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SUMMARY 

The thesis seeks to explain why some CEE countries adopted more inclusive access to 
nationality rules for non-ethnic immigrants than others. Encompassing the period from 
1990 to 2014, the analysis focuses on four factors – left–right ideological position of 
governments, electoral strength of far-right parties, the size of expatriate/kin minority 
populations, and the importance of national minority issues. The 2014 MIPEX Access to 
Nationality index is used for measuring the inclusiveness of access to nationality rules. 
Using fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fs/QCA), the study identifies three 
different causal paths leading to restrictive access to nationality rules, and one that is 
associated with an inclusive citizenship outcome. The working of each causal 
combination is explored in country case studies. 

The thesis finds that, despite the obvious differences in agenda of far-right parties in 
Western and Eastern Europe, the electoral success of these parties has a negative effect 
on the inclusiveness of citizenship policies in both parts of the continent. However, the 
analysis also points to factors that hardly featured in previous cross-national citizenship 
studies. Importantly, the study finds that sizable kin minorities and important national 
minority issues may lead to restrictive access to citizenship rules, provided that other 
relevant factors are in place. 

The analysis of citizenship policies offered in this thesis is framed within a broader 
structure–agency debate – a theoretical framework that has rarely been adopted in 
previous comparative citizenship studies. The thesis provides evidence for the 
interaction between structure and agency, and uncovers the mechanism in which they 
reinforce each other. Therefore, the findings of this thesis point to the importance of 
analysing combinatorial causality. Finally, echoing Rogers Brubaker, the thesis shows 
how debates on citizenship in the CEE region are linked to a deeper and a more far-
reaching discussion on nationhood and the definition of nation.  
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1. Introduction 

It has been argued that in the post-war era of ‘postnational membership’ citizenship lost 

a considerable amount of importance (Soysal, 1994, p. 29). The adherents of this view 

emphasise that there are other membership statuses carrying within them various civil 

and social rights (e.g. permanent residency status) – the rights that used to be derived 

from citizenship alone. Moreover, it has been claimed that national citizenship is being 

gradually replaced by ‘a more universal model of membership, anchored in 

deterritorialised notions of persons' rights’ (Ibid., p. 3). However, despite growing 

globalisation and the development of the international human rights regime, the world is 

still divided into mutually exclusive jurisdictions of sovereign states. The nation-state 

continues to be the main form of political governance, with the protection of human rights 

seen as one of its constitutive principles (Joppke, 1999b, p. 4). The resilience of the 

nation-state means that the implementation of full individual rights is inseparable from 

the citizenship status. Moreover, only citizens participate in the democratic process on 

the national level, enjoy full benefits of the welfare state and have unrestricted access to 

public sector employment. Even more importantly, citizenship has a large symbolic value 

in that it confirms full membership in the national community. From the perspective of 

the state, citizenship remains an important tool for immigrant integration while the 

naturalisation of foreigners can also relieve the shortage of workers and provide support 

for pension systems (Howard, 2009, pp. 6-8). 

As long as citizenship is the source of full and effective rights and serves as the marker 

of national belonging, citizenship policies – which set the rules of access to this status – 

retain their significance. It is by means of access to nationality rules that citizenry is 

ultimately defined and constructed. Previous academic studies have pointed to the 

statistical association between citizenship policies and naturalisation rates. For example, 

a study carried out by Dronkers and Vink (2012) concluded that favourable citizenship 

policies positively affect naturalisation rates. Using a pooled data set on first- and 

second-generation immigrants residing in 15 European countries, the authors found that 

‘immigrants, especially those of the first generation with more than five but fewer than 20 

years of residence, are indeed more likely to have citizenship of a country with a policy 

that makes citizenship relatively accessible’ (Dronkers and Vink, 2012, p. 407)1.  

                                                
1 However, citizenship policy is just one of the factors affecting naturalisation rates. The largest 
variation in terms of whether first- and second-generation immigrants have citizenship of their 
country of residence is explained by individual factors, such as the length of residence in the host 
country or the knowledge of its language (Dronkers and Vink, 2012, p. 408). It has also been 
shown that the inclusiveness of access to citizenship only plays a significant role for immigrants 
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Despite their substantial implications for both individuals and the state, citizenship 

policies have attracted only modest scholarly attention. Hollifield and Wong (2013) have 

observed that the large majority of the articles published in the field of migration and 

citizenship focuses on attitudes, behaviour, and incorporation. As recently as 2017, a 

review of the political science literature on citizenship identified only two academic 

studies that have aimed to explain cross-national differences in citizenship policies 

(Helbling and Michalowski, 2017, p. 9). In their conclusions, the authors point to the 

neglect of ‘one of the core aspects of political science, namely how to regulate migration 

and citizenship’ (Ibid., p. 6). In the view of the authors, one of the reasons explaining the 

scarcity of academic studies on citizenship policies was the lack of available data to 

analyse these policies ‘in a more systematic way’ (Ibid., p. 6). Nevertheless, the situation 

has changed as researchers can now use a high number of recently developed 

citizenship policy indices to conduct large-N and across time comparisons (Ibid., p. 6). 

Within the body of academic work focusing on citizenship policies in Europe, most 

studies are geographically limited to EU-15 countries. There is very little academic 

knowledge on the key drivers of citizenship policies in the countries that embarked on 

the path of EU accession after the fall of the communist regimes. Significantly, 

comparative analyses of citizenship policies in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) are 

virtually inexistent. One of the reasons for this geographical bias could be the fact that 

EU-15 countries have a longer tradition of democratic government and independent 

policy making. Since all CEE countries that eventually joined the EU were not sovereign 

states for most of the 20th century, it is difficult to analyse their citizenship policies within 

a longer timeframe – something that is perfectly possible to do for most of the EU-15 

countries. On the other hand, the similarities between their individual post-1990 

trajectories make the CEE countries a suitable target for cross-national comparisons. 

After the end of communist rule, these countries all started implementing democratic and 

market reforms, as well as seeking EU accession. At the same time, the fact that the 

CEE countries (re-)gained their sovereignty and became democracies relatively recently 

means that their citizenship policies may be subject to an even larger flux than those of 

the EU-15. 

In Western European countries, the development of citizenship policies in recent 

decades has been largely shaped by significant immigration flows. Recent changes in 

access to citizenship rules in these countries were primarily seen as an adjustment to 

                                                
from under-developed countries as they are the ones with most incentives to naturalise (Vink, 
Prokic-Breuer and Dronkers, 2013, p. 12). 



12 

 

the increasing number of immigrants. While the reasons behind the specific forms that 

these adjustments took in different countries deserve a deeper analysis, not all changes 

in citizenship policies have been adopted in the background of high immigration. CEE 

countries present an interesting case of changing and varying citizenship policies in the 

context of relatively low immigration. The development of citizenship policies in CEE 

countries can be better understood by viewing it as part of post-communist 

transformation. While it is clear that the exigencies of the post-communist transformation 

provided the context for the development of citizenship policies in CEE countries, it did 

not put CEE countries on similar trajectories in terms of their access to citizenship rules. 

Although immigration to CEE countries has not been substantial enough to become the 

key determinant of citizenship policies, a moderate increase in non-national immigration 

flows and in the number of non-national residents has nevertheless been observed in 

most countries in the region (see Eurostat database). In view of the gradual improvement 

of living standards in CEE countries as well as the growing demand for foreign labour2, 

this trend can be expected to intensify in the upcoming years. With the growth of a non-

national population, access to nationality rules in CEE countries are likely to become 

increasingly relevant and consequential. Moreover, apart from their practical importance 

for naturalisation applicants, citizenship policies have the more general meaning of 

embodying certain understandings of nationhood. Due to its universalist character, civic 

understanding of nationhood is conducive to inclusive access to citizenship rules for 

immigrants. In contrast, ethnically-defined nations are expected to put in place 

demanding naturalisation requirements for non-ethnic immigrants. As such, access to 

nationality rules for immigrants can be used as one of the criteria for assessing the 

‘civicness’ or ‘ethnicness’ of official conceptions of nationhood. 

There is substantial variation in the inclusiveness of citizenship policies in CEE countries, 

as shown by the 2014 Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) Access to Nationality 

scores in the figure below3. The values of access to nationality range from 0 to 100, 

                                                
2 Two of the main factors stimulating foreign labour demand in the CEE region are low birth rates 
and high emigration. 
3 The MIPEX Access to Nationality index is composed of 19 indicators reflecting both citizenship 
laws and administrative rules governing the acquisition of citizenship. These indicators are 
grouped into four dimensions: eligibility (required residence period, birth-right citizenship to 
second-generation migrants etc.), conditions (naturalisation requirements, costs of application 
etc.), security of status (discretionary powers of refusal, maximum duration of procedure etc.) and 
dual nationality. The scores for each indicator were given by the MIPEX country experts. 2014 
MIPEX Access to Nationality data are the newest data available. For the rationale on why this 
index is used in this study, please see section 3.2. 
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where high figures signify a liberal access to citizenship regime for immigrants4. These 

differences have not been properly accounted for in previous academic literature. 

Figure 1. 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality scores in CEE countries 

 

In 2014, Poland, the Czech Republic and Slovenia had the most liberal5 citizenship 

regimes in the CEE region. According to MIPEX classification, those three countries fall 

into the category of states with ‘halfway favourable’ citizenship regimes. Poland 

significantly liberalised its citizenship policy in 2012, when the Law on Polish Citizenship 

entered into force. This new law introduced a range of liberalising changes, including a 

shortening of the minimum residence requirement for naturalisation applicants, and a 

universal acceptance of multiple nationality. As a result of these changes, Poland’s 2014 

MIPEX Access to Nationality score was higher than those observed in some Western 

European countries. In 2013, the Czech Republic also liberalised its citizenship regime, 

establishing the unconditional acceptance of multiple nationality and introducing a clause 

whereby second-generation immigrants can acquire citizenship by declaration. In 

contrast, citizenship policies in Latvia and Estonia have undergone only minor 

liberalisations6, with MIPEX classifying them as ‘unfavourable’ citizenship regimes. The 

                                                
4 Some CEE countries apply different access to nationality rules for non-ethnic immigrants and 
co-ethnics, with the latter group often granted a facilitated path to citizenship. MIPEX Access to 
Nationality scores only reflect the inclusiveness of citizenship policies for non-ethnic immigrants. 
5 In this thesis, ‘liberal’ (or ‘inclusive’) rules denote a relatively easy access to a country’s 
citizenship. The opposite of ‘liberal’ will be described as ‘restrictive’. 
6 This is not to say that all changes in access to citizenship rules in CEE countries are necessarily 
of liberal character. As will be shown in Chapter 4, the development of citizenship policies in the 
CEE region has followed different trajectories in different countries and has often included a 
combination of inclusive and restrictive moves. For example, Romania’s 1991 citizenship law was 
rather liberal, allowing foreign residents to apply for citizenship after only five years of residence 
(Barbulescu, 2013, p. 1). However, in the course of the post-communist period, Romania’s access 
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MIPEX Access to Nationality scores of the remaining countries – Bulgaria, Slovakia, 

Hungary, Romania and Lithuania – range from 21 to 40, with their citizenship policies 

classified as ‘slightly unfavourable’. 

Drawing on the MIPEX Access to Nationality index, this study looks for the explanation 

to the varying degrees of inclusiveness of access to nationality rules for immigrants in 

the ten CEE countries that joined the EU in the first decade of the 21st century – Bulgaria, 

Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and 

Slovenia. The main research question of the study is the following: why do some CEE 

countries adopt more inclusive access to nationality rules for non-ethnic immigrants than 

others? Encompassing the period from 1990 to 2014, the analysis focuses on four factors 

– the left–right ideological position of governments, the electoral strength of far-right 

parties, the size of expatriate and kin minority populations, and the importance of national 

minority issues. The choice of those four particular variables is based on the literature 

review (please see Chapter 2). The first two factors – the left–right ideological position 

of governments and the strength of far-right parties – were frequently included in 

previous cross-national research on citizenship policies. While the other two factors – 

the size of expatriate and kin minority populations, and the importance of national 

minority issues – have received much less scholarly attention, they are highly relevant 

for the understanding of citizenship policies in the CEE region. 

This thesis contributes to the field of citizenship studies in several ways. First, by focusing 

on citizenship policies in CEE countries, it sheds light on a topic that is still heavily 

underexplored. It deviates from the general tendency of analysing Western European 

countries, exploring instead a region where citizenship policies developed under different 

circumstances and under the effect of different factors. Such a focus on CEE countries 

provides the opportunity to offer the explanation of citizenship policies in the context of 

post-communist transformation and democratic consolidation. Crucially, the fact that the 

study includes ten countries is advantageous for making cross-national comparisons and 

revealing the country-specific aspects of citizenship policy development. The thesis finds 

that political factors included in this study (i.e. electoral strength of far-right parties and 

left–right government incumbency) affect the CEE countries’ citizenship policies in the 

same way as was previously observed in the West. In particular, despite the obvious 

differences in agenda of far-right parties in Western and Eastern Europe, the electoral 

success of these parties can help to explain the level of inclusiveness of citizenship 

                                                
to nationality rules became more restrictive. Unfortunately, since the MIPEX Access to Nationality 
data on CEE countries do not cover the 1990-2007 period, accurate comparisons of the 
inclusiveness of access to citizenship in the early post-communist period cannot be provided. 
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policies in both parts of the continent. Also, in some CEE countries, one of the reasons 

for restrictive citizenship policies was a short period of left-wing government rule, 

confirming the established hypothesis on the connection between right-wing views and 

exclusivist access to citizenship rules. However, the analysis provided here also points 

to factors that hardly featured in previous cross-national citizenship studies. Importantly, 

the study found that sizable kin minorities and important national minority issues may 

lead to restrictive access to citizenship rules, provided that other relevant factors are in 

place. 

Second, the analysis of citizenship policies offered in this thesis is framed within a 

broader structure–agency debate – a theoretical framework that has rarely been adopted 

in previous comparative citizenship studies. The four main factors explored in this study 

provide a good basis for uncovering the structural and agency underpinnings of 

citizenship policies. This thesis holds the view that the shape of citizenship policy is 

ultimately determined by political actors who are guided by their ideological views 

(agency) and act within certain structural constraints (structure). In this study, agency is 

represented by two political factors – the left–right ideological position of governments, 

and the strength of far-right parties. This thesis shows that the size of the expatriate and 

kin minority population(s) and the importance of national minority issues are two of the 

main structural constraints that shape the environment in which decisions on citizenship 

policy are taken in the CEE region. 

The study reveals how citizenship policy outcomes in the CEE region are affected by 

multiple combinations of structural and agency forces. Using Fuzzy-Set Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis (fs/QCA), the thesis finds that inclusive access to nationality rules 

in the CEE region are related to the absence of important national minority issues and 

electorally successful far-right parties. Additionally, I identify three different causal paths 

that lead to restrictive access to nationality rules. The first path is characterised by the 

combination of electorally strong far-right parties and large expatriate and kin populations 

abroad. This path was observed in Romania and Hungary – countries that have sizable 

kin minorities in neighbouring countries. The second path towards restrictive citizenship 

comprises a short period of left-wing government rule, electorally strong far-right parties 

and the high importance of national minority issues. This causal combination was present 

in Estonia, Latvia and Slovakia – countries that faced important difficulties in the 

integration of national minorities and had right-leaning party systems. Finally, the third 

path towards restrictive citizenship legislation was identified in Bulgaria, where a short 

period of left-wing government rule was combined with large expatriate and kin 
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populations abroad and high importance of national minority issues. All causal 

combinations consist of both structural and agency factors. Moreover, this thesis 

provides evidence for the interaction between structure and agency, and uncovers the 

mechanism in which they reinforce each other. 

Third, this research adds to the field of comparative citizenship by using QCA – a method 

that has, so far, not been used in this area of study. Situated in the middle ground 

between quantitative and qualitative research methods, QCA is capable of revealing 

cross-case patterns but relies on the good knowledge of analysed cases at each stage 

of the analysis. QCA was chosen as the main research method of this study due to its 

capacity to reveal multiple combinations of causal conditions leading to liberal or 

restrictive access to citizenship rules. The method is suitable for analysing complex 

policy outcomes for which no easy explanations can be provided. Importantly, QCA is 

capable of showing how agency and structural factors interact in shaping the countries’ 

citizenship policies. The results of the QCA are followed by country case studies aimed 

at illustrating the workings of particular causal combinations in particular settings. Apart 

from revealing the causal mechanisms, the country case studies aim at a deeper 

understanding of citizenship policy development in each country by considering country-

specific factors. Therefore, this thesis combines region-level generalisations with 

country-level qualitative analyses. 

Finally, drawing on Brubaker (1992), this study analyses access to nationality rules for 

non-ethnic immigrants in a broader context of civic and ethnic understandings of 

nationhood. It views citizenship policy as the key domain in which the official 

understanding of nationhood is expressed. While a civic nationalism is conducive to 

liberal access to citizenship rules for immigrants, an ethnic understanding of nationhood 

entails a more exclusive view of citizenship and implies demanding naturalisation 

requirements for non-ethnics. This study concludes that, despite the differences in 

national contexts, key debates on citizenship in the CEE region are almost universally 

linked to a deeper and a more far-reaching discussion on nationhood and the definition 

of nation. CEE countries have historically tilted towards an ethnic understanding of 

nationhood, since the formation of modern nations in the CEE region developed within 

the borders of multi-national empires and was inspired by the commonalities in language, 

culture and ethnicity. However, this thesis maintains that the manifold post-communist 

transition and the processes of democratisation and nation-building in particular created 

the environment in which deeply rooted understandings of nationhood could be 

reinforced or redefined. While no CEE country adopted a civic understanding of 
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nationhood by 2014, the analysis of their citizenship policies clearly indicates that some 

countries in the region have moved much closer towards it than others. 

This thesis is divided into eight chapters. Chapter 2 offers an overview of the main 

findings from previous academic studies dealing with cross-national differences in 

citizenship policies. In addition, this chapter explores the relationship between citizenship 

policies and understandings of nationhood. Chapter 3 identifies and discusses the four 

main factors of citizenship policies included in this study. The chapter also introduces 

the reader to the methodological design used in this study, and discusses the 

operationalisation of the four QCA causal conditions. Chapter 4 provides a brief overview 

of the development of post-communist citizenship policy in each CEE country analysed. 

Chapter 5 offers a short survey of each country’s political developments in post-

communist period, as well as the issues regarding national minorities and kin minority 

populations. Chapter 6 presents the QCA findings, revealing the causal combinations 

leading to liberal and restrictive access to nationality rules in CEE countries. Finally, the 

presentation of country case studies is provided in Chapter 7, followed by the 

conclusions in Chapter 8. 
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2. Literature review 

The literature review is composed of two parts. The first part provides a summary of the 

existing literature on the determinants of citizenship policies. The second section 

discusses the relationship between citizenship policies and understandings of 

nationhood, outlining the theoretical underpinnings of this study. This thesis adopts 

Brubaker’s (1992) view that citizenship is closely bound up with nationhood and national 

identity, and that citizenship policies embody certain understandings of nationhood. 

However, my approach differs from Brubaker’s in that it does not take the stability of the 

dominant understandings of nationhood for granted7. While conceptions of nationhood 

have their roots in the historical circumstances which guided the formation of nations, 

these understandings can be reshaped and redefined. I therefore argue that a causal 

analysis of citizenship policies can also help to identify the specific conditions under 

which the existing understandings of nationhood are reinforced or reshaped. 

2.1. Explaining citizenship policies: an overview of previous studies 

Very little explanatory work has been done on citizenship policies. A recent review of the 

relevant literature (Helbling and Michalowski, 2017) only identified two comparative 

studies investigating why certain countries adopt more restrictive citizenship regulations 

than others (Howard, 2009 and Koopmans et al., 2012). Both of these studies deal with 

the countries of Western Europe, while research on citizenship policies in CEE countries 

is even scarcer. While up until recently the lack of comparative studies in citizenship 

research could be justified by the absence of appropriate tools for measuring citizenship 

policies, the recent development of citizenship policy indices has removed this obstacle. 

As noted by Helbling and Michalowski, a new agenda for immigration and citizenship 

policy research lies in the use of these indices for conducting cross-national explanatory 

studies. 

One of the first authors to conduct a comparative explanatory study of citizenship policies 

is Rogers Brubaker. In his classic book Citizenship and Nationhood in France and 

Germany (1992), Brubaker showed how differing definitions of citizenship have been 

                                                
7 In his comparative analysis of France and Germany, Brubaker claimed that ‘the distinctive and 
deeply rooted French and German understandings of nationhood have remained surprisingly 
robust’ (Brubaker, 1992, p. 3). Nevertheless, Brubaker also admitted that French and German 
understandings of nationhood have been ‘fluid, plastic, and internally contested’. For example, 
the dominant state-centred and assimilationist idiom of nationhood in France has been challenged 
at various points in time by ‘a more ethnocultural counteridiom’ (Ibid., p. 14). However, according 
to Brubaker, the basic traits of the prevailing understandings of nationhood in France and 
Germany have remained the same ‘for several centuries’. 
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shaped and sustained by distinctive and deeply rooted understandings of nationhood 

(Brubaker, 1992, pp. x-xi). Brubaker’s main argument is that the state-centred and 

assimilationist understanding of nationhood in France led to the adoption of an inclusive 

citizenship policy, whereas the ethnocultural and ‘differentialist’ conception of German 

nationhood conditioned a more restrictive type of citizenship regime. While Brubaker’s 

study sparked an increase in scholarly attention to citizenship studies, his conclusions 

have often been an object of criticism – especially after the liberalisation of Germany’s 

citizenship law in 2000. 

The German nationality law of 2000 contained important liberalising elements, including 

the addition of jus soli to the jus sanguinis principle and the reduction of the residence 

requirement for naturalisation applicants. With these changes in citizenship legislation 

Germany made a significant move away from its ethnocultural tradition, although it 

continues to underpin some of the provisions of the citizenship law (Green, 2000, p. 107). 

The case of Germany shows the limitations of Brubaker’s argument. While there is no 

doubt that nationhood traditions matter for citizenship regimes, they cannot explain 

important changes in citizenship legislation. It has been argued that Germany made this 

move in response to significant domestic and international pressures to liberalise its 

citizenship policy (Howard, 2008, p. 43). Key domestic factors included the increase in 

the number of immigrants, the liberal position taken by the courts, and the successful 

efforts of the German state to keep the nationalist far-right in check. Pressure coming 

from international bodies such as the Council of Europe, the European Court of Justice, 

and the European Court of Human Rights was also important, especially given the fact 

that Germany needed a good international image to be able to attract highly-skilled 

workers (Ibid., p. 44). Importantly, these liberalising changes were made possible by the 

dominance of elite politics that did not include widespread consultations with the anti-

immigrant general public (Ibid., p. 58). 

The recent developments of Germany’s citizenship policy stimulated new academic 

efforts to find alternative explanations for citizenship regimes. One of the authors who 

looked for alternative explanations was Christian Joppke, who claimed that there was 

nothing necessary about the relationship between nationhood traditions and citizenship 

policies. In Joppke’s view, Brubaker’s ‘cultural idiom’ approach to nationhood leaves too 

little room for contingency and contestation (Joppke, 1999b, p. 4). Concentrating on why 

citizenship policies change, Joppke claims that the immigration and emigration sides of 

contemporary international migration create two conflicting imperatives for the state: de-

ethnicisation, which manifests itself in the liberalisation of citizenship policy, and re-
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ethnicisation, resulting in more restrictive access to citizenship rules. The political left 

generally supports de-ethnicised citizenship rules which lower the threshold of 

citizenship acquisition for immigrants. By contrast, the political right generally supports 

re-ethnicised citizenship rules, strengthening the ties with members abroad even across 

foreign-born generations (Joppke, 2003, p. 432). Joppke’s theory of citizenship policies 

has been tested in comparative studies which produced mixed results (Howard (2006); 

Janoski (2010); Koopmans et al. (2012)). 

The comparative approach to the study of citizenship policies was taken even further by 

Marc Morjé Howard. Howard (2009) compared EU-15 countries using his own 

Citizenship Policy Index (CPI), composed of three key component parts – jus soli, 

residency requirement, and dual citizenship for immigrants. He developed two kinds of 

explanations, attempting to explain both historical variation and more recent continuity 

and change in citizenship policies in EU-15 countries. According to Howard, the liberal 

pattern of citizenship policies observed in France, Belgium and the United Kingdom is 

the result of the combination of their colonialist past and early democratisation. According 

to Howard, colonialism created more openness in both the national identity and the 

institutions of these countries, while early democratisation enabled the establishment of 

a civic concept of inclusion (Howard, 2009, pp. 42-43)8. Howard also concluded that the 

key factor for explaining different citizenship outcomes, in shorter perspective, is whether 

public opinion gets ‘activated’ politically by a far-right party or movement. If the far-right 

becomes mobilised, the liberalising forces are said to be ‘trumped’ by this powerful and 

restrictive force which can exert disproportionate influence on the entire political 

spectrum. Although Howard tends to agree with Joppke that citizenship liberalisation is 

more likely to occur when the left is in power, the most important factor for him is the 

relative strength of far-right parties (Howard, 2010). 

Howard’s The Politics of Citizenship in Europe has a chapter on 12 EU accession 

countries, including all ten CEE countries analysed in this research. However, Howard 

does not analyse the differences between citizenship policies in CEE countries and 

concentrates on explaining their generally restrictive character instead. Drawing on 

Andrè Liebich’s text published in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (2009), Howard claims 

that the leaders of CEE countries ‘sought to assert their authority by creating (overly) 

tough measures on citizenship’, embedding a strong sense of ethnic identity and national 

                                                
8 The relationship between colonialist past and citizenship was confirmed by Janoski (2010), 
although the object of his work was naturalisation rates. 
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membership (Howard, 2009, p. 191). Howard also stressed that CEE citizenship policies 

have tended to focus on emigrants rather than immigrants. 

Another study focusing on the changes in citizenship policies was carried out by Sara 

W. Goodman (2009). Asking why certain states adopt obligatory integration 

requirements, Goodman concludes that civic integration tests are likely to be used if 

there is a high volume of non-EU foreign populations within the context of traditional 

immigrant receiving states. Furthermore, for civic integration requirements to be 

adopted, popular pressures to ‘do something’ about immigration problems must be in 

place. These pressures are usually activated when there are popular and electoral costs 

associated with inaction. These costs can manifest in several ways, including low 

popularity ratings, further integration problems, electoral outcomes, and the possibility of 

an oppositional party (especially the far-right) taking advantage of a majority party’s 

unpopularity (Goodman, 2009, p. 102). 

Koopmans, Michalowski and Waibel (2012) ask to what extent the historical differences 

in citizenship policies – as explained by Brubaker and Howard – have endured since 

1980 and which factors can explain their expansions and restrictions. The authors 

analyse the determinants of citizenship rights for immigrants in ten Western European 

countries. According to the authors’ definition, immigrant citizenship rights are not limited 

to access to nationality and include the rights of resident aliens, as well as rights 

extended to minority ethnic or religious groups of immigrant origin, irrespective of their 

nationality status. Koopmans et al. find that EU membership and strong courts do not 

result in more inclusive immigrant citizenship rights. However, the authors find strong 

evidence of path dependence in the form of a powerful effect of the level of immigrant 

rights in 1980 on subsequent levels. A high share of voters of immigrant origin leads to 

higher subsequent levels of immigrant rights while a high vote share of right-wing populist 

parties reduces subsequent levels of immigrant rights. Koopmans et al. also observe that 

government incumbency of the right or left is not systematically associated with lower or 

higher levels of immigrant rights, rejecting Joppke’s argument on the relevance of 

political ideology. 

In 2017, Koopmans and Michalowski published the results of another cross-national 

study on the determinants of immigrant citizenship rights. This research is geographically 

broadest study of immigrant rights undertaken so far, covering 44 countries across all 

continents (including several non-democratic, non-OECD, and non-Western countries). 

All ten CEE countries that are part of my research have been included in Koopmans and 

Michalowski study as well. In this article, Koopmans and Michalowski seek to explain a 
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strong degree of continuity in terms of immigrant rights in the 1980-2008 period. 

Confirming one of Howard’s conclusions, Koopmans and Michalowski found that former 

colonial powers are more likely to extend rights to immigrants. The authors also 

concluded that significantly more inclusive immigrant rights policies are found in former 

colonies that developed through mass immigration of settlers. Based on these findings, 

the authors claim that both former colonial powers and settler countries accumulated 

more experience with cultural difference and immigration, making them more open to 

immigrants (Koopmans and Michalowski, 2017, p. 65). Koopmans and Michalowski also 

found a positive relationship between the degree of democracy and the level of immigrant 

rights. However, no difference in immigrant rights between supposedly ’civic-nationalist’ 

early nation-states and supposedly ‘ethnic-nationalist’ latecomer nations was found, 

adding to a growing critique of Brubaker’s theory on the importance of nationhood 

traditions. Finally, strong embeddedness in international organisations and commitment 

to international treaties and human rights norms have not been found to lead to more 

inclusive immigrant rights. 

To sum up, relatively few cross-national studies of citizenship policies have been 

conducted so far and existing work primarily concentrates on Western Europe. While the 

number of relevant studies is rather low, they still offer a wide range of explanations for 

access to citizenship. In order to make sense of this variety, the classic distinction 

between structure and agency factors might be useful. Surprisingly, this distinction and 

its potential usefulness have not been reflected on by other authors in the citizenship 

field. In fact, it is highly likely that a given set of access to citizenship rules is a result of 

the combination of structure and agency factors. The key challenge is to unravel those 

combinations, and this study presents an attempt to do so. A discussion on how 

structure–agency distinction is conceptualised and used in this study is provided in 

Chapter 3. 

2.2. Citizenship policies and understandings of nationhood 

The concept of ‘citizenship’ forms an integral part of nationalism studies. In this academic 

field, the citizenship status has often been viewed as a direct marker of membership in 

the political community of the nation-state. Turner (1997) notes that when people 

become citizens ‘they also become members of a political community with a particular 

territory and history’ (p. 9). In the same article, he goes on to equate citizenship identities 

with national identities. According to Brubaker, citizenry is usually conceived as a nation 

– as something more cohesive than a mere aggregate of persons who happen legally to 

belong to the state (Brubaker, 1992, p. 21). In his view, the sources of citizenship policy 
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can be found in deeply rooted understandings of nationhood. However, while Brubaker 

claims that deeply rooted ‘conceptions of nationhood […] have determined the tracks 

along which the politics of citizenship has been driven by the dynamic of interests’ (Ibid., 

p. 17), I argue that countries have the ability to change the directions of these tracks. In 

other words, while understandings of nationhood have their roots in the historical 

circumstances which guided the formation of nations, these conceptions can be 

reshaped and redefined. This is particularly likely to happen at a time of radical political 

change – the kind of change that was witnessed in CEE after the fall of communist 

regimes. Therefore, through the analysis of citizenship policies, this thesis presents an 

attempt to identify the specific conditions under which deeply rooted understandings of 

nationhood have been reinforced or reshaped in the CEE region. 

In this study, understandings of nationhood are conceptualised through the classic 

distinction between civic and ethnic nationalism9, where ‘civic’ points to the primacy of 

common territory and laws while ‘ethnic’ emphasises common descent. A brief review of 

the literature on civic and ethnic forms of nationalism is therefore required. It is provided 

in the first part of this section which, apart from presenting the logic behind the civic–

ethnic distinction, reviews its critique and offers a debate on its usefulness. The second 

part of this section provides details on how the analytical distinction between civic and 

ethnic nationalism has been used in citizenship studies and outlines the approach used 

in this study. 

2.2.1. Civic and ethnic understandings of nationhood 

Nationalism, nationalist movements and nations assume different shapes depending on 

historical, political and cultural contexts. In the face of these stark differences, some 

scholars of nationalism have struggled to provide a unitary definition and conception of 

                                                
9 The adjectives ‘civic’ and ‘ethnic’ are usually used to denote forms of nationalism rather than 
understandings of nationhood. However, while Brubaker prefers to use the term ‘understanding 
of nationhood’, he seems to treat it as a synonym for ‘form of nationalism’. For instance, in the 
introduction of Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany, he argues that ‘the opposition 
between the French and German understandings of nationhood and forms of nationalism remains 
indispensable’. Other authors prefer to use the terms ‘definition of nation’ (Zubrzycki, 2002) or 
‘definition of sovereignty’ (Nedelsky, 2009). In this thesis, the terms ‘understandings of 
nationhood’, ‘forms of nationalism’, ‘definition of nation’, and ‘definition of sovereignty’ are used 
interchangeably and are all described as civic or ethnic. It is worth noting that Brubaker avoided 
using the civic–ethnic distinction, describing the understandings of nationhood in France and 
Germany as ‘state-centred and assimilationist’ and ‘ethnocultural’, respectively. Moreover, he 
criticises the civic–ethnic distinction as both analytically and normatively ambiguous (Brubaker, 
1999). That said, his description of the differences between ‘state-centred’ and ‘ethnocultural’ 
understandings of nationhood is very similar to the classic distinction between civic and ethnic 
nationalism. This thesis uses the terms ‘civic’ and ‘ethnic’ due to their much more widespread use 
in citizenship literature. 
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the phenomenon under study (Smith, 1991, p. 79). For instance, what commonalities 

could we refer to when analysing the emergence of the modern French nation in the late 

eighteenth century and the creation of independent Baltic nation-states after the First 

World War? We would probably find more differences than similarities. While these 

events were driven by very different historical forces and carried through by nationalist 

movements with context-specific goals and visions, both of them fall under the broad 

term of ‘nationalism’. Therefore, according to the basic contextualist argument espoused 

by a certain number of historians, nationalism is best analysed by focusing on the 

particularities of each specific instance (Ibid., p. 79). However, the contextualist view 

does not leave enough space for more general sociological questions about the 

formation of nations and the universal traits of nationalist movements across the world. 

To ‘recognise the importance of broadly differing contexts without sacrificing the 

possibility of more general comparisons’, typologies of nationalist movements and 

nations are needed (Ibid., p. 80). 

One of the best-known typologies of this kind was formulated by Hans Kohn (1891-1971), 

a philosopher and historian considered to be the pioneer of the academic study of 

nationalism. In his ground-breaking book The Idea of Nationalism, Kohn contrasted 

Western nationalism with the kind of nationalism found outside of the Western World, 

notably in CEE and Asia. Kohn noted that the rise of nationalism in the Western world 

‘was preceded by the formation of the future national state, or, as in the case of the 

United States, coincided with it’ (Kohn, 1946, p. 329). For this reason, Western 

nationalism mainly developed as a movement of political reform, relying on the 

Enlightenment principles of ‘individual liberty and rational cosmopolitanism’ (Ibid., p. 

330). In contrast, outside of the Western world nationalism ‘grew in protest against and 

in conflict with the existing state pattern – not primarily to transform it into a people’s 

state, but to redraw the political boundaries in conformity with ethnographic demands’ 

(Ibid., p. 329). In the absence of a state in which the nationalist vision could be realised, 

this kind of nationalism found its primary expression in the cultural field. Nationalism in 

CEE and in Asia was driven by ‘poets and scholars’ who created ‘an ideal fatherland’ by 

employing ‘the myths of the past and the dreams of the future’ (Ibid., pp. 329-330). 

Contrasting ‘rational’ Western nationalism with a different type of nationalism based on 

‘traditional ties of kinship and status’ and supposedly suffering from ‘inferiority complex’ 

(Ibid., pp. 330-331), Kohn described his typology in clearly normative terms. 

Kohn’s distinction between Western and Eastern nationalisms was further elaborated by 

another important author in the field of nationalism studies – Anthony D. Smith. While 
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Smith noted certain empirical inconsistencies in this West-East divide10, he viewed 

Kohn’s ‘philosophical distinction between a more rational and a more organic version of 

nationalist ideology’ as valid and useful (Smith, 1991, p. 81). Acknowledging the 

imperfections of geographical typologies, Smith provided the detailed description of 

‘civic’ and ‘ethnic’ nationalisms – the ideal types that broadly corresponded to Kohn’s 

distinction between ‘West’ and ‘the rest’ (Ibid., p. 81)11. Smith’s civic model is primarily 

characterised by its spatial/territorial conception of nation. The proponents of civic 

nationalism stress the importance of the relationship between people and their 'historic' 

land, the 'homeland' (Ibid., p. 9). Also, civic nation is perceived as a political community 

united by common laws and institutions. Finally, this community shares legal equality 

(ensured by citizenship status) and a common civic culture and ideology. 

In contrast, the ‘ethnic’ nation is first and foremost a community of presumed common 

descent. While according to the civic conception, individuals can choose to which nation 

they belong, membership in the ‘ethnic’ nation is determined by birth. Compared to the 

civic model, ethnic nationalism places more emphasis on ‘the will of the people’ and 

vernacular culture (usually languages and customs) (Ibid., p. 12). Importantly, Smith 

stresses that ‘every nationalism contains civic and ethnic elements in varying degrees 

and different forms’ (Ibid., p. 13). In Smith’s view, it is ‘this very multidimensionality that 

has made national identity such a flexible and persistent force in modern life and politics, 

and allowed it to combine effectively with other powerful ideologies and movements, 

without losing its character’ (Ibid., p. 13). 

Both Kohn’s and Smith’s typologies of nationalism12 attracted a great deal of academic 

criticism. Much of it was aimed at the simplistic and empirically fragile geographical 

division between Western and Eastern nationalisms. In particular, critics pointed to the 

obvious manifestations of ethnic nationalism in the West. To emphasise the relative 

character of this geographically-based typology, Brubaker (1999) referred to the violent 

conflicts in Northern Ireland and the Basque country, ethnopolitical conflict in Belgium 

and the electoral successes of xenophobic parties in many Western countries. Similarly, 

Spencer and Wollman (1998) claimed that nationalist discourses in France, Britain and 

                                                
10 Namely, Smith pointed to the manifestations of the ‘Eastern’ type of nationalism in Ireland and 
later nineteenth-century France and the rational ideal in some versions of Czech, Hungarian and 
Zionist nationalisms (Smith, 1991, p. 79). 
11 While classifying nationalisms into civic and ethnic types, Smith did not completely reject 
geographical markers. In his classic book National Identity, he sometimes categorised the two 
types of nationalism as ‘Western civic’ and ‘Eastern ethnic’. 
12 Apart from the two dichotomies discussed here there are many others that overlap with ‘civic–
ethnic’ typology, including ‘voluntaristic–organic’, ‘political–cultural’ and ‘liberal–illiberal’. 
However, a brief overview of Kohn’s and Smith’s work is sufficient for the goals of this study. 
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the USA did not correspond to the ideals of the ‘Western civic’ model. Moreover, Kuzio 

(2002) contends that most states in post-communist Europe were constructed along 

‘civic, inclusive lines’ (Kuzio, 2002, p. 28). Analysing the survey data from 15 countries, 

Shulman (2002a) found that people from Western civic nations are more ‘ethnic’ in their 

views than is usually recognised, while countries in CEE – based on selected survey 

questions – are more civic and less ethnic than Western countries. Also, critics claimed 

that a country’s attribution to the group of civic or ethnic nations may change in time. For 

example, Kuzio (2002) noted that the American national idea was ‘initially ethnically 

narrow and only gradually evolved into a civic variant after the 1960s’ (Kuzio, 2002, p. 

35). 

The analytical utility of the civic–ethnic distinction has also been put into question. 

According to Brubaker (1999), the main problem with using the civic–ethnic dichotomy 

as an analytical tool lies in the deeply ambiguous nature of the terms ‘ethnic’ and ‘civic’. 

In particular, it is unclear whether common culture and language can be treated as an 

exclusive trait of ethnic nationalism. Both ethnic and civic nations have their ethnocultural 

core(s) (Kuzio, 2002, p. 20) and use the dominant culture as a unifying factor. Therefore, 

defining ethnic nationalism as ethnocultural would mean that ‘virtually all nationalisms 

would have to be coded as ethnic’ (Brubaker, 1999, p. 60). The unclear place of culture 

in the ethnic–civic scheme makes it difficult to apply this dichotomy even if one rests on 

the assumption that nationalisms usually combine civic and ethnic elements. If the 

definition of key terms lacks clarity, classifying an ‘element’ may be as difficult as 

classifying an entire ‘case’ (Ibid., p. 62). 

Another line of criticism has targeted the supposedly ‘inclusive’ character of civic 

nationalism. According to Brubaker, ‘all understandings of nationhood and all forms of 

nationalism are simultaneously inclusive and exclusive’ (Ibid., p. 64). It is ‘the bases or 

criteria of inclusion and exclusion’ that separate different kinds of nationalism. Similarly, 

Spencer and Wollman (1998) maintain that every type of nationalism – independent of 

its form – follows an essentially exclusionary logic. The nation always has to be defined 

in relation to the ‘Other’. 

