Social Sciences

409.  Zepa, B. (Ed.) (2004b). Integration of minority youth in the society of Latvia
in the context of the education reform, research report. Riga: Baltic Institute of
Social Sciences

410.  Zepa, B. (Ed.) (2005). Ethnopolitical tension in Latvia: looking for the
conflict solution, research report. Riga: Baltic Institute of Social Sciences,

411.  Zepa, B., & Siipule, I. (2006). Ethnopolitical tensions in Latvia: Factors
facilitating and impeding ethnic accord. In N. Muiznieks (Ed.), Latvian-Russian
relations: Domestic and international dimensions. Riga: LU Akadaemiskais
apgaads.

412.  Zepa, B., Sﬁpule, I, Krastina, L., Kesane, 1., Grivins, M, Bebrisa, I, and
Ievina, 1. (2006). Integration practice and perspectives. Riga: Baltic Institute of
Social Sciences

413.  Zepa, B., Zabko, O., & Vaivode, L. (2008). Valoda. Riga: Baltic Institute of
Social Sciences. Retrieved September 10, 2008, from.
http://www.biss.soc.lv/?category=resursi&lang=lv.

333


http://www.biss.soc.lv/?category=resursi&lang=lv

Appendix A: Questionnaires

AHKeTa

[Ipurnamaem Tebs yyacTBOBaTh B OIpOCe HAa TEMY STHHUYECKOH HIEHTHYHOCTH. Pe3ymbTarhbl
ompoca OyIyT HCIOIL30BaHbl B 0000mérHOM BHie. [Ipocum Tebst cBOOOIHO BEICKA3hIBATH CBOE
MHeHHe. MBI 04eHb OarogapHsl 3a TBOIO TOMOIIIH B HAIIIEM HCCIICIOBAHUN.

1.
2.
3.

TBosA HAMOHAJIBHOCTB? (YKaXH Kakast)

TBoii poanoii A3bIK? (YKaKu Kakon)

B xaxoii cTpaHe ThI poanJicsi/poaniaacs?
B JlatBuu - 1

B npyrotii crpane (yKaxxu B Kakoii)

B Poccnu — 2

oa: MYXCKOH —1

JKEHCKHUI -2

Ha xakoM si3bIKe Thl TOBOPHUIIb...2 (OmMemsb 00UH 0meem 6 Kaxicool cmpouke)

B ocHoBHOM Ha Ha pycckom B B ocHoBHOM
Ha JIATBINICKOM  §OJIbIe YeM OCHOBHOM HAa JpyromM
JIATBINICKOM  (OJIbIIe YeM HA HA sI3bIKe
A3bIKE HA PYCCKOM  JIATBIIICKOM  PYCCKOM
SI3bIKE

...JjomMa 1 2 3 4 5
...C IpY3bsMH, 1 2 3 4 5
...Ha yIuIe, B 1 2 3 4 5
MarasuHe
...B LIKOJIE 1 2 3 4 5

6. Ha xakom s3bIKe ThI ...? (0ommems 00UH OmMeem 8 KanicOou cmpouke)

B ocHoBHOM Ha Ha pycckom B ocHoBHOM B
Ha JIATBIIMICKOM  0OJIbIIE YeM  HA PYCCKOM  OCHOBHO
JIATBIIICKOM  0OJIbIIIE YeM Ha SI3bIKE M Ha
SI3bIKe Ha PYCCKOM  JIATBHIIICKOM Apyrom
SI3bIKe
...CMOTpHIIb 1 2 3 4 5
TEJIUBU30P
...dUTACIIIb MIPECCY 1 2 3 4 5

334



7. Ckoabko 0JU3KUX APY3ei y TeOs1 cpenn...? (ommems 00un omeem 8 Kaxcooi cmpouxe)

Huoanoro Opaun/oaHa 2-3 4-5 boabmie 5
...JJATBIIIEH 1 2 3 4 5
...pyccKux 1 2 3 4 5
...JIpyTHUX 1 2 3 4 5

8. Kak yacTo Thl NpOBOAMING BpeMsl BHe HIKOJBI € ...7 (ommems 00uH omeem 6 Kax#COOu

cmpouke)
TlouTn Peako Hnorna Yacro Iloutn Bceraa
HUKOIIA
... JaThIIIaMHA 1 2 3 4 5
... PYCCKUMU 1 2 3 4 5
¢ Ipy3bsimu u 1 2 3 4 5
3HAKOMBIMU JIPyTHUX

9. Kak Obl Thl OLEHW]/ OLEHWJIA CBOU 3HAHMS JIATHINICKOr0 SI3bIKA YMeHHE TOBOPHTD,
4YUTaTh, IHCATH?

YMeHue ropoputhb

I'oBOpuTh HE YMEIO WIIM IIOYTU HE YMEIO

HemHoro ymero roBopuTh, HO TOJIBKO O MPOCTHIX, TOBCEAHEBHUX BOIIPOCAX 2
C HeOONBIIUMH 3aTPyTHEHUSIMU MOTY Pa3roBapHBATh Ha JIIOOBIE TEMBI 3
PasroBapuBaro CBOOOIHO 4
YreHue U NOHUMAaHHUE IPOYUTAHOIO

UYuTaTh HE yMEIO WIN IIOYTH HE YMEIO U HUUYETO HE TIOHUMAI0 1
[Torumato mpocTsie TEKCTHI (0OBABIEHUS, COOOIIEHHUS) 2
C HeOONBIIMMH 3aTPyTHEHUSIMH MOTY IPOYUTATh U MOHATH JIFOOO0H TEKCT 3
YuTaro ¥ NOHMMaI0 BCIO HH(OPMALKIO CBOOOAHO 4