Some of the criticism described above can be addressed by restating Smith’s argument 

on the multidimensional nature of nationalism. Irrespective of its geographical 

placement, each nationalism has civic and ethnic dimensions. However, the relative 

importance of these two dimensions is not the same in different nations. According to 

Smith, civic and ethnic elements are combined ‘in varying proportions in particular cases’ 

(Smith, 1991, p. 15). Moreover, these proportions are not static – they are sensitive to 
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various factors that push a country’s nationalism towards civic or ethnic poles. Therefore, 

the fact that certain ethnic traits are found in nominally civic nations should not be seen 

as challenging the very validity of the civic–ethnic dichotomy. While purely civic or purely 

ethnic definitions of nation are but ideal types with no empirical equivalents, this does 

not discredit the use of the civic–ethnic typology as an analytical tool, as long as the 

meaning of ‘civic’ and ‘ethnic’ components is clear13. 

In this context, Brubaker’s point on the ambiguity of the terms ‘civic’ and ‘ethnic’ is 

particularly relevant. While, as suggested by Brubaker, both ethnic and civic nations14 

have an ethnic ‘core’ and a dominant culture, ethnicity does not play an equally important 

role in all countries. For example, ethnic identity should not constitute an important 

consideration when defining membership in the civic nation. In a civic country, people of 

a ‘core’ ethnicity should not be given preferential access to citizenship – something that 

would seem completely justified in the country where the dominant form of nationalism 

is ethnic. Also, one would assume that non-ethnics should be presented with easier 

access to nationality in civic compared to ethnic countries. Therefore, a general 

statement that all nationalisms are by nature exclusive obscures the fact that the bases 

and the degrees of this exclusion are different depending on the type of dominant 

nationalism in the country. This example also illustrates the intimate link between the 

civic–ethnic typology of nationalism and access to citizenship rules. This issue is 

addressed in the following section. 

2.2.2. Citizenship policy as a reflection of official understandings of nationhood 

If the nature of nations and nationalisms is heterogeneous, the central question becomes 

the following: what are the possible ways of assessing how ‘civic’ or ‘ethnic’ each 

understanding of nationhood is? There are multiple methods in which ‘civicness’ and 

‘ethnicness’ can be measured in particular cases. Some scholars have looked at how 

national identity is understood and defined by the general public (e.g. Shulman, 2002a; 

Reeskens and Hooghe, 2010) or what definitions of nation are enshrined in the texts of 

the countries’ Constitutions (e.g. Nedelsky, 2009; Zubrzycki, 2001). According to the 

literature, the civic–ethnic dichotomy can also be operationalised through the analysis of 

various public policies that have the potential to reflect a country’s civic or ethnic 

                                                
13 For good examples of how civic–ethnic dichotomy is successfully employed in empirical 
research, see Nedelsky, 2009; Zubrzycki, 2001. 
14 Here and below the terms ‘civic nation’ and ‘ethnic nation’ are used as ideal types rather than 
as empirical categories. 
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orientation, including immigration, integration, citizenship and language (e.g. Kunovich, 

2009; Koning, 2011). 

For the most part, manifestations of understandings of nationhood are to be found in 

either legal/public policy or popular spheres. The difference between the two spheres is 

sufficiently large to claim that the ‘understanding of nationhood’ is not a unitary concept. 

In fact, while this is not always explicitly stated in relevant academic writing, scholars 

usually analyse one of the two different kinds of conceptions of nationhood – popular 

(e.g. Janmaat, 2006) or official (e.g. Bastia and vom Hau, 2014). While state policies and 

constitutions express the official (state) definition of a nation, public views embody the 

popular understanding of nationhood. The democratic setting should form the basis for 

the congruence between the official and popular versions of nationhood. However, in 

practice, substantial differences between the two conceptions cannot be ruled out15. Both 

can undergo important changes in time – becoming more ethnic or more civic – despite 

being guided by deeply rooted nationhood traditions (Janmaat, 2006, pp. 71-72; Vom 

Hau, 2009). However, while a popular understanding of nationhood is expected to follow 

a trajectory of gradual change, official conceptions can be transformed more rapidly 

through the adoption of new policies. Since this thesis is focused on citizenship policies, 

it is only concerned with official understandings of nationhood. 

As suggested above, official understandings of nationhood are embodied in the 

countries’ constitutions and a number of their public policies, such as immigration, 

integration, citizenship and language. However, deriving understandings of nationhood 

from the material found in legal acts and policy documents has some limitations. Since 

changes to the text of the country’s constitution are usually very rare, treating a 

constitution as the main or even the only source of official understandings of nationhood 

generally rests on the assumption that these conceptions are highly stable. However, 

the content of the constitution is always ingrained in the specific historical, political and 

social context in which it was adopted. While the constitution may remain unchanged, 

these circumstances can significantly change, causing a shift in the dominant 

understanding of nationhood. This is well illustrated by the fact that, in some cases, 

public policies (which are much more flexible) and the constitution may point to different 

conceptions of nationhood (Nedelsky, 2003; Přibáň, 2004). 

                                                
15 For example, Nedelsky (2009) notes that the Czech public attitudes do not always correspond 
to the civic definition of the Czech nation despite the fact that the civic principle is enshrined in 
the country’s constitution (p. 264). 



29 

 

Moreover, it can be argued that some of the public policies mentioned above are also 

relatively poor indicators of understandings of nationhood. For example, liberal 

immigration policy is often justified by the need to fill temporary gaps in the country’s 

labour market. Given that this policy – at least in the minds of the policy makers who 

have put in place – is not supposed to have any immediate implications on how the nation 

or its membership are defined, it would hardly be correct to treat it as a manifestation of 

a civic understanding of nationhood. Also, in view of the universal importance of culture 

and language discussed in the first part of this chapter (Brubaker, 1999; Kuzio, 2002), it 

is not immediately clear whether protective language and strict integration policies 

embody a civic or an ethnic understanding of nationhood. 

This thesis adopts the view that the most accurate representation of the official 

understanding of nationhood is to be found in citizenship policy. A convincing case for 

the close relationship between citizenship policies and understandings of nationhood 

was made by Brubaker in his classic study of citizenship regimes in France and 

Germany. According to him (1992), citizenship in a nation-state is intimately linked with 

nationhood and national identity. Citizenship policy is closely intertwined with 

understandings of nationhood because it defines the rules that govern the inclusion of 

persons to the body of citizens usually equated with the nation (Brubaker, 1992, p. 21). 

The goal of any citizenship policy is therefore to set the terms under which people are 

included and excluded from the national community16. It is for this reason that the 

‘proposals to redefine the legal criteria of citizenship raise large and ideologically charged 

questions of nationhood and national belonging’ (Ibid., p. 182). While Brubaker’s analysis 

was limited to France and Germany, his observation that the politics of citizenship ‘is first 

and foremost a politics of nationhood’ is widely applicable. 

This study shares Brubaker’s view that citizenship policies embody certain 

understandings of nationhood. Furthermore, I share the view that access to nationality 

rules – the main focus of this study – can be analysed within the civic–ethnic analytical 

framework (Koning, 2011). Due to its universalist and inclusive character, the civic 

                                                
16 While Western (civic) nationalism equates citizenship status with membership in the nation 
(Shulman, 2002a, p. 555), the same cannot be said about ethnic nationalism. Membership in the 
ethnic nation is determined by birth and does not depend on the citizenship status. However, this 
does not mean that citizenship policies in the countries where the ethnic definition of nation is 
dominant are somehow less important or relevant than in the civic countries. In fact, chapter 7 of 
this study shows how some CEE countries where the ethnic definition of nationhood is dominant 
(most notably Hungary and Bulgaria) set facilitated naturalisation procedures for kin minorities 
and use them as a nation-building tool. This can be interpreted as a clear indication that ethnic 
countries aim to increase the overlap between the political community of citizens and the titular 
ethnic group by means of their citizenship policies. 
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understanding of nationhood is conducive to liberal access to citizenship rules for 

immigrants. Since ethnic identity is not supposed to play an important role in setting the 

criteria of membership in a civic nation17, immigrants aspiring to acquire the citizenship 

of a civic country should not be made subject to high access to nationality requirements. 

In contrast, ethnic nations, placing a much stronger emphasis on ethnicity, are likely to 

put in place demanding naturalisation requirements for non-ethnic immigrants18. For 

example, the minimum residence period for naturalising foreigners should generally be 

lower in a civic country than in an ethnic country. Also, while some ethnic countries may 

prohibit dual nationality for non-ethnic immigrants, this rule is unlikely to be put in place 

in a civic country. Therefore, countries can be placed on a civic–ethnic continuum on the 

basis of their access to nationality rules (Koning, 2011, p. 1975). 

So far, I have stressed Brubaker’s influence on the theoretical approach adopted in this 

study. Like Brubaker, this study maintains that understandings of nationhood are 

reflected in citizenship policies. The main difference between Brubaker’s theory and the 

approach offered in this thesis concerns the continuity and stability of understandings of 

nationhood. One of the central claims of Brubaker’s Citizenship and Nationhood in 

France and Germany is that the basic traits of the prevailing understandings of 

nationhood in France and Germany have remained the same ‘for several centuries’ 

(Brubaker, 1992, p. 14). While Brubaker leaves some space for the fluidity of these 

conceptions, his emphasis is very much on their stability and robustness. In contrast, 

while this study admits that conceptions of nationhood have their roots in the historical 

circumstances which guided the formation of nations, it maintains that these 

understandings can be heavily reshaped and redefined (Janmaat, 2006, pp. 71-72; vom 

Hau, 2009). Despite the unquestionable importance of nationhood traditions, ‘tradition 

and the past are always subject to challenge by the present’ (Přibáň, 2004, p. 416). It is 

therefore not unimaginable that the prevailing official understanding of nationhood 

considerably deviates from the original conception of nationhood ‘inherited’ from the 

early stages of the modern nation’s history. Furthermore, this study claims that the 

                                                
17 Once again, any use of the terms ‘civic nation’ and ‘ethnic nation’ refers to ideal types rather 
than empirical categories. 
18 This interpretation of the relationship between the ethnic understanding of nationhood and 
citizenship policy can also be found in Brubaker’s description of the ethnocultural understanding 
of nationhood in Germany. According to Brubaker, the German understanding of nationhood ‘is 
embodied and expressed in a definition of citizenship that is remarkably open to ethnic German 
immigrants from Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, but remarkably closed to non-German 
immigrants’ (Brubaker, 1992, p. 3). 
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reframing of the official understanding of nationhood is most likely to happen at a time of 

radical political and societal transformation (Ibid., p. 408). 

An important part of Brubaker’s description of French and German understandings of 

nationhood is formed by the discussion on the historical formation of the two nations. 

According to Brubaker, the ethnocultural understanding of nationhood in Germany was 

conditioned by the fact that German national feeling developed prior to the creation of 

the unified state. Since this pre-political German nation was conceived ‘as an organic 

cultural, linguistic, or racial community’ (Brubaker, 1992, p. 1), the prevailing 

understanding of nationhood in the modern German state could only be framed in 

ethnocultural terms. In contrast, the idea of the French nation emerged within the 

structure of the existing state and assumed a distinctively political, non-ethnic form. From 

this perspective, all ten CEE countries analysed in this study are much closer to the 

German model of nationhood. At the time when national consciousnesses were forming 

in the CEE region, none of the analysed CEE states possessed independent statehood. 

Language, culture and ethnicity were the key drivers of the CEE national movements in 

the nineteenth century, and the key pillars on which their claims to sovereignty was 

based. Moreover, the ethnocultural conception of nationhood was institutionalised under 

the Soviet nationality regime that viewed separate Soviet republics as ‘belonging’ to 

titular ethnocultural nations19 (Brubaker, 1996). As a result, all post-communist CEE 

countries analysed in this study ‘inherited’ a deeply rooted ethnic understanding of 

nationhood20 (Přibáň, 2004, p. 416). 

Nevertheless, the post-communist period in CEE countries was marked by wide-ranging 

political, economic, and social transformations. The changes that took place after the fall 

of the communist regime included the democratisation of political regimes and the 

marketisation of economies. It has even been claimed that the post-communist 

democratic consolidation in the CEE region implied the refashioning of these countries 

according to the civic model (Kuzio, 2002, p. 35). Moreover, due to the weakness of 

inherited state institutions and the (re-)emergence of CEE countries as nation-states, 

post-communist elites had to additionally deal with the complicated tasks of state and 

nation-building (Tolz, 1998; Kuzio, 2001). The process of nation-building has been 

                                                
19 While Brubaker only applied this observation to former Soviet republics (including Estonia, 
Latvia, Lithuania), a similar logic holds for the Warsaw Pact countries. Effectively accountable to 
the Soviet Union, those countries were formally ‘owned’ by, and served the interests of, the 
dominant ethnocultural nations. 
20 This does not mean that CEE countries’ nationhood traditions have no civic traits. However, 
mainly due to the historical circumstances of nation formation described here, the ethnic element 
is ‘stronger’ of the two (Přibáň, 2004, p. 416). 
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understood as ‘defining ‘who are we the people’ and fostering the people’s national 

identity, i.e. their sense of belonging to one distinct community’ (Tolz, 1998, p. 993). This 

thesis maintains that the manifold post-communist transition and the processes of 

democratisation and nation-building in particular created the environment in which 

deeply rooted understandings of nationhood were reinforced or redefined. In the post-

communist period of discontinuity, new identities were constituted and codified (Přibáň, 

2004, p. 408). In the background of radical political and societal changes, deviation from 

the ‘traditional’ ethnic understanding of nationhood in favour of a (supposedly) more 

democratic, more Western civic form of nationalism was possible and, in fact, considered 

by CEE countries’ political and intellectual elites (Nedelsky, 2009; Zubrzycki, 2001). As 

explained above, it is also assumed that the official understandings of nationhood are 

reflected in CEE countries’ citizenship policies. Therefore, the factors that are shown to 

affect the inclusiveness of access to nationality rules for immigrants would also help to 

explain the ‘civicness’ or ‘ethnicness’ of official understandings of nationhood. 

This approach has a few important limitations. First, as elaborated above, citizenship 

policy is just one of the policy areas where official understandings of nationhood are 

embodied. Therefore, a full picture of the CEE countries’ official understandings of 

nationhood could only be derived by looking into the whole set of policy areas in which 

these conceptions are expressed. This cannot be done within the scope of this thesis. 

Also, a modification of the country’s access to nationality rules does not necessarily 

mean that the official understanding of nationhood is changing. A lot of the changes in 

citizenship policy are simply not substantial enough to be discussed in a broad theoretical 

context of nationhood. Nevertheless, I adopt the view that important differences in the 

inclusiveness of CEE countries’ citizenship regimes signal significant differences in their 

official understandings of nationhood (Koning, 2011, p. 1976). Providing the explanation 

for the former tells us something about the reasons for the latter. 

Finally, the use of the civic–ethnic analytical framework generates certain expectations 

regarding the cohesiveness and integrity of citizenship policies. The co-existence of two 

or more policy provisions expressing entirely different conceptions of nationhood in one 

citizenship legislation is highly unlikely. For example, a country with restrictive access to 

nationality rules for immigrants is more likely to apply a facilitated naturalisation 

procedure for the members of the ‘core’ ethnicity than a country with inclusive access to 

nationality rules. This is because restrictive access to nationality rules for immigrants can 

be seen as implying the underlying ‘ethnic preference’ in the country’s citizenship 

legislation. The relationship between these two elements of a country’s citizenship policy 
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may also be described the other way round – countries that offer a facilitated path to 

citizenship for the members of the main ethnic group are expected to set restrictive 

access to nationality rules for immigrants. A close link between these two elements of 

citizenship policy is postulated in Brubaker’s definition of ethnocultural understanding of 

nationhood in Germany. Brubaker argues that the ethnocultural, differentialist conception 

of nationhood is expressed ‘in a definition of citizenship that is remarkably open to ethnic 

German immigrants from Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, but remarkably closed 

to non-German immigrants’ (Brubaker, 1992, p. 3). The analysis of citizenship policies in 

CEE countries presented in this thesis rests on the assumption that access to nationality 

rules for co-ethnics and non-ethnics are indeed closely related, and can even be viewed 

as two sides of the same coin.  
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3. Methods and hypotheses 

The main method used in this study is Fuzzy-Set Qualitative Comparative Analysis 

(fs/QCA). Requiring good familiarity with cases, but also capable of revealing cross-case 

patterns, QCA is often seen as a bridge between qualitative and quantitative 

methodologies. The key attribute and virtue of QCA is that it allows a researcher to arrive 

at multiple combinations of causal conditions that generate the same outcome. In this 

way, QCA provides elaborate explanations of complex social phenomena – something 

that is often missed out by purely quantitative research designs. 

QCA is particularly well suited to this research for two reasons. First, the literature review 

has confirmed that cross-national differences in access to citizenship do not lend 

themselves to simple explanations. Restrictive and liberal citizenship regimes almost 

certainly result from a combination of factors, and QCA offers a perfect tool for identifying 

them. Most importantly, QCA allows to combine structure and agency factors in one 

explanation – something that has not been done in previous studies on the subject. 

Second, the number of cases analysed in this study makes QCA a natural choice since 

ten countries is more than can be handled in qualitative research and less than is 

required for statistical analysis. It is worth noting that QCA has not been used in the field 

of citizenship studies so far, making this study the first attempt to use this increasingly 

popular method in this research area. 

This chapter is composed of two parts. The first part describes the rationale for selecting 

the four QCA causal conditions – the left–right ideological position of governments, the 

electoral strength of far-right parties, the size of expatriate and kin minority populations, 

and the importance of national minority issues. This section draws heavily on the 

literature review provided in Chapter 2, using it as a guideline for the formulation of 

hypotheses. The second part of this chapter deals with the problem of measurement, 

explaining how the outcome variable – access to nationality rules – and the four causal 

conditions are operationalised in this study. 

3.1. Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA) causal conditions and 

research hypotheses 

QCA is a method that places clear limits on the number of factors that can be included 

in the analysis. In a QCA study with ten cases, the optimal number of causal conditions 

is four (Fiss in De Villiers, 2017, p. 6). The following paragraphs aim to single out the 

factors that are most relevant for the purposes of this research and therefore need to be 

included in the QCA. The assessment of the relevance of each factor is based on two 
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criteria: 1) the amount of empirical support for its effect on citizenship policies; 2) its 

applicability to CEE context. Selected factors will act as causal conditions in the QCA 

and provide the basis for the formulation of hypotheses. Finally, I argue that a couple of 

structural factors that have not been analysed in previous cross-national studies – the 

size of expatriate and kin minority populations and the importance of national minority 

issues – are particularly relevant for explaining citizenship policies in CEE countries and 

should therefore be included in the QCA. 

3.1.1. Determinants of citizenship policies: between structure and agency 

The debate over the primacy of structure or agency has been at the forefront of social 

sciences from the outset. In this discussion, structure refers to social facts over which 

individuals do not have much control (institutions, historical period, geographical 

location, culture etc.) (Musolf, 2003, p. 1) whereas agency implies human choices and 

actions (Wilsford, 2010). Illustrating the ongoing relevance of this long-running 

theoretical debate, explanations of public policies have often favoured structure over 

agency or vice versa. At the same time, a range of scholars with various academic 

interests have looked for a middle ground, seeking to show how structure and agency 

factors interact to produce specific policy outcomes (e.g. Lenschow, 1997; Lieberman, 

2002; Wilsford, 2010). Drawing on these authors, this thesis views structural constraints 

as constituting the environment in which political actors seek to find policy solutions. 

However, it is the political actors that provide meaning to this environment, making policy 

decisions that are informed by ideas, ideologies and interests. I therefore share the view 

that both structural and agency factors should be considered as integral to the 

explanation of public policy outcomes (Lieberman, 2002, p. 709). As mentioned above, 

the combinatorial logic of QCA makes it a suitable method for exploring the interaction 

between structure and agency. 

In citizenship policy studies, structure/agency distinction has tended to be implicit rather 

than explicit. While it is very rare for academics in this field to state their positions on the 

structure/agency debate, the explanations that they offer can be attributed to either 

structural or agency categories. Drawing on the literature review, Table 1 labels the 

independent variables that have been used by different authors to explain citizenship 

policy outcomes as either relating to structure or agency. 
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Table 1. Structural and agency determinants of citizenship policy as identified in previous literature 

Structure Agency 

Number of non-European foreign 
residents (Goodman, 2009) 

Left–right incumbency (Joppke, 
2003; Janoski, 2010; Howard, 
2006) 

Share of voters of immigrant 
origin (Koopmans et al., 2012) 

The strength of far-right parties 
(Howard, 2009; Goodman, 2009; 
Koopmans et al., 2012) 

EU membership (Bauböck, 
Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 
2009) 

 

Nationhood tradition (Brubaker, 
1992) 

 

Time of democratisation 
(Howard, 2009) 

 

Prior experience with 
immigration (Goodman, 2009) 

 

Previous level of immigrant 
citizenship rights (Koopmans et 
al., 2012) 

 

Legacy of settler country 
(Koopmans et al., 2017; Janoski, 
2010) 

 

Public/electoral pressure to ‘do 
something’ about immigration 
(Goodman, 2009) 

 

Strength of national courts 
(Joppke, 1999) 

 

Source: prepared by the author based on the literature review 

Most of the factors identified in the relevant literature are structural as they impose 

certain constraints (either liberal or restrictive) on political actors. While some of the 

structural factors are long-term (e.g. nationhood tradition, colonialist past) and others are 

more immediate (e.g. EU membership), their presumed influence on citizenship policies 

is mediated by the actions (or the lack of them) of the key players in the democratic 

political arena: political parties. Since left–right incumbency and the strength of far-right 

parties point to the importance of political parties (the actors that directly shape 

citizenship policies), these factors are categorised as agency (see Table 1). 

As in any other area of social research, the distinction between structure and agency 

used in this study is by no means straightforward or uncomplicated. Structure and 

agency interact – structural factors are upheld and reinforced by individual actions, while 

agents (e.g. left-wing or far-right parties) are affected by structural constraints. However, 

this perspective provides a useful analytical separation between the actors that shape 

citizenship policies and external (structural) factors that limit their actions. The electoral 

success of political parties (although not immune to structural pressures) largely depends 

on their capacity to present themselves to the general public and attract its support. 

Incumbency is dependent on both electoral success and the kind of decisions party 
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leaders take on participation in the government. In this sense, the opportunities that 

political parties obtain to affect citizenship policies depend on their own actions. Once in 

government, political parties can change citizenship policies, but operate under 

important structural constraints imposed by, for example, the prevailing views of the 

general public or the position of national courts. In practice, it is likely that citizenship 

policies are affected by a combination of structural and agency factors. Surprisingly, the 

potential complementarity of structure and agency factors of citizenship regimes has so 

far been underexplored by scholars in the field. 

Structural factors are characterised by a high degree of stability. Some of them are 

determined by historical circumstances that cannot be reversed (e.g. the legacy of settler 

country, the time of democratisation); others – while more dynamic – are expected to 

change only gradually (e.g. share of voters of immigrant origin, number of non-European 

foreign residents). Due to their stability, structural factors can be seen either as barriers 

to or as facilitators of the liberalisation of access to nationality rules. However, given that 

this study covers a relatively short period of time, the changes in citizenship policies 

cannot be explained by pointing to structural factors alone. In most cases, the ideological 

placement of the ruling coalition and the rise in support for far-right parties will feature in 

the accounts of short-term changes in access to nationality rules.  

In the following paragraphs, each factor identified in Table 1 is discussed with the aim of 

selecting the key causal conditions for the QCA. 

Left–right incumbency. As indicated in the literature review above, Joppke (2003) claims 

that citizenship policy stances are coded in party ideologies. Universalist left-wing parties 

are expected to support inclusive citizenship policies while the particularistic right adopts 

a more restrictive conception of citizenship. Therefore, one may hypothesise that the 

more dominant left parties are, and the more time they spend in government, the more 

likely it is that access to citizenship rules will be made more inclusive. Empirical research 

on this subject has produced mixed results. While Joppke draws on historical examples 

from Western European countries to support his theory and Howard (2010) and Janoski 

(2010) find some empirical support for it too, Koopmans et al. (2012) do not establish 

any connection between left–right incumbency and immigrant citizenship rights in ten 

Western European countries. 

The relevance of political ideology for citizenship policies in CEE countries has not been 

examined so far. The relationship between left–right incumbency and citizenship policies 

in CEE countries is even more interesting given the particularities of the left–right scale 

in the region. For example, Aspelund, Lindeman and Verkasalo (2013) have found that 
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no clear relationship exists between the left–right scale and political conservatism or 

acceptance of inequality in CEE countries. Tavits and Letki (2009) find that in post-

communist countries, parties on the left are more likely to pursue rightist policies of fiscal 

responsibility and economic reform than the rightist parties themselves. These are just a 

few of many findings that suggest that the left–right scale in CEE countries does not 

function in the same way as it does in Western Europe. Therefore, the relationship of 

ideological incumbency with citizenship policies in CEE does not necessarily have to 

mirror the one identified in the rest of the continent. Since this factor is potentially 

applicable to CEE countries and the relationship between left–right incumbency and 

citizenship policies has been confirmed (although not without contestation) by robust 

cross-national studies, it will be included in the QCA. 

Strength of far-right parties. Strong far-right parties have been associated with restrictive 

citizenship policies in Western European countries (Howard, 2009; Koopmans et al., 

2012). According to this argument, far-right parties mobilise anti-immigrant and 

xenophobic views, causing a rightward shift in the mainstream parties’ positions and 

leading to tougher citizenship policy regulations. Although empirical data in Western 

European countries support this argument, it is unclear if the same applies for the CEE 

region. While the key impulse for the emergence of far-right parties in Western Europe 

tends to be immigration, immigration flows to CEE countries are very low. In general, far-

right parties in CEE countries have been ideologically more extreme but electorally 

weaker and less stable (Minkenberg in Minkenberg (ed.), 2015). The fact that far-right 

parties in CEE countries are different from their counterparts in Western Europe raises 

the question of whether their effect on citizenship policies is the same. Since the effect 

of far-right parties on citizenship policies has been backed by robust comparative studies 

and since this factor may be applicable to CEE countries, it will be included in the QCA. 

Strength of national courts. Joppke (1999) has emphasised the liberalising role that 

domestic courts play in shaping immigration and citizenship policies. Following Joppke’s 

argumentation, one should expect that strong national courts would lead to inclusive 

citizenship policies. However, this hypothesis has not been confirmed by comparative 

cross-national studies such as that by Koopmans et al. (2012) which found no effect of 

the strength of courts on countries’ citizenship policies in Western Europe. Since the 

empirical support for the effect of this factor on citizenship policies is very limited, it will 

not be included in the QCA. However, the importance of national courts cannot be easily 

dismissed as in some CEE countries they actively participated in the development of 
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citizenship policies. Therefore, the potential impact of national courts will be examined in 

country case studies. 

Number of non-European foreign residents; Share of voters of immigrant origin; 

Public/electoral pressure to ‘do something’ about immigration; Prior experience with 

immigration. A string of arguments has been made linking the development of citizenship 

policies in Western Europe to immigration. According to this line of thought, changes in 

citizenship policy should primarily be interpreted as an adjustment to the challenges and 

consequences of post-war labour migration. Faced with the growing numbers of 

newcomers, most Western countries liberalised their citizenship policies by – among 

other means – providing the right of citizenship to second-generation immigrants 

(Joppke, 1999a, pp. 645-646). However, since 2000 a trend towards more restrictive 

naturalisation policies has been observed in some EU-15 countries (Bauböck et al., 

2007, p. 23). One of the most noticeable signs of this restrictive turn was a widespread 

introduction of civic integration tests – a tendency that Goodman (2009) linked with 

public/electoral pressure to ‘do something’ about immigration. While citizenship policies 

in Western European countries does not always move in the liberal direction, almost all 

developments in citizenship legislation could be explained by the need to address the 

issue of immigration. 

The post-war demographic changes in Western Europe were not experienced by the 

countries on the other side of the Iron Curtain. While after the Second World War most 

countries in Western Europe started implementing guest-worker programmes, 

immigration to the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries was strictly limited and 

did not reach the numbers observed in the West. This tendency continued in the post-

communist period as CEE countries – with the partial exceptions of the Czech Republic 

and Slovenia – did not become countries of immigration. In most countries of the region, 

immigration is still perceived as a marginal issue. Therefore, citizenship policy 

developments in CEE countries cannot be accounted for in reference to immigration 

flows. 
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Figure 2. 2014 share of foreign country nationals and stateless persons (as a percentage of the total 

population) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: prepared by the author using Eurostat database, ‘Population on 1 January by age group, sex and 

citizenship’. Available at https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/en/web/products-datasets/-/MIGR_POP1CTZ.  

Figure 2 shows that in 2014 most CEE countries had a relatively small share of foreign 

country nationals and stateless persons. Therefore, the effect of immigration on the 

demography of CEE countries was modest – certainly not substantial enough to turn it 

into an important driver of citizenship policies. Two notable exceptions are Latvia and 

Estonia – countries that received a large number of Russian-speakers during the Soviet 

rule. However, while following the experience of the Western countries one would expect 

a high number of non-nationals to trigger liberalising changes in citizenship policy, this 

did not happen in Latvia and Estonia. In fact, the 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality 

scores in these two countries were the lowest in the CEE region. Also, it is worth noting 

that Poland liberalised its access to nationality rules without facing important immigration 

flows. As shown in Figure 2, in 2014 Poland had the lowest share of foreign country 

nationals and stateless persons as a percentage of the total population among all CEE 

countries. Slovenia and the Czech Republic are the only countries in the CEE region that 

adjusted their citizenship policies in response to post-communist immigration. However, 

as will be shown in the country case studies, the effect of immigration in Slovenia and 

the Czech Republic was mediated by other factors. In all other CEE countries, citizenship 

policies developed largely independently from the immigration process. For this reason, 

variables related to immigration flows will not be included in the QCA. 

EU membership. The EU has often been referred to as a factor which could potentially 

have a liberalising effect on citizenship policies in CEE countries. In fact, at least in 
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certain cases, the EU took a clear stance on the citizenship policies of CEE states in the 

run-up to their accession to the bloc. For example, the citizenship policies of Latvia and 

Estonia were criticised by the EU for their restrictive character. However, EU 

membership provides little explanation for cross-national differences in citizenship 

policies of CEE countries since all ten countries are already EU members. Despite the 

fact that all CEE countries included in this research have joined the EU, significant 

differences in the inclusiveness of their citizenship policies persist. Although EU 

membership cannot explain the differences in citizenship policies in CEE countries, it 

might have contributed to the changes in these policies in certain states. The main 

challenge is therefore to identify the set of conditions under which the EU can play its 

liberalising role, and this will be one of the goals of the country case studies. 

Colonialist past; nationhood tradition; the time of democratisation; the legacy of a settler 

country. Long-term historical factors should not be the key in explaining cross-national 

differences in access to nationality in CEE countries since the recent historical 

experiences of these countries are very similar. All ten CEE countries included in this 

research share a communist past and have recently undergone a post-communist 

transformation to a market capitalism and a democratic regime. Some of the factors listed 

in Table 1 are irrelevant for CEE countries as none of the CEE countries has a colonialist 

past. In fact, all CEE countries included in this study were victims of colonisation rather 

than its initiators. While the CEE countries’ experience of being part of multinational 

empires might have left a mark on their citizenship policies, it can hardly explain cross-

national differences in access to citizenship in the region. 

Nor can the cross-national differences in citizenship policies in the CEE region be 

satisfactorily explained by pointing to varying nationhood traditions. As discussed in the 

previous chapter, while both ethnic and civic elements can be found in CEE countries’ 

traditional conceptions of nationhood, the ethnic component is undoubtedly the dominant 

one. The fact that CEE countries’ traditional understandings of nationhood place an 

emphasis on ethnicity might explain why these countries generally apply more restrictive 

access to nationality rules for non-ethnic immigrants than Western countries. 

Nevertheless, it is unclear why some CEE countries liberalised their access to nationality 

rules in the post-communist period – appearing to have moved closer towards the civic 

definition of nation – while others reinforced their deeply rooted ethnic understandings of 

nationhood by adopting highly restrictive citizenship policies. Therefore, alternative 

explanations have to be sought. 
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To sum up, the effect of left–right incumbency and the strength of far-right parties has 

been made evident (and has sometimes been questioned) by empirical comparative 

studies. However, the effect of these factors on citizenship policies in CEE countries has 

not been tested. The CEE region provides a particularly interesting arena for assessing 

the effect of these variables as both the left–right scale and far-right parties in CEE 

countries are different from their analogues in Western Europe. Since the effect of both 

left–right incumbency and the strength of far-right parties on citizenship policies (outside 

of the CEE region) has received a considerable amount of empirical confirmation, and 

both variables are applicable to the region under study, these factors will be used as 

causal conditions in the QCA. The following two hypotheses are raised: 

H1: Countries with longer total incumbency of left-wing governments have more inclusive 

access to citizenship rules; 

H2: Countries with a larger average vote share for far-right parties have more restrictive 

access to citizenship rules. 

A different picture emerges from the analysis of the structural factors indicated in Table 

1. It has been shown that all of these factors either lack solid empirical support or are not 

applicable to CEE context (or both). The irrelevance of some of these factors to the CEE 

context can be explained by the fact that most previous studies analysed citizenship 

processes in Western Europe. It is likely that due to the specificities of the region, other 

factors are at play in CEE countries. These are discussed in the next section. 

3.1.2. Region-specific structural determinants of citizenship policies 

CEE countries have specific characteristics that may have an effect on their citizenship 

policies. The impact that the region-specific structural factors have on CEE countries’ 

citizenship regimes has not been examined. First, it has been claimed that the main trend 

of citizenship policies in CEE countries has been ‘a call to kinship’, addressed to kin 

minorities and former citizens in neighbouring states (Sievers in Bauböck, Perchinig and 

Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 455). More generally, it has been argued that for liberal 

citizenship rules to be possible, the borders of the state must coincide with the 

boundaries of the nation (Joppke, 2003, p. 437). To support his argument, Joppke uses 

the example of Germany where the liberalisation of citizenship legislation happened only 

after the German reunification in 1990. Before reunification, liberalisation of access to 

citizenship for foreigners was precluded due to the dominance of an ethnically-defined 

citizenship which was seen as ‘the bridge to national unity and expression of (West) 

Germany's homeland obligations toward the ethnic German diasporas in communist 
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Eastern Europe’ (Ibid., p. 438). The German experience could be used to generate 

hypotheses regarding the citizenship policies of CEE states with large kin populations in 

neighbouring countries (e.g. Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria). It therefore seems impossible 

to analyse and understand the citizenship policies in CEE countries without taking into 

account their willingness to maintain or restore citizenship ties with kin minorities living 

in neighbouring countries. 

However, kin minorities are not the only extraterritorial group likely to affect CEE 

countries’ citizenship policies. In his article on re- and de-ethnicisation of citizenship, 

Joppke argues that the emigration side of contemporary international migration 

strengthens ‘re-ethnicised citizenship, in the sense of providing incentives for states to 

retain links with their members abroad, particularly across generations’ (Ibid., p. 430). 

The role of expatriate communities (defined on ethnic rather than citizenship criteria and 

consisting not only of emigrants but also including exiles) in shaping CEE countries’ 

citizenship regime should therefore also be analysed, especially given how large some 

of these communities are. 

Joppke (2003) claims that although a citizenship law that is both generous to immigrants 

and to expatriates/kin minorities living abroad is theoretically possible, in practice either 

ethnicisation (inclusive towards expatriates/kin minorities while restrictive towards 

immigrants) or de-ethnicisation (restrictive towards expatriates/kin minorities and 

inclusive towards immigrants) tendency prevails. However, a recent study by Vink and 

Bauböck (2013) presents serious grounds for questioning this assumption. Vink and 

Bauböck place citizenship regimes in Europe along two dimensions that can be 

associated with territorial and ethnocultural inclusion. In this way, they identify four types 

of citizenship regimes: territorially and ethnoculturally selective regimes that are inclusive 

on only one of these dimensions, expansive regimes that are inclusive on both 

dimensions and insular regimes that restrict both inclusions (Vink and Bauböck, 2013, p. 

621). While they find that most citizenship regimes are indeed either territorially or 

ethnoculturally selective, a significant number of European citizenship regimes fall under 

the categories of ‘expansive’ and ‘insular’. The authors conclude that these cases 

illustrate ‘the more complex nature and indeed richness of citizenship regimes in Europe’ 

(Ibid., p. 639). 

These studies provide enough grounds to hypothesize that policies of the sending/kin 

states towards their expatriates and kin minorities are closely linked to access to 

nationality rules in these countries. Also, the kind of citizenship policy that the sending 

or kin state adopts towards its expatriates and kin minorities is likely to be dependent on 
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the size of these communities. Countries with large expatriate and kin populations should 

have stronger incentives to ethnicise their citizenship policies, and are therefore more 

likely to adopt restrictive access to nationality rules for foreigners. Importantly, Shulman 

(2002) named the ‘existence and size of diaspora groups outside the country’ as one of 

the factors that ‘may affect the strength of ethnic/cultural/civic conceptions of national 

identity’ (Shulman, 2002a, p. 584). Therefore, the size of expatriate and kin populations 

can also be useful for explaining why some countries adopt a more ethnic or civic 

definition of nation than others. 

The two types of extraterritorial groups discussed here – expatriates and kin minorities 

– are very different. One may therefore say that these groups affect the sending (kin) 

countries’ citizenship policies in different ways, not least due to their different origins 

(expatriate communities arise from movement of people while the presence of kin 

minorities in neighbouring countries is related to the changes in state borders). However, 

the key assumption of this study is that – despite their obvious differences – the presence 

of both these extraterritorial groups drive the country’s citizenship policy in the direction 

of ethnicisation. This assumption is supported by the literature reviewed above (see in 

particular Joppke (2003)). As discussed in the previous chapter, the countries that use 

ethnic criteria to determine access to citizenship are expected to set restrictive access 

to nationality rules for immigrants. 

It is also clear that a sizable within-group heterogeneity can be observed. For example, 

each country’s expatriate community is formed of many smaller communities which left 

their homeland under very different circumstances and at different times, and which may 

have very different attachments to their country of origin. Furthermore, some expatriates 

may possess the citizenship of their country of origin while others may not. Not all 

expatriate communities can therefore be expected to have an effect on the citizenship 

policies of the sending state. However, this research rests on the assumption that the 

size of expatriate and kin populations (which is often presumed rather than based on 

accurate calculations) affects the importance that the country of origin attaches to these 

communities and the issues related to them. Countries with large expatriate and kin 

minorities are more likely to heed the interests of these groups, including those related 

to maintaining, restoration or acquisition of citizenship. Also, the larger these 

communities are, the more political/electoral gain they could bring to the sending/kin 

country’s government. The following hypothesis is therefore raised: 

H3: Countries with larger expatriate and kin populations living in foreign countries have 

more restrictive access to citizenship rules. 
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The second attribute of the CEE region that is worth considering in the context of its 

citizenship policies is national minority issues. Much like in the case of expatriate and kin 

populations living abroad, national minority issues may play an important role as a 

region-specific structural factor, despite having received very little attention in previous 

literature on citizenship policies. In particular, citizenship policies in Latvia and Estonia 

have been strongly shaped by the existence of large ethnic Russian minorities. In the 

early 1990s, the automatic acquisition of citizenship was denied for USSR nationals who 

had arrived in the country as a result of foreign occupation in both Latvia and Estonia. 

Instead, in order to become Latvian or Estonian citizens, they had to undergo difficult 

naturalisation procedures. This policy was strongly criticised by international institutions 

as it led to a high number of stateless persons. It could be hypothesised that the need to 

deal with large Russian ethnic minorities which felt discriminated against is the reason 

why Latvia and Estonia have the lowest MIPEX Access to Nationality scores. 

The quality of the relationship that the states have with their national minorities can be 

expected to have an effect on other policy areas. If former colonial powers experienced 

ethnic and cultural diversity through the expansion of their empires, ethnic differences in 

many CEE countries are embodied by national minorities. Therefore, the state’s success 

regarding the management of these ethnic differences can shape its positions on other 

ethnicity-related policies – including citizenship policy. If the integration of national 

minorities is a success (or there are no national minorities), more tolerance towards 

ethnic difference and more inclusive access to citizenship rules can be expected. In 

contrast, important national minority issues might lead to the ethnicisation of citizenship 

policy and to more restrictive access to nationality rules. The latter scenario is even more 

likely if national minorities are large. In his classic study on nationalism, Brubaker (1996) 

noted that the civic model of the state – ‘where ethnicity and nationality are not supposed 

to have any public significance – may have the best chances of working in the states that 

most closely approximate ethnically homogeneous nation-states, notably in the Czech 

Republic and Slovenia’ (p. 105). The relationship between ethnic/cultural demography of 

the country and the relative strength of civic and ethnic national identities has also been 

stressed by Shulman (2002b). 

If ethnic homogeneity has been seen as conducive to the civic model of the state, 

national minority issues can be viewed as a factor that fosters the ethnic understanding 

of nationhood. Brubaker (1992, p. 11) has argued that in the Wilhelmine era (1890-1918) 

the ‘ethnocultural strand in German self-understanding was reinforced by the intensifying 

nationality struggle between Germans and Poles – both groups citizens of the German 
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state – in the Prussian east’. Having unsuccessfully tried to assimilate and secure the 

political loyalty of its Polish minority, the German state embarked on open discrimination 

on the basis of ethnicity, ‘treating ethnic Germans and ethnic Poles differently in an effort 

to ‘strengthen Germandom’’ (Brubaker, 1992, p. 15). This serves as an example of how 

national minority issues can reinforce an ethnic understanding of nationhood – the 

understanding that finds its expression in restrictive access to citizenship rules. 

Drawing on the existing literature, the following hypothesis will be tested:  

H4: Countries with more important national minority issues have more restrictive access 

to citizenship rules. 

Finally, an important note on the terminology needs to be made. While throughout this 

thesis I will refer to ‘national minority issues’, they could as easily be described as ‘ethnic 

minority issues’. For example, the Roma are usually described as an ethnic rather than 

national minority. However, this distinction plays no role in this thesis. In fact, as the 

following chapter will reveal, one of the indicators used for the operationalisation of 

national minority issues is the percentage of the population that do not belong to the 

titular majority. My interest therefore lies in both national and ethnic minorities. 

While all four hypotheses refer to the effects of individual variables, it is highly unlikely 

that inclusiveness of access to nationality rules can be explained by one particular factor. 

It is much more plausible that a combination of these factors is needed to produce liberal 

or restrictive access to nationality rules. Moreover, it is possible that different causal 

combinations were needed to generate the same citizenship policy outcome in separate 

countries. Since ‘ready-made’ causal combinations affecting citizenship policies could 

not be identified in previous research, no such hypotheses are raised. This study 

presents the first attempt to discover those combinations by virtue of QCA – the method 

that has the capacity to reveal multiple conjunctural causation. More details on the 

method as well as the operationalisation of QCA casual conditions are provided in the 

next chapter. 

3.2. Operationalisation of QCA causal conditions 

QCA is often seen as a middle ground between qualitative and quantitative 

methodologies. It is similar to quantitative research techniques in that it also aims at 

revealing cross-case patterns. In this sense, QCA is more ambitious than qualitative 

single-case or small-n studies. However, while quantitative research mainly relies on 

correlational logic (most generally, exploring the intensity of the association between two 

or more variables), QCA adopts a set-theoretic approach to causality. QCA explores set-
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theoretic relationships between relevant causal conditions and the outcome and then 

interprets them in terms of necessity and/or sufficiency (Schneider and Wagemann, 

2007, p. 3). In the framework of set-theoretic analysis, the sufficient condition is a sub-

set of the outcome, and the necessary condition is a super-set of the outcome. The main 

strength of QCA lies precisely in its ability to identify sufficient/necessary conditions and 

reveal multiple conjunctural causation (multiple combinations of causal conditions that 

lead to the same outcome). For more information on fuzzy-set QCA, please see Ragin 

(2000, 2008a, 2008b), and Schneider and Wagemann (2007). The QCA analysis carried 

out in this research is described in Chapter 6 (Section 6.2) and Appendix E. 

While conventional crisp-set QCA relies on dichotomous variables, fuzzy-set QCA uses 

continuous variables in the interval between 0 and 1. The value of 1 signifies full 

membership in a set (e.g. a set of countries with liberal access to citizenship rules) while 

0 indicates full non-membership. Crucially, fs/QCA enables the analysis of cases with 

intermediate scores, grading them in a so-called membership scale (e.g. countries with 

relatively liberal access to citizenship rules may acquire scores of 0.6 or 0.7, while those 

with rather restrictive citizenship regimes – 0.2 or 0.3). The use of membership scale 

leads to better accuracy, which is particularly important when variables with more than 

two values are included in the analysis. The rationale for using fs/QCA in this research 

lies in the fact that all four causal conditions as well as the outcome variable included in 

the analysis have more than two values. The successful use of fs/QCA depends on two 

basic conditions – unambiguous operationalisation of variables and explicit procedure 

for assigning fuzzy membership scores to cases. The following paragraphs provide the 

details on how the four causal conditions are operationalised. The second issue – 

assignment of fuzzy membership scores to cases – is discussed in more detail in Chapter 

6. 

The Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) Access to Nationality scores will be used 

for measuring the inclusiveness of access to citizenship. Access to nationality is one of 

eight policy dimensions of MIPEX – a composite index which measures the inclusiveness 

of migrant integration policies in various countries. The MIPEX Access to Nationality 

index is composed of 19 indicators reflecting both citizenship laws and administrative 

rules governing the acquisition of citizenship. These indicators are grouped into four 

dimensions: eligibility (required residence period, birth-right citizenship of second-

generation migrants etc.), conditions (naturalisation requirements, costs of application 

etc.), security of status (discretionary powers of refusal, maximum duration of procedure 

etc.) and dual nationality. The scores for each indicator were given by MIPEX country 
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experts. The values of access to nationality range from 0 to 100 where high figures signify 

a liberal citizenship regime. The 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality data are the newest 

data currently available. 

The last two decades have seen the proliferation of indices measuring access to 

citizenship (e.g. Howard’s CPI, Koopman et al. Indicators of Citizenship Rights for 

Immigrants (ICRI), MIPEX Access to Nationality etc.). Since these indices have been 

shown to strongly correlate with one another, the usefulness of having a multitude of 

different measures for seemingly the same phenomenon has been questioned (Bauböck 

and Helbling (eds.), 2011). The implications in choosing any of these indices of 

citizenship policies therefore seem unclear. Trying to come to terms with this issue, 

Helbling concludes that ‘the usefulness of an indicator can only be evaluated in the light 

of a specific research question’ (Ibid., p. 31). 

There are two main reasons for using the MIPEX Access to Nationality Index in this 

research. First, MIPEX Access to Nationality measures the outcome variable of this study 

– inclusiveness of citizenship policies – in an adequate and exclusive manner. While 

some other citizenship indices incorporate aspects that fall outside of the boundaries of 

this study, such as migrants’ cultural rights (ICRI) or the outcome of citizenship policies 

(naturalisation rates), MIPEX Access to Nationality exclusively deals with citizenship 

policies. Second, MIPEX Access to Nationality is a comprehensive index which not only 

covers the legal aspects of citizenship regimes, but reflects the administrative rules of 

access to citizenship as well. The importance of administrative rules for the functioning 

of the citizenship regime should not be underestimated (Huddleston, 2013). The 

comprehensive character of the index provides a researcher with a lot of relevant 

information on the citizenship policies which can then be used to make better and more 

detailed conclusions on the determinants of access to citizenship.  

All four causal conditions included in this research are numerical. To control for the 

country size, the size of the expatriate and kin population living abroad was measured 

as a percentage of a country‘s home population. Due to the limited data availability, the 

percentage of expatriate and kin populations was captured at only one point in time for 

each country, and these time points differed across countries. In other words, this study 

had to rely on data ‘snapshots’ rather than average figures summarising the whole post-

communist period. The assumption is therefore made that any fluctuations in the size of 

expatriate and kin populations throughout the post-communist period were not large 

enough to question a country’s attribution to the particular membership set of the QCA 

analysis (see Chapter 6). For each country, different data sources were used for 
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establishing the size of expatriate and kin minority populations. The main criterion used 

in the selection of data sources was their official character, with preference given to 

government documents, ministries’ websites, or the material prepared by public 

universities. While only reliable data sources were used, almost all of them provided 

approximate numbers of expatriate and kin populations living abroad rather than precise 

figures (for all the data on this variable, see Appendix A). The numbers used in this study 

should therefore be taken cautiously.  

The duration of left-wing government rule was estimated by calculating the percentage 

of years under left-wing government in the post-communist period21. The right–left (RILE) 

scores of the Comparative Manifestos Project (CMP) data were used to establish the 

ideological position of each government each year. RILE scores are based on counting 

the frequency of various statements found in party manifestos, which are coded as 

expressing either left- or right-wing ideologies (see the Manifesto Project Data 

Dashboard). On the RILE scale, left-wing parties carry a negative sign while right-wing 

parties are ascribed a positive number. If the majority of government ministers were 

appointed by one political party22, that party’s RILE score was used to determine the 

ideological position of the government. If there was no single party with the majority of 

government ministers, the RILE scores of each government party were weighted by the 

share of delegated government ministers and added up23. However, in certain rare cases 

I have questioned the accuracy of government RILE scores and relied on qualitative 

knowledge of cases to establish the ideological position of governments. Those 

exceptions as well as all the CMP data used for operationalising this variable can be 

found in Appendix D. 

The average vote share for far-right parties in general elections in the 1990-2014 period 

was used as an indicator for the strength of the radical right. This measure therefore 

provides a summary measure for the strength of far-right parties during the whole post-

communist period, avoiding the overestimation of one-off success stories. The 

assumption is made that the more sustained electoral power far-right parties have, the 

                                                
21 The time period will vary a little bit for different countries depending on the starting date of the 
first democratic government. The government’s RILE score was prescribed to a particular post-
communist year if that government was operating for more than six months during that calendar 
year. 
22 Data on the composition of governments was taken from Berglund et al. (eds.) (2013) and the 
European Journal of Political Research ‘Political Data Yearbook Interactive’. 
23 The following formula was used to calculate a three-party government’s RILE score if there was 
no single party with the majority of government ministers: (party1 RILE score) × (the party’s share 
of government ministers (0.3, 0.4 etc.)) + (party2 RILE score) × (the party’s share of government 
ministers) + (party3 RILE score) × (the party’s share of government ministers). 
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bigger direct and indirect policy influence they acquire. This thesis draws on Lenka’s 

Bustikova’s approach for identifying far-right parties in the CEE region. Bustikova (2015) 

derived a list of far-right parties in Eastern Europe based on the parties’ positions on two 

key ideological dimensions – radical nationalism and radical socio-cultural conservatism. 

Radical right actors score high on both dimensions, or high on one of these two 

dimensions, and ‘neutral’ on the second dimension (Bustikova in Minkenberg (ed.), 2015, 

p. 60). Once again, in certain rare cases the author of this thesis questioned the 

aforementioned attribution of parties to the group of far-right actors. Information on these 

dubious cases and how they were handled is provided in Appendix C together with all 

the data on the electoral performance of far-right parties in the ten CEE countries 

analysed in this study. 

To assess the importance of national minority issues in each country, data from the 

European Social Survey (ESS) was used. The percentage of national minority 

respondents who feel discriminated on at least one of the five grounds – colour or race, 

nationality, religion, language, ethnicity – was estimated for each country. Respondents 

were treated as members of national minorities if they indicated that they belonged to an 

ethnic minority group and were born in the country or first came to live in that country 

more than 20 years ago. To obtain larger sample sizes, pooled cross-sectional data from 

six survey rounds stretching from 2002 to 2012 was used24. The discrimination measure 

was then weighted by the percentage of the population that do not belong to the titular 

majority25. This methodological decision is based on the assumption that national 

minority issues are more likely to have implications for citizenship policies (and 

understandings of nationhood) if these minorities are large. The assumption is informed 

by the cases of Latvia and Estonia, where the importance of the issues around the 

Russian-speaking minority is closely linked to the size of this minority. 

While the outcome variable – inclusiveness of access to nationality rules – is measured 

at a single time point (2014), all four causal conditions are operationalised in such a way 

as to summarise the general trends observed in each CEE country under study during 

                                                
24 Not all CEE countries participated in all six ESS survey rounds. 
25 The average percentage of the non-majority population in the post-communist period was 
estimated for each CEE country, using data from three different censuses (the first one taking 
place around 1990, the second around 2001, and the third around 2011). The importance of 
national minority issues was estimated using the following formula: 
 
(% of national minority respondents who feel discriminated × percentage of non-majority 
population) ÷ Average percentage of non-majority population in the enlarged sample of 22 EU 
countries 
 
All the figures used in the estimation of this measure are provided in Appendix B. 
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the post-communist period (1990-2014)26. Therefore, the key methodological 

assumption made in this study is that the 2014 Access to Nationality rules can be 

explained by pointing to the general trends or key structural characteristics of the CEE 

states that emerged in these countries since 1990. It is not difficult to justify this 

assumption regarding the two structural factors used in this study – the size of the 

expatriate and kin population living abroad and the importance of national minority 

issues. Since these factors are characterised by a relatively high degree of stability, they 

can be analysed as structural barriers to or facilitators of the liberalisation of citizenship 

policies in CEE countries that have been in place since the beginning of the post-

communist period. Focusing on the overall trends carries a higher price in the case of 

the two highly fluctuating agency factors – electoral strength of far-right parties and left–

right government incumbency. While not reflected in the QCA, the importance of country-

level fluctuations in agency factors is considered in the qualitative case studies27. 

Fuzzy-set QCA needs an explicit procedure for assigning fuzzy membership scores to 

cases in the range of 0 to 1. The main developer of QCA Charles Ragin calls this 

procedure calibration. In this research, I am going to use what Ragin calls the direct 

method of calibration. The direct calibration method is based on the clear definition of 

three key data points: the threshold for full membership (the score of 1), the threshold 

for full non-membership (the score of 0), and the cross-over point (the score of 0.5) 

(Ragin, 2000). According to Ragin, the cross-over point is the value of the numerical 

variable where there is maximum ambiguity as to whether a case is more in or more out 

of the target set. Ideally, the calibration of degree of membership in a set should be based 

entirely on the researcher's substantive and theoretical knowledge. Ideally, calibration 

should be externally determined rather than informed by the particular data at hand. Full 

details on the calibration procedure used in this study are provided in Chapter 6. 

Fs/QCA will be followed by country case studies. Case studies were prepared for each 

of the ten CEE countries included in this thesis. The goal of country case studies was 

twofold: 1) to illustrate the workings of particular causal combinations in different settings; 

                                                
26 Technically, this does not apply to the size of the expatriate and kin population living abroad – 
the causal condition that was also measured at only one point in time. However, the assumption 
is made that any changes in the size of this population in the course of the post-communist period 
were not large enough to change the ranking order of the CEE countries. 
27 The main reason why the time dimension was not considered in a more robust quantitative way 
was the lack of historical MIPEX Access to Nationality data. For eight of the ten countries analysed 
in this study MIPEX data was only available from 2007 to 2014 and for Romania and Bulgaria it 
was only available from 2010 to 2014. These time series were considered too short to be used 
for explaining the fluctuation of citizenship policies in CEE countries. Moreover, three of the ten 
countries did not display any variation in MIPEX Access to Nationality scores during the 
designated periods, while three others experienced only a minor change in their index score. 
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2) to identify any other factors that could have affected access to citizenship rules. 

Country case studies were mostly based on desk research and, in some cases, 

benefitted from the interviews with selected country experts28. 

 

  

                                                
28 I would like to thank Dr. Andreea Udrea (University of Glasgow) for sharing her knowledge on 
the Romanian case with me (Skype call, 26 March 2019). Also, my thanks go to Assoc. Prof. 
Nadya Nedelsky (Macalester College) for confirming some of the details on the Slovak case via 
email. Any inaccuracies found in the case studies are, of course, mine. 



53 

 

4. Citizenship policies in post-communist Central and Eastern 

Europe 

As pointed out in the previous chapters, this thesis aims to explain cross-national 

differences in access to nationality rules in 2014. In the introductory chapter I provided 

the 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality scores in the ten CEE countries under study29 

without elaborating on the particular citizenship policy elements that these scores relate 

to in each country under study. For a better understanding of what each country’s MIPEX 

Access to Nationality score entails, a presentation of the key characteristics of CEE 

countries’ citizenship regimes is required. The discussion on access to nationality rules 

(the outcome variable) in each CEE country is also an important preparatory step for the 

QCA. Providing a brief overview of citizenship policy development in each of the ten CEE 

countries since the beginning of the post-communist period, this chapter sheds light on 

the country-specific paths leading up to the 2014 access to nationality rules. The country 

descriptions are arranged in the order of the 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality scores, 

starting from the country with the most liberal citizenship regime. 

According to the official classification of the MIPEX Access to Nationality scores, no CEE 

country was categorised as having ‘favourable’ access to nationality rules in 2014. 

Nevertheless, three countries in the CEE region – Poland, the Czech Republic and 

Slovenia – had access to nationality rules that could be described as ‘halfway 

favourable’. In the course of the post-communist period, all three countries introduced 

certain liberalising measures, such as a shorter minimum residence requirement 

(Poland), or citizenship by declaration for second-generation immigrants (Czech 

Republic). Meanwhile, access to nationality rules of the remaining seven countries under 

study were categorised as ‘slightly unfavourable’ or ‘unfavourable’. The overall 

restrictiveness of access to nationality rules for immigrants appears to be related to the 

fact that almost all countries in the region pursued ethnically-oriented citizenship policies. 

This chapter therefore provides some evidence for the hypothesis that inclusive 

citizenship policies for co-ethnics presupposes restrictive access to nationality rules for 

non-ethnic immigrants. Moreover, the combination of restrictive access to nationality 

rules for immigrants and facilitated citizenship regulations for co-ethnics – observed in 

the majority of CEE countries under study – point to the vitality of a deeply rooted ethnic 

understanding of nationhood in the CEE region. Nevertheless, the analysis presented in 

this chapter confirms that some CEE countries moved towards a more liberal citizenship 

                                                
29 Please see Figure 1 in Chapter 1. 
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regime – a move that reflects the strengthening of the civic component in their definitions 

of nation. It is these cross-national differences in CEE countries’ citizenship policies that 

this chapter primarily aims to reveal. 

4.1. Poland 

The concerns of Polish post-communist citizenship policy have tended to revolve around 

emigrants and the diaspora rather than immigrants (Górny and Pudzianowska in 

Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 123). Orientation towards co-ethnics 

living abroad finds its legal expression in the Repatriation Act (2000) and the Act on the 

Polish Ethnicity Card (2007)30. Under the 2000 Repatriation Act, persons of Polish 

descent who have lived permanently in certain Asiatic republics can apply for a 

repatriation visa which grants them the right to automatically acquire Polish citizenship 

on the day they cross the Polish border. Furthermore, according to the 2009 Law on 

Polish Citizenship, foreigners of Polish origin legally residing in Poland benefit from 

facilitated conditions for acquiring Polish citizenship. The Law also stipulates that those 

persons who lost Polish citizenship before 1 January 1999 can regain it on application 

according to the restitution procedure31. Meanwhile, the changes in the rules of access 

to nationality for people of non-Polish origin were limited in scope in the first two decades 

of the post-communist era. It was only in 2012 – when the 2009 Law on Polish Citizenship 

entered into force – that Poland became the most inclusive country in the region as far 

as access to nationality is concerned. Since 2009, the country has also seen an increase 

in immigration figures which makes access to nationality rules even more relevant. 

Until 2012, access to Polish nationality was regulated by the 1962 Act on Polish 

Citizenship. The first post-communist amendment made to this Act was a restrictive one 

as the required time of residence in Poland was extended by five years (Ibid., p. 144). 

Nevertheless, the changes that followed were of a more liberal character. In 1998, the 

clause of the Act stipulating that ‘acquisition of a foreign nationality results in the loss of 

Polish nationality’ was waived due to its incompatibility with the Polish constitution 

adopted in 1997. In 1999, the president expressed his will to terminate all remaining 

conventions concerning the prevention of dual nationality with other former communist 

                                                
30 While not directly related to access to nationality, the Act on the Polish Ethnicity Card gives 
certain benefits to members of Polish minorities living abroad, including easier access to Poland’s 
labour market as well as some educational, cultural and health benefits (Górny and Pudzianowska 
in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 133). 
31 This provision entitles former citizens to restore their Polish citizenship if they lost it against 
their will during communist rule. Moreover, this right is also extended to those former citizens who 
were stripped of their Polish passport after acquiring a second nationality in the first decade of 
the post-communist period. 
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countries (Ibid., p. 127). Furthermore, in his 2000 Ordinance, the president listed all of 

the documents and forms required by the Presidential Chancellery to process 

appropriate applications for citizenship, whereby taking a step towards reducing 

discretion in decisions regarding the acquisition and loss of Polish nationality (Ibid., p. 

127). 

Although steps were taken in the 1990s towards an increase in tolerance of dual 

nationality, Poland‘s attitude towards it remained ambivalent until the entry into force of 

the Law on Polish Citizenship in 2012. Until 2012, dual nationality was tolerated for 

selected groups of persons only, and those groups did not include immigrants. While 

since 1998 Polish citizens could freely obtain other nationalities while retaining their 

Polish citizenship, foreigners seeking to access Polish citizenship may have been 

required – at the discretion of relevant public authorities – to relinquish other nationality 

ties (Górny et al., 2007, p. 147). This policy of double standards serves as a good 

illustration of the ethnically oriented citizenship policy in Poland. Avoidance of dual 

nationality for foreigners was one of the elements of the restrictive access to nationality 

policy that was in place in Poland until 2012. 

2012 marked a significant liberal turn in the citizenship policy of Poland. This is clearly 

reflected in the MIPEX Access to Nationality index which shows that Poland rose by 30 

points in 2012 and reached the score of 56 – the highest figure among all CEE 

countries32. The Law on Polish Citizenship entered into force in 2012, introducing the 

following key changes to access to nationality rules: 1) the required time of residence in 

Poland was reduced from ten to eight years; 2) acceptance of dual nationality was 

extended to all categories of naturalised foreigners; 3) the discretionary powers of the 

state in refusing applications for nationality were withdrawn33. Shortly after the adoption 

of the Law in the Polish parliament, the president of Poland filed a constitutional 

complaint claiming that the withdrawal of the discretionary powers of the state in granting 

citizenship was unconstitutional and ‘leads to the erosion of presidential prerogatives’ 

(Menkes, 2014, p. 65). However, in 2012 the Constitutional Court declared that the Law 

complied with the constitution. 

                                                
32 The values of the MIPEX Access to Nationality index range from 0 to 100 where high figures 
signify a liberal citizenship regime. 
33 The president of the Republic of Poland can still refuse to confer Polish citizenship if the 
applicant chooses to apply through the conferment procedure. However, every foreigner has a 
right to undergo the acknowledgment procedure which is based on clearly stated criteria and does 
not involve the discretionary powers of the state (see below). 
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The 2009 Law on Polish Citizenship provides two different modes of citizenship 

acquisition for foreigners – by conferment and acknowledgement. The conferment 

procedure is entirely discretionary as there are no naturalisation conditions and the 

president decides on whether citizenship is granted in each separate case (Górny and 

Pudzianowska, 2013, p. 10). In contrast, naturalisation under the acknowledgement 

procedure is guided by a set of clearly defined conditions that each applicant is required 

to meet. Under this law, the non-discretionary34 acknowledgement procedure which 

previously applied only to stateless people and the spouses of Polish nationals was now 

extended to all applicants (Ibid., p. 11). A wider application of the acknowledgement 

procedure was one of the main novelties introduced by the 2009 Law on Polish 

Citizenship. Among the other inclusive provisions found in the Law is a simplified 

naturalisation procedure for the spouses of Polish nationals. Finally, the 2009 Law does 

not mention criminal record as a potential ground for rejecting citizenship applications. 

The significantly liberalised access to nationality rules might trigger an increase in 

interest in Polish nationality on the part of the growing immigrant population. The number 

of immigrants coming to Poland has been on the rise since 2009. Based on Eurostat 

data, the number of immigrants (either with foreign citizenship, or stateless) coming to 

the country in 2009 was over 46,000. In 2014, this figure stood at over 94,000. Polish 

citizenship may be particularly attractive to immigrants as most of them are coming from 

non-EU countries (Ukraine, Belarus, Russia). As such, Polish citizenship would not only 

provide them with political rights and full access to civil service employment in Poland 

but also turn them into EU citizens. In a recent public opinion survey, nearly two-thirds 

of respondents expressed some concerns about the inflow of foreigners to Poland 

(Łaciak and Segeš Frelak, 2018, p. 9). Also, shortly after the Law and Justice Party 

(Prawo i Sprawiedliwość, PiS) formed the government in 2015, Poland became an 

important critic of the EU refugee allocation scheme (Ibid., p. 8). However, despite the 

recent increase in immigration flows, in 2014 Poland still had the lowest share of foreign 

country nationals and stateless persons as a percentage of the total population among 

all CEE countries (Eurostat database). 

4.2. Czech Republic 

In the first two decades of the post-communist period, the Czech Republic’s citizenship 

policy was marked by the gradual liberalisation of access to nationality for former 

                                                
34 Under the acknowledgement procedure, citizenship is granted by Voivods (regional governors). 
If all naturalisation conditions are met by the applicant, the Voivod is obliged to grant citizenship 
by acknowledgment (Górny and Pudzianowska, 2013, p. 11). 
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Czechoslovakia citizens and the growing tolerance of multiple nationality. The 2013 

Citizenship Act established the unconditional acceptance of multiple nationality and 

introduced a clause whereby second-generation immigrants can acquire citizenship by 

declaration. At the same time, the naturalisation procedure was made stricter and the 

discretionary powers of the Ministry of Interior in dealing with citizenship applications 

remained in place. MIPEX Access to Nationality scores show that, in 2014, the Czech 

Republic had the second most inclusive citizenship policy in the region. A tentative 

observation can be made that the key liberalising features of the 2013 Citizenship Act 

point to the ongoing transformation of the Czech self-image from an ethnic to a civic 

nation (Baršová in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 264). In fact, even 

the pre-2013 citizenship policy of the Czech Republic can hardly be categorised as ethnic 

because persons with facilitated access to Czech nationality were defined in civic as 

opposed to ethnic terms. 

The primary aim of the citizenship act that was adopted right after the dissolution of 

Czechoslovakia in 1993 was to identify nationals of the new state and to prevent dual 

(Czech and Slovak) citizenship. According to the 1993 Citizenship Act, the Czech 

Republic-level citizenship35 acquired as of 1 January 1993 an international dimension 

and turned into full-fledged state citizenship (Černý and Valášek cited in Ibid., p. 253). 

The right of option and facilitated naturalisation procedure were made available for 

Slovak citizens residing permanently in the Czech Republic. However, many Roma 

people that had come to the Czech Republic from Slovakia did not have documentation 

to prove their citizenship or residence, had criminal records, or could not understand or 

afford the administrative procedures and costs required by the new law (Linde, 2006, p. 

342). The requirement of a clean criminal record has been seen as particularly 

discriminatory and colliding with international law since the loss or denial of citizenship 

was not a possible penalty at the time the crime was committed (Ibid., p. 349). The initial 

requirements set for the acquisition of Czech nationality resulted in 10,000 to 25,000 

Roma people being left stateless. 

In 1999, the Act on the Citizenship of Some of the Former Czechoslovakia Citizens was 

adopted, reintroducing and broadening the right of reacquisition of Czech citizenship by 

declaration (Baršová in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 254). This act 

applied to emigrants who had lost their Czechoslovak citizenship under communist rule, 

but for legal or practical reasons had not been able to make use of the first restitution act 

                                                
35 Republic-level Czech and Slovak citizenships were instituted in Czechoslovakia after the 1968 
Prague Spring. However, they had no practical significance in communist Czechoslovakia. 



58 

 

of 1990 (Ibid., p. 254). Major amendments to the 1993 Citizenship Act were implemented 

by Act No. 194/1999 which allowed all Czech citizens who were former nationals of 

Czechoslovakia to acquire Slovak citizenship without losing their Czech citizenship (Ibid., 

p. 253). The 1999 amendment also reinstated the citizenship of the majority of the Roma 

that were left stateless in 1993 (Linde, 2006, p. 342). In 2003, another amendment to the 

1993 Citizenship Act introduced further remedial provisions leading to a greater inclusion 

of former Czechoslovakia citizens. 

Although until 2013 multiple nationality was generally disallowed, there were important 

exceptions. A long list of exemptions from the requirement to renounce one’s original 

citizenship was in place in the country before the total legalisation of multiple nationality 

in 2013. Hence, there were numerous dual and multiple nationals before that date. These 

were former Czech and Czechoslovak citizens who reacquired Czech citizenship by 

declaration under the restitution laws; people who became dual Czech and Slovak 

nationals due to the break-up of Czechoslovakia; applicants for naturalisation for whom 

the Ministry of the Interior waived the requirement to renounce their former citizenship 

(including cases of achievement-based naturalisation); naturalised refugees, and the 

Czech spouses of foreign citizens. There were also those who acquired dual citizenship 

by descent, and emigrants who acquired foreign citizenship but never lost their Czech 

(or Czechoslovak) citizenship (Baršová in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, 

p. 257). 

In 2013, the Czech Chamber of Deputies adopted a new citizenship law. The Citizenship 

Act finally entered into force on 1 January 2014, consolidating all previous citizenship 

legislation into a single law. The 2013 Citizenship Act permits multiple nationality, as the 

renouncement of original citizenship is no longer required from foreign applicants. 

Access to Czech citizenship has also been facilitated for second-generation immigrants. 

According to the Act, second-generation immigrants can acquire Czech citizenship by 

declaration when they reach their age of majority. No other CEE country has this element 

of jus soli in its citizenship legislation. At the same time, the 2013 Citizenship Act has 

brought tighter naturalisation requirements: the language test was made stricter and a 

new civic knowledge test was introduced in conformity with the broadly formulated 

‘integration requirement’. Furthermore, a highly discretionary procedure of granting 

citizenship to foreign applicants remains in operation under the 2013 Citizenship Act. 

Overall, the balance of changes introduced by the 2013 Citizenship Act is liberal rather 

than restrictive, as evidenced by the MIPEX Access to Nationality index. The country 

score jumped from 40 to 49 after the entry into force of the 2013 Citizenship Act, making 
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the Czech Republic the second most inclusive country in the region in terms of its access 

to nationality rules. 

The Czech Republic stands out from most other countries in the CEE region in that it has 

relatively high immigration flows and has even been described as ‘an important country 

of immigration’ (Baršová, 2013, p. 1). In 2013, there were 439,000 foreigners in the 

Czech Republic, amounting to 4.2 per cent of the country’s population (Czech Statistical 

Office, 2018). Despite these relatively high numbers, immigration has not become the 

issue of intense public or political debate as most immigrants come from neighbouring 

countries. The country is also known for its low naturalisation rates. One of the reasons 

for that is a difficult naturalisation procedure involving the high discretionary powers of 

the Ministry of the Interior. However, as emphasised above, second-generation 

immigrants are exempt from the naturalisation procedure as they can acquire Czech 

citizenship by declaration. 

4.3. Slovenia 

After gaining its independence in 1991, Slovenia defined its citizenry in civic terms. The 

1991 Citizenship Act established the optional acquisition of Slovenian citizenship for 

citizens of other former Yugoslavian republics who had permanent residence in Slovenia 

and actually lived in the country (Medved in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, 

p. 310). Nevertheless, since the beginning of the post-communist period, the civic 

conception of citizenship has been strongly contested by the definition of nation as a 

community of descent (Ibid., p. 305). In the 1990s, there were attempts to abolish dual 

citizenship for people from other Yugoslavian successor states, and only reluctantly was 

it eventually tolerated (Ibid., p. 326). Furthermore, some of those who had not applied 

for or had not been granted Slovenian citizenship were deprived of their legal residence 

(Ibid., p. 326). Meanwhile, much of Slovenia’s post-communist citizenship policy has 

been aimed at maintaining ties with Slovenes residing abroad. Slovenia’s regular 

naturalisation procedure includes a ten-year residence period and the requirement to 

renounce one’s original citizenship. However, most of the successful applicants for 

naturalisation use the facilitated naturalisation procedure which is applied, among other 

groups, to second and third generation immigrants. Mainly due to the latter provisions, 

Slovenia‘s 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality score (41) was the third highest among 

CEE countries, with the country’s citizenship regime being classified as ‘halfway 

favourable’. 

Slovenia’s 1991 Citizenship Act was adopted within the scope of the legislation relating 

to Slovenia’s Declaration of Independence (Ibid., p. 309). According to the Act, any 
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person who held a republic-level citizenship of Slovenia36 and of Yugoslavia was 

considered ex lege to be a citizen of Slovenia on the day when the Act came into force 

(Ibid., p. 309). This primary rule was complemented with the optional acquisition of 

Slovenian citizenship for citizens of other former Yugoslavian republics who had 

permanent residence in Slovenia on the day of the Plebiscite for the Independence and 

Autonomy of Slovenia on 23 December 1990, and who actually lived in Slovenia. The 

third way to acquire Slovenian citizenship was through the reacquisition of nationality. 

The reacquisition of Slovenian citizenship was made possible for those who were 

deprived of Yugoslav citizenship and Slovenian citizenship on the basis of the 1945/46 

federal Law on the Deprivation of Citizenship, or on the grounds of absence (Ibid., p. 

312). 

Possibly the biggest controversy in Slovenia’s post-communist citizenship policy 

concerned those former citizens of Yugoslavia who had permanent residence in Slovenia 

but did not apply for Slovenian citizenship within the time limit or had their application 

rejected (a situation that concerned approximately 0.9 per cent of Slovenia’s population) 

(Zorn, 2005, p. 136). After becoming aliens, they had to apply for residency status again. 

Those persons who had not applied before 26 February 1992 were transferred from the 

permanent population register to the foreigners’ record without any notification to those 

concerned to inform them of their new legal status (Medved in Bauböck, Perchinig and 

Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 311). This administrative act was later called ‘the erasure’. In 

order to settle this situation, the Citizenship Act was amended in 2002 and the acquisition 

of Slovenian citizenship was facilitated for citizens of other republics of former Yugoslavia 

who were registered as permanent residents on 23 December 1990 and who had been 

living in Slovenia continuously from that day (Ibid., p. 312). Meanwhile, those former 

Yugoslavia citizens who had acquired Slovenian citizenship had their right to dual 

nationality questioned until it was reluctantly tolerated. 

Two important tendencies marked Slovenia’s post-communist citizenship policy. First, 

naturalisation requirements for foreigners were gradually tightened. In 1994, an 

obligatory language examination was introduced. The 2002 amendment to the 

Citizenship Act stipulated that only those persons who had the status of foreigner could 

apply for naturalisation. The status of foreigner can be confirmed by either a temporary 

or a permanent residence permit. However, the 2002 amendment relaxed naturalisation 

requirements for refugees, stateless persons and second- and third-generation 

                                                
36 Similarly to the cases of the Czech Republic and Slovakia, Slovenia used its republic-level 
citizenship that was instituted in Yugoslavia to define its citizenry at the start of independent 
statehood. 



61 

 

immigrants. In 2006, further requirements for material and social security, a clean 

criminal record and an oath of loyalty were introduced for regular naturalisation. The 

second important tendency has been the strengthening of Slovenia’s ties with Slovenians 

living abroad. This was done by relaxing naturalisation requirements for Slovenian 

emigrants, envisaging aid for and cooperation with the Slovenes living abroad and 

introducing the status of ‘Slovenian without a Slovenian citizenship’, which guarantees 

certain benefits for status-holders when they come to Slovenia. 

The conditions that foreigners must fulfil for regular naturalisation are relatively strict. The 

applicant has to submit a release from their current citizenship or a proof that such a 

release will be granted. Prior to the application, the person must also have lived in 

Slovenia for ten years, including five years without interruption (Kovič-Dine, 2013, p. 1). 

As mentioned above, the applicant must also possess a status of foreigner. Other 

naturalisation requirements include a guaranteed permanent source of income, a clean 

criminal record and an obligatory examination of Slovene language at an elementary 

level (Medved, 2013, p. 13). However, there are no integration tests in Slovenia. 

The majority of naturalised persons acquire Slovenian citizenship through the facilitated 

naturalisation procedure. The facilitated naturalisation is applied to Slovenian emigrants 

and their descendants, foreigners married to Slovenian citizens, minors, persons with 

refugee status, stateless persons, those born in Slovenia and living there since their birth 

and foreigners who have concluded their university education in Slovenia. Exemptions 

from certain requirements are provided for these groups of applicants, in particular 

regarding the release from their current citizenship and the required duration of residency 

with a foreigner status in Slovenia (Ibid., p. 13). Offering easier access to nationality for 

various groups of non-ethnic foreigners, the facilitated naturalisation procedure is the 

most inclusive element of Slovenia’s access to nationality rules. It also separates 

Slovenia from most other countries in the CEE region, which do not have any special 

provisions for non-ethnics who were born in those countries or graduated from university 

there. Furthermore, exceptional naturalisation is applied when it serves the interests of 

the state in the fields of culture, economy, science, sport, and human rights. In practice, 

this path to naturalisation is mostly used by ethnic Slovenes as the dominant ground of 

national interest for exceptional naturalisation is ethnic affinity. Under the exceptional 

naturalisation procedure, no residence requirement is applied for people of Slovenian 

descent granted that they have personal ties with Slovenia and have been participating 

actively in Slovenian societies abroad for at least five years (Republic of Slovenia: 

information for foreigners website). 
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Since joining the EU, Slovenia has seen an increase in immigration flows and the 

constant rise of its non-national population (Eurostat database). Also, there have been 

some debates regarding the political participation and representation of ‘new minorities’ 

– members of the other nations of former Yugoslavia who immigrated to Slovenia under 

communist rule (Ibid., p. 23). Nevertheless, the main citizenship-related question that 

has been continuously discussed in Slovenia is the redress of the injustices made to the 

‘Erased’. Reinstatement of permanent resident status for these persons as well as 

financial compensation have been debated at length. By the middle of 2015, almost EUR 

20 million were granted to the ‘Erased’. Another debate focuses on the legislation 

regulating relations between Slovenia and Slovenians abroad, in particular concerning 

the legal position of autochthonous minorities living in neighbouring countries and 

emigrants and their descendants with or without Slovenian citizenship (Ibid., p. 20). 

4.4. Lithuania 

When defining its initial citizenry, Lithuania chose the so-called ‘zero option’ according 

to which Lithuanian citizenship could be granted to all legal permanent residents. As a 

result, most Soviet-era settlers acquired Lithuanian nationality very early in the post-

communist period. In contrast, in Latvia and Estonia, the granting of citizenship to 

Russian-speaking immigrants and their descendants has been tied to a difficult 

naturalisation procedure. The subsequent developments in Lithuania’s citizenship policy 

can be described as a ‘limited liberalisation’, taking the country to the fourth position in 

the CEE region according to the 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality index. Overall, 

Lithuania’s citizenship policy has been marked by efforts to maintain or restore 

citizenship ties with people of Lithuanian descent without accepting dual nationality as a 

norm. While the debates on the wider acceptance of multiple nationality have long 

gathered pace, it continues to be tolerated only in a very limited number of cases. 

The first Lithuanian citizenship law was adopted in 1989. It allowed all immigrants who 

arrived in Lithuania during the Soviet period to acquire Lithuanian nationality relatively 

easily as long as they had lived in the country for two years before applying. The second 

citizenship law adopted in 1991 introduced stricter naturalisation requirements. However, 

approximately 90 per cent of non-Lithuanian permanent residents had registered as 

nationals according to the 1989 law (Krūma in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 

2009, p. 99). This allowed Lithuania to avoid the type of international criticism that Latvia 

and Estonia received for leaving a large proportion of their Russian-speaking populations 

stateless. 
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According to article 12 of the 1992 Lithuanian Constitution, no person may be a citizen 

of the Republic of Lithuania and another state at the same time, with the exception of 

cases established by law. In the post-communist period, a series of amendments to the 

citizenship law led to an increase in the number of persons eligible for dual nationality. 

The main group of affected persons were former nationals of Lithuania who left the 

country during the Soviet period and became citizens of their host state. The 1995 

changes to the citizenship law allowed those people and their children to reinstate their 

Lithuanian nationality without losing their other passport. However, the requirement to 

renounce first citizenship was still applicable to their grandchildren until the 1997 

amendment, which permitted dual nationality for this group of persons too (Ibid., p. 102). 

Finally, the 2002 Law on Citizenship stipulated that those who were nationals prior to 15 

June 1940 and their descendants (including great-grandchildren) could restore their 

Lithuanian citizenship without renouncing their current nationality (Ibid., pp. 103-104). 