IIncsmo
[Mucates HEe yMEIO WITH MTOYTH HE YMEIO
Mory Hamucatb MPOCTHIE BeIU (MMsL,(haMUIIHIO, aIpec)

C HeOONBIINMHY 3aTPyTHEHUSIMHA MOTY HAITUCATh JFOOOH TEKCT

A W

[Munry cBoGoHO
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10. Hu:xxe mpenacraBjieH Ppsax  yTBepPKIAEHUIA.
COIJICEH/COTJIACHA C KAXKIBIM U3 YTBEP:KIEHUI? (ommemums 00un omeem 8 Kaxicoou

OtMmeTh, B Kakoii

CTCIICHU Thbl

cmpouke)
IMosHocTbI0 He  Heckoubko ourn IMosHOCTBIO
coryacet/a HHOTO0 TOrO Ke coryacen/a
MHEeHHUsI MHEHUSs

S ropxkycs, uro xxuBy B JlaTBuM. 1 2 3 4
A ropa, YTO A e, (TBOS 1 ) 3 4
HaIlMOHAJIBHOCTB).
S He xouy xuth B JIaTBUN. 1 2 3 4
A He xo04y OBITH ... (TBOS 1 5 3 4
HaIlMOHAIBHOCTB ).
S xouy xuth B Poccuu. 1 2 3 4
Most ceMbs IUIaHHpYET YyexaTb U3

1 2 3 4
JlaTBUM.
51 yBepeH B CBO€il HAIIMOHAJIBHOCTH U B 1 ) 3 4
TOM YTO OHA 3HAYMT JJI MEHsI.
Mowu poauTenn XOTAT, YTOOBI sI 3HAN 1 2 3 4
PYCCKUH SI3BIK.
Mou poauTenu XOTAT, YTOOBI I 3HAM | ) 3 4
JIATBIIICKUH A3BIK.
S nmpoBen kakoe-TO BpeMs, 9TOOBI Y3HATh 1 2 3 4
0OJbIIIE O CBOEH €THHUYECKOW KYIbType,
WCTOPHUU U TPATULHSIX.
S wyacto aymarl O TOM, Kak MoO4 1 2 3 4
HAIIMOHAIBHOCTH BIUSET Ha MOIO JKU3Hb.
Y MeHS eCTb CHIBHOE  4YYyBCTBO 1 2 3 4
NPUHAUIEKHOCTH K MOEH 3THHYECKOH
rpynie
Urobbl  y3HaTh Oomnbpmie O  MoeH 1 2 3 4
HaIlMOHAJBHOCTH, 51 YaCTO Pa3roBapUBai0
C IPYTUMH JIOIBbMH 00 3TOM.
Pycckum B JlaTBUN HaJ0 1 2 3 4
MPUCTOCOOHUTHCS K JIATHIIICKAM O0BIYasM
U OTKa3aThCs OT CBOUX TPaAULIMH.
Jisi  MeHs BaxHee XOpOWIO 3HATh 1 2 3 4
JIATBILICKHUH A3BIK, YEM PYCCKUIA.
Pycckum B JIaTBUM Hal0 COXPAHUTH CBOU 1 2 3 4

KyJbTYpHBIE TpaIuIIH, HO u
MPHUCTIOCOOUTHCS K JIATBIIICKIM
TpaIUIUSIM.
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IMosnocTeio He Heckonbko  Iloutn IHosHOCTBIO
coryacen/a HHOro TOr0 3Ke COIJIaceH/a
MHEHUs MHEHUSs
JUis  MeHs BaxHee XOpOLIO 3HATh 1 2 3 4
PYCCKHUH SI3BIK, YEM JIATBHIILICKHM.
Jlist pycckux B JlaTBMM HE Ba)XXHO HH 1 2 3 4
COXpaHEHHE CBOUX TpaAuLUH, HHU
npucnoca0iIuBaHue K  JIaTBILCKOH
KYJIBTYpE.
JUisi MEHs BaXXHO XOpOWIO 3HAaTh Kak 1 2 3 4
PYCCKUH TaK U JATHIIICKUHN SI3bIKH.
PycckuM Hazlo CTpPEeMUTBCS COXPaHUTH 1 2 3 4
CBOM TPaJUIIUHU U HE MPHUCTIOCA0INBATHCS
K JIATHIIICKON KYJIBTYpE.
st MEHs1 He BayKHO XOpolllee 3HaHUE HU 1 2 3 4
PYCCKOTO HH JIATHIIICKOTO SI3bIKA.
MHe HpaBUTBbCSA Y4YaBCTBOBATb B TeEX 1 2 3 4
COOBITHAX, Ha KOTOPBIX HPUCYTCTBYIOT
KaK JIaTBIIIN TaK U PYCCKHE.
MHe OBl XOTENOCh HMETb TOJBKO 1 2 3 4
JIATBILICKUX APY3eH.
MHe HpaBUTbCS Y4YaBCTBOBATh B TeX 1 2 3 4
COOBITHSAX, HAa KOTOPBIX TNPHCYTCTBYIOT
TOJIBKO PYCCKHE.
Mue Obl XOTEJOCH MMETh TOJIBKO 1 2 3 4
PYCCKHX JIpY3€eH.
Mse O0e3pa3nuyHbl KaKk T€ COOBITHS B 1 2 3 4
KOTOPBIX YYaBCTBYIOT PYCCKHE, TaK U T€
COOBITHS, B  KOTOPBIX  YYaBCTBYIOT
JIATHIIH.
MHe OBl XOTEJIOCh MMETh M PYCCKUX H 1 2 3 4
JIATBIICKUX JpY3eH.
MHe HpaBUTBCS Y4YaBCTBOBaTb B TEX 1 2 3 4
COOBITHAX, Ha KOTOPBIX HPUCYTCTBYIOT
TOJIBKO JIATHIIIH.
MHe He HaJl0 HU PYyCCKUX HM JIATBIIICKUX 1 2 3 4
JIpy3en.
JlaTpImm ropasiTcs NOCTHKEHUSIMA 1 2 3 4
PYCCKHX.
JlaTelin  HE  MOHMMAIOT  PYCCKYIO 1 2 3 4