The 2002 Law on Citizenship tightened the naturalisation requirements for the spouses 

of Lithuanian nationals as the residence period for this group of persons was extended 

from three to five years and a few other restrictive changes were made. The Law also 

stipulated that if a child was born outside Lithuania, his or her nationality was to be 

determined by an agreement between the parents (of whom one must be a Lithuanian 

national) until he or she reached 18 years of age. This was to be done irrespectively of 

the parents’ permanent residence (Ibid., p. 105). This should also be seen as a restrictive 

change as according to earlier legislation, a child born in a family with at least one 

Lithuanian national would automatically become a Lithuanian national irrespective of his 

or her place of birth if at least one parent had permanent residence in Lithuania. There 

have also been debates about the president’s discretion in granting nationality by 

exception, revolving around the possible abuse of his powers. These debates were 

sparked in 2003 when the newly elected Lithuanian president granted nationality by 

exception to one of his advisors. This move subsequently led to an impeachment 

procedure against the president (Kūris, 2010, p. 27). 

Access to nationality is currently regulated by the Law on Citizenship of 2 December 

2010. The most important liberal change introduced by this law concerned naturalising 

refugees, as the requirement for them to renounce their original nationality was lifted 

(Ruškytė, 2013, p. 8). However, the general principle of avoidance of multiple nationality 

is kept in the legislation. The Law maintains a relatively strict naturalisation procedure 

with a ten-year residence requirement and both language and civic tests. Nevertheless, 

the maximum length of the naturalisation procedure was set in 2011. According to the 
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2011 Ordinance of the president, the decision on an application must be given no more 

than six months after the documents are received by the Citizenship Commission (Ibid., 

p. 8). The Law also does not challenge the discretionary powers of the president and of 

other institutions dealing with citizenship matters. There have been few amendments to 

this law since its adoption and they did not result in significant changes to access to 

nationality. 

In the first two post-communist decades, the immigration flows of foreign nationals were 

small. Immigration figures shrank even more during the recent economic crisis, although 

they notably increased with the country’s economic recovery. Most foreign immigrants 

come to Lithuania from Russia, Belarus and Ukraine. The naturalisation process of these 

immigrants has so far been very slow, in part because of the requirement to renounce 

their original nationality. If they were to renounce their original nationality, immigrants 

from Russia, Belarus and Ukraine would have to apply for a visa in order to go back to 

their countries of birth (Žibas, 2012, p. 168). The immigration debate has been largely 

absent in Lithuania. The problem that receives much more attention is the high-scale 

emigration from the country which contributes strongly to the gradual shrinkage of the 

Lithuanian population. Unsurprisingly then, citizenship policy is also viewed in terms of 

emigration rather than immigration. There is an ongoing debate on whether to tolerate 

dual nationality for the increasing number of emigrants. However, it is exceptionally 

difficult to legalise multiple nationality in Lithuania. Since the principle of general 

avoidance of multiple nationality is installed in the constitution, it can be revised only by 

means of a referendum (Sinkevičius, 2008, p. 16). 

4.5. Romania 

The cornerstone of Romania’s citizenship policy in the post-communist period has been 

the facilitated reacquisition of nationality by former citizens and their descendants living 

outside of the state’s (post-1945) borders (Iordachi in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers 

(eds.), 2009, p. 177). Relocation to Romania and residence in the country are not 

required from former citizens who want to reacquire Romanian nationality. This generous 

policy resulted in the massive (re-)naturalisation of Moldovan and Ukrainian citizens 

stripped of their Romanian nationality following the 1940-1941/1944 Soviet occupation 

of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina (Ibid., p. 177). Romania’s perspective on the 

restoration of nationality and its rationale is similar to the one taken by the Baltic 
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countries37. Until 2009, reacquisition of Romanian citizenship was based on a statist 

principle, meaning that all former citizens, irrespective of their ethnic origin, could 

reacquire their Romanian citizenship. This changed in 2009, when the right to reacquire 

Romanian citizenship became limited to persons who had received Romanian nationality 

by birth and their descendants. While the procedure for reacquisition of Romanian 

citizenship is simple, access to citizenship for foreigners is far less straightforward. In 

2014, Romania’s MIPEX Access to Nationality score was the fifth highest among the ten 

CEE countries. 

The Law on Romanian Citizenship was adopted in March 1991, introducing the right of 

restoration of citizenship to former citizens of interwar Greater Romania, according to a 

simple procedure, without renunciation of foreign citizenship and relocation to Romania 

(Ibid., p. 205). In 2003, the rules regulating the reacquisition of citizenship for former 

citizens were changed in response to the dramatic increase in the number of 

naturalisation applications from Moldova38. After the 2003 amendments, former citizens 

became subject to almost all of the conditions for naturalisation demanded of foreigners 

(including the command of the Romanian language). However, former citizens applying 

for naturalisation were still exempted from the obligation to relocate to Romania and 

reside there for a mandatory period (Ibid., p. 195). According to the new rules, former 

citizens were required to submit their requests for nationality in Bucharest39. Also, the 

2003 amendment stipulated that new citizens were forbidden to travel abroad with a 

Romanian passport in the first four years following their naturalisation (Ibid., p. 196). 

These changes led to an almost complete deadlock in the process of re-naturalisation, 

triggering strong negative reactions from Moldovan interest groups in Romania. Further 

amendments to the Law on Romanian Citizenship adopted in the 2007-2009 period 

significantly facilitated the restoration of citizenship procedure (Ibid., p. 20), leading to a 

notable increase in the number of citizenship applications. 

In 2009, Romania redefined its policy for the restoration of nationality as the list of 

persons eligible to reacquire Romanian citizenship was narrowed down. According to 

current rules, the privilege of facilitated reacquisition of citizenship is restricted to former 

                                                
37 Romania’s case is special, however, as the restoration of Romanian nationality is applicable to 
people living outside of the country’s current borders. In contrast, restoration of nationality in the 
Baltic countries primarily concerned people living in their territories. 
38 The number of naturalisation applications from Moldova started to increase in January 2001, 
when Romanian citizens were granted visa-free travel in the Schengen space (Iordachi in 
Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 194). 
39 Until 2003, former citizens could file their applications in Romania’s consulates abroad. 



66 

 

citizens by birth and their descendants (Dumbrava, 2013)40. In what has been seen as a 

redefinition of restoration of nationality in ethnic terms, former citizens who had acquired 

Romanian nationality through the naturalisation procedure were not eligible to reacquire 

it. However, those former citizens who were eligible witnessed the simplification of 

naturalisation requirements as the requirement to know the Romanian language was 

lifted for them. In order to reacquire Romanian citizenship, former citizens by birth and 

their descendants have to satisfy the requirements of good behaviour and loyalty to the 

country, to present no threat to national security, and to swear the oath of loyalty 

(Barbulescu, 2013, p. 4). No mandatory residence period is applied for them. Also, in 

2003, the Romanian state waived its right to unilaterally terminate the nationality of 

‘natural citizens’ who had obtained it at birth (Iordachi in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers 

(eds.), 2009, p. 187). This change was made in the context of increasing emigration and 

can be viewed as a recognition of the need to preserve legal ties with Romania‘s citizens 

relocating abroad (mostly to Italy and Spain). 

Meanwhile, Romania’s 1991 Law on Romanian Citizenship instituted a rather liberal 

access to the nationality procedure for foreigners. The Law set an exceptionally short 

five-year mandatory residence period. However, the residence requirement was 

increased to seven years in 1999. The 1999 amendment of the Law on Romanian 

Citizenship also introduced additional conditions for naturalisation, such as sufficient 

knowledge of the Romanian language, of ‘elementary notions of Romanian culture and 

civilisation,’ and of the Constitution (Ibid., p. 186). Furthermore, the 2003 amendment 

to the Law introduced restrictive changes to the regulation of acquisition of Romanian 

nationality. For naturalising foreigners, the required residence period was raised to 

eight years and a new requirement to know the national anthem was introduced. The 

2003 amendment also required them to effectively relocate to Romania, spend at least 

six months per year in the country and pay taxes there (Ibid., p. 186). 

In the 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality index, Romania’s access to citizenship rules 

were categorised as ‘slightly unfavourable’. Multiple nationality is tolerated in Romania, 

meaning that naturalising foreigners are not required to renounce their first citizenship. 

Also, the naturalisation procedure for foreigners is characterised by a relatively short 

mandatory residence period – eight years, and five years for the foreign spouses of 

Romanian nationals. EU citizens are treated preferentially as they can apply for 

Romanian citizenship after four years of residence in the country. The naturalisation 

process also involves an interview which tests the knowledge of the Romanian language, 

                                                
40 Prior to the 2009 amendment all former citizens could reacquire Romanian nationality. 
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culture and civilisation, and of its constitution and national anthem. There are no clear 

guidelines for the applicants who take this test, which opens the gate for large 

administrative discretion (Barbulescu, 2013, p. 15). Successful applicants must also 

have clean criminal records, satisfy a good character clause and possess sufficient living 

means. The naturalisation procedure does not have a maximum length. 

Romania has had one of the lowest immigrant flows (as a percentage of its population) 

in the CEE region. Therefore, immigration has not become an important object of 

citizenship debates in the country. Emigration has been a much more important 

phenomenon as Romania became a major source country of labour migration, especially 

to Italy and Spain. Preservation of legal ties with the emigrant population has been an 

important goal of Romanian citizenship policy. Nevertheless, the reacquisition of 

citizenship by former nationals continues to be the most relevant topic in the Romanian 

citizenship debate. Unsurprisingly, the Romanian policy for the restoration of nationality 

attracts considerable attention from neighbouring countries (Ukraine and Moldova in 

particular) and the EU. In recent years, the voting rights of non-resident citizens who 

have reacquired Romanian nationality have also been an object of controversy. This 

controversy is primarily fuelled by politicians who suffer electoral losses as a result of the 

votes of non-resident citizens (Dumbrava, 2013). 

4.6. Hungary 

For the duration of the analysed post-communist period, the central concern of Hungary’s 

citizenship policy remained the inclusion of ethnic Hungarians living in neighbouring 

countries. Pursuing the kin-state agenda, Hungary introduced a facilitated naturalisation 

procedure for ethnic Hungarians in the early 1990s. Since then, the post-communist 

development of Hungarian citizenship policy has been marked by a gradual elaboration 

of the preferential citizenship regime, the beneficiaries of which are not only ethnic 

Hungarians but also EU citizens and other groups of persons. The evolution of Hungary’s 

preferential citizenship regime reached its peak in 2010 when ethnic Hungarians 

acquired the right to obtain Hungarian nationality without having to permanently reside 

in the country. This move sparked harsh criticism from neighbouring Slovakia which 

viewed it as a manifestation of ‘Hungarian irredentism’ (Pytlas, 2013, p. 164). 

In 1989, changes were made to the constitution which resulted in the prohibition of the 

deprivation of Hungarian nationality. In the following year, the nationality of expatriate 

nationals who had been arbitrarily deprived of their citizenship was restored upon 

request. Between 1989 and 1993, Hungary terminated bilateral agreements with former 

socialist states that excluded dual citizenship (Kovács and Tóth in Bauböck, Perchinig 
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and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 153). In 1993, the Act on Hungarian Citizenship was passed. 

Although this act made the preconditions for naturalisation more restrictive, certain 

preferences based on ethnic and family ties were introduced. The 1993 Act on Hungarian 

Citizenship also established a preferential naturalisation regime for refugees (Ibid., p. 

153). 

In 2001, the Hungarian Status Law was adopted, introducing an identity card for ethnic 

Hungarians. The Status Law provoked an angry response in neighbouring states as 

Hungary was accused of irredentist nationalism (Ibid., p. 160). The same year saw the 

facilitation of the acquisition of citizenship for those Hungarians who left the country 

during communist rule, as well as for other ethnic Hungarians. In 2003, eligibility for 

preferential naturalisation was extended to EU citizens. In 2005, the acquisition of 

citizenship was further facilitated for ethnic Hungarians: their waiting period in the 

naturalisation procedure was reduced and they were exempted from taking the 

examination on basic constitutional issues. In 2006, the president of state was entitled 

with the right to exempt applicants from certain naturalisation requirements (e.g. 

subsistence, examination on constitutional basics) (Ibid., p. 172). 

In 2004, Hungary held a referendum on whether to offer an easy access to Hungarian 

citizenship for ethnic Hungarians living outside of the country’s borders. If the referendum 

was to be successful, ethnic Hungarians in neighbouring states, and possibly living 

elsewhere, were to be granted the opportunity of obtaining Hungarian citizenship merely 

by declaring themselves of Hungarian linguistic affiliation at a Hungarian consular office 

(Ibid., p. 159). In the end, the referendum was a failure due to a low turnout. However, 

the intentions of those behind the referendum were realised to a considerable degree six 

years later, when the Act on Hungarian Citizenship was amended. The amendment lifted 

the permanent residence requirement for ethnic Hungarians (Kovács and Tóth, 2013, p. 

7). Applicants have, however, to demonstrate their knowledge of the Hungarian language 

and possess a clean criminal record. The 2010 amendment provoked an outrage in 

neighbouring Slovakia which backlashed by disallowing dual nationality for those 

persons who voluntarily acquire foreign citizenship. 

The key principles of Hungarian access to nationality rules are laid out in the 1993 Act 

on Hungarian Citizenship. In non-preferential cases of naturalisation, a permanent 

residence period of eight years is required (Ibid., p. 8). Since the status of permanent 

resident can only be obtained after three years of residence with a short-term residence 

permit, the total residence requirement adds up to 11 years. The naturalisation procedure 

involves an oral exam on historical, constitutional and administrative issues while the 
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knowledge of the Hungarian language is tested implicitly as part of this exam. Successful 

applicants must also have a clean criminal record, and proven means of stable livelihood 

and residence in Hungary. Hungarian authorities do not have to give reasons for refusing 

an application for naturalisation and there is no legal remedy against a negative decision 

(Kovács and Tóth in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 151). Furthermore, 

the naturalisation procedure does not have a set time limit. In the 2014 MIPEX Access 

to Nationality index, Hungary’s citizenship regime is described as ‘slightly unfavourable’. 

As already mentioned, Hungary adopts a preferential citizenship regime. In fact, an 

overwhelming majority of successful naturalisation cases are arrived to as a result of the 

preferential procedure (Ibid., p. 168). Citizenship regulations currently active in Hungary 

grant preferential treatment to former Hungarian nationals, ethnic Hungarians and EU 

citizens. The Act on Hungarian Citizenship also supports family unity by various 

preferences for the naturalisation of spouses and (adopted) minors. Refugees and 

stateless persons are also given priority for admission to Hungarian citizenship. 

The relationship between the Hungarian state and ethnic Hungarians living in 

neighbouring countries has been at the centre of the citizenship debate in contemporary 

Hungary. Immigration has been an important part of the nation-building process as the 

majority of all immigrants coming to Hungary are ethnic Hungarians from Romania, 

Ukraine, Germany, Slovakia and other countries. Given the recent increase in emigration 

figures, immigration (of both co-ethnics and non-ethnics) might be viewed as a means 

for alleviating the shortage of workforce in certain professions. It is worth noting that most 

Hungarians adopt a rather negative stance on immigrants (Botrić, 2016, p. 13) which 

makes the integration process more difficult. Moreover, although the number of non-

Europeans applying for Hungarian citizenship is slightly on the rise, these persons have 

to go through a difficult non-preferential naturalisation procedure. 

4.7. Slovakia 

After the dissolution of Czechoslovakia, the persons who had a republic-level Slovak 

citizenship before 31 December 1992 automatically became citizens of independent 

Slovakia41 (Kusá in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 284). The most 

immediate needs that the citizenship policy of the young Slovak state had to address 

were those of the victims of the communist regime, as well as those of the Czech 

                                                
41 The other state which came into existence after the dissolution of Czechoslovakia – the Czech 
Republic – also used the republic-level citizenship as a basis for defining the nationals of the new 
state. As mentioned above, republic-level Czech and Slovak citizenships were instituted in 
Czechoslovakia after the 1968 Prague Spring. However, republic-level citizenship had no 
practical significance in communist Czechoslovakia. 
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nationals that resided in the country (Ibid., p. 276). Czech citizens living in Slovakia were 

offered an easy access to Slovak nationality as long as they applied for citizenship within 

one year of the establishment of the Slovak Republic. Requirements for the acquisition 

of Slovak nationality were facilitated for former Czechoslovak nationals whose 

Czechoslovak citizenship had ceased or who had lost their Czechoslovak citizenship due 

to long-term absence42. Slovakia’s citizenship policy is heavily affected by the citizenship 

regulations adopted in Hungary due to a significant Hungarian minority residing in the 

country. In 2010, in reaction to the actions taken by Hungarian authorities43, Slovakia 

stepped back from the unconditional acceptance of multiple nationality. Other changes 

to access to nationality rules in Slovakia have led to stricter conditions for the acquisition 

of Slovak citizenship by foreign nationals. 

According to the 1993 Act on Citizenship of the Slovak Republic, persons who held 

republic-level Slovak nationality before 31 December 1992 automatically became 

citizens of independent Slovakia. Meanwhile, Czech citizens could apply for Slovak 

citizenship until 31 December 1993 by way of a written request (Ibid., p. 284). In 1997, 

the Act on Expatriate Slovaks was adopted. Among other benefits, the legal status of 

expatriate Slovak brings the permission to reside ‘for a long time’ in the territory of the 

Slovak Republic and the opportunity of applying for permanent residence in Slovakia 

(Ibid., p. 293). An amendment of this act was adopted in 2005, labelling expatriate 

Slovaks as ‘Slovaks living abroad’ and establishing a state-funded office that attends to 

the needs of this population. Slovaks living abroad are entitled to an easier naturalisation 

procedure (a continuous residence of three years is required instead of eight). Since 

most of the Slovaks living abroad reside in the United States (over 1,200,000 Slovaks), 

Slovakia’s policy towards its external population is relatively uncontroversial. In contrast, 

a similar policy in Hungary attracts much more attention because it concerns national 

minorities in neighbouring countries. 

In 2007, an amendment to the 1993 citizenship act was adopted by the Slovak 

Government. This restrictive amendment considerably tightened naturalisation 

requirements for foreigners. A permanent residence requirement of eight years was 

                                                
42 Citizenship may be granted to these groups of people even if the condition of consecutive 
permanent residence is not met (Kusá in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 285). 
43 In May 2010, Hungary amended its 1993 Act on Hungarian Citizenship, allowing ethnic 
Hungarians from neighbouring countries – including Slovakia – to apply for Hungarian citizenship 
if they can claim Hungarian ancestry and speak the Hungarian language (Kusá, 2013a, p. 17). 
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introduced, extending the required residence period by three years44. Furthermore, the 

2007 changes to the Act on Citizenship of the Slovak Republic demand that applicants 

‘prove cultural acclimatisation’ by demonstrating a thorough knowledge of the Slovak 

language and basic historical and geographical facts regarding the Slovak Republic and 

Slovak culture (Ibid., p. 284). 

Until 2010, multiple nationality was fully tolerated in Slovakia. This changed, however, 

after Hungary passed its law on dual citizenship, allowing ethnic Hungarians from 

neighbouring countries – including Slovakia – to acquire Hungarian citizenship without 

having to move to Hungary (Kusá, 2013a, p. 17). In response to the Hungarian law, 

Slovakia took away the possibility of dual citizenship for those who voluntarily acquire 

foreign citizenship. The Slovak amendment presented the deviation from a general 

cross-national tendency of increasingly liberal regulation of dual citizenship (Blatter et 

al., 2009). It is worth noting that dual citizenship is retained by those persons who had it 

before the amendment became valid (Kusá, 2013a, p. 17). 

Slovakia’s 2014 access to nationality rules for foreigners are outlined in the amended 

1993 Act on Citizenship of the Slovak Republic. Although this act was long considered 

to be one of the more progressive ones in Europe, the actual naturalisation process has 

always been lengthy and difficult (Kusá, 2013b, p. 1). The shortest minimum residence 

period for regular applicants is ten years. The naturalisation procedure involves language 

and integration tests that do not have any specific templates. Furthermore, no official 

guidelines or study materials are made available to the applicants (Ibid., p. 3). The 

naturalisation process also involves a discretionary procedure whereby the Ministry of 

Interior decides on whether to grant citizenship to the applicant. The possibility of abuse 

of discretionary powers comes from the vague reference to national security and public 

interest as potential arguments that the Ministry of Interior can use when taking decisions 

on granting citizenship. Finally, the naturalisation procedure is relatively costly and long, 

and creates a considerable administrative burden for the applicant. As of 2014, 

Slovakia‘s MIPEX Access to Nationality score was the fourth lowest among the ten CEE 

countries. 

Immigration flows in Slovakia have not been high in the post-communist period and they 

do not show any signs of increasing. Although the number of immigrants is not high, 

Slovakia still needs to figure out its relationship towards newcomers from parts of the 

                                                
44 The actual residence requirement is longer than eight years because the time needed to obtain 
a permanent residence permit is counted separately. Under the current legislation, the shortest 
total residence period for ordinary applicants is ten years. 
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world with which it has had no cultural contact in the past (Kusá in Bauböck, Perchinig 

and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 275). The naturalisation rate has been low in Slovakia while 

the number of refugees granted citizenship is usually a case of single digits (Kusá, 

2013b, p. 1). In terms of the topics related to citizenship policy, the question of dual 

nationality for the Hungarian minority remains the most controversial and actively 

debated. 

4.8. Bulgaria 

The Bulgarian post-communist citizenship policy has been marked by a significant 

degree of ‘inclusive incoherence’ (Smilov and Jileva in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers 

(eds.), 2009, p. 238). The inclusiveness of Bulgaria’s citizenship regime was 

demonstrated by the reinstatement of citizenship rights to the Turkish people who had 

been expelled from Bulgaria in the 1980s. Furthermore, every person born on the 

territory of the Republic of Bulgaria becomes a Bulgarian citizen if they do not acquire 

another citizenship by origin. In practice, this clause does not make Bulgaria a jus soli 

country and serves like a symbol of the inclusiveness of the Bulgarian citizenship regime 

instead. At the same time, Bulgaria’s citizenship policy is strongly oriented towards ethnic 

Bulgarians living in neighbouring countries. Ethnic Bulgarians are subject to a facilitated 

naturalisation procedure that does not require them to move to Bulgaria or renounce their 

original citizenship. Unsurprisingly, the majority of successful applications for Bulgarian 

citizenship come from ethnic Bulgarians (Ibid., p. 237). In contrast, foreigners have to go 

through a much more difficult naturalisation procedure that involves a ten-year residence 

requirement and an obligation to renounce their original nationality. In 2014, Bulgaria’s 

MIPEX Access to Nationality score was the third lowest among the ten CEE countries. 

The basic regulations concerning Bulgarian citizenship are laid out in the 1991 

constitution. The 1991 constitution did not prohibit multiple nationality, making Bulgaria 

one of the first countries in Eastern Europe to recognise dual citizenship (Liebich cited in 

Ibid., p. 222). This early tolerance of multiple nationality came from the need to remedy 

the former injustices committed by the state against the Bulgarian Turks (Ibid., p. 221). 

Many of the Turks that had been deprived of Bulgarian citizenship and expelled from the 

country in the 1980s had already acquired Turkish citizenship. Therefore, a toleration of 

multiple nationality was needed to allow these people to reacquire their Bulgarian 

citizenship without losing their Turkish nationality. 

The 1991 constitution grants citizenship to all persons born in the territory of Bulgaria 

unless they acquire another citizenship by origin. Since most persons born to non-

national parents acquire another citizenship on the basis of jus sanguinis, this provision 
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does not have a major practical significance. Important concessions to ethnic Bulgarians 

are embedded in the 1991 constitution, granting them the right to a facilitated 

naturalisation procedure. Therefore, there are two methods for the acquisition of 

Bulgarian citizenship by naturalisation: a general regime and a preferential regime for 

certain categories of persons, including ethnic Bulgarians (Ibid., p. 223). The majority of 

successful applications for Bulgarian citizenship come from ethnic Bulgarians. 

The Law on Bulgarian Citizenship that was enacted in 1998 largely reflected the rationale 

of the 1991 constitution. In conformity with the constitution, the Law accommodates 

multiple nationality. The 1998 Law restored citizenship to the critics of the communist 

regime who had had their citizenship withdrawn by decrees during the 1944-1947 period 

(Ibid., p. 222). The 2001 amendment to the Law significantly facilitated the naturalisation 

procedure for ethnic Bulgarians. This amendment exempted applicants of Bulgarian 

origin from all but two naturalisation requirements: the minimum age and a clean criminal 

record (Ibid., p. 224). Thus, since 2001, naturalising ethnic Bulgarians are not required 

to take a language test, move to Bulgaria or renounce their original citizenship. This 

amendment led to a significant increase in the number of naturalisation applications. The 

financial costs of naturalisation are also considerably smaller for ethnic Bulgarians than 

for foreigners. 

In 2013, the naturalisation procedure was facilitated for certain groups of persons. The 

2013 amendment of the Law on Bulgarian Citizenship stipulated that citizens of EU and 

European Economic Area (EEA) countries are exempt from the requirement to renounce 

their original citizenship. Nationals of countries with which Bulgaria has signed 

agreements on mutual recognition of multiple nationality are also allowed to maintain 

their original citizenship. The spouses of Bulgarian citizens and big investors are exempt 

from the renunciation requirement too – both categories may become Bulgarian citizens 

while retaining their original citizenship (Paskalev, 2013, p. 5). However, all other foreign 

applicants continue to be obliged to discard their original citizenship. 

The 2014 access to nationality rules are laid out in the 1991 constitution and the 

amended 1998 Law on Bulgarian Citizenship. The general regime for obtaining 

citizenship by naturalisation is quite restrictive. Applicants are normally required to have 

legally resided in the country for ten years, possess a clean criminal record and know 

the Bulgarian language. Every applicant is interviewed in Bulgarian, but there is no 

integration test. Foreign applicants also have to possess sufficient income or income 

guarantees. The state also enjoys discretionary powers in decisions on naturalisation 

and applicants do not have the right to judicial appeal. Naturalising foreigners must also 
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renounce their original citizenship (except for EU, EEA citizens and certain other groups 

of persons – see above). As mentioned above, the most popular mode of acquiring 

Bulgarian nationality is a preferential procedure. The only requirement for ethnic 

Bulgarians applying for Bulgarian citizenship is a clean criminal record. 

Throughout the post-communist period, immigration flows to Bulgaria have not been 

high. Rather than immigrants, two groups of persons fuelling the citizenship debate in 

Bulgaria are Bulgarian Turks and newly naturalised ethnic Bulgarians. The voting rights 

of Bulgarian citizens of Turkish origin residing in Turkey have been questioned. This 

group of Bulgarian citizens has traditionally voted for the Movement for Rights and 

Freedoms (Bulgarian: Движение за права и свободи, DPS) – a political party 

representing the interests of the Turkish minority. Doubts have also been expressed on 

the attachments of newly naturalised ethnic Bulgarians living in neighbouring countries. 

Much of their motivation to apply for Bulgarian citizenship could have come from the 

explicit expectation of the travel opportunities that a Bulgarian passport affords. Their 

loyalties as well as potential contribution to the Bulgarian state remain unclear. 

4.9. Estonia 

After regaining its independence in 1991, Estonia and its new political leadership 

considered the great number of non-Estonian Soviet-era settlers as a cultural threat to 

the nation. Under these conditions, nationality became an instrument for the attainment 

of national homogeneity and for the political containment of Soviet-era settlers (Järve in 

Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 46). The 1992 Citizenship Act restored 

pre-Soviet nationality and caused mass statelessness of non-Estonians of mostly 

Russian origin. In 1995, the conditions for naturalisation were made stricter as the 

language test became more difficult and a new civic test was introduced. A certain 

liberalisation of Estonia’s citizenship policy followed. Most notably, children of stateless 

parents under the age of 15 born on Estonian territory were allowed to acquire Estonian 

citizenship by declaration. In general terms, Estonia’s citizenship policy has been rather 

stable as the mainstream political parties have regularly declared prior to national 

elections that, regardless of the election results, the Citizenship Act and corresponding 

policies will not be changed (Ibid., p. 55). 

The 1992 Citizenship Act embodied the Estonian conservatives’ vision of nationality. 

According to the Act, only those who were citizens in 1940 and their descendants 

(regardless of ethnicity) were to be granted Estonian nationality by registration, while 

those who settled in Estonia after 1940 were offered the possibility of becoming Estonian 

nationals through naturalisation (Ibid., p. 46). The new Citizenship Act passed on 19 
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January 1995 was a step towards a stricter regulation of access to nationality. The 1995 

Citizenship Act integrated all regulations on nationality and introduced some new 

conditions for naturalisation such as the requirement of a five-year residence on the basis 

of a permanent residence permit, and a test on the knowledge of the Estonian 

Constitution and the Citizenship Act (Ibid., p. 49). In addition to this, the language test 

was made more difficult for naturalisation applicants. 

This tide of restrictive moves was reversed in the end of the first decade of the post-

communist period. International actors played an important role in this reversal as 

Estonia was bidding for EU accession. In December 1998, the amendment to the 1995 

Citizenship Act was adopted. Pursuant to this change of legislation, children under the 

age of 15 born on Estonian territory after 26 February 1992 could acquire Estonian 

nationality on the basis of a declaration, if their parents were stateless and had been 

legal residents of Estonia during the previous five years. In the years that followed, some 

changes in the legislation on nationality made the naturalisation process easier for 

certain groups of applicants. In June 2002, amendments to the 1995 Citizenship Act 

facilitated the acquisition of Estonian nationality for persons with severe or moderate 

disabilities (such as a visual, hearing or speech impairment) by exempting them from the 

language and integration tests (Ibid., p. 49). Many other measures were taken to facilitate 

naturalisation such as free-of-charge language courses (financed by the European 

Commission (EC)) and the recognition of the Estonian language and civic exams taken 

by students of Russian-language schools as valid for naturalisation (Ibid., pp. 49-50). 

There have not been any major changes in access to nationality rules in recent years as 

the 1995 Citizenship Act is still valid. Article 1 of the Act states that an Estonian citizen 

may not simultaneously hold the citizenship of another state – a clear indication of the 

general avoidance of multiple nationality. However, Article 8 of the Constitution and 

Article 5 (3) of the Citizenship Act stipulate that no person may be deprived of Estonian 

citizenship acquired by birth (Järve and Poleshchuk, 2013, p. 10), creating uncertainty in 

the regulation of multiple nationality in Estonia. The Estonian naturalisation procedure 

involves language and civic tests, although some applicants are exempt from these. 

Preparation material and state-funded language and integration courses are offered to 

applicants. The required residence period in Estonia (eight years) is shorter than in other 

Baltic states. However, the naturalisation procedure is discretionary and it does not have 

a set time limit. No simplified naturalisation procedure is established for the spouses of 

Estonian citizens (Ibid., p. 9). According to the 2014 MIPEX index, Estonia’s Access to 

Nationality score was the second lowest among the ten CEE countries. 
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The Estonian citizenship policy has remained conservative ever since the restoration of 

independence. Mainstream political parties have regularly declared prior to national 

elections that, regardless of the election results, the Citizenship Act and the 

corresponding policies would not be changed (Ibid., p. 13). Estonia has often been 

criticised by international actors for its large number of stateless residents. However, 

accession to the EU was interpreted by Estonian authorities as the ultimate international 

approval of its citizenship policies (Ibid., p. 13). 

The Estonian citizenship policy is viewed very differently by Estonians and ethnic 

Russians. According to a study conducted in 2008, 65 per cent of ethnic Estonians held 

that the national citizenship regime was ‘normal and adequate to international standards’ 

while 76 per cent of Russian-speaking respondents regarded it as ‘overly restrictive and 

violating human rights’ (Nimmerfeldt cited in Ibid., p. 13). In fact, some members of the 

Russian minority regard citizenship in one’s country of birth or long-term residence as 

the ‘normal’ or ‘just’ circumstance (Fein and Straughn, 2014), which results in some of 

them considering their current status unfair. Tensions between Estonians and Russians 

increased considerably in 2007 when the Soviet-era war memorial (‘the Bronze soldier’) 

was removed from the centre of Tallinn, although a certain normalisation of inter-ethnic 

relations has followed since. Immigration flows remain negligent and only show limited 

signs of increasing. Post-communist immigration is not an important factor affecting the 

citizenship policy of Estonia. 

4.10. Latvia 

After restoring its independence in 1991, Latvia strictly followed the principle of state 

continuity. While those who were Latvian nationals on 17 June 1940 (before the Soviet 

occupation) and their descendants recovered de facto rights and obligations deriving 

from their Latvian nationality, those former USSR nationals who had arrived in Latvia 

during the Soviet years were made subject to the naturalisation procedure (Krūma in 

Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 68). In 1995, a special status of non-

citizens was created. Non-citizens are former USSR nationals who did not qualify for 

Latvian nationality and did not acquire Russian or any other nationality after the 

restoration of Latvian independence (Ibid., p. 72). Even the pre-accession efforts from 

the EU and other international actors did not result in a significant reduction of the 

number of non-citizens in Latvia (Gelazis, 2004, p. 225). In fact, the existence of a large 

Russian-speaking minority has been the main factor shaping Latvia’s citizenship policy 

in the post-communist period. 
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On 15 October 1991, the Resolution on the Renewal of the Republic of Latvia’s Citizens’ 

Rights and Fundamental Principles of Naturalisation was adopted by the Supreme 

Council of Latvia. According to the Resolution, only persons who were Latvian nationals 

on 17 June 1940 and their descendants, as well as persons born to unknown parents 

and residing in Latvia were recognised as nationals (Krūma in Bauböck, Perchinig and 

Sievers (eds.), 2009, pp. 68-69). The Law on Latvian Citizenship was adopted in 1994. 

The 1995 amendment to this law broadened the scope of Latvian citizenry by including 

those former USSR nationals who may have integrated into Latvian society45, 

irrespective of their place of birth (Ziemele cited in Ibid., p. 70). Also noteworthy is the 

fact that the 'Transitional Provisions' of the 1994 Law allowed the interwar citizens of 

Latvia who had lost their original citizenship and their descendants to register as Latvian 

nationals without renouncing their current citizenship (Gelazis, 2004, p. 229). 

The 1994 Law also introduced the so-called ‘window-system’ which only allowed a 

gradual naturalisation. In this way, the rights of individuals to freely choose the timing of 

their naturalisation were restricted (Krūma in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 

2009, p. 70). The 1994 Law provided that persons would be naturalised in stages starting 

in 1996 and ending in 2003 (Kalvaitis cited in Ibid., p. 70). In 1995, the special status of 

non-citizens was introduced and was largely ascribed to persons belonging to Russian 

minority. This is a special category of people who enjoy larger state protection than 

stateless people, and who may even have more rights and guarantees than permanent 

residents. However, non-citizens do not possess political rights and are restricted from 

practising certain professions related to civil service and the judiciary (Krūma, 2015, p. 

9). 

Certain liberal changes to Latvia’s citizenship regime were implemented thereafter. In 

1998, Latvia amended its citizenship law, abolishing the ‘window-system’ and providing 

nationality for children born in Latvia after 21 August 199146 and to stateless persons or 

non-citizens. In addition to these changes, several groups of individuals were identified 

for exemption from the naturalisation process or from taking naturalisation exams (Ibid., 

p. 7). The most recent amendment to the 1994 Law on Latvian Citizenship was made in 

2013. According to this amendment, naturalisation exams were lifted for pupils who have 

acquired more than half of the basic educational program in the Latvian language. 

                                                
45 Integration into Latvian society was evaluated based on the language of instruction. According 
to the 1995 amendment, those who permanently resided in Latvia and completed a full 
educational course in general education schools in which Latvian was the language of instruction, 
or in mixed-language schools, were recognised as Latvian nationals (Krūma in Bauböck, 
Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 70). 
46 21 August 1991 is the day when Latvia’s independence was restored. 
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Furthermore, the requirement for uninterrupted residence in Latvia for naturalising 

persons was removed (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Latvia, 2017a). Also, 

the procedure for granting Latvian citizenship for the children of stateless people and 

non-citizens was simplified. Finally, the list of persons eligible for dual nationality was 

extended. Based on the 2013 amendment, Latvian nationals were allowed to keep their 

original citizenship if they acquired the nationality of an EU, European Free Trade 

Association, or NATO country, or that of Australia, Brazil, New Zealand, or of certain 

other states with which Latvia has concluded an international agreement (Krūma, 2015, 

p. 13). 

The 1994 Law on Latvian Citizenship is still in place in Latvia. Despite certain liberal 

changes introduced by the 2013 amendment to the Law, Latvia‘s 2014 MIPEX Access 

to Nationality score remains the lowest among CEE countries. Latvia‘s access to 

nationality rules are characterised by a relatively strict naturalisation procedure which 

involves a minimum residence period of ten years, language and integration tests and 

the requirement of a clean criminal record. Other important elements of Latvia’s 

citizenship regime are the disallowance of dual nationality for naturalising foreigners (with 

the exception of refugees) and a high degree of the state‘s discretionary powers in 

decisions regarding the acquisition and loss of Latvian nationality. In fact, following the 

latest amendments to the Law on Latvian Citizenship, the scope of discretion of the 

authorities has increased in relation to the refusal of naturalisation (Ibid., p. 27). 

In contrast to some other CEE countries, citizenship issues still appear in Latvian public 

debates. According to studies conducted by Latvian scholars, Russia is seeking to 

minimise non-citizen interest in naturalising and integrating into Latvian society by means 

of its Compatriots Policy (Krūma in Bauböck, Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 80). 

Russia’s decision to approve a visa-free travel for the non-citizens of Latvia also points 

in this direction47. Immigration flows to Latvia continue to be insignificant while most 

applicants for naturalisation are Soviet-era settlers. The recent move towards a larger 

tolerance of multiple nationality, by lifting the renunciation requirement for emigrants, 

was shaped by the need to tackle demographical problems faced by the country. 

However, the dual Latvia-Russian nationality is still avoided. 

The Latvian case says a lot about the importance of citizenship, but not so much for the 

individuals, as for the state. Many non-citizens in Latvia may not be motivated to acquire 

Latvian nationality because they do not attach great value to being able to vote in national 

                                                
47 Non-citizens of Latvia have enjoyed visa-free travels to Russia since 2008. 
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elections or taking positions in the civil service. However, many Latvians feel like they 

are a threatened majority in Latvia (Zepa et al., 2005, p. 6) and this sense of being 

threatened would increase if non-citizens were offered an easy access to Latvian 

citizenship and were provided with the opportunity to make an impact on Latvia’s political 

life. This is one of the reasons explaining why these relatively strict naturalisation 

requirements are kept in place, and around 12 per cent of the Latvian population 

continued to hold a non-citizen status in 2015. 

4.11. Summary 

This overview of the various developments of CEE countries’ citizenship policies in the 

post-communist period reveals a complicated picture marked by the mix of cross-national 

similarities and differences. On the one hand, all ten CEE countries included in this study 

implemented citizenship policies that contained at least some favourable clauses for 

people of titular ethnicity, granting them a privileged access to citizenship. This regional 

commonality points to the enduring relevance of the ethnic understanding of nationhood 

in the analysed countries. However, important cross-national differences in the intensity 

of this ethnic orientation were observed, with Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania and (to a 

slightly lesser extent) Slovenia showing the strongest tendencies in treating citizenship 

policy as a nation-building tool. All four of these countries provided their kin populations 

in neighbouring countries with an opportunity to acquire non-resident citizenship. While 

other CEE countries also adopted some favourable regulations for people of titular 

ethnicity, none of them went as far as introducing ethnically-defined non-resident 

citizenship. 

A similar combination of cross-national commonalities and differences emerges when 

analysing access to nationality rules for non-ethnic foreigners. While, according to the 

MIPEX classification, no CEE country has been categorised as having ‘favourable’ 

access to nationality rules in 2014, some countries have made bigger steps towards 

liberalising their access to citizenship than others. In this regard, the countries that stand 

out from the rest are Poland (with its eight years minimum residence requirement, its 

unconditional acceptance of multiple nationality, the absence of civic integration tests, 

etc.), the Czech Republic and Slovenia (the two latter countries introduced provisions 

that grant facilitated access to citizenship for second-generation migrants). The liberal 

developments of citizenship policies in all three of these countries (but especially Poland 

and Czech Republic) suggest that they have reformulated their official definitions of 

nation and nationhood by strengthening the civic component in their self-understandings. 

Meanwhile, the reasons for the lack of liberalisation of access to nationality rules in other 
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CEE countries differ from country to country. One of the main goals of this chapter was 

to show how the development of citizenship policies is ingrained in a specific national 

context. It is the characteristics of this context that have to be considered when trying to 

explain citizenship policy outcomes in the CEE region (be it inclusive or restrictive). 

Therefore, the next chapter will provide some key details on the country-specific 

historical, social and political circumstances of each CEE country. 
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5. Qualitative overview of citizenship policy factors in CEE 

countries 

Drawing on the literature review, Chapter 3 identified four key factors of access to 

nationality rules that will be used as causal conditions in the QCA model: the left–right 

ideological position of governments, the electoral strength of far-right parties, the size of 

expatriate and kin minority populations, and the importance of national minority issues. 

For each of the four selected factors, summary values for the period from the fall of the 

communist regimes to 2014 were estimated, using the operationalisation rules described 

in Chapter 3. However, before running the formal QCA analysis, a qualitative description 

of the four causal factors in each of the ten countries under study is needed. A good 

qualitative knowledge of the analysed cases is a necessary condition for a meaningful 

QCA analysis. Apart from providing the essential background information on each of the 

ten countries, this chapter also gives a brief assessment of the relationship between the 

key changes in access to nationality rules in the post-communist period, and the two 

political factors. Nevertheless, the actual explanation of the 2014 access to nationality 

rules in each CEE country is presented after the QCA analysis in Chapter 7. 

This chapter offers a qualitative empirical overview of the four causal factors used in the 

QCA. The overview covers all ten CEE countries included in this study, arranged in the 

same order as in Chapter 4. Each country description offers a brief survey of the 

country’s political developments (with the emphasis on left–right incumbency and far-

right parties) in the post-communist period, and of the issues regarding national 

minorities and kin populations. The key figures that will be used in the QCA are also 

provided in this chapter48. Each country description starts with a brief reminder of the key 

traits of the country’s citizenship policy, as reviewed in the previous chapter. 

5.1. Poland 

Since the entry into force of the new Law on Polish Citizenship in 2012, Poland has had 

the most inclusive access to nationality rules in the CEE region. The Law on Polish 

Citizenship reduced the required residence period for naturalisation applicants from ten 

to eight years, extended the acceptance of dual nationality to all categories of naturalised 

                                                
48 As described in Chapter 3, this study uses two figures for measuring the importance of national 
minority issues – the percentage of national minority respondents who feel discriminated on at 
least one of the five grounds (colour or race, nationality, religion, language, ethnicity); and the 
percentage of non-majority population. For each CEE country under study, both of these figures 
are provided in this chapter. The final estimates of the importance of national minority issues are 
given in the end of this chapter and Appendix B. 
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foreigners and reduced the discretionary powers of the state in refusing applications for 

nationality. Nevertheless, the main orientation of Polish citizenship policy in the post-

communist period has primarily been of ethnic character as most of the public 

discussions on citizenship-related questions have tended to revolve around emigrants 

and the diaspora rather than immigrants. The concurrence of these two different 

tendencies in Polish citizenship policy is related to the large polarisation which has 

marked the country’s political development since the start of the post-communist period. 

This chapter provides a brief overview of Poland’s post-communist political arena (with 

an emphasis on left–right incumbency and the electoral performance of far-right parties) 

and discusses the structural factors that might also have affected Poland’s access to 

nationality rules (the size of expatriate and kin minority populations and the importance 

of national minority issues). 

Political developments 

Although the Polish parliament that emerged from the first fully democratic legislative 

election was extremely fragmented, the myriad of political parties that gained 

parliamentary representation could easily be labelled as either post-communist or anti-

communist. The following elections might have resulted in a lower party fragmentation 

but the overarching divide between the post-communist left and the anti-communist right 

continued to shape Polish politics in the first decade of democratic rule. That said, even 

when the main representatives of the Polish post-communist left – the Democratic Left 

Alliance (Sojusz Lewicy Demokratycznej, SLD) – were in power, the implementation of 

pro-market economic reforms continued. It is likely that the lack of a clear ideological 

identity contributed to this party’s poor electoral fortunes since 2005. Since the 2005 

parliamentary election, Polish politics have been characterised by a large degree of 

polarisation between two major parties – the liberal Civic Platform (Platforma 

Obywatelska, PO) and the conservative Law and Justice (PiS). It is difficult to place these 

parties on a left–right scale. While PO’s economic agenda is a lot more right-wing than 

PiS’s, the latter party adopts considerably more conservative social views. Also, the 

division of votes in Poland follows a clear geographical pattern as the north-west of the 

country tends to vote for PO and south-east favours PiS. The geographical divide 

between Poland A (north-west) and B (south-east) can be seen as a ‘protocleavage’ 

expressing significant geographical and socio-demographic distinctions (Stanley in 

Berglund et al. (eds.), 2013, p. 196). 

Left–right incumbency. CMP data suggests that Poland was ruled by left-wing 

governments for 32 per cent of the post-communist period under study (8 years of 25). 
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All left-wing governments came before 2005 and were largely due to the successful 

transition of former communists SLD to the democratic political environment in early 

post-communist period. However, as mentioned above, the left–right scale is not the best 

tool for analysing post-2005 Polish politics as neither of the main contenders – PO and 

PiS – can be categorised as left-wing. 

The strength of far-right parties. In the period between the first democratic election and 

2005, far-right parties were consistently increasing their vote share. Having stood at just 

0.5 per cent of the public vote in 1991, support for far-right parties reached 8 per cent in 

2005. In 2006, the far-right League of Polish families (Liga Polskich Rodzin, LPR) 

entered the PiS-led government. However, early parliamentary elections were called in 

2007 which ended in an electoral disaster for LPR. The party garnered just 1.3 per cent 

of the public vote. While Polish far-right parties have not managed to recover from this 

electoral blow, it does not mean that far-right views in Poland are absent. In fact, one of 

the factors contributing to LPR’s demise was the successful efforts by PiS to appropriate 

their radical agenda. On average, far-right parties gained 3.9 per cent of the public vote 

in the post-communist period under study. 

Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. The 

Polish case provides support for the hypothesis on the link between government ideology 

and access to nationality rules. The key tenet of Poland’s citizenship policy is its clear 

orientation towards co-ethnics living abroad. This tendency of ‘ethnicised’ citizenship 

policy found its legal expression in the Repatriation Act (2000) and the Act on the Polish 

Ethnicity Card (2007). In line with the hypothesis, both of these acts were adopted by the 

socially conservative right. Another milestone in the development of Polish citizenship 

policy was the adoption of the Law on Polish Citizenship in 2009, which led to the 

significant increase in the country’s MIPEX Access to Nationality score. The Law was 

adopted at a time when PO was in power. While not nominally left-wing, the party 

defends liberal views in the cosmopolitanism–nationalism debate. 

National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

Poland is the most ethnically homogenous country in the region. In the 2011 Census, 

96.9 per cent of its 38.5 million population indicated Polish as their primary ethnic identity. 

1.1 per cent of the Polish population consider Silesian as their first ethnicity, 0.2 per cent 

– German, 0.01 per cent – Ukrainian. Poland is also home to small Belarussian, 

Kashubian, Roma and other ethnic minorities. Silesians and Kashubians are not treated 

as national minorities by Polish authorities. 1.4 per cent of the Polish population did not 

declare their ethnic identification in 2011 Census (Statistics Poland, 2014). Across the 
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1988, 2002 and 2011 censuses, the average share of non-ethnic population in Poland 

was 2.1 per cent. 

Due to the low percentage of people belonging to ethnic minority groups, issues and 

questions related to them have often been treated as being of secondary importance by 

both the Polish government and the European institutions. It was not until 2005 that the 

new Minorities Law was adopted. This Law entitles Poland’s national and ethnic 

minorities with a set of positive rights, including the right to learn a minority language at 

school or be instructed in it, and to use minority language in dealings with public 

institutions in municipalities where minority residents make up no less than 20 per cent 

of all residents (Vermeersch in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 168). Also, there are separate legal 

provisions setting a lower electoral threshold for minority candidates in parliamentary 

elections. This stipulation has allowed the German national minority to secure better 

representation in the Sejm than would otherwise have been possible. 

Despite the relatively low numbers of persons in question, debates on the rights of 

national and ethnic minorities have often been characterised by national rhetoric. In the 

lead-up to the adoption of the 2005 Minorities Law, politicians of various political 

allegiances were hostile to the idea of offering language rights to minorities, treating this 

as a potential threat to the dominance of the Polish language (Ibid., pp. 171-172). In 

2004, Polish authorities were criticised by the Council of Europe for often stressing ‘the 

homogeneity of modern-day Poland’, although this was strongly denied by the Polish 

government (Ibid., pp. 175-176). Also, it has been noted that Poland’s Minorities Law 

fails to sufficiently address the different demands and concerns expressed by separate 

minorities. For example, the Ukrainian minority has been seeking the redress of the 

historical injustices committed against them in the 1940s49, whereas the Roma are 

primarily concerned with their socioeconomic situation. However, national minority 

issues in Poland are not as visible or important as they are in most other countries in the 

CEE region. This is confirmed by the pooled data from the six ESS rounds in 2002-2012. 

The data shows that only 2.7 per cent of Poland’s national minority respondents felt 

discriminated on the grounds of colour or race, nationality, religion, language or ethnicity.  

                                                
49 Among the historical claims made by Ukrainians are the restitution of property that once 
belonged to Ukrainian organisations, compensation for the people (and the families of the people) 
who had been imprisoned in the labour camp site in Jaworzno, and an official apology for the 
forced resettlement of approximately 140,000 people identified as Ukrainians from the south-
eastern border zone to the north and west of Poland in 1947 (Vermeersch in Rechel (ed.), 2009, 
p. 173). 



85 

 

Poland is known to have one of the largest diasporas among CEE countries. While it is 

difficult to provide the exact number of people of Polish descent living abroad, there 

seems to be a relative consensus around a 20 million figure (e.g. Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs of Republic of Poland website; Kałaska and Suchcicka, 2012). This is equal to 53 

per cent of Poland’s home population. Since the beginning of the post-communist 

period, issues surrounding the Polish diaspora have been at the centre of political and 

scholarly debates on citizenship. Among these issues were the reinstatement of Polish 

citizenship to persons who had lost it in the communist era, the repatriation of persons 

of Polish origin from former Soviet republics, and the tolerance of multiple citizenship 

(Górny and Pudzianowska, 2010, p. 1). Moreover, like some other CEE countries, 

Poland has created a special document that was made available to its kin minorities (the 

Polish Card), and conferred certain benefits on the basis of it. 

5.2. Czech Republic 

Overall, the development of the Czech Republic’s citizenship policy in the post-

communist period has followed a liberalising trajectory. The country adopted a new 

citizenship law in 2013 which established the unconditional acceptance of multiple 

nationality and introduced a clause whereby second-generation immigrants can acquire 

citizenship by declaration. As a result of these changes, the Czech Republic’s 2014 

MIPEX Access to Nationality score was the second highest in the CEE region. 

Citizenship policy in general remains a rather marginal issue in the Czech Republic and 

it does not attract much attention from the general public. However, access to nationality 

rules are relevant for the growing number of foreigners who made up 4.2 per cent of the 

country’s population in 2013. 

Political developments 

The main dividing line in the Czech party system in the post-communist period has been 

economically defined left–right scale. In congruence with commonly accepted political 

definitions of left and right, the Czech left have advocated a strong role for the state while 

parties on the right of political spectrum have mobilised support for market liberalism. 

Apart from the key economic dimension, the left–right divide in the Czech Republic 

encompasses the religious/secular and anti-communism/communism dimensions. 

Right-wing parties tend to favour religious values and adopt anti-communist stances. A 

conflict over the nature of the regime (anti-communism–communism) was dominant in 

the first free elections and retains its residual significance today. Since 1996, the 

liberalism-authoritarianism divide has become the second structuring feature of the 

Czech party system. Until 2010, the Czech party system could have been evaluated as 
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nearly consolidated and stable as it was dominated by two major parties – the right-wing 

Civic Democratic Party (ODS) and left-wing Czech Social Democratic Party (ČSSD). 

However, the 2010 parliamentary election resulted in the shake-up of the established 

party system, as traditional parties suffered a slump in electoral support while new 

political parties made successful debuts. 

Left–right incumbency. Until the 1998 parliamentary elections, the Czech Republic was 

ruled by right-wing coalitions. The dominance of right-wing parties in the early post-

communist period can be explained by their anti-communist stance and positive attitude 

towards market economy reforms. There was a general agreement within Czech society 

on the need to implement important political and economic reforms, and right-wing anti-

communist parties were trusted more to bring about a real break with the communist 

past. In the 1998 parliamentary election, the left-wing party ČSSD gained the largest 

share of the public vote. However, it was not enough to form a majority government and 

ČSSD could not find an agreement with potential coalition partners. Eventually, ČSSD 

formed a minority government and ruled the country with the support of their main right-

wing rivals ODS, under the so-called Opposition Agreement. It was not until 2002 that 

ČSSD managed to form a majority left-wing government, although it contained two 

centre-right parties. During the 25 post-communist years covered by this analysis, the 

Czech Republic saw 11 years of left-wing government rule (44 per cent of the period 

under study). 

Strength of far-right parties. A far-right party first entered the Czech parliament very early 

in the post-communist period. The coalition for the Republican Party of Czechoslovakia 

used nationalist and xenophobic rhetoric – directed in particular against the Roma and 

Germans – to gain 6 per cent of the public vote in the 1992 parliamentary election. While 

the party enjoyed even more electoral success in 1996, it failed to gain parliamentary 

representation in the elections two years later. After that, the Republican Party 

disappeared from the Czech political scene and no other party replaced it in the far-right 

end of the political spectrum. The Workers' Party of Social Justice competed in the 2010 

parliamentary election but managed to collect only 1.1 per cent of the public vote. On 

average, Czech far-right parties gained 2.5 per cent of the votes in the country’s 

parliamentary elections. 

Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. 

Liberalising changes to the Czech Republic’s citizenship policy were carried out by both 

left- and right-wing parties. Two key amendments to the 1993 Citizenship Act aimed at 

improving the inclusion of former Czechoslovak citizens were adopted by the ČSSD-led 
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governments. In 1999, the majority of the Roma people that were left stateless in 1993 

saw their Czech citizenship reinstated. In 2003, another amendment introduced further 

remedial provisions leading to a greater inclusion of former Czechoslovakia citizens. 

However, another significant liberalisation of the Czech Republic’s citizenship regime 

was adopted under the rule of a right-wing government. The newly adopted 2013 

Citizenship Act installed the unconditional acceptance of multiple nationality and allowed 

second-generation immigrants to acquire Czech citizenship by declaration when they 

reached majority. While the 2013 Citizenship Act contained some restrictive aspects as 

well – such as the tightening of the language test and the introduction of a new civic 

knowledge test – it still resulted in the improvement of the Czech Republic’s MIPEX 

Access to Nationality score. The period of gradual liberalisation of the Czech Republic’s 

citizenship regime coincided with the electoral weakness of far-right parties. 

National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

The Czech Republic is one of the most ethnically homogenous countries in CEE. In 2001, 

90.4 per cent of the country’s population were Czechs50. Out of the 9.6 per cent of the 

population that did not identify themselves as Czech, 3.7 per cent were Moravians, 1.9 

per cent were Slovaks, and 0.5 per cent were Poles (Sobotka in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 

91). However, the ethnic landscape that emerges from the 2001 Census data fails to 

reflect the real numbers of the Roma minority. This is because a sizable share of the 

Roma population identifies as Czechs or prefer not to indicate their ethnicity. According 

to the qualified estimates made by the coordinators for Romani minority affairs, there 

were more than 200,000 Roma in the Czech Republic in 2015 (slightly more than 2 per 

cent of the total population) (Romea.cz website, 2016). While Moravian51 and Slovak 

minorities can hardly be viewed as a source of ethnic tensions or disputes, the integration 

of the Roma has been an important and often controversial issue in the post-communist 

Czech Republic. 

Czech policies regarding the Roma have undergone important shifts in the course of the 

post-communist period. In the early 1990s, the Roma were recognised as a nationality 

(Czech: národnost) or ‘national minority’, and the Czechoslovak government declared 

                                                
50 While 2011 Census data is also available, its ethnicity figures suffer from serious limitations. 
With more than 25 per cent of the population choosing not to declare their ethnicity in 2011, the 
2001 Census provides a more accurate ethnic distribution of the Czech Republic‘s population. 
51 The cultural and linguistic differences between Czechs and Moravians are very small, raising 
debates as to whether Moravians should be treated as an ethnic minority group at all. Moravians 
do not have their representatives in the Government Council for National Minorities, which is the 
advisory, initiative-taking and co-ordinating body of the Czech Government for matters of policy 
concerning national minorities and their members. 
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that it aimed to accelerate the ‘societal rise’ of the Roma population (Sobotka in Rechel 

(ed.), 2009, p. 93). However, between 1992 and 1997 the Czech Republic’s Roma policy 

was marked by exclusion and assimilation, and previous efforts to improve the 

integration of the Roma were given low priority (Ibid., p. 93). One of the key attributes of 

this period was the intensification of racially motivated violence against the Roma (Ibid., 

p. 94). In 1993, the Czech Republic adopted the Citizenship Act that was unfavourable 

for the naturalisation of the Roma. The Act was heavily criticised by Czech NGOs and 

international organisations, forcing the government to amend it. The final amendment 

was adopted in 1999. 

In 1997, the Czech government’s policy towards the Roma began to change. The 

impetus for this change was the country’s embarrassment caused by the growing 

number of Czech Roma asylum seekers in Canada and the United Kingdom in the late 

summer of 1997. Also, the EC gave a negative evaluation on the Czech treatment of the 

Roma in its 1997 opinion. In the Czech Republic, there was a growing understanding 

that the EU accession was closely linked to the improvement of the Roma situation. In 

April 1999, the government approved the ‘Concept of Governmental Policy Towards 

Members of the Roma Community Supporting Their Integration into Society’ (the 

‘Concept Proposal’), in which the government pledged to support the emancipation of 

the Roma (Ibid., pp. 96-97). While there has been an improvement in the treatment of 

national minorities (and the Roma in particular) in the last two decades, the Czech 

legislation addressing protection against discrimination is still seen as fragmented, with 

anti-discrimination measures dispersed in different legal regulations (Ibid., p. 98). 

According to 2002-2012 ESS data52, the percentage of the ethnic minority population 

that felt discriminated on the grounds of colour or race, nationality, religion, language or 

ethnicity was 38.1 per cent (one of the highest in the region). 

According to the Czech Ministry of Foreign Affairs, about 1.7 million of Czech people live 

abroad (around 17 per cent of the Czech Republic’s population). The largest number of 

Czechs live in the USA (about 1.3 million), which historically represents the most popular 

destination of Czech emigration (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Czech Republic, 2011). 

The fact that the Czech Republic does not have a large kin population in any 

neighbouring country helps to explain why the issue of co-ethnics is less politically 

charged than in some other countries in the region (e.g. Hungary, Bulgaria). There is a 

Special Envoy for Czechs Living Abroad Office at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 

Czech Republic that mostly assumes the cultural function of supporting Czech 

                                                
52 The figure was derived from five ESS survey rounds: 2002, 2004, 2006, 2010 and 2012. 
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communities abroad. Overall, the need to accommodate the needs of co-ethnics living 

abroad played a relatively small role in the development of the country’s citizenship 

policy. 

5.3. Slovenia 

Slovenia’s regular naturalisation procedure includes a ten-year residence period and the 

requirement to renounce original citizenship. However, most of the successful applicants 

for naturalisation use the facilitated naturalisation procedure which is applied, among 

other groups, to second and third generation immigrants. Foreigners who have 

concluded their university education in Slovenia are also granted with easier 

naturalisation conditions. Both of these groups of naturalisation applicants are exempt 

from the requirement to renounce their previous citizenship and are subject to a shorter 

minimum residence requirement. As a result of these special provisions for foreigners, 

Slovenia‘s 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality score was the third highest among CEE 

countries. Among the other groups of people that benefitted from facilitated naturalisation 

requirements were Slovenians living abroad and Slovenian emigrants. 

Political developments 

Political competition in Slovenia largely revolves around the socioeconomically defined 

left and right scale. The parties on the left call for the preservation of the welfare state 

while those on the right advocate large scale privatisation and neo-liberal reforms (Zajc 

in Berglund et al. (eds.), 2013, p. 348). The collapse of communism in the early 1990s 

provided this left/right cleavage with additional impetus, with former communists ending 

up on the left of the political spectrum and anti-communists on the right. The resilience 

and intensity of this cleavage makes Slovenia unique in the post-communist context, and 

it provides a structure to the Slovenian party system (Ibid., p. 345). Interestingly, the 

country is almost completely free of tensions along the cosmopolitan–nationalist 

continuum. Also, Slovenia’s left and right parties are very close on issues of international 

cooperation and environment protection. The EU has always enjoyed a great deal of 

support across the political spectrum of Slovenia; and there seems to be a general 

agreement on the need for environment protection. 

Left–right incumbency. Slovenia’s post-communist political developments can be divided 

into two parts. Until 2004, the country’s party system was dominated by the Liberal 

Democracy of Slovenia (LDS) – a social-liberal party that served as a senior partner of 

either mixed or centre-left governing coalitions (Adam and Tomšič, 2012, p. 57). 

However, the content analysis of party manifestos (CMP) leads to a surprising conclusion 
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that all pre-2004 governments were right-wing or centre-right. This discrepancy could be 

explained by the exigencies of economic liberalisation in the early post-communist period 

– circumstances which even pushed nominally left-wing parties to propose right-wing 

economic policies – and by the ideologically ambiguous nature of LDS. Since the 2004 

parliamentary election, LDS started to lose its political weight as Slovenia’s political 

arena opened to a more balanced competition between the socioeconomically defined 

left and right. Overall, this thesis holds that, in Slovenia, left-wing governments were in 

power for 9 out of 22 years (41 per cent) of the post-communist period under study53. 

Strength of far-right parties. Slovenia has a far-right party that has participated in every 

post-communist parliamentary election – the Slovenian National party. Quite 

uncharacteristically for Slovenian parties, the Slovenian National party has tended to tap 

into the nationalism–cosmopolitanism divide by raising the issue of Slovenian national 

sovereignty and voicing its opposition to EU membership (Zajc in Berglund et al. (eds.), 

2013, p. 343). The Slovenian National party’s best electoral performance took place in 

the first parliamentary elections of 1992 when the party received 10 per cent of the public 

vote. The Slovenian National party never managed to reach those heights again, with its 

second best electoral showing coming in 2004 (with 6.2 per cent). In the early elections 

of 2011, the Slovenian National party managed to score only 0.8 per cent of the public 

vote. On average, the Slovenian National party received 5 per cent of votes in the 

country’s parliamentary election in the period under study. The party has never entered 

the Slovenian government. 

Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. Not all 

legislative changes to Slovenia’s citizenship policy correspond to the hypothesis on the 

link between the ideological position of governments and access to nationality rules. In 

1994, the nominally left-wing government tightened the language proficiency 

requirement as an obligatory examination was introduced as part of the naturalisation 

process. The 2002 amendment to the Citizenship Act stipulated that only those persons 

who have the status of foreigner could apply for naturalisation. However, the same 

amendment relaxed naturalisation requirements for refugees, stateless persons and 

second- and third-generation immigrants. The acquisition of Slovenian citizenship was 

facilitated for citizens of other republics of the former Yugoslavia who were registered as 

permanent residents on 23 December 1990 and who had been living in Slovenia 

continuously from that day. These liberalising changes were adopted by the LDS 

                                                
53 For detailed information on which Slovenian governments were treated as left-wing, please see 
Appendix D. 
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government. In 2006, the right-wing government introduced requirements for material 

and social security, a clean criminal record, an oath of loyalty as a part of the regular 

naturalisation procedure. At the same time, the 2006 amendments extended the 

facilitated naturalisation procedure to foreigners who had concluded their university 

education in Slovenia (Medved, 2013, p. 13). Overall, the ideological position of 

Slovenian governments seems to be a rather poor predictor of the type of citizenship 

policy changes adopted in Slovenia. 

National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

In 200254, Slovenians constituted 83.1 per cent of Slovenia’s 2 million population. 6.4 per 

cent of the country’s residents were of unknown ethnicity and 2.5 per cent did not declare 

their ethnic identification in the 2002 Census. The remaining 8 per cent represents a mix 

of small ethnic minorities. According to the 2002 Census, Serbs made up 2 per cent of 

the country’s population, Croats – 1.8, Bosnians – 0.4, Hungarians – 0.3, Albanians – 

0.3, Macedonians – 0.2, Roma – 0.2, Italians – 0.1 (Statistical Office of the Republic of 

Slovenia). Importantly, Slovenia recognises only three ‘autochthonous’ national 

minorities – the Roma, Hungarians and Italians, with the latter two enjoying a higher level 

of protection than the first. Immigrants from other former Yugoslav republics are 

considered ‘non-autochthonous’ and do not benefit from special protection. The average 

share of non-Slovenian population in 1991 and 2002 censuses was 14.3 per cent. 

The lack of a uniform treatment of ethnic minorities is the key feature of Slovenia’s 

minority rights regime. Hungarians and Italians are at the top of Slovenia’s minority 

protection pyramid. Despite their low numbers, these ethnic minorities have a 

guaranteed seat in parliament (Zorn in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 215). Also, in some 

borderland areas close to Italy and Hungary (so called ‘nationally mixed territories’) all 

public institutions operate bilingually, allowing Italians and Hungarians to address local 

authorities in their native language (Ibid., pp. 214-215). In ‘nationally mixed territories’, 

bilingualism is the key ingredient of primary and secondary education. While the Roma 

also enjoy the official recognition of the Slovenian state, their situation in terms of rights 

as well as living conditions is considerably worse. Slovenia did not take long to adopt the 

1995 Programme of Measures for Assisting the Roma, which aims at improving the living 

standards, education and employment of the Roma minority. However, real changes in 

the quality of life of the Roma minority have been slow to come by. Some of the key 

issues faced by the Roma in Slovenia are segregation in schools, low employment, lack 

                                                
54 Contrary to all other countries analysed in this study, Slovenia did not collect ethnicity data in 
the 2011 Census. For this reason, this section relies on the data of 2002 Census. 
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of housing and a lack of political participation (Ibid., pp. 216-217). Nevertheless, ESS 

data shows that Slovenia has one of the lowest national minority discrimination measures 

among the ten countries under study. According to the pooled 2002-2012 ESS data, the 

percentage of Slovenia’s national minority population that felt discriminated on the 

grounds of colour or race, nationality, religion, language or ethnicity was 8 per cent. The 

only CEE country with a lower percentage of discriminated minority population was 

Poland (2.7 per cent). 

The most controversial aspect of Slovenia’s post-communist minority policy is its refusal 

to grant legal recognition to minorities from former Yugoslavia. This policy position is kept 

in place despite the fact that Serbs, Croats and Bosnians outnumber the officially 

recognised Italian and Hungarian minorities. It is in this context that some immigrants 

from former Yugoslavia were ‘Erased’ from the registry of permanent residents in 1992. 

While this action was heavily criticised by the international community, Slovenia was 

slow to restore the status of permanent residency to the affected persons. In the lead up 

to the 2004 parliamentary elections, some politicians argued that the ‘Erased’ did not 

want Slovenian citizenship and were allegedly ‘disloyal’ to the Slovenian nation (Ibid., p. 

220). Furthermore, the demands of Slovenia’s Muslim community were not always 

heeded either. Despite having an established Muslim community, it was only in 2013 that 

Slovenia authorised the construction of the first mosque in Slovenia. 

According to approximate estimates, around 500,000 Slovenians live outside the 

country’s borders (25 per cent of Slovenia’s population) (Žigon, 2004, p. 26). This group 

comprises those who belong to the ‘Slovenian autochthonous national communities’ in 

neighbouring states as well as emigrants and their descendants around the world. During 

the post-communist period, Slovenia has implemented policies aimed at maintaining ties 

with the expatriate population. People of Slovenian origin have been granted with 

privileged and preferential access to Slovenian citizenship. In 2006, a new status of 

‘Slovenian without Slovenian citizenship’ was introduced, providing its holders with 

certain benefits – cultural, education, employment – in Slovenia (Medved, 2013, p. 18). 

5.4. Lithuania 

When defining its initial citizenry, Lithuania chose the so-called ‘zero option’ according 

to which Lithuanian citizenship could be granted to all legal permanent residents. 

Therefore, unlike what happened in Latvia and Estonia, most Soviet-era settlers acquired 

Lithuanian nationality very early in the post-communist period. However, the 

naturalisation procedure is rather strict, involving a minimum residence requirement of 

ten years as well as language and civic tests. Moreover, multiple nationality continues to 
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be tolerated in only very limited cases while debates on the need to change this approach 

are well under way. Since the principle of general avoidance of multiple nationality is 

enshrined in the constitution, it can be revised only by means of a referendum. To the 

extent that a change in the text of the constitution has been sought, it was done in the 

interest of a large emigrant population rather than in that of the more modest group of 

immigrants residing in the country. In 2014, Lithuania was in fourth position among CEE 

countries according to the MIPEX Access to Nationality index. 

Political developments 

Unlike Estonia and Latvia, Lithuania does not have a sizeable Russian ethnic minority. 

While ethnic cleavage plays only a minor role in Lithuanian politics, the main axis of 

political competition is framed by socioeconomically defined left and right categories. The 

classic socioeconomic issues regarding the role of the state, taxation, jobs, and pensions 

are the biggest interests of Lithuanian voters (Duvold and Jurkynas in Berglund et al. 

(eds.), 2013, p. 138), making the country look similar to fellow EU member states. 

Interestingly, in the 1990s the Lithuanian party system was rather stable and seemed to 

be on the verge of consolidation. However, a new century brought an increase in party 

fragmentation and electoral volatility, with newly established parties making important 

electoral gains in every election since 2000. As in most other CEE countries, this 

tendency was greatly helped by the lack of party institutionalisation as well as the crucial 

role played by political leaders. 

Left–right incumbency. According to CMP data, left-wing governments were in place in 

Lithuania for 45 per cent of the period under study. Party manifestos suggest that until 

the 2000 parliamentary election, Lithuania was only ruled by right-wing parties. This 

finding runs counter to the accepted belief that the government formed by the former 

communist Democratic Labour Party of Lithuania in 1992-1996 was left-wing. On the 

other hand, a closer look at the party’s manifesto as well as the market reforms that were 

put in place during its rule engenders doubts regarding its left-wing ideological position. 

The Lithuanian example shows that the left–right distinction has a limited use when 

analysing political developments in the early part of the post-communist transformation. 

For the best part of the period between 2000 and 2014, the Lithuanian political landscape 

was dominated by the left-wing Social Democratic Party of Lithuania. 

Strength of far-right parties. Perhaps as a result of a relatively low salience of national 

minority disputes in the country, far-right parties have remained electorally weak 

throughout the post-communist period. Far-right parties never managed to surpass the 

5 per cent threshold needed to secure parliamentary representation. While in the first 
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two legislative elections, far-right parties gained more than 3 per cent of the public vote, 

since 2004 popular support for these parties has plummeted below 2 per cent. The 

average vote share for the far-right parties in the Lithuanian parliamentary elections was 

2.2 per cent – the lowest figure in the CEE region. 

Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. There is 

no clear relationship between government partisanship and changes in citizenship policy 

in Lithuania. While the principle of general avoidance of multiple nationality is embedded 

in the constitution, both left- and right-wing parties have made legislative changes 

increasing the number of ethnic Lithuanians eligible for dual nationality. In 2002, an 

amendment to the Law on Citizenship adopted by a left-wing government tightened the 

naturalisation requirements for spouses of Lithuanian nationals. In 2010, the right-wing 

government adopted the new Law on Citizenship which lifted the requirement for 

naturalising refugees to renounce their original nationality. However, the Law on 

Citizenship maintains a relatively strict naturalisation procedure with a ten-year 

residence requirement and language and civic tests. Overall, the ideological position of 

governments does not seem to determine the direction of citizenship policy changes in 

Lithuania. 

National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

In recent years, Lithuania has witnessed large emigration flows that brought a significant 

decrease in the country’s population. In 2011, Lithuania was home to a little more than 

3 million people (almost 500,000 less than in 2001). Lithuanians accounted for 84.2 per 

cent of the country’s population in 2011. The largest national minorities are Poles (6.6 

per cent) and Russians (5.8 per cent) (Statistics Lithuania, 2012). Poles are considered 

to be a traditional (pre-1940) minority as most of the Poles who live in Lithuania are the 

descendants of Poles who resided in the country before the Soviet occupation. In 

contrast, most ethnic Russians came to Lithuania during the years of the Soviet 

occupation. However, Lithuania has a much smaller Russian minority than Latvia or 

Estonia. Among the smaller ethnic minorities are the Belarussians (1.2 per cent), 

Ukrainians (0.5 per cent), Jews (0.1 per cent) and others. 1.1 per cent of the population 

did not indicate their ethnicity in 2011 Census. If the 1989, 2001 and 2011 census data 

are considered, the average share of the non-majority population in Lithuania was 17.6 

per cent. 

Lithuania’s 1989 citizenship law extended Lithuanian citizenship to all those residing in 

Lithuania in 1990, disregarding the ethnic belonging of new citizens. This law allowed 

Lithuania to avoid the kind of criticism from international organisations that other Baltic 
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states (Latvia and Estonia) had to face regarding their exclusionary citizenship 

legislation. In the early 1990s, Lithuania adopted a minority rights regime which entitled 

its Russian and Polish minorities to cultural autonomy. With the entry into force of the 

1991 Law on Education, the two largest ethnic minorities were granted access to minority 

language education. Cultural minority rights are guaranteed by the 1992 Lithuanian 

constitution, which also prohibits discrimination based on ethnicity (Budryte and 

Pilinkaite-Sotirovic in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 154). A lot of the liberal and inclusionary 

moves in the sphere of citizenship and minority rights were made in an effort to build 

Lithuania’s European credentials and ensure the smooth progress towards EU 

accession. These efforts were recognised by international and European organisations, 

receiving positive assessments from the UN Human Rights Committee, EC and other 

bodies (Ibid., p. 154). 

In parallel to the developments described above, the Lithuanian political elites have 

remained very careful to protect the ‘ethnic core’ of the country. While ethnically-oriented 

positions are related to historical insecurities resulting from long years of subjugation to 

foreign powers, they are also encouraged by the ethnic prejudice embraced by an 

important part of the general public. In fact, public opinion surveys show that Lithuanian 

society has become increasingly intolerant towards certain ethnic groups, in particular 

the Roma and Jews (Ibid., p. 154). These groups fall outside of the minority rights regime, 

although the real numbers of the Roma community are believed to be higher than 

suggested by the census data. Mainly in response to the pressure from international 

institutions, the Lithuanian government has adopted programmes aimed at the 

integration of the Roma. However, the effectiveness of these programmes remains 

limited (Ibid., pp. 160-161). The questions relating to the rights of the Polish minority are 

constantly raised by the political party representing the Poles in Lithuania (‘Electoral 

Action of Poles in Lithuania’), with some ongoing issues related to the use of minority 

languages in passports and locality/street names damaging the bilateral relations 

between Lithuania and Poland. According to 2008-2012 ESS data55, the percentage of 

Lithuania’s ethnic minority population that felt discriminated on the grounds of colour or 

race, nationality, religion, language or ethnicity was 21.5 per cent. 

Official census data show that there are around 620,000 Lithuanians (20 per cent of the 

country’s population) living in other countries (Statistics Lithuania, 2014), although it is 

believed that the real number could be as high as 1 million. In 2011, the Lithuanian 

government approved the 2011-2019 ‘Global Lithuania’ programme, which aims to 

                                                
55 The figure was derived from three ESS survey rounds – 2008, 2010 and 2012. 
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develop a stronger strategic relationship with the Lithuanian diaspora. Debates on the 

possible acceptance of dual nationality have mostly revolved around the needs of 

Lithuanians living abroad. In 2002, Lithuania adopted a new Law on Citizenship that 

allowed persons of Lithuanian origin (i.e. only ethnic Lithuanians) to retain their 

citizenship if they had decided to adopt a second nationality. This provision of the Law 

drew criticism from international actors that were quick to point out its discriminatory 

nature. In 2006, Lithuania’s Constitutional Court ruled that the 2002 Law on Citizenship 

was unconstitutional, arguing that dual citizenship could only be legalised through a 

change of constitution by popular referendum (Ibid., pp. 155-156). 

5.5. Romania 

The main theme of Romania’s citizenship policy in the post-communist period has been 

the facilitated reacquisition of nationality by former citizens and their descendants living 

outside of the state’s (post-1945) borders. Under the regulations that were in place for 

most of the post-communist period, relocation to Romania and residence in the country 

were not required from former citizens who wanted to reacquire Romanian nationality. 

This generous policy resulted in the massive (re-)naturalisation of Moldovan and 

Ukrainian citizens. While Romania’s 1991 citizenship law was rather liberal, the country’s 

access to nationality rules became more restrictive in the course of the post-communist 

period. The naturalisation process involves an interview which tests knowledge of the 

Romanian language, Romanian culture and civilisation, Romania’s Constitution and the 

national anthem. According to the MIPEX classification, Romania’s 2014 access to 

nationality rules were ‘slightly unfavourable’. 

Political developments 

The first post-communist decade in Romania was marked by a continuous conflict 

between the two main political camps – former communists and anti-communists. This 

crucial political division was closely related to the urban/rural cleavage, which acted as 

a determinant of voting behaviour in the 1990s. Electoral studies have shown that rural 

communities were particularly likely to retain residual communist attitudes (Crowther and 

Suciu in Berglund et al. (eds.), 2013, p. 376). Support for former communists also 

correlated with a low socioeconomic status. The main social cleavage in the second post-

communist decade and beyond was between the young, urban, better-educated, 

reformist electorate (supporting mainly Liberal and Christian-Democratic parties) and the 

older, rural, less-educated, poorer, anti-reformist nostalgic electorate (now mainly 

supporters of the Social Democratic Party). As noted by Crowther and Suciu (2013, p. 
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390), the relationship between voters and the major political parties remains loosely 

defined, reflecting the catch-all nature of Romanian party politics. 

Left–right incumbency. Romania has been described as a country with a dominant left 

and a divided and relatively weak right (Ibid., p. 387). Left-wing ideas are mainly 

represented by former communists who made a smooth transition to the democratic 

environment. In fact, the first six years of the country’s democratic transformation were 

marked by former communists’ rule. The main former communist party – the Social 

Democratic Party – has successfully mobilised no less than 25 per cent of the votes in 

all elections since the early 1990s (Ibid., p. 387). According to CMP data, in the period 

between 1990 and 2014, Romania had the most successful left-wing parties in the CEE 

region, as left-wing governments were in power for 17 out of 25 years (68 per cent). 

Strength of far-right parties. In general, Romanian far-right parties have been relatively 

successful. The only parliamentary election when far-right parties did not manage to win 

any public support was held in 1990. The second worst performance by Romanian far-

right parties was registered in 2008, when two of the country‘s far-right parties combined 

to receive 6.1 per cent of the public vote. Far-right parties managed to climb over the 10 

per cent mark on four occasions, their biggest success being in 2000 when the Greater 

Romania party (PRM) received 19.5 per cent of the public vote. While PRM has gradually 

been marginalised, a new far-right party emerged in the 2012 parliamentary elections – 

the People's Party-Dan Diaconescu. On average, far-right parties received 11.2 per cent 

of the public vote in the period under study – one of the highest scores among CEE 

countries. No far-right party has ever delegated ministers to the Romanian government. 

Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. There 

does not seem to be a clear link between the ideological positions of governments and 

access to nationality rules in Romania. On the one hand, the 1991 Law on Romanian 

Citizenship – setting an unusually short five-year mandatory residence period for 

naturalising foreigners – was adopted by the left-wing National Salvation Front. The 

minimum residence requirement was increased to seven years by the centre-right 

government in 1999. However, in 2003, the left-wing Social Democratic Party introduced 

restrictive changes to the regulation of both the acquisition and reacquisition of 

Romanian nationality. For naturalising foreigners, the required residence period was 

raised to eight years and a new requirement to know the national anthem was introduced. 

The 2003 amendment also requires foreigners applying for naturalisation to effectively 

relocate to Romania, to spend at least six months per year in the country, and to pay 

taxes there. 
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National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

Out of Romania’s total stable population of 20.1 million, 16.8 million (83.5 per cent) 

declared themselves Romanian in 2011 Census. According to 2011 data, there are more 

Hungarians living in Romania than in any other European country. More than 1.2 million 

Hungarians were living in the country in 2011 (6.1 per cent of the total population) while 

the second national minority by size was the Roma (3.1 per cent) (National Institute of 

Statistics of Romania). As is usually the case, the census data fail to provide the real 

number of Roma people as they often do not identify as such. Approximate estimates 

show that there are 1.4-2.5 million Roma living in Romania (Minority Group data, cited in 

Ram in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 181), which would make them the largest national minority 

in the country. Romania is also home to small Ukrainian, German, Turk, Lipovan 

Russian, and Tatar minorities. Unsurprisingly, most of the discussions regarding minority 

rights in the country revolve around the most sizable minorities – the Hungarians and the 

Roma. Across the 1992, 2002, 2011 censuses, the average share of non-majority 

population in Romania was 12.5 per cent. 