KYJBTYDY.
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Hoanocrbio He Heckoabko Iloutn IHosHOCTHIO
coriacen/a HHOTO TOr0 3Ke COIJIaceH/a
MHEHMSI MHEHMSI
JlaThIliM  OTHOCATCS C YBaXCHHEM K 1 ) 3 4
PYCCKHM U PYCCKOU KYJIBTYPE.
B JlatBum 9TO OBI YCTPOUTKCS HA pabOTy
Ba)KHA 3THUYECKAs NPUHAIJICKHOCTh, a | ) 3 4
He Tpo(decCHOHANBHBI HAaBBIKH H
KBATH(UKAINH
Bbuln Takue ciaydau, 4TO JATHIIINA MEHSI 1 ) 3 4
00OMKaJU |3 32 TOTO, YTO 51 PYCCKHIA.
51 He TOBOPIO IO JATHIMICKA, IOTOMY YTO 1 ) 3 4
MEHS BBICMEHBAIOT 32 ONIHOKH.
S cnplman/a Kak JaThIIA TOBOPHIU | 5 3 4
IJI0XO O PYCCKHUX.
Ecnu 661 y HUX OBUT BBEIOOp, JIATHIIIH HE
XoTenu OBl 4YTOOBI PYCCKHE JKUIH B 1 2 3 4
JlaTBum.
JlaTpim  ymMarT 9YTO WX KYyJIbTypa 1 ) 3 4
JIy4Ille PYCCKON KYJbTYPBL.
S 4yBCTBYIO, 4YTO  JIaTBIIM  HE 1 ’ 3 4
MIPUHAMAIOT MEHSI.
Pycckue perm B JlaTBUM B IIKOJax 1 ) 3 4
JTOJKHBI YYUTHCS Ha JIATHIIIICKOM,
Ecmu s motiny B yHHBepCcUTET, TaM OyIy 1 5 3 4
YUHUTCS Ha JIATHIIICKOM.
51 3a OMIMHTBAJILHOE O00YUCHHE. 1 2 3 4
Mowu poauTenu NpoTUB OUIMHTBAILHOTO 1 ) 3 4

00yUeHHS.

11. B kakoii cTpane poauiach TBOst Mama?

B JlatBun — 1

B npyroii crpane (ykaku B KaKoii)

B Poccuu - 2

12. B kakoii cTpane poauiics TBoi nama?

B JlatBuu — 1

B npyrotii crpane (yKaxku B Kakoi)

B Poccnu - 2
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13. Tsl Aymaemsb o cede Kak o...?

CoBcem Het Hemuoro IloaHocTbIO

... PyCCKOM/0i 1 2 3
... JIaTbIIIe/Ke 1 2 3
...JIUIIE PYTON HAIIMOHAILHOCTH 1 2 3

(yxaxxu KaKkoif)

... YACTH PYCCKOH KYJIBTYpPBI 1 2 3

... YACTH JATBILICKOH KyJIbTYPBI 1 2 3

14. Huxke npeacraBideH psajx  yTBepxaeHuii. OTMeTh, B KaKoil CcTemeHH Tbl
COTJIACEH/COTJIACHA € KaXXKIbIM U3 YTBeP:KIEHUH? (ommemumv 00uH omeem 8
Kaxicoou cmpouke)

Iloanoctoio Heckoabko Iloutn TloaHOCTBHIO

HE HHOTO0 TOrO 2Ke corJiaceH/a
corJjiaces/a MHEHHs MHEeHHs

S 4yBCTBYIO, UTO 5 JOCTOWHBIN YENOBEK, MO 1 2 3 4
KpaiiHel Mepe, He MeHee, YeM IpyrHe.
Sl Bcerma CKIOHEH YyBCTBOBaTh ceOs | ) 3 4
HEYJIAYHUKOM.
MHe KaxeTrcsi, 4YTO y MEHS €CTb Pl 1 ) 3 4
XOpouIrnX KadyeCTB.
5l crocobeH koe-4yTo JenaTh He XyXKe, 4eM 1 ) 3 4
OOJIBIIUHCTBO
MHe KaxeTcs, 9TO MHE OCOOEHHO HedeM 1 ) 3 4
TOPIOUTHCSL.
41 B 1estoM K ce0e XOpOIIO OTHOIIYCh. 1 2 3 4
B mesioM 51 yioBIeTBOpeH co00ii. 1 2 3 4
MHe X0TeJI0Ch ObI 0OJIBIIE YBAKATH CEOsI. 1 2 3 4
WNHorma s SICHO  YyBCTBYIO  CBOIO 1 ) 3 4
0ecIoIe3HOCTb.

_MHorpa s ymaro, YTO 5 BO BCEM HEXOPOIL. 1 2 3 4
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Pupil Questionnaire

We invite you to participate in a survey about ethnic identity. All results from the survey will be
used in anonymised way. Please feel free to express your views. We appreciate your help in our
research.

1. Your ethnicity? (please specify)

2. Your first language? (please specify)
3. Country of birth?

Latvia - 1 Russia —2 Other country (please specify)
Gender: male - 1 female - 2

5. What language do you use when ...?(please mark one answer in each row)

Mostly  Latvian  Russian Mostly Mostly other

Latvian more more Russian language
than than
Russian  Latvian

... at home 1 2 3 4 5
...with friends and 1 2 3 4 5
acquaintances

...on the street; in shops 1 2 3 4 5
...at school 1 2 3 4 5

6. What language do you ...? (please mark one answer in each row)

Mostly Latvian Russian Mostly Mostly other
Latvian more more than Russian language
than Latvian
Russian
...watch TV 1 2 3 4 5
...read newspapers 1 2 3 4 5
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7. How many close friends do you have among...? (please mark one answer in each

row)
None One 2-3 4-5 More than 5
... Latvians 1 2 3 4 5
... Russians 1 2 3 4 5
.. other ethnic groups 1 2 3 4 5

8. How much time do you spend outside school with...(please mark one answer in each

row)
Almost Rarely Sometimes Often Almost
never always
.. Latvians 1 2 3 4 5
... Russians 1 2 3 4 5
...friends and acquaintances 1 2 3 4 5

from other ethnic groups

9. What do you think about your Latvian language skills?
Speaking

Cannot speak or almost cannot speak 1

Can speak a little, but only about everyday simple issues

Can speak with some mistakes about most of the issues

E VS I ]

Can speak fluently

Reading and comprehension
Cannot read or almost cannot read and understand very little 1
Can understand simple texts (short advertisements etc.)

Can read and understand almost all texts with minor difficulties

EEN VS N S

Can read and understand all information

Writing
Cannot write or almost cannot write
Can write simple things (name, address)

Can write any text with some minor difficulties

AW N =

Can write freely
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10. Below you can see a list of different statements. Please mark how much you agree

with each of the statements. (please mark one answer in each row)

Strongly  Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree agree

I am proud to live in Latvia 1 2 3 4
I am proud to be............... (your ethnicity). 1 2 3 4
I do not want to live in Latvia. 1 2 3 4
I do not want to be......... (your ethnicity). 1 2 3 4
I want to live in Russia. 1 2 3 4
My family is planning to leave Latvia 1 2 3 4
I have a clear sense of my ethnic background and

. 1 2 3 4
what it means for me.
My parents want me to know Russian language 1 2 3 4
My parents wants me to know Latvian language 1 2 3 4
I have spent time trying to find out more about 1 2 3 4
my ethnic group, such as its history, traditions,
and customs.
I think a lot about how my life is affected by 1 2 3 4
my ethnic group membership.
I have a strong sense of belonging to my own 1 2 3 4
ethnic group.
In order to learn more about my ethnic 1 2 3 4
background, I have often talked to other people
about my ethnic group.
It is more important for me to get to know 1 2 3 4
Latvian traditions and adapt those than keep any
Russian traditions
I feel that it is more important for me to know 1 2 3 4
Latvian language than Russian
It is of the same importance for me to keep 1 2 3 4
Russian traditions and to adopt Latvian ones
I feel that it is more important for me to know 1 2 3 4
Russian language than Latvian
It is not important for me either to keep Russian 1 2 3 4
traditions or to adapt any Latvian ones
I feel that it is of the same importance for me to 1 2 3 4
know Latvian and Russian language
It is more important for me to keep Russian 1 2 3 4

traditions and do not adjust to Latvian culture
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Strongly  Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree agree
I feel that it is not important for me to know 1 2 3 4
either Russian or Latvian
I prefer to participate in those events and 1 2 3 4
activities where both Russians and Latvians are
present
I prefer to have only Latvian friends 1 2 3 4
I prefer to participate in those events and 1 2 3 4
activities where only Russians are taking part
I prefer to have both Russian and Latvian friends 1 2 3 4
I prefer to have only Russian friends 1 2 3 4
I prefer not to participate in any events and 1 2 3 4
activities. It does not matter if Russians or
Latvians are present there
I prefer to participate in those events and 1 2 3 4
activities where only Latvians are present
I do not want to have either Russian or Latvian 1 2 3 4
friends
Latvians do not understand Russian culture 1 2 3 4
Latvians are proud of achievement of Russians 1 2 3 4
Latvians treat with respect Russians and their 1 ) 3 4
culture
In Latvia to find work your ethnic orlgins are
important and not you qualifications or 1 2 3 4
professional skills
I have heard how Latvians speak in a nasty way
. 1 2 3 4
about Russians
I feel that Latvians do not accept me 1 2 3 4
I do not speak Latvian because I am scared that
. . 1 2 3 4
people will laugh at me for my mistakes
I have heard how Latvians speak in a nasty way
. 1 2 3 4
about Russians
If given a choice, Latvians would rather have not
. S : 1 2 3 4
Russians living in Latvia
Latvians think that their culture is better than
. 1 2 3 4
Russian culture
Russian children in schools have to learn in 1 ) 3 4

Latvian language
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If I go to university I will study there in Latvian 1 2 3 4

I am in favour of bilingual education 1 2 3 4

My parents are against bilingual education 1 2 3 4

11. Which country was your mother born in?

Latvia - 1 Russia —2 Other country (please specify)
12. Which country was your farther born in?