Bearing the legacy of the repressive regime of Nicolae Ceauşescu, post-communist 

Romania faced the challenging task of building an accommodating minority rights regime 

from a very low base. In the course of the post-communist period, Romania took a series 

of steps that were aimed at improving the situation of its national minorities. The 1991 

constitution guaranteed a seat in parliament for the representatives of each national 

minority. In 1999, a new law that allowed minority language education from the primary 

to university level was adopted (Ram in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 183). The 2001 

amendment of Romania’s Public Administration Law authorised the use of minority 

languages in public administration in areas where at least 20 per cent of the population 

belongs to this minority56. While these changes were particularly relevant for the 

Hungarians, Romania has also managed to achieve considerable progress in 

accommodating the needs of its Roma minority, especially in education and health (Ibid., 

p. 184). The prospect of joining the EU acted as an important incentive for these efforts. 

While some of the key demands of the Hungarian minority have been fulfilled, there are 

persisting issues that are still causing tensions. The Hungarian minority’s drive for self-

government and cultural autonomy has been rejected by the Romanian government as 

conflicting with the notion of a ‘unitary national state’ (Csergo cited in Ram in Rechel 

(ed.), 2009, p. 191). The tensions are partly fuelled by the active involvement of the 

                                                
56 This had previously been declared by emergency ordinance in May 1997. 
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Hungarian state, as the number of local Hungarians who possess Hungarian passports 

is increasing. Regarding the Roma, the progress made in the key areas of employment 

and housing is widely seen as unsatisfactory, and the prejudice against this national 

minority persists (Ram in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 186). However, 2006 and 2008 ESS data 

show that ethnic minorities in Romania feel less discriminated than do minorities in the 

majority of other CEE countries. Across the survey waves of 2006 and 2008, the 

percentage of ethnic minority respondents who felt discriminated on the grounds of 

colour or race, nationality, religion, language or ethnicity was 13.1 per cent. 

It is estimated that around 9.5 million people of Romanian descent live outside of the 

country’s borders (Ministry for Romanians Abroad, 2017). The size of the Romanian 

diaspora is equal to 48 per cent of Romania’s population. Article 7 of the Romanian 

Constitution obliges the Romanian government to support the strengthening of links with 

Romanians living abroad. Issues related to Romanians living outside of the country’s 

borders has considerably affected Romania’s post-communist citizenship policy. As 

noted above, the most contested aspect of this policy has been the restitution of 

citizenship to former citizens and their descendants living outside of the state’s borders, 

mostly in Moldova and Ukraine (Iordachi, 2013, p. 1). 

5.6. Hungary 

The central concern of Hungary’s post-communist citizenship policy has been ensuring 

the inclusion of ethnic Hungarians living in neighbouring countries. From the beginning 

of the post-communist period, Hungarian kin minorities have been benefiting from a 

facilitated path to Hungarian citizenship and, since 2010, can obtain it without having to 

move to Hungary. In contrast, access to nationality rules for non-ethnics are relatively 

strict and include a residence requirement of up to 11 years and an oral exam on 

historical, constitutional and administrative issues. Drawing on Hungary’s 2014 MIPEX 

Access to Nationality score, the country’s citizenship regime can be described as ‘slightly 

unfavourable’. 

Political developments 

One of the most striking features of the Hungarian party system is the marked decline in 

party fragmentation that took place gradually after the first free election in 1990 (Tóka 

and Popa in Berglund et al. (eds.), 2013, p. 292). By 2002, something very close to a 

two-party system emerged. The gradual reduction in the number of parties can partly be 

explained by institutional factors, such as a constructive vote of no-confidence as well 

as a majoritarian component in the country’s electoral system. From the first years of 
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post-communist transformation, the main political divide in Hungary became the one 

pitting conservative parties against the liberals and the Hungarian Socialist Party (rather 

than communists versus anti-communists). Gradually, a socio-cultural divide came to 

dominate Hungarian party politics both at the elite and at the mass level whereas 

socioeconomic divisions were weakly articulated. The nationalist–cosmopolitan divide 

tied to a religious and anti-communist rhetoric on the one hand, and to social liberal 

currents on the other, reigned supreme in defining party identities (Ibid., p. 310). Since 

2010, the first of these camps became dominant. 

Left–right incumbency. Left and right categories are widely used in Hungarian politics. 

However, left–right scale in Hungary has one important particularity which distinguishes 

it from the equivalent scales in many other countries. While Hungarian left–right scale 

entails a very strong sociocultural component, with parties primarily defining their 

positions on the scale in reference to sociocultural questions, socioeconomic issues play 

only limited role in parties’ self-positioning. According to CMP data, left-wing 

governments were in power for 12 out of 25 years (48 per cent) of the post-communist 

period under study (the second highest figure in the CEE region). 

Strength of far-right parties. Until the 2010 parliamentary election, far-right parties in 

Hungary saw little success. The best performance by a far-right party until that point was 

achieved by the Hungarian Justice and Life party in 1998, when it garnered 5.5 per cent 

of the public vote. However, 2010 marked a breakthrough for the Hungarian far-right as 

Jobbik stormed into the political scene with 16.7 per cent of the public vote. The party 

managed to improve on this result in 2014, gaining an impressive 20.2 per cent of votes 

in the general election. On average, far-right parties received 5.1 per cent of the public 

vote in the period under study. Nevertheless, no far-right party has managed to enter the 

Hungarian government. 

Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. In line 

with our hypothesis on the relationship between the ideological positions of government 

and citizenship policy, most legislative changes aiming at a more restrictive access to 

nationality rules for non-ethnics or at the ‘ethnicisation’ of citizenship were adopted by 

right-wing parties. In 1993, the right-wing government passed the Act on Hungarian 

Citizenship which made the preconditions for naturalisation more restrictive, and 

introduced certain preferences based on ethnic and family ties. In 2001, the right-wing 

Fidesz-led government adopted the Hungarian Status Law, introducing an identity card 

for ethnic Hungarians. In 2010, the new Fidesz legislative majority pushed through an 

amendment to the Citizenship Law that further simplified the naturalisation procedure for 
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ethnic Hungarians. However, there were cases when ethnically-oriented citizenship 

policy was endorsed by left-wing parties. In 2005, the Hungarian Socialist party further 

facilitated access to citizenship for ethnic Hungarians as the waiting period in the 

naturalisation procedure was reduced for them and exemptions from taking the 

examination on basic constitutional issues were introduced. 

National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

83.7 per cent of Hungary’s population (8.3 out of 9.9 million people) declared having 

Hungarian national identity in 2011. The 2011 Census data show that the Roma are the 

largest national minority in the country, amounting to 3.1 per cent of the population. 

However, unofficial sources estimate that Roma people constitute from 7 to 9 per cent 

of the total population (European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2016, p. 3). 

Germans make up 1.3 per cent of the population and Slovaks – 0.3 per cent. There are 

also small Croatian, Serbian, Russian, Chinese and other minorities. 14.7 per cent of the 

population chose not to indicate their national identity in the 2011 Census. The reason 

why these figures add up to more than 100 per cent is that the respondents could declare 

more than one nationality in this census. The more accurate picture of Hungary’s ethnic 

composition emerges from the 1990 and 2001 censuses. In 1990, only 2.2 per cent of 

Hungary’s population identified as not belonging to the titular ethnicity; in 2001, this figure 

went up to 7.7 per cent (Hungarian Central Statistical Office). The QCA will use the 

average percentage identified in the 1990 and 2001 censuses (5 per cent). 

With the adoption of the 1993 Minority Law, Hungary became one of the first countries 

in the CEE to offer a consistent legal regulation of minority rights (Vizi in Rechel (ed.), 

2009, p. 122). The law extended cultural autonomy to 13 recognised minorities, entitling 

them with the rights to equal opportunities in politics and cultural life (Ibid., p. 123). 

Furthermore, the 1993 Law created a network of minority self-governments which was 

built into the system of local governments. While the law was praised by European 

human rights institutions, its main motivation was to show a ‘good example’ for 

neighbouring countries with sizable Hungarian minorities rather than reaching European 

minority protection standards (Ibid., p. 122). 

The 1993 Minority Law failed to address all the issues related to minority rights in 

Hungary. One of the law’s clear gaps was the fact that it did not address the 

parliamentary representation of minorities. Also, the 1993 Law did not tackle the 

problems faced by the largest national minority in Hungary – the Roma. It was the 

pressure from the EU that prompted the Hungarian government to adopt Roma 

integration strategies in the late 1990s, as well as commit financial resources to their 
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implementation. However, no real breakthrough in the living conditions of the Roma 

community has been achieved (Ibid., p. 131). Moreover, ESS data point to a high degree 

of subjective discrimination felt by the members of ethnic minorities in Hungary. Across 

the six survey waves in the period from 2002 to 2012, half of the ethnic minority 

respondents felt discriminated on the grounds of colour or race, nationality, religion, 

language or ethnicity. It is likely that high figures of subjective discrimination are closely 

related to the poor conditions faced by the Roma. 

The specific decisions on Hungary’s access to citizenship rules have hardly been 

affected by national minority issues. The same cannot be said about the country’s co-

ethnic population living in neighbouring countries. The number of Hungarians living 

abroad is estimated to be as high as 5.9 million people (Nemzetismeret website), which 

represents 57 per cent of the country’s population – the highest figure in the CEE 

region57. Crucially, around 2.5 million ethnic Hungarians live in neighbouring countries 

(Romania, Slovakia, Ukraine, Serbia and others) (Malloy, Osipov and Vizi, 2015, p. 32). 

Over the post-communist period, Hungary has been trying to maintain ties with its kin 

minorities. In 2001, Hungary adopted the Status Law that entitled ethnic Hungarians 

living in neighbouring countries to a number of benefits, most of them available in 

Hungary. In 2010, Hungary adopted the amendment of its citizenship law which offered 

ethnic Hungarians access to Hungarian citizenship without requiring them to live in 

Hungary (Bauböck (ed.), 2010, p. 1). This decision resulted in a surge of applications for 

Hungarian citizenship, most of them coming from ethnic Hungarians living in Romania. 

5.7. Slovakia 

Like most other countries in the CEE region, Slovakia has adopted a facilitated access 

to citizenship regime for co-ethnics. People of Slovak descent are entitled to an easier 

naturalisation procedure (continuous residence of three years is required instead of 

eight). In the course of the post-communist period, access to nationality rules for non-

ethnics followed a restrictive trend. The 2007 amendment of the 1993 Act on Citizenship 

of the Slovak Republic considerably tightened naturalisation requirements for foreigners, 

extending the required residence period by three years. Furthermore, the 2007 changes 

to the citizenship act demanded that applicants ‘proved cultural acclimatisation’ by 

demonstrating a thorough knowledge of the Slovak language and of basic historical and 

geographical facts regarding the Slovak Republic and Slovak culture. Also, the country’s 

                                                
57 Also, in 1994, Hungarian Prime Minister Jozsef Antall declared that he was the prime minister 
not only for the ten million Hungarians living in Hungary, but also for the five million ethnic 
Hungarians living in other countries (Cronin, 2003, p.134). This figure was further used in some 
of the academic studies (see e.g. Elster et al., 1998, p. 260). 
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citizenship policy proved to be very sensitive to the actions taken by neighbouring 

Hungary. Until 2010, multiple nationality was fully tolerated in Slovakia. However, in 

response to Hungary’s decision to introduce non-resident citizenship for ethnic 

Hungarians, Slovakia took away the possibility of dual citizenship for those who 

voluntarily acquire foreign citizenship. 

Political developments 

The dominant axis of political competition in Slovakia has shifted twice during the post-

communist period (Deegan-Krause in Berglund et al. (eds.), 2013, p. 255). Early 

disagreements about the communist legacy soon yielded to the new political divide 

generated by national questions as well as the personality of Prime Minister Vladimír 

Mečiar. From the early 2000s, traditional disputes around economic policy took centre 

stage. Furthermore, two stable and distinguishable demographic groups – ethnic 

Hungarians and devout Catholics – ensured the enduring presence of ethnic and 

religious cleavages in Slovakia’s political life. While the latter cleavages are deep and 

stable, the limited sizes of the demographic groups that generate them means that their 

impact on Slovakia’s party system has been relatively low-key. The intra-Slovak 

discussion on how to treat ethnic Hungarians has played a more substantial role in 

Slovakia’s political scene. Finally, issues around corruption have also been important 

shapers of Slovakia’s party system, not least by catalysing the emergence of new parties 

(Ibid., p. 255). 

Left–right incumbency. Conforming to the general pattern observed in the CEE region, 

Slovakia moved back and forth between left- and right-wing governments during the 

post-communist period. Similarly to the neighbouring Czech Republic, the first decade 

of democratic rule in Slovakia belonged to right-wing parties. According to CMP data, 

the country has mostly been ruled by left-wing governments since 2006. 2010-2012 

minister cabinets, led by centre-right Slovak Democratic and Christian Union, were a 

notable exception to this general tendency. Slovakia’s ruling coalitions have often 

involved political parties of very different ideological orientations, making it very difficult 

to categorise them as either left- or right-wing. One example of this is the 2006-2010 

minister cabinet, which was led by the centre-left Direction-Social Democracy (SMER-

SD) but also involved ministers from the far-right Slovak National Party (SNS). In total, 

left-wing governments were in place for 36 per cent of the post-communist period 

analysed. 

Strength of far-right parties. The far-right SNS has been electorally present from the 

beginning to the end of the post-communist period under study. The party achieved its 
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electoral peak in the first post-communist election in 1990, gaining 13.9 per cent of the 

public vote. While the SNS’s performances in further legislative elections have tended to 

fluctuate, the party has never managed to repeat the heights of 1990. In the 2002 and 

2012 parliamentary elections, the SNS did not even surpass the 5 per cent threshold 

needed for parliamentary representation. However, the average vote share for the SNS 

over the post-communist period analysed stands at a relatively high 8.1 per cent. 

Perhaps even more noteworthy is the fact that the SNS – contrary to far-right parties in 

most other CEE countries – did not suffer from political isolation, participating in Slovak 

governments on three separate occasions. Potentially, this could mean that the far-right 

in Slovakia has been even more influential than the SNS’s electoral performances 

suggest. 

Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. An 

important part of Slovakia’s citizenship legislation concerns the status of its co-ethnic 

population. The main goal of these legislative decisions is to maintain legal ties with 

people of Slovak origin who live abroad, irrespective of their citizenship status. In 1997, 

the new legal status of ‘expatriate Slovak’ was created with the adoption of the Act on 

Expatriate Slovaks. Along with other benefits, expatriate Slovaks were given the 

permission to reside ‘for a long time’ in the territory of the Slovak Republic and the 

opportunity of applying for permanent residence in Slovakia. With the change in 

legislation in 2005, expatriate Slovaks were labelled ‘Slovaks living abroad’. Carriers of 

the new legal status were entitled to an easier naturalisation procedure (a continuous 

residence of three years is required instead of eight) and support provided by the state-

funded Office for the Slovaks Living Abroad. In conformity with our hypothesis on the 

relationship between political ideology and citizenship policy, both the 1997 and 2005 

law adoptions were made by right-wing governments. 

However, some other changes to Slovakia’s citizenship legislation do not conform to 

theoretical expectations. The 2007 amendment to the 1993 Act on Citizenship of the 

Slovak Republic – adopted by the government which was led by the centre-left SMER-

SD – considerably tightened naturalisation requirements for foreigners. A permanent 

residence requirement of eight years was introduced, extending the required residence 

period by three years. Furthermore, the 2007 changes to the citizenship act demand that 

applicants ‘prove cultural acclimatisation’ by demonstrating a thorough knowledge of the 

Slovak language and of basic historical and geographical facts regarding the Slovak 

Republic and culture. While such a restrictive change to citizenship legislation would 

rather be expected from a right-wing government, a full composition of the Slovak 
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government in 2007 should be considered. Apart from the largest governing party 

(centre-left SMER-SD), the ruling coalition also involved the far-right SNS. The SNS’s 

participation in Slovakia’s government is an important circumstance that might help to 

explain the adoption of this restrictive amendment. The SNS’s role in Slovakia’s 

withdrawal of the unconditional acceptance of multiple citizenship should also be 

examined. This move was taken in response to the adoption of Hungary’s dual 

citizenship law, allowing ethnic Hungarians from neighbouring countries – including 

Slovakia – to apply for Hungarian citizenship without moving to Hungary if they can claim 

Hungarian ancestry and speak Hungarian language. However, Slovakia’s retreat from 

the unconditional acceptance of dual citizenship does not concern naturalising foreigners 

who are still allowed to keep their original citizenship. 

National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

The 2011 Census data show that 80.7 per cent of Slovakia’s population identify with the 

ethnic majority (Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic). The largest national minority – 

Hungarians – is geographically concentrated in the southern part of the country. 

Hungarians have populated these lands since the times when Slovakia was part of the 

Kingdom of Hungary. According to the 2011 Census, 8.5 per cent of Slovakia’s 

inhabitants are of Hungarian ethnicity (1.2 percentage point decrease compared to the 

2001 Census data). While the Roma officially make up only 2 per cent of the country’s 

population, their real numbers are likely to be higher. Much like in some other countries 

in the region, some members of Roma minority tend to identify with the ethnic majority 

or to refuse to declare their ethnicity. Slovakia is also home to small Czech, Ukrainian 

and other ethnic minorities. The average share of non-majority population across the 

1991, 2001 and 2011 censuses was 15.9 per cent. 

The dissolution of Czechoslovakia and the establishment of the independent state of 

Slovakia in 1993 were marked by the rise of Slovak nationalism. As this nationalism was 

primarily defined in ethnic terms, it did not bode well for the country’s ethnic minorities. 

In fact, the surge of national sentiments was the key contextual factor that helps to 

understand Slovakia’s unfavourable treatment of its national minorities until 1998. In 

1995, the government of Vladimír Mečiar adopted the State Language Act that curtailed 

the language rights of ethnic Hungarians and reinforced the dominance of the Slovak 

language. The Act went as far as to require to ‘Slovakise’ female personal names in 

official documents by attaching the Slovak feminine suffix ‘-ová’ (Auer in Rechel (ed.), 

2009, p. 203). Before the 1998 elections, the Mečiar government introduced the 5 per 

cent threshold to the country’s electoral system, severely limiting the chances of minor 
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Hungarian parties to secure parliamentary representation. While the change led to the 

amalgamation of pre-existing Hungarian parties to the Hungarian Coalition Party that 

successfully competed in Slovak parliamentary elections, ethnic Hungarian voters were 

effectively denied the opportunity to choose from parties that would not only represent 

the Hungarian minority but also have a more clearly defined ideological profile (Ibid., pp. 

204-205). 

From 1998, Slovakia’s minority policies were increasingly shaped by EU accession 

considerations. As a general rule, the workings of EU conditionality resulted in a more 

favourable treatment of the country’s ethnic minorities. The 1999 minority language law 

‘permitted the display of minority language names of streets and other geographical 

names’ (Csergo cited in Auer in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 204). Furthermore, this law 

allowed the use of the Hungarian language in public administration in communities in 

which ethnic Hungarians constituted more than 20 per cent of the population (Auer in 

Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 204). In 2004, the first Hungarian-language university was 

established in Slovakia’s southern town of Komárno. Shortly after Slovakia’s accession 

to the EU, the State Language Act was amended to allow ‘the registration of feminine 

surnames of people of other than Slovak ethnicity without the Slovak suffix’ (Dostál cited 

in Auer in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 203). 

The inclusion of the far-right Slovak National Party to the Slovak government in 2006 

meant that minority policies in Slovakia were continuously questioned and debated. 

Some of the tensions regarding the status of ethnic Hungarians in Slovakia were caused 

by the pro-active policies of Hungary. On 26 May 2010, Hungary adopted the 

amendment of its citizenship law which offered ethnic Hungarians access to Hungarian 

citizenship without asking them to renounce their present citizenship or requiring that 

they move to live in Hungary (Bauböck (ed.), 2010, p. 1). On the same day, Slovakia 

legislated that any Slovak citizen voluntarily acquiring the citizenship of a foreign country 

would be deprived of their Slovak citizenship. This amendment was aimed at stopping 

ethnic Hungarians from applying for Hungarian citizenship. The integration of the Roma 

is another issue that still poses important challenges for Slovakia. Pooled data from five 

rounds of ESS data in the period from 2004 to 2012 show that 26.6 per cent of Slovakia’s 

ethnic minority respondents felt discriminated on the grounds of colour or race, 

nationality, religion, language or ethnicity (an average figure in the CEE context). 

Slovakia provides support for a sizable number of ethnic Slovaks who live abroad. 

Estimates of Slovak embassies and expatriate associations suggest that there were 

approximately 2,016,000 Slovaks living abroad in 2001 (Slovak Culture Profile website). 
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The size of Slovakia’s diaspora is equal to 37 per cent of the country’s population. In 

2005, Slovakia passed an Amendment to the Act on Expatriate Slovaks (now labelled 

‘Slovaks living abroad’) and established the Office towards Slovaks Living Abroad (Kusá, 

2013a, p. 21). The Office implements state policy for Slovaks living abroad and issues 

Certificates of Ethnic Slovaks Living Abroad (Slovak Status IDs). Bearers of the 

certificate have the right to various benefits in Slovakia, such as facilitated settlement or 

access to higher education. Furthermore, people of Slovak descent are usually given an 

easier path to naturalisation (Ibid., p. 9). 

5.8. Bulgaria 

From the beginning of the post-communist period, Bulgaria’s citizenship policy has been 

strongly oriented towards ethnic Bulgarians living in neighbouring countries. Ethnic 

Bulgarians are subject to a facilitated naturalisation procedure which does not entail the 

requirement to move to Bulgaria or renounce their original citizenship. Unsurprisingly, 

the majority of successful applications for Bulgarian citizenship are from ethnic 

Bulgarians. In contrast, non-ethnic foreigners have to go through a difficult naturalisation 

procedure that involves a ten-year residence requirement and an obligation to renounce 

their original nationality. Among the ten CEE countries under study, Bulgaria’s 2014 

MIPEX Access to Nationality score was the third lowest. 

Political developments 

Two stages can be discerned in the development of Bulgaria’s post-communist party 

system. Until 2001, the country’s political life was characterised by the competition 

between two opposing camps – communists and anti-communists. Due to its 

confrontational tendencies, the early post-communist period brought important tensions 

that slowed down the implementation of key structural reforms. It was not until 1997 that 

Bulgaria – under the leadership of the right-wing United Democratic Forces – started to 

implement comprehensive market economy reforms and took a firm orientation towards 

the EU. Since 2001, Bulgaria’s party system has undergone a period of instability marked 

by high electoral volatility and an increase in the number of political parties. In what has 

been called ‘the second party system of Bulgaria’ (Karasimeonov and Lyubenov in 

Berglund et al. (eds.), 2013, p. 416), new parties are regularly emerging – often relying 

on the personal charisma of their leaders as well as populist rhetoric. This period has 

also seen a far-right political party – Attack – emerge as an electoral force. While the old 

communism–anti-communism distinction is not as crucial as it was in the first decade of 

democratic rule, the new political divide between nationalism and cosmopolitanism has 

become increasingly salient. 
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Left–right incumbency. As implied above, neither of the two stages in the development 

of the Bulgarian party-system is best understood in terms of a left and right divide. Like 

other CEE countries, Bulgaria is a young democracy which does not have an 

institutionalised party system and deeply entrenched social cleavages. These important 

qualities – along with a long history of one-party rule – make the operation of the left–

right scale in Bulgaria more fluid than in most Western European countries. A good 

illustration of this fluidity is an apparent drift of the left-wing Bulgarian Socialist Party 

(BSP) towards liberal economic policies in the first decade of the 20th century. Despite 

these limitations, Bulgarian voters tend to think of themselves in terms of left or right and 

to have a relatively clear picture of where different political parties are located on this 

scale (Ibid., p. 423). This implies that citizens have certain expectations from the left and 

right parties regarding their policies. Bulgarian political parties generally respond to these 

expectations, tending to form voting and government coalitions according to an implicit 

– and sometimes even explicit – left–right logic (Ibid., p. 423). 

According to CMP data, Bulgaria was ruled by left-wing governments for ten years in the 

period between 1990 and 2014. This represents 40 per cent of the years covered by 

this analysis. Interestingly, the former communist BSP which ruled the country in 1990 

and 1991 was coded right-wing at that time. This unexpected finding raises doubts as to 

the applicability of the left and right categories for an analysis of the early post-communist 

transition period. Left-wing governments were in place in 1995-1996 (led by BSP) and 

2001-2009 (led by National Movement Simeon the Second in 2001-2005 and BSP in 

2006-2009). 

Strength of far-right parties. Until 2005, there were no electorally significant far-right 

parties in Bulgaria. In the 2005 parliamentary elections, the far-right National Union 

Attack received 8.9 per cent of the public vote and entered the Bulgarian parliament. The 

party managed to keep the loyalty of its voters thereafter, scoring 9.3 per cent and 7.3 

per cent of the public vote in the 2009 and 2013 parliamentary elections respectively. On 

average, far-right parties collected 3.4 per cent of the public vote in the Bulgarian 

parliamentary elections. No far-right party has entered the government in Bulgaria. 

Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. The 1998 

Law on Bulgarian Citizenship – adopted by the right-wing Union of Democratic Forces 

(SDS) – set restrictive access to nationality rules. The few revisions of the citizenship 

legislation that followed did not bring a substantive liberalisation of access to nationality 

rules. However, the naturalisation procedure was facilitated for certain groups of persons 

in 2013. With the 2013 amendment, nationals of an EU member state, of the European 
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Economic Area or the Swiss Confederation, and citizens of the countries with which 

Bulgaria has signed reciprocity agreements, as well as spouses of Bulgarian nationals 

were exempted from the requirement to renounce one’s previous nationality. This 

amendment was adopted by a technocratic government which had the support of two 

left-wing parties – BSP and Movement for Rights and Freedom (DPS). While this 

amendment has resulted in a minor increase in Bulgaria’s MIPEX Access to Nationality 

index, the country’s score remained one of the lowest among CEE countries. 

Some other amendments to Bulgaria’s citizenship legislation dealt with the key aspect of 

the Bulgarian citizenship regime – the facilitated naturalisation procedure for ethnic 

Bulgarians. In 2001, the right-wing SDS adopted an amendment that exempted ethnic 

Bulgarians from language tests and residence requirements. Thus, since 2001 

naturalising ethnic Bulgarians are not required to take a language test, move to Bulgaria 

or renounce their original citizenship. This change in legislation led to a significant 

increase in the number of successful naturalisations. 

Overall, the post-communist development of Bulgarian citizenship legislation provides 

support for the argument on the role of party partisanship. Right-wing parties have 

adopted restrictive citizenship legislation and prioritised the ethnic conception of 

Bulgarian citizenship while the only real liberal change in access to nationality rules for 

foreigners was made under a government supported by left-wing parties. 

National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

Based on the 2011 Census data, ethnic Bulgarians make up 84.8 per cent of Bulgarian 

population. Turks form the largest national minority in Bulgaria, amounting to 8.8 per cent 

of the population (National Statistical Institute of Bulgaria). The presence of a sizable 

Turkish minority in the country has its roots in the centuries-long Ottoman rule of 

Bulgaria58. The second national minority by size is the Roma (4.9 per cent of the 

population). While the Bulgarian Roma community is also a historical minority, it is likely 

that their real numbers are higher than indicated in the census as some members of 

Romani community identify as Turks or Bulgarians. Bulgaria is also home to small 

minorities of Russians, Armenians, Ukrainians, Macedonians, Jewish and other 

ethnicities. However, it is worth noting that national minority data from the Bulgarian 

census cover only those who voluntarily declared their ethnicity. In the 2011 Census, 9 

per cent of the Bulgarian population refused to identify their ethnic group. This could 

mean that the numbers of Roma and other national minorities in Bulgaria are larger than 

                                                
58 The history of Ottoman Bulgaria stretches from the late 14th century to the end of the 19th. 
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suggested by the census data. The average percentage of non-majority population in 

Bulgaria in 1992, 2001 and 2011 censuses was 15.2 per cent. 

The beginning of the post-communist period in Bulgaria was marked by the reversal of 

the assimilation campaign that had been perpetrated against Bulgarian Turks between 

1984 and 1989. This assimilation campaign included the forced replacement of Bulgarian 

Turks’ names with Bulgarian ones, the closing down of mosques and the prohibition to 

speak Turkish in public places. While the reversal of this campaign was necessary to 

prevent Bulgaria’s international isolation, it was met with public protests organised by the 

nationalist sections of Bulgarian society. Partly as a ‘compensation’ for the reversal of 

the assimilation campaign, Bulgaria adopted a constitution that was one of the most 

illiberal ones in the CEE and which did not recognise the existence of national minorities 

in the country (Rechel in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 79). Also, Article 14(4) of the 1991 

constitution provided that there ‘shall be no political parties on ethnic, racial or religious 

lines’. This unfriendly stance towards national minorities can be seen as a continuation 

of the assimilationist policy implemented during the communist period. 

Although the 1991 constitution expressly prohibits the direct political representation of 

ethnic minorities, an exception was made for the DPS. In 1992, the Constitutional Court 

found that the party in question – which mainly relies on the support of Bulgarian Turks 

and other Muslims – conformed to the constitution. However, following this decision DPS 

has pursued relatively moderate minority rights demands (Nitzova, 1997, p. 733; Rechel 

in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p 79). Bulgarian Turks are the only national minority in Bulgaria to 

enjoy political representation and is generally seen as receiving a more favourable 

treatment from the state than any other minority. Overall, positive minority rights in 

Bulgaria have remained fairly limited. It is currently not allowed to use minority languages 

as languages of instruction in state schools, in dealings with authorities or for 

topographical indications (Rechel in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p 86). While the Bulgarian 

government adopted the Framework Programme for Equal Integration of Roma into 

Bulgarian Society in 1999, the programme has failed to significantly improve the situation 

of the Roma people. Macedonians and Pomaks are not recognised by the Bulgarian 

government as ethnic minorities. According to 2006-2012 ESS data, the percentage of 

ethnic minority population that felt discriminated on the grounds of colour or race, 

nationality, religion, language or ethnicity was 27.8 per cent59 (an average score in the 

CEE context). 

                                                
59 The average figure was derived from four ESS survey rounds – 2006, 2008, 2010 and 2012. 
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There is a sizable number of ethnic Bulgarians who live outside of Bulgaria. Due to the 

lack of official statistics, it is impossible to provide an exact figure of the Bulgarian 

diaspora. According to the report prepared by the Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 

the approximate data show that there are about three million Bulgarians living abroad 

(Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2007). This corresponds to 40 per cent of the 

Bulgarian population. In the post-communist period, Bulgaria has made efforts to 

maintain its ties with ethnic Bulgarians living in other countries. One of the key elements 

of these efforts was the adoption of the Law for the Bulgarians Living Outside of the 

Republic of Bulgaria in 2000. This law offers various rights and benefits to ethnic 

Bulgarians living abroad. While Bulgaria has focused on attracting ethnic Bulgarians from 

neighbouring countries, relatively few measures have been designed to motivate the 

Bulgarian emigrants living in Western Europe and North America to return (Smilov and 

Jileva, 2013, p. 23). This focus on historical minorities in neighbouring countries also had 

an impact on the country’s citizenship policy. The majority of successful naturalisation 

applications come from ethnic Bulgarians who live in Moldova and Macedonia and are 

entitled to a facilitated citizenship acquisition procedure. 

5.9. Estonia 

The development of Estonia’s post-communist citizenship policy has largely been 

ldetermined by its ethnic demography and its early decisions on the limited granting of 

automatic citizenship. According to Estonia’s 1992 Citizenship Act, only those who were 

citizens in 1940 and their descendants (regardless of ethnicity) were granted Estonian 

nationality by registration, while those who settled in Estonia after 1940 were offered the 

possibility of becoming Estonian nationals through naturalisation. This resulted in the 

massive statelessness of Estonia’s Russian-speaking population. The naturalisation 

requirements – designed primarily for the sizable Russian-speaking population – were 

kept relatively strict. Since the political containment of Russian-speakers was seen as a 

crucial condition for the country’s effective sovereignty, Estonia’s citizenship policy has 

been rather stable as the mainstream political parties have regularly declared prior to 

national elections that, regardless of the election results, the Citizenship Act and the 

corresponding policies will not be changed. According to the 2014 MIPEX index, 

Estonia’s Access to Nationality score was the second lowest among all CEE countries. 

Political developments 

It is difficult to overstate the implications that the ethnic cleavage between ethnic 

Estonians and Russian-speakers have had for the politics of post-communist Estonia. 

The persistence of this crucial cleavage helps to explain why Estonia’s post-communist 
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political development has been defined by a hegemonic political approach. Some 

authors have called this dominant ideology ‘national neoliberal’ (Lagerspats and Vogt in 

Berglund et al. (eds.), 2013, p. 52). The strong presence of nationalist views is strongly 

related to the prevailing securitising paradigm which implies that the Russian threat is 

used as a very important argument in political debates. While Estonia’s economic 

policies have continuously been neoliberal, there is hardly any indication that this course 

corresponds to the values of Estonian people (Ibid., p. 52). This raises a broader issue 

of a lack of social cohesion which might present a challenge for the dominating ‘national-

neoliberal’ model in the future. In the latter stages of the post-communist period under 

study, Estonia’s party system has shown signs of consolidation. 

Left–right incumbency. CMP data confirms that Estonian post-communist politics have 

been dominated by right-leaning governments. While left-wing parties have participated 

in some Estonian governments, they have usually held less government posts than their 

right-wing coalition partners. The only year when the Estonian government could have 

been considered to be left-wing was 1995, when a party with strong left-wing attitudes – 

the Estonian Centre – was part of the ruling coalition. This makes for only 5 per cent of 

the period between 1992 (the year when the first democratic legislative elections were 

held in independent Estonia) and 2014. CMP data suggests that the Estonian Centre 

moved to the centre-right of the political spectrum in 1999 before swinging back to the 

left in 2007. The only significant political party to have remained consistently left-wing 

throughout the post-communist period was the Social Democratic party (known as 

Moderate People's Party until 2003). Due to the lack of strong parties on the left side of 

the political spectrum, the Social Democratic party was also forced to look for potential 

coalition partners on the right. 

Strength of far-right parties. Identifying far-right parties in a country where the majority of 

all parties are based on the right side of political spectrum is a difficult task. There is a 

thin line between right and far-right attitudes as parties’ ideological positions are routinely 

contested. Estonia’s case is particular because of the high degree of far-right success in 

the first two parliamentary elections and its succeeding disappearance as the country 

moved towards EU membership. The average vote share for far-right parties over the 

post-communist period is therefore determined by their early electoral achievements and 

stands at 5.3 per cent. It is also worth noting that the far-right Estonian National 

Independence Party (ERSP) was part of the ruling coalition in the period between 1992 

and 1994. 
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Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. Estonia’s 

case provides support for the argument on the relationship between political ideology 

and citizenship policies as the dominance of right-wing parties went hand in hand with 

restrictive citizenship policy. Moreover, Estonian citizenship regime has been rather 

stable. Estonia’s Citizenship Act was passed in the beginning of 1995 when the right-

wing government was in place (including the far-right ERSP). The 1995 Citizenship Act 

introduced some new conditions for naturalisation such as the requirement of a five-year 

residence on the basis of a permanent residence permit, and a test on the knowledge of 

the Estonian Constitution and the Citizenship Act. In addition to this, the language test 

was made more difficult for naturalisation applicants. While some minor liberalising 

changes to the act followed, they did not change the generally restrictive character of 

Estonian citizenship policy. 

National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

Of all the CEE countries that joined the EU in 2000s, Estonia has the smallest population. 

According to the 2011 Census data, Estonia is home to a little less than 1.3 million 

people. In 2011, the ethnic majority made up 69.7 per cent of the total population (7.7 

percentage points more than in 1989). Russians were the second-largest nationality, with 

their share amounting to 25.2 per cent of the total population (Beltadze, 2011). Most of 

Estonia’s Russian-speakers came to the country during Soviet rule. Other minorities 

living in Estonia are Ukrainians (1.8 per cent), Belarussians (1 per cent) and Finns (0.6 

per cent). Only 0.1 per cent of the total population did not identify their ethnicity in 2011 

Census. Across the 1989, 2000 and 2011 censuses, the average percentage of residents 

who did not identify with titular majority in Estonia was one of the highest in the CEE 

region, equalling 33.6 per cent. 

The presence of a large Russian-speaking minority had a direct effect on Estonia’s 

citizenship policy. The fact that Russians could not be considered an indigenous 

population, coupled with their poor knowledge of the Estonian language, made the 

options of consociationalism or ethnic federalism very unlikely (Pettai and Kallas in 

Rechel (ed.), 2009, pp. 105-106). Instead, the doctrine of legal restorationism was 

adopted by the Estonian government. According to this doctrine, only pre-1940 citizens 

and their descendants were made eligible for automatic citizenship. The vast majority of 

Russian-speakers – who were considered an illegal settler population resulting from the 

Soviet occupation of Estonia – had to undergo a difficult naturalisation procedure in order 

to become Estonian citizens. This led to the emergence of a large group of stateless 
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persons in Estonia60 and fuelled ethnic tension in the country, with an important 

proportion of Russian-speakers feeling unfairly treated (Nimmerfeldt cited in Järve and 

Poleshchuk, 2013, p. 13). 

At the same time, the Estonian government tried to offset its restrictive citizenship policy 

by taking steps towards the recognition of minority rights. Estonia’s 1992 constitution 

makes references to a range of minority rights. Estonia also entitled all permanent 

residents with the right to vote (but not to stand) at municipal level and restored its 

interwar policy of cultural autonomy for minorities (Pettai and Kallas in Rechel (ed.), 

2009, p. 108). However, only citizens were allowed to take part in the institutions of 

cultural autonomy. This relates more generally to the definition of minorities in Estonia, 

according to which non-citizens are not considered to be part of an ethnic minority. The 

liberalisation of Estonia’s citizenship and minority policies was encouraged by European 

institutions. The EC declared early on that Estonia was expected ‘to facilitate the 

naturalisation process and to better integrate non-citizens’ (Ibid., p. 108). One of the most 

obvious manifestations of the effective workings of the EU conditionality was witnessed 

in 1998, when Estonia extended automatic citizenship to stateless children. This was 

done after the EC raised this issue in its 1997 Opinion on Estonia’s application to join 

the EU. 

It was not until the late 1990s that Estonia made minority integration its central political 

goal. The integration policy programme was adopted by the Estonian government, with 

part of its activities financed by EU funds (e.g. Estonian language courses) (Ibid., p. 113). 

While the integration programme seems to have been effective as evidenced by the 

growing percentage of Russian-speakers who claim ‘good’ knowledge of Estonian 

language as well as the rising naturalisation rates, ethnic clashes were not to be avoided. 

In 2007, the removal of a Soviet-era war memorial (‘the Bronze soldier’) from the centre 

of Tallinn caused outrage within the Russian-speaking population and was followed by 

riots. The 2007 events show that Estonia still is susceptible to ethnic tensions. According 

to 2004-2012 ESS data61, the percentage of Estonia’s ethnic minority population that felt 

discriminated on the grounds of colour or race, nationality, religion, language or ethnicity 

was 33.5 per cent – a higher figure than those observed in most of the other CEE 

countries. 

                                                
60In 2000, 6.3 per cent of Estonia’s population were citizens of the Russian Federation and 12.4 
per cent were stateless (Pettai and Kallas in Rechel (ed.), 2009, pp. 109-110). 
61 The average figure was derived from five ESS survey rounds – 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010 and 
2012. 
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Compared to national minorities concerns, issues relating to ethnic Estonians living in 

other countries seem to have had a much smaller impact on the public debate. Part of 

the reason for this might be that the size of Estonia’s co-ethnic population is not 

considerable. Estimates show that there could be up to 200,000 ethnic Estonians living 

in other countries, representing 15 per cent of Estonia’s population (University of Tartu 

website). This figure is considerably smaller than those estimated for some other CEE 

countries, such as Poland, Hungary or Bulgaria. Furthermore, emigration from Estonia 

has tended to be lower than in the other two Baltic states. 

5.10. Latvia 

A large Russian-speaking population has been the main factor shaping Latvia’s 

citizenship policy in the post-communist period. After restoring its independence in 1991, 

Latvia strictly followed the principle of state continuity. While those who were Latvian 

nationals on 17 June 1940 (before the Soviet occupation) and their descendants 

recovered de facto the rights and obligations deriving from their Latvian nationality, those 

USSR nationals who had arrived in Latvia during the Soviet years were made subject to 

the naturalisation procedure. The naturalisation procedure involves a minimum 

residence period of ten years, language and integration tests and the requirement to 

renounce the first citizenship. Despite certain liberal changes adopted in the course of 

the post-communist period, Latvia‘s 2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality score was the 

lowest among CEE countries. 