Latvia - 1 Russia —2 Other country (please specify)
13. Do you think about yourself as ...?

Not at all A little A lot

... Russian 1 2 3
... Latvian 1 2

...other ethnicity (please specify) 1 2 3
... part of Russian culture 1 2 3
... part of Latvian culture 1 2 3

14. Below you can see a list of different statements. Please mark how much you agree
with each of the statements. (please mark one answer in each row)

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly

disagree agree
I feel that [ am a person of worth, at least on
: 1 2 3 4
an equal plane with others.
All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a
. 1 2 3 4
failure.
I feel that I have a number of good qualities. 1 2 3 4
I am able to do things as well as most other
1 2 3 4
people
I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 1 2 3 4
I take a positive attitude toward myself. 1 2 3 4
On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 1 2 3 4
I wish I could have more respect for myself. 1 2 3 4
I certainly feel useless at times. 1 2 3 4
At times I think I am no good at all. 1 2 3 4
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AHKeTa

[Ipurnamaem Bac ywyacTBOBaTh B Ompoce Ha TeMy 3THHYECKOH HACHTUYHOCTH. Pe3ynbTaThl
orpoca OyAyT UCTONB30BaHbl B 0000mEHHOM BHae. [Ipocum Bac cBoO0IHO BBICKA3BIBATh CBOE
MHeHue. Mbl oueHb OarogapHsl 3a Bamry momorus B HalieM McciaeJOBaHHUH.

1. Iloax: MYKCKO# — 1 JKEHCKHN — 2
2. Bam npeamer npenogoBaHus? (YKaXXUTe KaKoi)
3. Ckoabko jet Bol npenogaére 3ToT npeamer? (;et)
4. Ckoabko Jet Bol npenogaére B 001eM B 1IKoJe? (iter)
5. Ha xakowm s3bIKe...?
B ocHoBHOM Ha Ha pycckom B B
JATBIIICKOM  §O0JIbIIE YeM  OCHOBHOM  OCHOBHOM
JATBHIIICKOM 0oJIb1IEe YeM Ha Ha Ha Ipyrom
HA PyCCKOM  JIATHINICKOM  PYCCKOM sI3bIKe
I3bIKE
...Bpl mpenomaére cBou ) 3 4 5
peaMeT
VUCHUKH OTBEYAIOT ’ 3 4 5
YCTHO
VYCHUKH OTBEYaIoT ) 3 4 5
MUCEMEHHO
YYEOHHKH, KOTOPHIE
Bl ucnonezyere  Ha 2 3 4 5
ypokax
6. Kaxk Bbl cunTaere, Ha KaKOM sI3bIKe HY’KHO NMPeNnoAoBaThL Ball npeaMeTt?
B ochoBHom Ha Ha pycckom B ocHoBHom B
JATBIIICKOM  0O0JIbIIE YeM HA PYCCKOM OCHOBHOM
JATHIICKOM  (oJIblIe YeM Ha SI3bIKeE Ha
HAa PYCCKOM  JIaThIHICKOM aApyrom
A3bIKE
2 3 4 5

7. Kro pemiaer Ha KaKOM fA3bIKe MPENOI0BATH BAlll MPeIMeT?

(moxanyiicta yKaxxuTe)
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8. OrmertbTe, Kak yacTo Bbl HCIOIB3YyeTe HA ypOKaX...?

Houtn Ilapy pa3z B Kaxnprii 2-3 IHoutn Ha
HUKOI1a cemecrTpe ypoK KaKAOM
ypoxe
JIEKIIUS 1 2 3 4
ceccusi BOIPOCOB U OTBETOB 1 2 3 4
JIUCKYCCHUS C YYEHUKaMU 1 2 3 4
_paboTa yUCHUKOB B IpyNmax 1 2 3 4

9. B kakoii ctenenn no Bamemy MHeHHio ciaexyommue (GakTopbl 00eceYHBAIOT
aBTOPHUTET y4HuTeIs B KJjacce?

Coscem ITosTHOCTH IO
HET
Xopoasi AUCLUILIKHA B KJIAcCe 1 2 3 4 5
COTpyIHUIECTBO ¢ YICHUKAMHU 1 2 3 4 5
OTHolIeHNE ¢ YBaXKEHHEM K yUeHUKaM 1 2 3 4 5
[IpodeccuonanpHblc HABBIKA U 3HAHHS 1 ) 3 4 5
YUHATEIS
Jluanoetp yanrenss 1 2 3 4 S

10. Ha kaxom si3bike Bbl roBopure...? (ommemums 00un omeem 6 Kaxcoou cmpouxe)

B ochoBHom Ha Ha pycckom B ocHoBHom B

Ha JIATHILICKOM  0OJIbIIIE YeM HA PYCCKOM OCHOBHOM

JIATBILICKOM  0OJIbIlIe YeM Ha SI3bIKE Ha

A3bIKE Ha PYyCCKOM  JIaThIHICKOM Apyrom

SI3bIKe

...JoMa 1 2 3 4 5
... C IPY3bsIMU, 1 2 3 4 5
3HAKOMBIMH
... HA yJUIE, B Mara3uHe 1 2 3 4 5
... B IIIKOJIE HA YPOKax 1 2 3 4 5
... B IIIKOJIE BHE YPOKOB 1 2 3 4 5
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11. Ckoabko Oam3kux apyseii y Bac cpeau...? (ommemumsv odun omeem 8 KadicOou

cmpouxke)
0 Oaun/ogna 2-3 4-5 Boabire 5
... JTIaTBIIICH 1 2 3 5
... PyccKux 1 2 3 5
... APYyTHX 1 2 3 4 5
HAI[MOHAIBHOCTE!

12. Kak yacto Bbl mpoBoauTe BpeMsi BHe LIKOJBI € ...? (ommemumv 00un omeem 6

Kaxcoou cmpouxe)

ITouTn Peako Huorna Yacro TlouTn

HUKOI'Ja BCerjaa

... JaTBIIIIAMHA 1 2 3 4 5
... pyccKkuMH 1 2 3 4 5
C IpPY3bsIMH U 3HAKOMBIMU 1 2 3 4 5

JIPyTUX HAllMOHAIIbHOCTEH

13. Kak 0bl Bbl oumeHws1/ oumeHWJa CBOM 3HAHMS JIATHINICKOTO $I3bIKA YMeEHHeE

rOBOPUTb, YNTATD, nucarb?

YMmenne ropopurh

T'oBOpUTH HE yMEIO UITH MTOYTH HE YMEIO

Hewmnoro YMEI0 T'OBOPHUTH, HO TOJIBKO O IMMPOCTHIX, MOBCCIHCBHUX BOIIpOCax
C HeOONBITUMHU 3aTPYTHECHUSIMHU MOTY Pa3roBapUBATh HA JIFOOBIC TEMBI
PasroBapmuBaro cB00OTHO

AW N =

YrteHne ¥ MOHMMaHUe MPOYHUTAHOI'0

YuTarh HE yMEIO HITU MOYTH HE YMEKO U HUYETO HE MOHUMAKO

[TornMaro pocThie TEKCTH (0OBSIBIICHUS, COOOIICHI)

C HeOONBIIMMH 3aTPyTHEHUSMH MOTY IPOYUTATH U TIOHSATH JTFO00H TEKCT
YuTar U NOHUMAI0 BCKO HHGOPMAIIUIO CBOOOIHO

AW =

ITncemo

[Mucate HE yMEIO WM TOYTH HE YMEIO

Mory Hamucath MPOCTHIE BeIU (MM, (haMUITHIO, afpec)

C HEeOONBITUMH 3aTPYIHEHUSIMH MOTY HaITUCaTh JIFOO0H TEKCT
[Tunry cBoOoiHO

AW N =

14. Bama HAMOHAJIBHOCTH? (YKOKHATE KaKas)

15. Bam poaHoii 13bIK? (YKOKUTE KaKOH)
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16. Hu:xxe mpeacraBiaeH psig yrBepxaeHuil. Ormerb, B Kakoii creneHu Bbl
COIJICEH/COTJIACHA C KAXKIBIM U3 YTBEP:KIEHUI? (ommemums 00un omeem 8 Kaxicoou

cmpouke)
IHoanocteio  Heckoabko Houtn IoanocTeb10
He HHOrO TOTO 3xKe coriacen/a
corjacen/a MHEHHs MHEHHs
S ropxycs, uro xuBy B JlaTBuM. 1 2 3 4
S ropm, 9TO A ............... (Barma HalMOHAILHOCTB). 1 2 3 4
S He xouy xuTh B JlaTBUM. 1 2 3 4
S He X04y OBITE ......... (Barma HaIMOHATBHOCTS ). 1 2 3 4
A xouy xuth B Poccuu. 1 2 3 4
S yBepeH B CBOEW HAI[MOHAIBHOCTH M B TOM HTO 1 ) 3 4
OHA 3HAYMT JJIsl MEHSL.
51 mpoBen Kakoe-TO BpeMsi, 4TOOBI y3HATh OOJIbIIE
O CBOCM ETHHYECKOH KyJIbType, HCTOPHUU U 1 2 3 4
TPaIUIHSIX.
S yacto mymaro 0 TOM, Kak MOSI HallHOHAJIHHOCTh | ) 3 4
BIIUSIET HA MOIO KH3Hb.
VY MeHS ecTh CHIIbHOE YyBCTBO NMPHUHAIIE)KHOCTH 1 ) 3 4
K MO€I 9THUYECKOMU TpyIIe
UYroOrl y3HaTh O0JBIIE O MOCH HALMOHAIBHOCTH,
s 4acTO pPa3rOBapWBAI0 C JAPYTUMH IFOJbBMH 00 1 2 3 4
3TOM.
Pycckum B JlaTBuM Hamo NPUCTIOCOOUTBCS K
JMATBIIICKUM OO0BIYasiM ¥ OTKa3aTbCsi OT CBOUX 1 2 3 4
TpaJuLIHM.
Jlis MeHs BaKkHee XOpOIIO 3HaTh JIATHIIICKUH | ) 3 4

SI3BIK, YEM PYCCKHH.

Pycckum B JlaTBUM Hajgo COXpaHUTh CBOU
KYJBTYPHBIC TPaJAUIUH, HO U TPHUCIIOCOOUTHCS K 1 2 3 4
JATHILICKUM TPAIULIUSIM.

s MeHsl BaXkHEe XOpOIIO 3HATh PYCCKUU S3BIK,
YeM JIATBIIICKHUH.

st pycckux B JIaTBUM HE BaXKHO HU COXpPaHCHUE
CBOMX Tpaaulluii, HH TPUCIOCAONMBAaHUE K 1 2 3 4
JIATBILICKON KYJbTYpE.