Political developments 

Since the beginning of the post-communist period, the Latvian/Russian-speaker ethnic 

cleavage has dominated Latvian political life. Socioeconomic divisions have been 

subsumed by the ethnic cleavage, with those parties that represent Russian-speakers 

widely identified as left wing, and ethnic Latvian parties naturally falling into the right wing 

category (Auers in Berglund et al. (eds.), 2013, p. 93). Particularly since the beginning 

of the 2000s, issues around corruption have become so salient that a new ‘corruption’ 

cleavage was born. However, this cleavage has been limited to Latvian speakers as 

Russian speakers continue to vote for Harmony Centre – the single major party 

representing their interests (Ibid., p. 85). In general terms, the Latvian post-communist 

party system has been shaped by three political strands – Latvian nationalist, centrist 

and pro-Russian. Politics in Latvia have been characterised by high electoral volatility 

with parliamentary elections often being won by entirely new political formations. The 

high degree of political volatility in Latvian politics is strongly related to the important role 

played by political leaders. 
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Left–right incumbency. An analysis of CMP data confirms the prevailing belief that 

Latvia’s post-communist party system has been dominated by centre-right governments. 

Based on CMP data, 2003 was the only year when the left-wing government was in 

power. It makes for only 5 per cent of the period under study (1994-2014). Despite the 

fact that the dominant left-wing party (Harmony Centre) has consistently been kept out 

of the government, some ruling coalitions in Latvia have involved parties with left-wing 

attitudes. However, these parties generally have less political weight and are less 

influential than their right-wing counterparts. The high polarisation between Latvia’s 

ruling parties, as added to the high number of parties in power, might explain the frequent 

change in governments. 

Strength of far-right parties. As suggested above, one of the three main political fractions 

in Latvia is the Latvian nationalists. While this political strand has never been the 

dominant one, far-right parties in Latvia have seen more success than their counterparts 

in most other CEE countries. The share of the far-right vote in parliamentary elections 

has never dropped below 5 per cent, with the average vote share reaching 11.5 per cent 

– the highest in the CEE region. Support for far-right parties in Latvia was most intense 

in the first post-communist decade. Having dropped in the 2000s – a crucial decade for 

Latvia’s integration in the EU and NATO – the popularity of far-right parties rose again in 

the 2011 legislative elections. Importantly, far-right actors in Latvia have not suffered 

from political isolation as the dominant centre-right parties have often needed their 

support to form governments. 

Discussion on the link between political factors and access to nationality rules. In 2014, 

access to nationality rules in Latvia were more restrictive than in any other CEE country. 

Latvia’s case is therefore in line with the hypotheses on the effect of government 

ideological composition and the strength of far-right parties on citizenship policy. In 1994, 

the Law on Latvian Citizenship was adopted by the right-wing government, setting out 

restrictive access to nationality rules and introducing the so-called ‘window-system’ 

which allowed only gradual naturalisation. A limited degree of liberalisation to this law 

was subsequently implemented by centre-right governments. Notably, the ‘window-

system’ was abolished in 1998. A series of liberalising changes were adopted in 2013, 

when a requirement to pass a naturalisation exam was lifted for pupils who have acquired 

more than half of the basic educational program in the Latvian language and the 

procedure for granting Latvian citizenship was simplified for the children of stateless 

people and non-citizens. Interestingly, while a centre-right government was in place at 

that time in Latvia, the ministry in charge of citizenship affairs (the Ministry of Interior) 
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was controlled by the left-wing party. However, these liberalising changes did not change 

the generally restrictive character of Latvia’s citizenship policy. 

National minorities and the co-ethnic population 

Out of all CEE countries included in this research, Latvia has the largest percentage of 

population identifying with ethnic minorities. According to the 2011 Census, national 

minorities make up as much as 37.5 per cent of Latvia’s 2.1 million population. The 

biggest national minority is the Russian one, constituting 26.9 per cent of the country’s 

residents (Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia). While most Russians came to the country 

during Soviet occupation, Russian-speakers already constituted around 11 per cent of 

Latvia’s population before the Second World War (with their settlements concentrated in 

the Latgale region in the south-east of the country) (Smith cited in Galbreath and 

Muižnieks in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 136). In 2011, Belarussians made up 3.3 per cent of 

the country’s population, Ukrainians and Poles - 2.2 per cent each, and Lithuanians – 

1.2 per cent. Latvians accounted for 62.1 per cent of the country’s population. 0.4 per 

cent of the population did not indicate their ethnic belonging in the 2011 Census or their 

ethnicity is unknown. Across the 1989, 2001 and 2011 censuses, the average 

percentage of non-majority population in Latvia was highest in the CEE region (42.7 per 

cent). 

The presence of a large minority of Russian-speakers has ensured that minority policy 

has been high on the political agenda for most of the post-communist period. Latvia’s 

basic policy orientation in ethnic minority affairs can be described as the ‘social 

integration model’. The main tenet of this model is to strengthen the status of the Latvian 

language among the minority population (Galbreath and Muižnieks in Rechel (ed.), 2009, 

p. 141). Like Estonia, Latvia has followed the restitution logic in denying the residents 

who came to the country during the Soviet period (mostly Russian-speakers) the 

automatic acquisition of citizenship. Instead, to become Latvian citizens these people 

are required to undergo the naturalisation procedure which involves a Latvian language 

test. Education is another key policy area where the social integration model was 

implemented. In 1998, a new education law was passed, calling for a transition to the 

primarily Latvian language curriculum in all state-funded schools (Ibid., p. 142). While 

the adoption of this law sparked public protests from Russian-speakers, demonstrations 

were peaceful and state-minority tensions did not reach the heights that were to be 

witnessed in Tallinn after the removal of the Soviet-era war memorial in 2007. 

While the social integration policy was seen by many Latvian politicians as a crucial 

measure for protecting Latvia’s independence, some of its elements drew criticism from 
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international organisations. The external effect was clearly felt in Latvia’s citizenship 

policy, which was slightly liberalised in response to outside pressures. Like in other CEE 

countries, external voices were particularly influential in the anticipation of EU accession 

(Ibid., pp. 139-140). The centrality of social integration efforts in Latvia’s post-communist 

development became the key factor behind the country’s late ratification of the Council 

of Europe’s Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (FCNM)62. 

Before the ratification, there were doubts about the convention’s compatibility with the 

Latvian language legislation and its minority definition (Ibid., p. 144). After joining the EU 

in 2004, Latvia intensified its efforts to tackle the problems faced by the country’s most 

vulnerable minority – the Roma63. More generally, despite having the largest ethnic 

minority population among the CEE countries, Latvia has largely managed to avoid the 

escalation of ethnic tensions. However, ESS subjective discrimination data points to 

important grievances still present in the ranks of the minority population. According to 

the pooled data of 2006 and 2008 survey rounds, the percentage of ethnic minority 

respondents who felt discriminated on the grounds of colour or race, nationality, religion, 

language or ethnicity was 41.1 per cent. The only higher average discrimination 

measure was the one registered in Hungary. 

The mixed ethnic landscape is not the only demographic challenge that the Latvian 

government faces. In the post-communist years and after the EU accession in particular, 

there has been a clear rise in emigration. According to the calculations made by the 

Latvian Central Statistical Bureau of Statistics, 259,000 people emigrated from Latvia in 

the period between 2000 and 2013 and have not returned. The total size of the Latvian 

diaspora is estimated at 370,000 (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Latvia, 

2017b), which represents 18 per cent of the country’s population. As part of the efforts 

to maintain ties with the co-ethnic population living abroad, Latvia amended its 

citizenship law in 2013. This amendment allows those Latvian nationals who left Latvia 

and acquired the citizenship of another country to keep both citizenships. 

5.11. Summary 

The country descriptions provided in this chapter reveal important political and 

demographic differences within the post-communist CEE region. There is a significant 

cross-national variation on all four causal conditions that form part of the QCA – the left–

                                                
62 Latvia ratified the FCNM in 2005 - more than ten years after signing it. No other CEE country 
has needed so much time for the ratification of this convention. 
63 According to the 2011 Census, there are 6,489 Roma in Latvia (0.3 per cent of the population) 
(Galbreath and Muižnieks in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 146), although the real figures are likely to be 
higher. 
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right ideological position of governments, the electoral strength of far-right parties, the 

size of expatriate and kin minority populations, and the importance of national minority 

issues. Given that the QCA requires good variation in the values of causal conditions 

across cases, the findings of this chapter provide confirmation for the QCA design and 

the selected causal factors. The quantitative data on the outcome and each causal 

condition are provided in Table 2. 

Table 2. CEE countries’ scores on each causal condition and the outcome 

Country 2014 MIPEX 
Access to 
Nationality 

Percentage 
of years of 
left-wing 
government 
rule 

Average 
percentage of 
votes for the 
far-right 
parties in 
parliamentary 
elections 

Expatriate 
and kin 
population 
living abroad 
(as a 
percentage 
of the 
country’s 
population) 

Importance 
of national 
minority 
issues64 

Bulgaria 21 40 3.4 40 24 

Czech 
Republic 

49 44 2.5 17 20.8 

Estonia 18 5 5.3 15 64 

Hungary 31 48 5.1 57 14.1 

Latvia 17 5 11.5 18 99.8 

Lithuania 35 45 2.2 20 21.5 

Poland 56 32 3.9 53 0.3 

Romania 34 68 11.2 48 9.3 

Slovakia 25 36 8.1 37 24.1 

Slovenia 41 41 5 25 6.5 

 

Important data limitations have to be considered when interpreting the figures provided 

in Table 2. For example, in some cases CMP analysis of party manifestos led to counter-

intuitive conclusions on the ideological position of governments. For this reason, in some 

of these cases the judgment on the ideological position of governments was made on 

the basis of qualitative country knowledge rather than CMP RILE scores (see Appendix 

D). Also, the analysis presented above shows that the left–right scale is not always the 

best tool for analysing CEE politics in the post-communist period. The usefulness of the 

left and right categories appears to be particularly dubious in the first few years of post-

communist transformation – the period characterised by wide-ranging market 

                                                
64 The importance of national minority issues is measured by weighting the perceived 
discrimination by the size of the national minority population, using the following formula: 
 
(% of national minority respondents who feel discriminated × percentage of non-majority 
population) ÷ Average percentage of non-majority population in the enlarged sample of 22 EU 
countries 

 
For a more detailed description of this measure, please see Chapter 3. All the data used for the 
calculation of these values (as well as their sources) are provided in Appendix B. 
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liberalisation and the dominance of right-wing economic policies. Meanwhile, the (non-

)attribution of political parties to the far-right family is also open to contestation (for full 

information on which parties were considered far-right in each CEE country, see 

Appendix C). Furthermore, the figures on expatriate/kin populations were gathered from 

different data sources (see Appendix A) and should be treated cautiously. Finally, while 

this study proposes an innovative way of measuring the importance of national minority 

issues, the novelty of this approach means that the resulting figures should also be 

treated with care (for full data used for the calculation of this measure, see Appendix B). 

Despite these limitations, the data collated in Table 2 offer a good reflection of the ‘real’ 

tendencies and structural characteristics analysed and described in this chapter. Most 

importantly, these figures can be used for making meaningful comparisons between CEE 

countries. 

This chapter has also offered the preliminary analysis of the relationship between the 

left–right government incumbency and the particular citizenship policy changes adopted 

in CEE countries in the course of the post-communist period. The analysis showed that 

in Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Poland and (to a lesser degree) Hungary, there was an 

expected link between government incumbency and citizenship policy changes. In these 

countries, restrictive changes in access to nationality rules were mostly adopted by right-

wing governments and vice versa. However, no clear trends could be observed in the 

remaining five CEE countries under study. The next step is to explore whether the overall 

trends of CEE countries’ political life in the period from 1990 to 2014 and the key 

characteristics of their ethnic demography can explain the inclusiveness of access to 

nationality rules in 2014. This question is analysed in the next chapter which presents 

the findings of the QCA.  
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6. Qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) 

In preparation for the QCA, the last two chapters have presented the qualitative overview 

of access to citizenship rules (Chapter 4) and the four casual conditions (Chapter 5) in 

the ten CEE countries under study. The study proceeds to discuss the procedure and 

findings of the fuzzy-set QCA. In the first part of the chapter, the logic and rules applied 

for assigning fuzzy membership scores to CEE countries are described. The second 

subchapter discusses the main findings of the fuzzy-set QCA. 

6.1. Calibration of membership scores 

In chapters 4 and 5, each CEE country was overviewed in relation to the outcome and 

the four causal conditions to be used in the QCA. The key quantitative data collected as 

part of this research was presented in Table 2. However, while QCA is based on a set-

theoretic logic, the raw scores provided in Table 2 do not allow us to determine whether 

the country is a member of a particular set of countries or not. For example, while 

Lithuania’s MIPEX Access to Nationality score of 35 is an indication that the country’s 

citizenship regime is more liberal than that of its Baltic neighbours, it does not tell us 

whether Lithuania has a liberal citizenship regime. For the purposes of fuzzy-set QCA, 

the raw scores need to be calibrated so that the fuzzy scores ranging from 0 to 1 are 

obtained. On a fuzzy scale, cases with scores higher than 0.5 are considered to be more 

in than out of the set, while cases which have scores lower than 0.5 are more out than 

in the set. 

This study uses the direct method of calibration. This method is based on the clear 

definition of three key data points: the threshold for full membership (the score of 0.95), 

the threshold for full non-membership (the score of 0.05), and the crossover point (the 

score of 0.5). The crossover point is the value of the numerical variable where there is 

maximum ambiguity as to whether a case is more in or more out of the set. Importantly, 

all cases with a fuzzy set score of 0.5 are eliminated from the analysis. For this reason, 

it is recommended to calibrate the fuzzy sets in such a way that the cases with a 0.5 

score are avoided. 

The three membership thresholds serve as benchmarks, enabling the placement of all 

countries on a scale from 0 to 1. The process of calibration should be led by external 

standards as well as the researcher's substantive and theoretical knowledge. The three 

key data points should not be defined by the particular data at hand (e.g. by using the 

sample means as crossover points). 

Five sets need to be defined in this study: 
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 Countries with inclusive access to nationality rules; 

 Countries with a long period of left-wing government rule; 

 Countries with electorally strong far-right parties; 

 Countries with large expatriate and kin populations living abroad; 

 Countries with high importance of national minority issues. 

This chapter proceeds with the definition of each of these sets. 

Countries with inclusive access to nationality rules. The calibration of the outcome – the 

2014 MIPEX Access to Nationality scores – is based on the legend of index scores 

provided on the MIPEX website. If a country’s MIPEX Access to Nationality score is equal 

to or higher than 60, the legend classifies it as having a ‘slightly favourable’ or ‘favourable’ 

citizenship policy. If a country score is equal to or higher than 41 but lower than 60, its 

access to nationality rules are described as ‘halfway favourable’. Countries with a score 

of 20 or lower are said to have an ‘unfavourable’ citizenship policy. Following the 

accepted interpretation of the index scores, this study uses 60 as a full membership 

point; 40 as a crossover point65; and 20 as a full non-membership point. 

Countries with a long period of left-wing government rule. Membership in this set is 

measured by the percentage of years of left-wing government rule in the post-communist 

period. Given the type of measure used, the most straightforward option would be to set 

a crossover point at 50 per cent. However, the context of the CEE region should be 

considered. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, many left-wing parties in the CEE 

were electorally disadvantaged due to their links to former communist regimes. 

Furthermore, in the face of wide public support for economic liberalisation and market 

reforms, some nominally left-wing parties have moved their ideological positions towards 

the right of the political spectrum. Since this study uses electoral manifestos rather than 

ideological self-identification for measuring parties’ ideological positions, those parties 

that were nominally left-wing but went into the election with a right-wing agenda were 

categorised as right-wing. Considering the specific circumstances in post-communist 

CEE as well as the measurement aspects, the crossover point of 40 per cent was meant 

to be selected. However, setting a crossover point at 40 per cent would have led to 

Bulgaria being dropped from the analysis. To avoid this, the crossover point was set at 

40.5. The full membership point in the set of countries with a long period of left-wing 

government rule is 60 per cent, while the full non-membership point is set at 20 per cent. 

                                                
65 While the index legend suggests using 41 as a crossover point, this figure corresponds to 
Slovenia’s MIPEX Access to Nationality score. Therefore, a slightly lower crossover point was 
chosen to keep Slovenia in the analysis. 
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Countries with electorally strong far-right parties. Membership in this set is 

operationalised by looking at the average percentage of votes for far-right parties in 

parliamentary elections. The threshold points for this causal condition are based on 

previous academic studies that also used fuzzy-set QCA. Both 15 per cent and 10 per 

cent full membership thresholds were used by different authors (Veugelers and Magnan, 

2005; van Kessel, 2011; Aslan, 2012). As this causal condition relates to the electoral 

performance of radical parties, the lower of the two – 10 per cent – was selected as a full 

membership point. 5 per cent is the most popular electoral threshold in CEE proportional 

representation systems, making it a good crossover point. 5 per cent has also been used 

as a crossover point by van Kessel (2011). However, since one of the cases has a score 

of 5, the crossover point is set at 5.05. Following Veugelers and Magnan (2005), the full 

non-membership point is set at 0.9 per cent. 

Countries with large expatriate and kin populations abroad. Membership in this set was 

determined by looking at the number of expatriates and people belonging to kin 

minorities living abroad as a percentage of the country’s home population. This causal 

condition has not been used in previous QCA studies and there are no clear theoretical 

or substantial arguments that could guide the calibration process. Therefore, this study 

uses empirical data to set the three membership thresholds. Ideally, data on the co-

ethnic populations of all 28 EU member states would be used, ensuring the maximum 

empirical justification for the selected membership thresholds. However, data on only 

four other EU member states was found. The lack of comparable data in non-CEE 

countries may indicate that CEE countries attribute more importance to ethnic 

expatriates and kin minorities living abroad than other European countries. The data 

used for the calibration is provided below. 

Table 3. Expatriate/kin population living abroad as a percentage of the home population 

Country Co-ethnics living abroad as a percentage of 
the home population 

Estonia 15 

Czech Republic 17 

Latvia 18 

Lithuania 20 

Slovenia 25 

Finland 29 

Slovakia 37 

Bulgaria 40 

Romania 48 

Portugal 50 

Poland 53 

Hungary 57 

Greece 65 

Croatia 96 
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The median value (38.5 per cent) was used as the basis for setting the crossover point. 

The first and last quantiles were used to set a full non-membership and full membership 

points respectively. The full non-membership point was set just below the first quantile 

(17.5 per cent), while the value just above the last quantile (58 per cent) was selected 

as a full membership point. 

Countries with high importance of national minority issues. ESS data was used to 

measure the importance of national minority issues. In each CEE country, the proportion 

of national minority respondents who feel discriminated on the basis of colour/race, 

nationality, religion, language or ethnicity was estimated. To increase the sample sizes, 

data was pooled from six rounds of ESS surveys that were run from 2002 to 2012. 

Subjective discrimination data was weighted by the size of national minorities, treating 

size as a factor which augments the importance of national minority issues. Since this is 

a novel measure that has not been used before, the only reliable way of calibrating its 

scores is to look at the data of the enlarged sample. In total, the measure for national 

minority issues was calculated for 12 other EU countries that are not covered by this 

study66. 

Table 4. Data on the importance of national minority issues 

Country Percentage of 
national minority 
respondents who feel 
discriminated 

Percentage of 
residents who do not 
identify with the 
ethnic majority 

Importance of 
national minority 
issues 

Poland 2.7 2.1 0.3 

Slovenia 8 14.3 6.5 

Croatia 13.7 9.6 7.5 

Romania 13.1 12.5 9.3 

Austria 21.4 10.1 12.3 

Hungary 50 5 14.1 

Finland 23.3 10.7 14.2 

Denmark 29.8 9 15.2 

Greece 22.4 12 15.3 

Ireland 16.4 18 16.8 

Czech Republic 38.1 9.6 20.8 

Lithuania 21.5 17.6 21.5 

Bulgaria 27.8 15.2 24 

Slovakia 26.6 15.9 24.1 

Germany 24.5 18 25.1 

Sweden 28.6 17 27.6 

Belgium 28.2 20 32 

The Netherlands 40 19 43.2 

Spain 27.7 28 44.1 

Luxembourg 17.2 47.9 46.8 

Estonia 33.5 33.6 64 

Latvia 41.1 42.7 99.8 

                                                
66 Data on the remaining six EU countries not covered by this study was missing for various 
reasons. Malta was not covered by the ESS surveys; ESS sample sizes were too low for Italy and 
Cyprus; and national minority figures were not available for UK, France and Portugal. 
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The crossover point was set at the median value (21.1 per cent). The first and last 

quantiles were used to set the full non-membership and full membership points 

respectively. The full non-membership point was set just above the first quantile (10 per 

cent), while the value just below the last quantile (43.5 per cent) was selected as a full 

membership point. 

The calibrated scores are provided in the table below: 

Table 5. CEE countries’ calibrated scores on each causal condition and outcome 

 

6.2. QCA and its findings 

The goal of fuzzy-set QCA is to identify the causal combinations that are sufficient for 

the outcome to occur. Since QCA is based on a set-theoretic logic, the concept of 

sufficiency is best understood through the relationships between sets. The evaluation of 

sufficiency can be seen as a test of whether the cases displaying the causal conditions 

form a subset of the cases displaying the outcome. More specifically, the subset 

relationship in fuzzy-set QCA is understood in terms of the arithmetic relation between 

membership scores. In order to argue that a cause or causal combination is a sufficient 

for the outcome, the fuzzy membership scores in the cause have to be less than or equal 

to the fuzzy membership in the outcome (Ragin, 2008b)67. 

                                                
67 The score of membership in the causal combination is equal to the minimum membership score 
of each case in the sets that are intersected. For example, if Bulgaria’s membership in the set of 
countries with electorally strong far-right parties is .23 and its membership in the set of countries 
with a long period of left-wing government rule is .48, its membership in the set of countries that 
have both of these qualities is the smaller of these two scores, .23. 

Country 2014 MIPEX 
Access to 
Nationality 

Percentage 
of years of 
left-wing 
government 
rule 

Average 
percentage 
of votes for 
the far-right 
parties in 
general 
elections 

Expatriate 
and kin 
population 
living abroad 
(as a 
percentage 
of the 
country’s 
population) 

Importance 
of national 
minority 
issues 

Bulgaria 0.05 0.48 0.23 0.56 0.6 

Czech 
Republic 

0.79 0.63 0.14 0.04 0.48 

Estonia 0.04 0.01 0.54 0.03 1 

Hungary 0.21 0.76 0.51 0.95 0.13 

Latvia 0.03 0.01 0.98 0.05 1 

Lithuania 0.32 0.67 0.11 0.07 0.51 

Poland 0.92 0.22 0.3 0.9 0 

Romania 0.29 0.99 0.98 0.81 0.04 

Slovakia 0.1 0.34 0.86 0.45 0.6 

Slovenia 0.54 0.52 0.49 0.13 0.02 
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The key parameter for assessing the validity of sufficiency claims in fuzzy-set QCA is 

consistency. Consistency measures the degree to which membership in each solution 

term (or the set of solution terms) is a subset of the outcome. Usually, values below 0.75 

indicate substantial inconsistency, leading to doubts as to whether the causal 

combination in question is sufficient for the outcome to occur. However, alternative 

consistency thresholds can be tried to see the effect that they have on the results. To 

use an analogy with statistical analysis, checking consistency scores is similar to 

assessing the statistical significance of each finding. While all cases are included in the 

estimation of raw consistency scores, PRI (proportional reduction in inconsistency) 

consistency scores are calculated by excluding those cases which are both a subset of 

the outcome and a subset of the negation of the outcome. Ideally, both types of 

consistency scores should be high. However, raw consistency is the primary parameter 

used for checking the consistency of findings, with the 0.75 threshold usually applied. 

Another important fuzzy-set QCA parameter is solution coverage, which measures the 

proportion of memberships in the outcome that is explained by the complete solution68. 

The fuzzy-set analysis was carried out using the ‘truth table’ algorithm which derives 

QCA solutions by applying the minimisation rule. The truth table is an aggregated form 

of the raw data when the set memberships of the cases have been assigned (Schneider 

and Wagemann, 2007, p. 19). The truth table represents all logically possible causal 

configurations and has 2x rows, where x is equal to the number of causal conditions used 

in the analysis. Since this study includes four causal conditions, the truth table has 16 

rows, each of them representing a possible causal configuration. However, only six of 

these configurations were empirically observed. The truth tables for both inclusive and 

restrictive access to nationality rules are provided in Appendix E. 

Following the minimisation rule, if two causal combinations differ in only one causal 

condition and produce the same outcome, ‘then the causal condition that distinguishes 

the two expressions can be considered irrelevant and can be removed to create a simpler 

expression’ (Ragin, 2008b, p. 34). To illustrate this point, a hypothetical example can be 

provided. For example, this QCA analysis may find two causal combinations leading to 

inclusive access to nationality rules, one composed of a long period of left-wing 

government rule and an absence of electorally strong far-right parties, and another 

consisting of a long period of left-wing government rule and the presence of electorally 

strong far-right parties. Using the minimisation procedure, we would discard the electoral 

                                                
68 For a more detailed description of how these parameters are calculated, see Ragin, 2008, p. 
86. 
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strength of far-right parties as irrelevant and conclude that a long period of left-wing 

government rule is a sufficient condition for the inclusive access to nationality rules to 

occur. However, the minimisation procedure is performed with a software rather than 

manually. In this study, the fuzzy-set QCA was performed with fs/QCA and the Tosmana 

software. 

Using the ‘truth table’ algorithm, three different types of solutions can be generated – 

‘complex’, ‘parsimonious’ and ‘intermediate’. The main difference between them lies in 

the way logical remainders – the possible causal combinations that have not been 

observed – are treated in the minimisation procedure. Since, as suggested above, only 

six of 16 possible causal configurations were empirically observed, there are as many 

as ten causal combinations without empirical instances. We can either ignore them or 

make assumptions on the outcome that they would generate. A ‘complex’ solution is 

generated if no assumptions on logical remainders are made. On the other extreme, a 

‘parsimonious’ solution permits the use of any logical remainders that help to generate 

simpler (or fewer) causal recipes (Ragin, 2008a, p. 111). Providing a middle way, 

intermediate solutions only use those logical remainders that correspond to the 

substantive and theoretical expectations of a researcher. According to the originator of 

the QCA, Charles Ragin, ‘intermediate’ solutions are generally superior to the other two 

types of fuzzy-set QCA solutions (Ibid., p. 111). Contrary to the ‘complex’ solution, 

‘intermediate’ solutions do not ignore the problem of limited diversity; however, contrary 

to the ‘parsimonious’ solution, they only make theoretically informed assumptions. Only 

intermediate solutions are reported in this study. In the following paragraphs, the findings 

of the fuzzy-set QCA are discussed. For more details on how the analysis was 

performed, please see Appendix E. 

The following explanation of liberal access to citizenship rules was identified: 

Table 6. QCA solution: inclusive access to nationality rules 

Causal combination Raw coverage Raw consistency 

~farright*~mindiscr 0.738602 0.743119 

 

This analysis shows that the combination of weak far-right parties and the low importance 

of national minority issues leads to liberal access to citizenship rules. The raw 

consistency score of this solution stands at 0.743 and is just below the accepted minimal 

threshold of 0.75. Nevertheless, one of the key determinants of consistency scores is 

the proportion of cases with the analysed outcome. The lower the number of cases with 

the outcome that is being analysed, the harder it is to obtain high consistency scores. 
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Considering the fact that only three out of ten countries had liberal access to nationality 

rules, the consistency score of 0.743 can be viewed as acceptable. 

All three CEE countries with liberal access to citizenship – Poland, the Czech Republic 

and Slovenia – had electorally weak far-right parties and a low importance of national 

minority issues in the first 25 years of the post-communist period. Therefore, it can be 

argued that the combination of weak far-right parties with the absence of important 

national minority issues creates a favourable environment for the adoption of liberal 

access to citizenship rules. For the liberal outcome to occur, it is essential that both of 

these conditions were present. This finding confirms the established hypothesis on the 

relationship between far-right parties and access to citizenship rules, extending this 

observation to the CEE region. However, the QCA results show that the absence of a 

strong far-right leads to inclusive access to citizenship only in those CEE countries that 

do not have important national minority issues. 

The finding on national minority issues requires special attention as this factor has rarely 

been included in cross-national citizenship studies. All three countries with liberal access 

to citizenship rules had a relatively low importance of national minority issues (Poland 

and Slovenia in particular). The task of ensuring good national minority integration is 

easier if those minorities are relatively small. In fact, all three CEE countries with liberal 

citizenship regimes have comparatively small national minorities. The findings therefore 

echo Brubaker (1996) who noted that the civic model of the state – ‘where ethnicity and 

nationality are not supposed to have any public significance – may have the best 

chances of working in the states that most closely approximate ethnically homogeneous 

nation-states, notably in the Czech Republic and Slovenia’. The analysis also shows that 

liberal citizenship policies cannot be explained by the duration of left-wing government 

rule. Similarly, the size of expatriate and kin populations is not a factor that can help to 

explain why certain countries adopted inclusive citizenship rules in the CEE region. 

The following explanation of restrictive access to citizenship rules was identified: 

Table 7. QCA solution: restrictive access to nationality rules 

Causal combination Raw coverage Raw consistency 

farright*expandkin 0.344262 0.875000 

~left*farright*mindiscr 0.409836 0.996377 

~left*mindiscr*expandkin 0.198212 1.000000 

The overall consistency of this solution is equal to 0.927; solution coverage – 0.642. 

The QCA findings reveal three different causal combinations that are sufficient for 

restrictive citizenship policies to be adopted, each displaying high consistency scores. 

The analysis reveals that each of the four causal factors is important and plays a role in 
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the explanatory narrative. Also, the effect that each of the four factors has on the 

restrictiveness of citizenship policies corresponds to the original expectations: electorally 

strong far-right parties, a large expatriate and kin population abroad, the high importance 

of national minority issues and a short period of left-wing government rule were all found 

to lead to restrictive citizenship legislation. The importance of these factors is conditional 

on the co-presence of other relevant causal conditions, meaning that all causal 

statements should be formulated in a nuanced way. For example, while strong far-right 

parties can contribute to restrictive citizenship regimes, this is only proven to be the case 

when there is a large expatriate and kin population living abroad, or when there was a 

short period of left-wing government rule and a high importance of national minority 

issues. 

Three different paths to the same outcome – restrictive access to citizenship rules – were 

identified. The first path is characterised by the combination of electorally strong far-right 

parties and large expatriate and kin populations abroad. This path was observed in 

Romania and Hungary – countries that have sizable kin minorities in neighbouring 

countries. The second path towards restrictive citizenship comprises a short period of 

left-wing government rule, electorally strong far-right parties and the high importance of 

national minority issues. This causal combination was present in Estonia, Latvia and 

Slovakia – countries that faced important difficulties in the integration of national 

minorities and had right-leaning party systems. Finally, the third path towards restrictive 

citizenship legislation was identified in Bulgaria, where a short period of left-wing 

government rule was combined with large expatriate and kin populations abroad and 

high importance of national minority issues. 

The working of these causal paths in each country is explored in Chapter 7. At this stage, 

it can be noted that the identified casual combinations reveal the interdependence 

between agency and structural factors. The QCA findings show that strong right-wing 

political actors can lead to restrictive citizenship policies only if certain structural factors 

are in place. In the CEE region, these structural factors are large expatriate and kin 

population abroad or the high importance of national minority issues. Similarly, the 

existence of these structural factors does not necessarily lead to restrictive access to 

citizenship rules. Restrictive citizenship legislation is upheld only if politically successful 

actors on the right of political spectrum use them to further their political agenda.  
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7. Causal mechanisms 

The QCA findings revealed three different causal paths to restrictive access to nationality 

rules and one causal combination that led to inclusive access to citizenship. This chapter 

aims to show how these combinations were relevant in each country, and to explore the 

ways in which agency and structure interact to produce restrictive or liberal access to 

citizenship outcomes. Importantly, the analysis of causal mechanisms presented here 

looks beyond the four factors used in the QCA and incorporates all country-specific 

factors that aid the comprehensive explanation of CEE countries’ citizenship policies. A 

separate subchapter is dedicated to each of the four causal combinations generated by 

the QCA. Finally, the chapter concludes with a short section on Lithuania – the only 

country that was not covered by any of the causal paths identified in the QCA. 

7.1. Kin minorities at the centre of citizenship policies: the cases of 

Hungary and Romania 

The QCA identified three different causal paths leading to restrictive access to nationality 

rules for non-ethnics. One of the identified causal combinations is large expatriate/kin 

populations abroad and electorally strong far-right parties. In this subchapter, the two 

countries which have this causal combination, Hungary and Romania, are analysed and 

the causal mechanism for this causal path is proposed. This subchapter claims that large 

kin minority populations in neighbouring countries provided the citizenship laws of 

Hungary and Romania with a strong ethnic orientation. This orientation severely limited 

the opportunities for the liberalisation of access to citizenship for foreigners. Inspired by 

kin-state agendas, Hungary’s and Romania’s citizenship policies reflected and reinforced 

the ethnic model of nationhood. Within this model, there was no space for the 

liberalisation of access to nationality rules for non-ethnics – a move that would rest on 

the conflicting (civic) logic that decouples ethnicity from citizenship. Far-right parties also 

contributed to restrictive access to citizenship regimes, although the ways in which they 

did so differed in these two countries. While the active stance of the main Romanian far-

right party directly contributed to the adoption of stricter naturalisation requirements for 

non-ethnics, the Hungarian far-right played an important role in the introduction of non-

resident citizenship for ethnic Hungarians – a move that further strengthened an already 

strongly established ethnic orientation of the country’s citizenship regime. 

7.1.1. Hungary 

Since the beginning of the post-communist period, Hungary’s citizenship policy has 

served as a tool for the symbolic integration of kin minorities living in neighbouring 
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countries into the Hungarian nation. A facilitated naturalisation procedure for ethnic 

Hungarians was put in place in the early 1990s, offering them a relatively easy path to 

Hungarian nationality. It would be a simplification to claim that this policy was solely 

determined by the impressive size of Hungary’s kin minority population. While numbers 

are important, the role that kin minorities have played in Hungary’s national self-

understanding as well as the country’s historical narrative has been even more 

consequential. Throughout the post-communist period, the issue of kin minorities has 

carried a strong emotional and symbolic weight, and pushed politicians (particularly on 

the right of the political spectrum) to adopt decisions that would allow the Hungarian state 

to maintain its close link with ethnic Hungarians living in neighbouring countries. Through 

the facilitated naturalisation procedure for ethnic Hungarians, the citizenship status is 

unambiguously tied up with descent, language and culture. In contrast, access to 

nationality rules for non-ethnics has showed little signs of change. In a country where 

ethnicity has become the main criterion for citizenship, a liberalisation of access to 

nationality for non-ethnics would be seen as an unwelcome deviation from the main 

trajectory of ethnic nation-building. 

Hungary’s kin minority population is one of the largest in the CEE region. The origins of 

this population are traced back to the 1920 Treaty of Trianon – the treaty that stripped 

Hungary of two-thirds of its pre-war territory. As a result of the treaty, a large number of 

ethnic Hungarians found themselves living in neighbouring countries, mostly in present-

day Romania, Slovakia, Serbia and Ukraine. It is estimated that around 2.5 million ethnic 

Hungarians live in neighbouring countries, most of them in Romania and Slovakia. Like 

other kin minorities in the CEE region, ethnic Hungarians are balancing between the 

conflicting pressures of integrating into their host society and maintaining loyalty to their 

kin-state. 

In interwar Hungary, the Treaty of Trianon was widely seen as a national tragedy and a 

humiliation imposed by foreign powers. The authoritarian regime of Miklós Horthy (who 

ruled the country from 1920 to 1944) actively sought to revise the treaty. While Hungarian 

kin minorities received considerably less attention from the Hungarian state during the 

communist era, the old themes of a ‘divided nation’ were swiftly resuscitated in the early 

post-communist years. In 1989, the Hungarian constitution was amended to include the 

following statement: ‘the Republic of Hungary bears a sense of responsibility for the fate 

of Hungarians living outside its border and shall promote and foster their relations with 

Hungary’. Post-communist Hungary adopted various policies aiming at the 

implementation of this constitutional provision. In 2001, the Status Law was enacted, 
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entitling ethnic Hungarians living in neighbouring countries to a number of cultural, 

educational, social security and healthcare benefits (most of them available within 

Hungary) (Liebich in Bauböck (ed.), 2010, p. 28). 

In the post-communist period, the large kin minority population in neighbouring countries 

became one of the factors behind the ethnicisation of Hungary’s citizenship policy. This 

ethnic orientation manifested itself in the form of preferential naturalisation procedure for 

ethnic Hungarians. Between 1993 and 2010, naturalisation applicants who declared 

ethnic Hungarian origin and provided proof that their ancestor(s) possessed Hungarian 

citizenship were exempt from the usual requirement to have lived in Hungary for a certain 

period of time (having a permanent residence permit was enough) and were eligible for 

exemption from the citizenship test. This mode of citizenship acquisition was the easiest 

of all those offered by Hungary.  

The mere size of Hungarian kin minorities fails to explain why they became such an 

important part of the political discourse in post-communist Hungary, nor does it fully 

explain the ethnic orientation of the country’s citizenship policy. Along with their size, it 

is important to emphasise the privileged place that these ethnic communities have in 

Hungarian nationalism. Kin minorities are an important part of the Hungarian national 

canon which incorporates national literature, historiography and geography (Csergo and 

Goldgeier, 2013, p. 93). The key element of the dominant Hungarian national story is the 

image of a ‘divided nation’. This image comes from the fact that the borders of modern 

Hungary do not correspond to the ethnic boundaries of the Hungarian nation. The border 

changes that led to the emergence of a large kin minority population is often described 

as the ‘Trianon trauma’. The Hungarian state is seen as morally responsible for 

compensating for this historical injustice, and the preferential naturalisation procedure 

for ethnic Hungarians is one of the ways in which this is done. The size of the kin minority 

population was important in as much as it supported and provided ground for national 

narratives and symbolism, fuelling the policy of ethnic preferentialism. 

While the pre-2010 policy of preferential naturalisation for ethnic Hungarians can be 

accounted for by pointing to the structural factor alone (the existence of large kin 

minorities with a special place in the Hungarian national narrative), the 2010 amendment 

to Hungary’s citizenship law cannot be fully understood without a reference to agency. 

In 2010, Hungary removed the residence requirement for naturalising ethnic Hungarians. 

Since the implementation of this amendment, ethnic Hungarians from neighbouring 

countries have gained the freedom to acquire Hungarian citizenship without having to 

move to Hungary or renounce their present citizenship. The 2010 amendment should be 
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seen as the most important citizenship policy move adopted in Hungary in the post-

communist period, its effects being a further strengthening of the ethnic leanings of the 

Hungarian citizenship regime. 

The 2010 amendment was adopted with the strong contribution from the far-right Jobbik 

party. Until Jobbik’s breakthrough in the 2010 parliamentary elections, far-right parties in 

Hungary had only enjoyed a limited success. In the first two post-communist decades 

the main bearer of far-right ideology was the Hungarian Justice and Life Party (MIEP). 

One of the key tenets of this party’s ideology was its revisionist focus. The MIEP wanted 

to be symbolically linked to the political posture of Gyula Gömbös – the Hungarian prime 

minister who had fought for the revision of the Trianon Treaty in the 1930s (Mareš and 

Havlík, 2016, p. 326). However, the MIEP managed to clear the 5 per cent hurdle and 

enter the Hungarian parliament only once (in 1998, when it received 5.5 per cent of the 

public vote). It was therefore a surprise when Jobbik managed to collect 16.7 per cent in 

the 2010 general elections. 

Jobbik was founded in 1999 as a youth movement. After becoming a political party in 

2003, it had a modest showing in the 2006 parliamentary elections, gaining 2.2 per cent 

of the vote. Jobbik’s 2010 breakthrough can be explained by several factors. First, the 

party managed to present itself as a young anti-establishment force that could 

successfully replace the corrupt political elite. At a time when trust in government was 

very low and the majority of the electorate felt disillusioned with politics, Jobbik’s electoral 

message proved to be very effective. Second, Jobbik managed to successfully exploit 

the latent anti-Roma sentiment. In 2007, Jobbik formed the ‘Hungarian Guard’ 

(Hungarian: Magyar Garda), a paramilitary movement which took up the task of policing 

the Roma. The ‘Hungarian Guard’ helped Jobbik achieve greater visibility and created a 

constituency which saw them as the only party that took the ‘Roma issue’ seriously (Kim, 

2016, p. 347). Third, by playing the so-called ‘Trianon card’, Jobbik managed to 

effectively exploit Hungarian historical grievances. 