HJ’IH MCHS BaXXHO XOPOMIO 3HATh KakK pYCCKI/Iﬁ TaK

o 1 2 3 4
Y JIATBIILCKUH S3bIKH.
PycckuM Hago CTpeMHUTBCS COXPaHUTh CBOU
TpaauIIuU U HE PUCIIOCA0INBATHCS K JATHIIICKOM 1 2 3 4

KYJIBTYpE.
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ITonnocteio Heckoabko ITouTn ITonHocTHIO

He HHOro TOTO 3Ke coriacen/a
coriacen/a MHEHHs MHEHHs

Jis MeHS HE BaXXHO XOpOIIee 3HAHUE HH

PYCCKOTO HH JIATHIIICKOTO SI3bIKA. 1 2 3 4
MHe HpaBHTHCS Y9aBCTBOBATh B T€X COOBITHSX,

Ha KOTOPBIX TPUCYTCTBYIOT KaK JATHIIIA TaK H 1 2 3 4
pyccKue.

MHue OBl XOTENOCh WMETh TOJBKO JIATHIIICKUX

Apy3ei. 1 2 3 4
MHe HpaBUTHCS YyYaBCTBOBaTh B TEX COOBITHSX, . 5 ; A

Ha KOTOPBIX IPUCYTCTBYIOT TOJIBKO PYCCKHUE.

MuHe OBl XOTEJIOCh HUMETh U PYCCKUX H
JIATBIIICKHUX APY3EH. 1 2 3 4

MHe OBl XOTEJIOCh UIMETh TOJIBKO PYCCKUX APY3€eH.

Mmue 06e3pa3iaudHbl Kak T€ COOBITHS B KOTOPBIX
YYaBCTBYIOT pyCCKHE, Tak M Te COOBITHA, B 1 2 3 4
KOTOPBIX YYaBCTBYIOT JIATHIIIH.

MHe HpaBHTHCS Y9aBCTBOBATh B T€X COOBITHSX,

Ha KOTOPBIX IPUCYTCTBYIOT TOJIHKO JIATHIIIH. 1 2 3 4
MHe He Ha/lo HM PYCCKUX HHU JATBILICKUX JIPY3€eH. 1 2 3 4
JlaTeImm ropaaTcs JOCTHKEHUSIMH PYCCKHX. 1 2 3 4
JlaTeIIA HE MOHUMAIOT PYCCKYIO KYJIBTYpY. 1 2 3 4
S 4yBCTBY1O, YUTO JIATHIIIN HE TPUHUMAIOT MEHSI. | 2 3 4
JlaTpImM OTHOCATCS € yBa)KEHHEM K PYCCKUM U . 5 3 A

PYCCKOM KYJIBTYPE.

B JlaTtBuu 4tO OBI YCTpPOUTHCA Ha pabOTy BakHA
STHUYECKas MIPUHAJICKHOCTD, a He 1 2 3 4
npodecCHOHAIBHBIN HaBBIKH U KBAIU(UKALNN

beimn Takue ClIydau, 4TO JIaThIIIW MCHSA 0o0MKaIHN

W3 3 TOTO, UTO 51 pyCCKUM/ast 1 2 3 4
51 He roBOpIO MO JATBHIMICKH, MOTOMY YTO MEHS
BBICMEHBAIOT 33 OIIHOKH. 1 2 3 4
S chplman/a Kak JATHIIA TOBOPHIIM IUIOXO O
PYCCKUX. 1 2 3 4
Eciu Obl y HEX OBLT BBIOOp, JATHIIIN HE XOTEIH
OBI 9TOOBI pyCCKHE KHITH B JIaTBUH. 1 2 3 4
Jlatpimy  ymMaroT YTO WX KYyJNbTypa JIydlle
PYCCKOH KYIBTYPBHI. 1 2 3 4
Pycckue neru B JlaTBum B IIKOJaX JOJKHBI 1 > 3 4

YUYUTHECA Ha JIATBIIICKOM.
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17. Bol xymaete o cede Kak o...7

CoBcem Her HemHoro [HoaHOCTHIO
.. pycckom/oi 1 2 3
.. JaThIIIe/Ke 1 ) 3
...JIMLIe Ipyroi HalMOHAJILHOCTU 1 ) 3
.. HaCTH PYCCKOM KYJbTYpPBI 1 2 3
.. YaCTH JIATBIIICKON KYJIbTYPHI 1 2 3
18. B kakoii ctpane Bol poauicsi/poaunace?
B JlatBun — 1 B Poccun — 2

B npyroii crpane (ykakuTe B Kakoi)

19. Kakoe y Bac rpa:xxaancrso?
I'paxxmancto JlatBun — 1
Herpaxnanun/Herpaxkaanka — 2
I'paxxmanun Poccuun — 3

I'paxxnanun npyroi cTpaHsl (YKaXXKH B KaKO)
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Teacher Questionnaire

We invite you to participate in a survey about ethnic identity. All results from the survey will be
used in anonymised way. Please feel free to express your views. We appreciate your help in our
research.

1. Gender: male — 1 female — 2
2. Main subject taught? (please specify)
3. For how many years have you been this subject? (years)
4. For how many years have you been teaching at school in general? (years)
5. In which language do ...? (please mark one answer in each row)
Mostly Latvian Russian Mostly Mostly
Latvian  more than  more than Russian other
Russian Latvian language
...you teach 1 2 3 4 5
... pupils speak in class 1 2 3 4 5
... pupils write in class 1 2 3 4 5
... you use school books 1 2 3 4 5

6. What language your subject should be taught in?

Mostly Latvian Russian Mostly Mostly
Latvian more than more than Russian other
Russian Latvian language
1 2 3 4 5

7. Who decides what language your subject shold be taught in? (please specify)

8. How often do you use following methods in your class...? (please mark one answer
in each row)

Almost Couple of Every 2-3 Almost
never times a term lessons every
lesson
Lecture 1 2 3 4
Q&A sessions 1 2 3 4
Discussions with pupils 1 2 3 4
Growpwork 1 2 3 4
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9. To what extent these factors ensure teacher’s authority in a classroom?(please
mark one answer in each row)

Not at all Completely
Good discipline 1 2 3 4 5
Coooperation with pupils 1 2 3 4 5
Respect towards pupils 1 2 3 4 5
ir;fs:iional skills and knowledge of a 1 ) 3 4 5
_Teacher’spersonality 1 2 3 4 S

10. What language do you speak when...? (please mark one answer in each row)

Mostly Latvian Russian Mostly Mostly

Latvian more more Russian other
than than language
Russian Latvian

... at home 1 2 3 4 5

with  friends and 1 2 3 4 5
aquentances
... on the street; in shops 1 2 3 4 5
... at schools (class time) 1 2 3 4 5
... at school (outside class 1 2 3 4 5
time)

11. How many close friends do you have among...? (please mark one answer in each row)

None One 2-3 4-5 More than 5
... Latvians 1 2 3 4 5
... Russians 1 2 3 4 5
... other ethnic groups 1 2 3 4 5
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12. How often do you spend time outside school with...?(please mark one answer in each

row)
Almost Rarely Sometimes Often  Almost
never always
.. Latvians 1 2 3 4 5
... Russians 1 2 3 4 5
...friends and acquaintances 1 2 3 4 5

from other ethnic groups

15. What do you think about your Latvian language skills?
Speaking
Cannot speak or almost cannot speak
Can speak a little, but only about everyday simple issues

Can speak with some mistakes about most of the issues

AW =

Can speak fluently

Reading and comprehension
Cannot read or almost cannot read and understand very little
Can understand simple texts (short advertisements etc.)

Can read and understand almost all texts with minor difficulties

AW N =

Can read and understand all information

Writing
Cannot write or almost cannot write 1
Can write simple things (name, address)

Can write any text with some minor difficulties

EEN VS I S

Can write freely

16. Your ethnicity? (please specify)

17. Your first language? (please specify)
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18. Below you can see a list of different statements. Please mark how much you agree

with each of the statements. (please mark one answer in each row)

Strongly Disagree  Agree Strongly
disagree agree

I am proud to live in Latvia 1 2 3 4
I am proud to be............... (your ethnicity). 1 2 3 4
I do not want to live in Latvia. 1 2 3 4
I do not want to be......... (your ethnicity). 1 2 3 4
I want to live in Russia. 1 2 3 4
I have a clear sense of my ethnic background . X 3 A
and what it means for me.
I have spent time trying to find out more
about my ethnic group, such as its history, 1 2 3 4
traditions, and customs.
I think a lot about how my life is affected by . 5 3 A
my ethnic group membership.
I have a strong sense of belonging to my own

. 1 2 3 4
ethnic group.
In order to learn more about my ethnic
background, I have often talked to other 1 2 3 4
people about my ethnic group.
It is more important for me to get to know
Latvian traditions and adapt those than keep 1 2 3 4
any Russian traditions
I feel that it is more important for me to know

: . 1 2 3 4
Latvian language than Russian
It is of the same importance for me to keep 1 ) 3 4
Russian traditions and to adapt Latvian ones
I feel that it is more important for me to know

. . 1 2 3 4
Russian language than Latvian
It is not important for me either to keep
Russian traditions or to adopt any Latvian 1 2 3 4
ones
I feel that it is of the same importance for me | ) 3 4
to know Latvian and Russian language
It is more important for me to keep Russian 1 ) 3 4
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I feel that it is not important for me to know
either Russian or Latvian

I prefer to participate in those events and
activities where both Russians and Latvians
are present

I prefer to have only Latvian friends

I prefer to participate in those events and
activities where only Russians are taking part

I prefer to have both Russian and Latvian
friends

I prefer to have only Russian friends

I prefer not to participate in any events and
activities. It does not matter if Russians or
Latvians are present there

I prefer to participate in those events and
activities where only Latvians are present

I do not want to have either Russian or
Latvian friends

Latvians are proud of achievement of
Russians

Latvians do not understand Russian culture

I feel that Latvians do not accept me

Latvians treat with respect Russians and their
culture

In Latvia to find work your ethnic orlgins are
important and not you qualifications or
professional skills

I have heard how Latvians speak in a nasty
way about Russians

I do not speak Latvian because I am scared
that people will laugh at me for my mistakes

I have heard how Latvians speak in a nasty
way about Russians

If given a choice, Latvians would rather have
not Russians living in Latvia

Latvians think that their culture is better than
Russian culture

Russian children in schools have to learn in
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19. Do you think about yourself as ...?

Not at all Alittle A lot

... Russian 1 2 3
... Latvian 1 2 3
...other ethnicity (please specify) 1 2 3
... part of Russian culture 1 2 3
... part of Latvian culture 1 2 3

20. Which country were you born in?

Latvia - 1 Russia —2 Other country (please specify)

21. What is your current citizenship?
Latvia—1
Non-citizen of Latvia — 2
Russia — 3

Other country (please specify)
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