It is the latter element of the party’s political ideology that eventually had an effect on the 

country’s citizenship legislation. While Jobbik was not the only political party in Hungary 

to use traditional nationalist themes (the ‘Trianon trauma’, the ‘divided nation’) prior to 

the 2010 amendment of the citizenship law, no other party attributed such high 

importance to these issues. Jobbik managed to make a convincing argument by building 

on lasting, shared, and multi-generational feelings of injustice (Mareš and Havlík, 2016, 

p. 326). Along with usual Hungarian nationalist themes, Jobbik developed a new myth 

and called it a ‘second Trianon’. This myth was based on the 2004 referendum on non-
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resident citizenship for ethnic Hungarians. When the referendum failed due to a low 

turnout, Jobbik framed the unsuccessful vote as a ‘second’ or ‘spiritual’ Trianon, the 

responsibility for which lied firmly within the party that opposed it (the Hungarian Socialist 

party) (Pytlas and Kossack in Minkenberg (ed.), 2015, p. 126). 

As Jobbik’s themes seemed to strike the right note in Hungarian society prior to the 2010 

parliamentary elections, some of these were picked up by other political parties. In 

particular, previous studies have shown that Jobbik had an impact on the policy position 

of Fidesz (Pirro in Minkenberg (ed.), 2015, p. 96; Pytlas, 2013). One of the aspects that 

Fidesz adopted from Jobbik was the interpretation of the failed referendum as the 

‘second Trianon trauma’ brought upon the nation by the socialists (Pytlas and Kossack 

in Minkenberg (ed.), 2015, p. 127). Shortly after winning the 2010 general elections and 

introducing the non-resident citizenship for ethnic Hungarians, Fidesz referred to this 

change in legislation as the moral redemption of the nation-state for the previously failed 

‘hopes’ of its minorities (Pytlas, 2013, p. 178). Therefore, while Jobbik was not part of 

the government when the 2010 amendment to the citizenship law was adopted, the far-

right party contributed to it by affecting the position of the ruling party Fidesz. In this 

manner, Jobbik played an important role in strengthening the ethnic orientation of 

Hungary’s citizenship regime. 

The Hungarian case shows how the importance of agency can change through time. In 

the first two decades of the post-communist period, the emphasis on ethnicity in 

Hungarian citizenship policy was introduced and maintained even without the input from 

far-right parties. However, in 2010, non-resident citizenship for ethnic Hungarians was 

approved with an important contribution from the far-right Jobbik. This development 

presented a further strengthening of the ethnic orientation of Hungary’s citizenship 

regime. Since the debate on citizenship was dominated by ethnic questions, there was 

not enough space for a discussion on the liberalisation of access to nationality rules for 

non-ethnics. Furthermore, relaxing access to nationality rules for non-ethnics would have 

run counter to the dominant orientation of ethnic nation-building. Therefore, the 

combination of large Hungarian kin minorities in neighbouring countries and of a strong 

far-right party acted against the liberalisation of Hungary’s access to citizenship rules. 

7.1.2. Romania 

The Hungarian and Romanian cases share obvious similarities. Like Hungary, Romania 

has acted as an external homeland to sizable kin minorities and used citizenship policy 

for the implementation of its nation-building objectives. Here too, an ethnically-oriented 

citizenship policy has reflected and reinforced the dominance of an ethnic understanding 
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of nationhood. The liberalisation of access to nationality rules for non-ethnics – an 

endeavour that can be understood as the polar opposite to the dominant principle of 

ethnically-defined citizenship – was not pursued in Romania. However, the Romanian 

case is different from the Hungarian one in that the rationale for Romania’s ethnically-

oriented citizenship policy was phrased in the legal language of citizenship restoration 

and not in the symbolic language of a ‘divided nation’ that was used in Hungary. The 

‘impartial’ legal rationale helps to explain why the policy of non-resident citizenship 

enjoyed broad political support and did not require an extra ‘push’ from the country’s far-

right parties. While doing little to cement the already viable ethnic orientation in 

Romania’s citizenship policy, Romanian far-right parties directly contributed to the 

adoption of stricter naturalisation requirements for non-ethnics. 

The National Strategy for Romanians Abroad reports that the number of people 

belonging to Romanian kin minorities is close to six million. According to the document, 

the vast majority of this population – referred to as ‘historical/traditional communities’ – 

live in Moldova (4.5 million), with smaller numbers estimated in Ukraine (500,000), 

Serbia, Bulgaria, Hungary (300,000) and other countries (Ministry for Romanians 

Abroad, 2017). The origins of the large Romanian kin minorities in Moldova and Ukraine 

lie in the 1940-1941/1944 Soviet occupation of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina. 

Previously part of the interwar Romanian state, Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina were 

annexed by the Soviet Union during the Second World War and are currently part of 

Moldova and Ukraine.  

Soon after the collapse of the communist regime, Romania adopted the policy of 

restoration of Romanian citizenship. According to the 1991 Law on Romanian 

Citizenship, ‘former Romanian citizens who, before 22 December 1989, have lost their 

Romanian citizenship for different reasons’ could reacquire Romanian citizenship by 

request even if they retained their foreign citizenship and their domicile abroad (Iordachi, 

2013, p. 10). The beneficiaries of this policy were the inhabitants of Moldova and certain 

provinces of Ukraine who were stripped of their Romanian citizenship as a result of the 

Soviet occupation (Ibid., p. 11). For those people, Romania’s policy of citizenship 

restoration offers the opportunity to obtain an EU passport. According to official statistics, 

226,507 applications for the restitution of Romanian citizenship were processed in the 

period from 1991 to 2011 (Ibid., p. 23). 

Similarly to the 2010 amendment to Hungary’s citizenship law, the Romanian policy of 

citizenship restoration led to the emergence of a new category of people – non-resident 

dual citizens. However, the logic and the rationale of the two policies is different. While 
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the Hungarian amendment was framed as a symbolic act aimed at unifying the ‘divided 

nation’, the Romanian policy expressed the legal and moral obligation of the Romanian 

state to reinstate citizenship rights to former citizens affected by the Soviet occupation. 

As such, the policy only applied to former Romanian citizens living in Moldova and 

Ukraine, while ethnic Romanians living in Serbia, Hungary and other countries were not 

eligible for this preferential naturalisation procedure. Also, the 1991 Law on Romanian 

Citizenship was based on the statist and not on the ethnic principle, so that all former 

citizens, irrespective of their ethnic origin (Romanians, Hungarians, Germans, Jews, 

Bulgarians etc.) could reacquire their Romanian citizenship (Ibid., p. 22). Framed as a 

form of legal reparation for past injustices, the policy of citizenship restoration has not 

been questioned by any of the post-communist Romanian governments. In the early 

1990s, this policy was also viewed as the first step towards the eventual reunification of 

Romania and Moldova – a political objective that began to look increasingly unrealistic 

towards the end of that same decade (Iordachi, 2004, p. 247). 

However, the statist nature of Romania’s citizenship restoration policy does not mean 

that ethnic considerations were not important for Romanian authorities. While the policy 

of citizenship restoration was carefully formulated in non-ethnic terms, the large majority 

of persons who were eligible for it were ethnic Romanians. Creating a link between 

Romania and its kin minorities in Moldova and Ukraine through extraterritorial citizenship 

was one of the underlying motives of the policy. Therefore, as Iordachi has noted, 

‘Romania acted as ‘external homeland’ in relation to ethnic Romanians in Bessarabia 

and Bukovina regions’ (Iordachi, 2013, p. 14). From this point of view, Romania’s policy 

of granting non-resident citizenship is similar to the policy implemented by Hungary since 

2010. 

From 1991 to 2001, the policy of restoration of Romanian citizenship was applied without 

any major changes, leading to massive (re)naturalisations of Moldovan citizens (Ibid., p. 

17). However, between 2001 and 2007 the process of citizenship restitution was 

intermittently suspended. The main reason for this was that the EU started to increasingly 

see Romania’s policy of citizenship restitution as a potential source of uncontrolled 

migration from countries that are not part of the bloc (Moldova and Ukraine). The process 

of restoring Romanian citizenship to former citizens was nevertheless resumed and even 

amplified after Romania joined the EU in 2007. In 2009, the justification for the policy of 

citizenship restoration was modified. The restoration procedure is now available only to 

those former citizens who have obtained Romanian citizenship by birth or by adoption 

and their descendants up to the third degree. Meanwhile, those who have become 
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Romanian citizens through naturalisation (mostly non-ethnics) are not eligible for 

citizenship reacquisition under the restoration procedure. By replacing the ‘statist’ 

principle with the primacy of citizenship of origin (Iordachi, 2013, p. 2), the 2009 

amendment confirmed the ethnic trajectory of Romania’s citizenship policy which – 

although guised under the statist principle of citizenship restoration – had been 

noticeable since the beginning of the post-communist period. The ethnic preferentialism 

displayed in Romania’s citizenship policy made the liberalisation of access to nationality 

rules for non-ethnics undesirable and unlikely. 

Interestingly, although Romania’s far-right parties are among the strongest in the CEE 

region, there is no evidence that they have contributed to setting and maintaining the 

country’s ethnic orientation in citizenship affairs. When Romania adopted its policy of 

restoration of Romanian citizenship (in March 1991), the country’s most successful far-

right force – the Greater Romania party (PRM) – was not yet operating. The party was 

founded in May that year, and has since been flirting with the idea of restoring Greater 

Romania – the enlarged territory of Romania following World War I, which included parts 

of present-day Moldova and Ukraine. The PRM reached its electoral peak in the 2000 

parliamentary elections, gaining 19.5 per cent of the vote. While the party managed to 

back this up with a good showing in the 2004 parliamentary elections, it failed to prevent 

the interruption of the citizenship restoration process for former citizens in the 2001-2007 

period. Moreover, when the country’s citizenship policy was further ethnicised by giving 

up the ‘statist’ principle of citizenship restoration in 2009, the party had no parliamentary 

representation. Therefore, while the PRM ‘captured the political support of many 

Moldovan new citizens and utilised the ‘Moldovan question’ for transient political 

interests’ (Iordachi, 2004, p. 249), it cannot be viewed as an important driver of 

Romania’s policy of citizenship restoration. 

The lack of influence of the Romanian far-right on the country’s citizenship restoration 

policy can be explained by pointing to two key factors. First, while non-resident 

citizenship for Hungarian kin minorities was substantiated by nationalist symbols and 

myths, the Romanian policy of citizenship restauration was primarily justified in legal 

terms. The fact that it rests on solid legal grounds helps to explain why this policy was 

not as controversial as the Hungarian policy of non-resident citizenship for kin minorities. 

Unchallenged by the majority of political actors in Romania, the policy of citizenship 

restoration could be implemented without the active participation of far-right parties. 

Second, the question of the reinstatement of citizenship rights to former citizens lived 

uneasily with another key concern of the PRM – the situation of the Hungarian 
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community in Transylvania. It has been noted that the PRM’s position on the ‘Moldovan 

question’ was softened by its fears that an overly active stance could justify counter-

demands by Hungarians living in Romania (Hollis, 1999, p. 54). 

While Romanian far-right parties did not play an important role in the ethnicisation of the 

country’s citizenship policy, they contributed to the toughening of naturalisation 

requirements for non-ethnics. Romania’s 1991 citizenship law was unusually liberal, 

allowing foreign residents to apply for citizenship after only five years of residence 

(Barbulescu, 2013, p. 1). However, naturalisation requirements were revised in 1999 and 

2003. In 1999, the minimum residence period was raised to seven years and additional 

conditions for naturalisation were introduced, such as sufficient knowledge of the 

Romanian language and of ‘elementary notions of Romanian culture and civilisation’ 

(Iordachi, 2013, p. 8). At the time when these changes were adopted, two far-right parties 

had parliamentary representation in Romania, with a cumulative 8.9 per cent of votes 

won between them in the 1996 general elections. In 2003, the minimum residence period 

was extended to eight years and new requirements for the knowledge of the Romanian 

constitution and national anthem were added. Before the adoption of the 2003 

amendment, the PRM was actively pushing for stricter naturalisation requirements for 

non-ethnics (Barbulescu, 2013, p. 2). 

In conclusion, the two elements of the causal combination analysed in this chapter – 

large expatriate/kin minority populations and strong far-right parties – seem to have 

affected different aspects of Romania’s citizenship policy. The presence of a large kin 

minority population placed citizenship restoration to former citizens in Moldova and 

Ukraine at the centre of the country’s citizenship policy and gave Romania’s citizenship 

regime its ethnic direction. The dominance of the ethnic trajectory in Romania’s 

citizenship policy created an environment that was unfavourable for the adoption of 

inclusive access to nationality rules for non-ethnics. Moreover, strong far-right parties – 

and the PRM in particular – contributed to the adoption of stricter naturalisation 

requirements for non-ethnics. Taken together, these two factors were sufficient for 

preventing the liberalisation of Romania’s access to citizenship rules for immigrants. 

7.1.3. Summary 

This subchapter has argued that large kin minority populations in neighbouring countries 

provided the citizenship laws of Hungary and Romania with a strong ethnic orientation. 

In both cases, sizable kin minorities were positioned at the centre of revisionist national 

narratives. These narratives were translated into ethnic citizenship policies, the most 

radical variant of which being non-resident citizenship for co-ethnics in neighbouring 
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countries. The strong ethnic orientation in the Hungarian and Romanian citizenship laws 

severely limited opportunities for the liberalisation of access to citizenship for foreigners. 

In Hungary and Romania, the domination of the ethnic principle implied strict access to 

nationality rules for non-ethnics. Furthermore, since in both countries the debate on 

citizenship mostly revolved around the citizenship status of kin minorities, not much 

space was granted for a discussion on the liberalisation of access to nationality rules for 

non-ethnics. 

Meanwhile, far-right parties affected access to nationality for non-ethnics in different 

ways. In Hungary, the far-right Jobbik contributed to the adoption of non-resident 

citizenship for kin minorities, further strengthening the ethnic orientation of Hungary’s 

citizenship regime. In Romania, strong far-right parties – and the PRM in particular – 

contributed to the adoption of stricter naturalisation requirements for non-ethnics. 

Importantly, in both cases restrictive access to nationality rules for non-ethnics resulted 

from the combination of structure and agency factors. Moreover, structure and agency 

in both situations are interdependent. Kin minorities were an important element in the 

agendas of the Hungarian and Romanian far-right parties and helped them to achieve 

electoral success. Without these electoral achievements, far-right parties would not have 

been able to leave such an important mark on Hungary’s and Romania’s citizenship 

policies. At the same time, one could make a case that the effect of kin minorities on 

Hungary’s citizenship policy would not have been as profound without the agency of the 

far-right Jobbik. Riding on the kin-state agenda, the latter party was instrumental in 

pushing Hungary towards the most radical version of ‘ethnicised’ citizenship – non-

resident nationality for ethnic Hungarians.  

7.2. The imprint of national minority issues on citizenship policies: the 

cases of Estonia, Latvia and Slovakia 

The second causal combination leading to restrictive access to nationality rules for 

foreigners as revealed by the QCA is the high importance of national minority issues, the 

electoral success of far-right parties and a short period of left-wing government rule. This 

chapter is looking for the mechanism of this causal combination by analysing the three 

countries characterised by it – Estonia, Latvia and Slovakia. All three case studies 

presented in this chapter pay special attention to the first factor of the causal combination 

described above – the importance of national minority issues. This factor requires 

additional attention because – contrary to the other two factors constituting this causal 

combination – it is relatively underexplored by the scholars in the field of citizenship 

studies. Furthermore, I will be aiming to show that the enduring issues around national 
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minorities have had the most emphatic effect on the access to nationality rules of the 

three countries analysed. 

7.2.1. Slovakia 

Slovakia’s access to citizenship rules for foreigners have been strict since the beginning 

of the country’s independent statehood in 1993. In the following paragraphs, I look at 

Slovakia’s citizenship policy in the broader context of nation-building. I argue that the 

restrictive nature of Slovakia’s access to nationality policy is a reflection of the ethnic 

definition of nation and sovereignty which prevailed in the early stages of Slovakia’s 

statehood. I also argue that national minority issues were one of the key factors that led 

to the adoption of the ethnic conception of nation. 

Slovakia emerged as an independent country in 1993 – the year which marked the 

peaceful elite-negotiated break-up of Czechoslovakia. While the Velvet Divorce was 

officially completed on 1 January 1993, it was already clear before that historic date that 

Slovakia was opting to build its statehood on ethnic grounds. A clear formulation of the 

ethnic model of sovereignty is found in Slovakia’s 1992 Constitution. Its preamble reads: 

 

We, the Slovak Nation, mindful of the political and cultural heritage of our forefathers and 
of hundreds of years’ experience in the struggle for our national existence and our own 
statehood, mindful of the spiritual bequest of Cyril and Methodius and the historical 
legacy of Great Moravia, recognising the natural right of nations to self-determination, 
together with the members of minority nationalities and ethnic groups living on the 
territory of the Slovak Republic <…> therefore, we, the citizens of the Slovak Republic 
adopt through our representatives this Constitution. 

 

While the constitution was adopted in the name of all the citizens of Slovakia, the 

preamble draws the distinction between the state-forming nation of ethnic Slovaks (‘We, 

the Slovak Nation’) and minority nationalities. As noted by Nadya Nedelsky (2009), this 

distinction ‘creates different classes of citizenship, as those who belong to a minority 

ethnic community have, by definition, a lesser relationship to the state than those of the 

majority, as it is neither the minority’s “sovereignty” nor its “self-determination” that the 

state secures and expresses’ (p. 198). The ethnic model of sovereignty was adopted 

despite the strong disapproval of ethnic Hungarian politicians. 

Why did Slovakia define its sovereignty in ethnic terms while the other country to emerge 

from the Velvet Divorce – the Czech Republic – adopted a civic definition of the nation? 

Part of the answer lies in the ‘thin’ nature of the Slovak statehood tradition. When the 

Slovak Republic emerged in 1993, it could not draw its legitimacy from a historical Slovak 
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state because post-communist Slovakia was the first truly independent Slovak political 

entity. While a nominally independent Slovak Republic existed during the years of the 

Second World War, it was not sovereign and acted as a Nazi puppet state. Instead, the 

preamble of the Slovak Constitution refers to ‘the historical legacy of Great Moravia’ – a 

Slavic state that existed in the 9th and early 10th centuries and covered parts of the 

modern-day Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland, Hungary, and Serbia. While some 

Slovak historians have called Great Moravia the ‘Slovak state’, it is more widely seen as 

a Moravian69-Slovak state. A strong statehood tradition is one of the key conditions for 

the development of the civic understanding of nationhood. The absence of such a 

tradition in Slovakia helps to explain why a civic definition of sovereignty was not 

favoured in early post-communist period. 

Furthermore, the adoption of the ethnic model of sovereignty can be viewed as the 

natural outcome of the difficulties faced by the Slovak people on their path towards 

independence. These difficulties are summarised in the preamble of the constitution 

which points to the ‘‘hundreds of years’ experience in the struggle for our (Slovaks’) 

national existence’. Since the demise of Great Moravia in the early 10th century up to 

1918, most Slovaks lived under Hungarian rule. The myth of the ‘1,000 years of Slovak 

oppression by the Hungarians’ is still an important element of Slovak national 

consciousness. While the end of the First World War also marked the end of Hungarian 

rule in Slovakia, the new Czechoslovak state which came into existence in 1918 had 

always been viewed with suspicion by Slovak political leaders. The Czechs were seen 

as a dominating force, ruling the country from a strong unitary centre (Prague) (Kusá, 

2013a, p. 7). However, even after hundreds of years of living in countries dominated by 

either Hungarians or Czechs, the Slovak people managed to maintain their ethnic 

consciousness. In the absence of a separate political history, the resilience of the Slovak 

nation became the key element of Slovaks’ historical memory. It is therefore not 

surprising that the ethnic definition of sovereignty – and not the abstract, state-centred 

civic principle – prevailed when the independent Slovak state was finally in sight in the 

early 1990s. 

Along with the important historical details described above, another factor that pushed 

Slovakia towards the adoption of an ethnic definition of sovereignty was the presence of 

a sizable Hungarian national minority in the country. In 1991, ethnic Hungarians made 

up 10.8 per cent of Slovakia’s population. Ethnic Hungarians were often mistrusted by 

                                                
69 Moravians are the ethnographic group who speak the dialect of the Czech language. Most of 
them live in the Moravia region of the Czech Republic. 
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Slovak politicians as some of them even doubted the loyalty of Hungarian minority 

leaders (Nedelsky, 2009, p. 198). With the myth of ‘1000 years of Hungarian oppression’ 

regaining its strength in the early post-communist era, the nationalist segment of Slovak 

society also viewed ethnic Hungarians with suspicion. Moreover, some Slovak politicians 

believed that Hungary may use the Hungarian minority in southern Slovakia to exert 

influence on Slovakia’s politics. It is in this atmosphere of mistrust and allegations that 

ethnic Hungarians became the ‘Other’ against which the sovereignty of the self-

determining Slovak nation could be defined. Without the presence of ethnic Hungarians 

and other ethnic minorities, the distinction between the state-forming nation and minority 

nationalities would have been irrelevant. In the course of the post-communist period, 

national minority issues were regularly invoked by politicians from both sides of the 

Slovakia-Hungary border seeking short-term political gain. While motivated by narrow 

political interests, occasional escalations of national minority issues in Slovakia 

reaffirmed and consolidated the ethnic definition of the Slovak nation and its sovereignty. 

Citizenship policy is one of the areas where the ethnic definition of the Slovak nation is 

embodied. As noted by Kusá (2013a), ‘the actual practice of granting citizenship to the 

new residents of Slovakia (in the post-communist period) has always been among the 

most restrictive and conservative in Europe’ (p. 1). At the same time, access to 

citizenship has been comparatively generous for individuals with Slovak or Czech roots 

(Ibid., p. 14). By setting restrictive access to nationality rules for non-ethnics and 

upholding a more lenient naturalisation regime for ethnic Slovaks, Slovakia remains loyal 

to the spirit of its constitution which provides ethnic Slovaks with a privileged status. The 

liberalisation of access to citizenship for non-ethnics has not been prioritised by the 

Slovak political class, not least because it could be portrayed as a potential threat to the 

dominant position of the state-forming Slovak nation. 

Paradoxically, the 1993 Act on Citizenship of the Slovak Republic had inclusionary and 

civic traits (Papp in Rupnik and Zielonka (eds.), 2003, p. 152). Czech citizens living in 

Slovakia were offered an easy access to Slovak nationality as long as they applied for 

citizenship within one year of the establishment of the Slovak Republic. While Slovakia’s 

legislation concerning the granting of citizenship to other non-ethnics appeared rather 

progressive on paper (Kusá, 2013a, p. 1), the actual process of acquisition of citizenship 

was ‘lengthy and difficult and accompanied by a high rate of rejections’ (Kusá, 2013b, p. 

1). With the adoption of the 2007 amendments to the Slovakia’s citizenship act, the 

legislation ‘has moved closer to the strict and exclusive naturalisation process (rather 

than the other way around)’ (Ibid., p. 1). A permanent residence requirement of eight 



143 

 

years was introduced, extending the required residence period by three years. 

Furthermore, the 2007 changes to the citizenship act demand that applicants ‘prove 

cultural acclimatisation’ by demonstrating a thorough knowledge of the Slovak language 

and basic historical and geographical facts regarding the Slovak Republic and culture 

(Kusá, 2013a, p. 8). The Slovak National Party (Slovak: Slovenská národná strana, SNS) 

– the country’s main far-right political actor which was part of the government at the time 

when the changes to legislation were made – played an important role in the adoption of 

these restrictive amendments.  

The SNS, founded in 1990 and presenting itself as the heir to a historical party of the 

same name that existed from 1871 to 1938 (Pytlas, 2013, p. 168), failed to secure seats 

in the Slovak parliament only twice (in 2002 and 2012). Throughout the post-communist 

period, the SNS contributed to the ‘ethnicisation and xenophobisation of the public 

discourse’ in Slovakia (Gyárfášová and Mesežnikov in Minkenberg (ed.), 2015, p. 234). 

Its electoral successes were achieved by systematically using the so-called ‘Hungarian 

card,’ i.e., by fostering distrust towards Hungarians and employing anti-Hungarian 

arguments as its principal tool of voter mobilisation (Ibid., p. 233). Importantly, the SNS 

expresses support for the ethnic conception of nation and can be seen as one of the 

main guardians of the ethnic definition of sovereignty enshrined in the preamble of 

Slovakia’s constitution. In the sphere of citizenship policy, the party opposes the concept 

of a political nation based on the civic principle and tends to see non-Slovak ethnic 

groups as second-class citizens (Ibid., p. 230; p. 243). Having entered the ruling coalition 

with – at least nominally – the left-wing party Direction-Social Democracy and the right-

wing party People's Party-Movement for a Democratic Slovakia in 2006, the SNS was 

an active supporter of the 2007 amendment to Slovakia’s citizenship act. In March 2007, 

the head of the SNS, Ján Slota, greeted the proposed amendment to the citizenship act 

as something that would supposedly limit the immigration of Muslims to Slovakia (The 

Slovak Spectator, 2007). 

Another factor that has contributed to the restrictive nature of Slovakia’s citizenship 

regime throughout the post-communist period is the absence of genuine left-wing 

governments. Slovakia was ruled by the right-wing governments of Vladimír Mečiar from 

1993 to 1998 (with a brief interlude in 1994) and the centre-right cabinets of Mikuláš 

Dzurinda from 1998 to 2006. While a nominally centre-left party, Direction-Social 

Democracy, has been the dominant force in Slovakia’s political landscape since 2006, 

the party has failed to show commitment to left-wing values and is better categorised as 

‘populist’. The leader of the Direction-Social Democracy party, Robert Fico, has often 
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used nationalist rhetoric to gain public support and did not shy away from forming a ruling 

coalition with the SNS and Vladimír Mečiar’s party in 2006. The lack of genuine left-wing 

governments in post-communist Slovakia minimised the chances of a liberal turn in 

Slovakia’s citizenship regime. Meanwhile, the governments that were in power saw the 

liberalisation of access to citizenship rules as undesirable and devoid of political 

dividends. 

Finally, one of the most noticeable changes in Slovakia’s citizenship legislation in the 

post-communist period concerned the regulation of dual citizenship. On 26 May 2010, 

Hungary adopted the amendment of its citizenship law which offered ethnic Hungarians 

access to Hungarian citizenship without asking them to renounce their present 

citizenship or requiring that they move to live in Hungary (Bauböck (ed.), 2010, p. 1). On 

the same day, Slovakia provided a response to Hungary’s move by amending its own 

citizenship law. According to this new amendment, any Slovak citizen voluntarily 

acquiring the citizenship of a foreign country would be deprived of their Slovak 

citizenship. This amendment was aimed at preventing ethnic Hungarians living in 

Slovakia from applying for Hungarian citizenship. While the 2010 amendment did not 

affect access to nationality rules for foreigners, it says important things about Slovakia’s 

citizenship regime. First, the 2010 amendment ran counter to the ethnic principle in 

Slovakia’s citizenship legislation. While the ban on dual citizenship was aimed at 

discouraging local Hungarians from applying for Hungarian citizenship, the amendment 

also applied to ethnic Slovaks living in foreign countries and wishing to acquire a second 

nationality70. Second, the developments of 2010 showed how sensitive Slovakia’s 

citizenship regime is to the actions taken by neighbouring Hungary. This sensitivity stems 

from the enduring importance of national minority issues in Slovakia’s politics and gives 

Slovakia’s citizenship policy a sense of unpredictability. 

To conclude, the restrictive access to citizenship policy pursued by Slovakia throughout 

the post-communist period can be seen as a manifestation of the ethnic definition of 

nation and sovereignty that was reinforced in the country in the early 1990s. Meanwhile, 

national minority issues – which mostly concern ethnic Hungarians – have affected 

Slovakia’s citizenship policy in two ways. First, the lack of trust in ethnic Hungarians and 

other minorities on the part of Slovak politicians and nationalist sections of society is one 

of the reasons why the ethnic definition of nation and sovereignty was chosen. Second, 

the constant escalation of national minority issues has served as the main tool of voter 

                                                
70 However, since 2015, people who were stripped of their Slovak citizenship due to the 2010 
amendment of Slovakia’s citizenship act can request a retrieval of their Slovak citizenship (The 
Slovak Spectator, 2016). 
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mobilisation for the far-right Slovak National Party, which successfully pushed for tighter 

naturalisation requirements for foreigners in 2007. Finally, Slovakia lacked genuine left-

wing governments that could initiate a debate on the liberalisation of access to citizenship 

for non-ethnics. 

7.2.2. Latvia 

In 2014, Latvia had the lowest MIPEX Access to Nationality score among all European 

countries. The following paragraphs investigate how national minority issues became the 

most important shaper of Latvia’s restrictive citizenship regime. I also try to establish 

what role – if any – was played by the other two factors forming the causal combination 

revealed by the QCA – electorally successful far-right parties and a short period of left-

wing government rule. 

When Latvia restored its independence in 1991, ethnic Latvians made up only 52 per 

cent of its population. Most of the non-Latvian residents were Russian-speakers who 

came to Latvia during Soviet occupation71. Due to the exceptionally high proportion of 

national minorities and to the tendency to view Soviet-era settler communities as the 

‘colonising other’, national minority issues became the key driver of the country’s 

citizenship policy in the post-communist period. Latvia’s citizenship regime is based on 

the concept of state continuity which rests on the premise that illegal Soviet occupation 

could not lead to Latvia’s de jure loss of independence. The principle of state continuity 

implied the restoration of citizenship rights to those who were citizens at the time of the 

occupation of Latvia in 1940 and their descendants. While these people were granted 

Latvian citizenship automatically, the USSR nationals who arrived in Latvia in during 

Soviet occupation were made subject to the naturalisation procedure (Krūma in Bauböck, 

Perchinig and Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 68). In an attempt to ensure the protection of the 

rights of the Russian-speakers who were not granted automatic access to Latvian 

nationality, Latvia introduced the special temporary status of ‘non-citizen’ in 1995. Over 

the years, the status of ‘non-citizen’ has become permanent. 

The policy of granting automatic citizenship rights to a limited sub-group of the total 

population – in Latvia’s case, those who were Latvian citizens prior to Soviet occupation 

and their descendants – is unusual in the post-Soviet region. Most of the countries that 

(re)established independence after the collapse of the Soviet Union (including another 

Baltic country, Lithuania) chose the so-called ‘zero option’ which meant that all 

                                                
71 Even before the Soviet occupation in 1940, Russian-speakers constituted around 11 per cent 
of Latvia’s population. 
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permanent residents were granted citizenship without naturalisation (Barrington, 2000, 

p. 261). Few key circumstances were at play when Latvia opted against the ‘zero option’. 

First, the high proportion of Russian-speakers residing in the country was seen as a 

potential threat to the consolidation of Latvia’s status as an independent country. Survey 

data show that Latvian independence was supported by only 22 per cent of Russians in 

1990 (Krūma, 2015, p. 4). There were also fears that the Soviet Union’s successor state 

might use the Russian-speaking minority to gain excessive influence on Latvian politics. 

Second, due to the fact that Soviet-era settlers were a direct legacy of the Soviet 

occupation period, they were often seen as the ‘colonising other’, acting as agents for 

the Soviet Union’s Russification policy. Third, the level of Latvian knowledge among 

Russian-speakers was generally low. Due to the combination of these factors, the option 

of automatically granting citizenship to Soviet-era settlers was perceived as both unjust 

and potentially threatening to the Latvian nation. 

However, Latvian politicians were not unanimous in their views towards citizenship policy 

in the early 1990s. Two opposing camps can be discerned in Latvia’s independence 

movement – the ‘moderates’ and the ‘radical nationalists’. The civic conception of the 

Latvian nation propagated by the ‘moderates’ was much more generous to the idea of 

granting automatic citizenship rights to Soviet-era settlers. However, the exclusivist 

vision of the ‘radical nationalists’ emerged victorious in the early debates on Latvia’s 

citizenship regime. Therefore, while the structural factor of national minorities was the 

key determinant of Latvia’s citizenship policy in the early 1990s, the impact of agency 

should not be ignored. It was the radical wing of the Latvian independence movement 

that successfully argued for the policy of denying automatic citizenship rights to Soviet-

era settlers. 

One of the consequences of not granting automatic citizenship to Russian-speakers was 

the increased importance of the naturalisation procedure. Latvia’s naturalisation rules 

set the terms of access to citizenship for the considerable proportion of the country’s 

resident population. While primarily targeted at Soviet-era settlers, the same 

naturalisation rules apply to foreigners who came to the country in the post-communist 

period. This results in a somewhat paradoxical situation where new residents wishing to 

acquire Latvian citizenship need to follow the naturalisation rules that were effectively 

designed with another group of people in mind. Since Latvia has always been wary of 

allowing a high number of Soviet-era settlers to become Latvian citizens in a short period 

of time, some elements of Latvia’s naturalisation process are deliberately strict – stricter 
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than they would be if Latvia did not face the challenge of integrating a large number of 

Soviet-era settlers. 

A difficult language test is the main tool for ensuring the sufficient cultural integration of 

Soviet-era settlers. The test currently consists of four parts – listening, reading, writing 

and speaking. A survey carried out in 2012 showed that 21.3 per cent of non-citizens do 

not apply for Latvian citizenship because they think they would not be able to pass the 

naturalisation exams. The language exam’s success rates fluctuate depending on the 

requirements in place as well as on other factors (Krūma, 2013, p. 5). 16 per cent of 

those who took the language test in 2005 did not pass. In 2011, the percentage of those 

who failed a language exam reached 41 per cent. According to Bauböck and Goodman 

(2010, p. 5), ‘difficult language tests were designed to slow down citizenship acquisition 

among the large minorities of ethnic Russians’ living in Latvia. Apart from the language 

test, naturalisation applicants also have to pass the integration test which contains 

questions on basic principles of the constitution of the Republic of Latvia, on lyrics of the 

National Anthem, and on elements of the Latvian history and culture. Furthermore, the 

spouses of Latvian nationals do not have easier naturalisation conditions than other non-

citizens. In this, Latvia differs from the practice of five other CEE countries – Bulgaria, 

Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovenia – that all set easier naturalisation requirements 

for spouses (usually with a shorter residence requirement). 

Despite the general stability of Latvia’s access to nationality rules (which is 

understandable given the concerns related to Soviet-era settlers), certain liberalising 

changes were made to Latvia’s citizenship laws. In 1998, Latvia abolished the so-called 

‘window-system’72 and provided citizenship for children born in independent Latvia to 

stateless persons or non-citizens. This move was opposed by the country’s main far-

right party, the For Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian National Independence Movement 

(TB/LNNK), which was part of the ruling coalition at the time. The party – with support 

from other Latvian MPs – made the president delay the implementation of the law and 

collected the number of signatures required for forcing a referendum on the adopted 

amendments (Barrington, 2000, p. 270). However, the TB/LNNK eventually failed to stop 

the liberalisation of Latvia’s citizenship policy as the amendments were supported by just 

over 53 per cent of the voters. The adoption of the 1998 amendments is widely seen as 

the direct result of the influence placed on Latvia by international organisations. Most 

                                                
72 The ‘window-system’ provided for a gradual naturalisation, setting the conditions under which 
Soviet-era settlers could be naturalised in stages. This approach was informed by fears that the 
absence of phased naturalisation would result in considerable numbers of Soviet-era settlers 
opting for Latvian citizenship. 
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importantly, the facilitation of the naturalisation of Soviet-era settlers was requested by 

the EU and NATO – two key organisations that Latvia was aiming to join at the time. The 

external pressures exerted by international organisations proved to be stronger than the 

domestic pressure coming from the country’s main far-right actor. 

Another successful attempt at liberalising Latvia’s citizenship legislation was made in 

2013. According to the amendments to Latvia’s citizenship law adopted that year, the 

consent of only one parent is now sufficient to register a child whose parents are 

stateless or non-citizens as a citizen of Latvia (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic 

of Latvia, 2017a). Furthermore, the 2013 amendments removed the requirement of 

uninterrupted residence in Latvia and standardised the requirements of the Latvian 

language naturalisation test. Here again, these liberalising amendments were adopted 

despite the participation of the far-right party the National Alliance in the government of 

Latvia. 

One of the key reasons why the far-right could not stop the liberalisation of Latvia’s 

access to nationality rules in 2013 was the pressure exerted on the government by 

Harmony Centre – Latvia’s main ethnic minority party. In the 2011 early parliamentary 

election, Harmony Centre won its largest share of the vote ever and became the first pro-

Russian party to win the majority of seats in a Latvian election. Nevertheless, the party 

could not form the governing coalition due to its lack of political partners. Harmony Centre 

went on to campaign for two referendums in 2012 – one challenging Latvian as the state 

language and another on the possibility of granting automatic citizenship to non-citizens 

(Krūma, 2015, p. 7). While the language referendum failed and the referendum on 

citizenship was stopped at its initial stage, it became clear that ethnic tensions were rising 

and some compromises from the ruling coalition were needed. It is in this context that 

the 2013 amendments should be interpreted. 

A stronger liberalisation of Latvia’s citizenship regime might have been possible if the 

country had seen more left-wing rule. However, throughout the post-communist years, 

Latvian governments were dominated by right-wing political parties. The failure of 

Latvia’s left-wing parties to enter the ruling coalitions is mainly due to their role as the 

defenders of Russian-speakers’ interests. In other words, Latvian politics is 

characterised by the overlap between the left–right axis and the ethnic cleavage, with 

right-wing parties usually protecting the interests of ethnic Latvians and left-wing parties 

relying on the votes of Russian-speakers. As noted by Auers in Berglund et al. (eds.) 

(2013), a cordon sanitaire exists between the ethnic Latvian and the pro-Russian-

speaker parties, with the former consistently ruling out a government coalition with the 
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latter. In this way, the ongoing relevance of national minority issues in Latvia presents 

an obstacle for left-wing parties to gain a sizable influence on the country’s citizenship 

policy. 

This part of the chapter has revealed the mechanism through which the combination of 

three factors – the high importance of national minority issues, electorally successful far-

right parties and a short period of left-wing government rule – has led to restrictive access 

to nationality rules in Latvia. The main goal of Latvia’s citizenship policy in the post-

communist period has been to regulate the status of the country’s sizable Russian-

speaking minority. Due to exceptionally high proportion of national minorities, the 

tendency to view Soviet-era settler communities as the ‘colonising other’ and the 

ideological victory of a more radical wing of Latvia’s pro-independence movement, the 

country decided against the automatic granting of citizenship to Soviet-era settlers. As a 

result, access to nationality rules acquired a huge significance and were viewed as 

having implications for Latvia’s sovereignty. Concerns about the high number of Soviet-

era settlers potentially becoming Latvian citizens in a short period of time placed limits 

on the extent to which Latvia’s access to nationality rules could be liberalised. Finally, 

the overlap between the left–right axis and the ethnic cleavage meant that the 

liberalisation-prone left-wing parties could not gain a sizable influence on the country’s 

citizenship policy. 

7.2.3. Estonia 

In 2014, Estonia’s MIPEX Access to Nationality score was higher only than Latvia’s. In 

many ways, the Estonian case is very similar to the Latvian one. In both cases, the 

presence of large Russian-speaking minorities gave a particular shape to those 

countries’ citizenship regimes and their naturalisation policies in particular. The goal of 

this section is to show how and why the combination of the high importance of national 

minority issues, electorally successful far-right parties and a short period of left-wing 

government rule led to restrictive access to nationality rules for non-ethnics in Estonia. 

Where relevant, commonalities with and differences from the Latvian case are identified. 

In 1989, the share of non-Estonians living in Estonia stood at 38.5 per cent. Among the 

ten CEE countries included in this study, only Latvia had a higher proportion of non-

ethnics in the years leading up to the collapse of the communist regime. Most of Estonia’s 

non-ethnic population was made up of Russian-speakers who came to the country during 

Soviet occupation. The presence of a sizable minority of Russian-speakers combined 

with their poor linguistic and cultural integration into the home society led Estonian 

nationalists to believe that the country’s independence was not only about regaining 
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sovereignty; it also meant to ensure the cultural survival of the Estonian nation 

(Barrington, 2000, p. 284). The centrality of this mission to the independent Estonian 

state is clearly formulated in the Preamble of the Estonian constitution, which declares 

that Estonia is a state ‘which shall guarantee the preservation of the [ethnic] Estonian 

nation and culture through the ages’ (Hallik and Pettai, 1999, p. 9). The privileged 

position of ethnic Estonians was also reflected in the country’s citizenship policy, as 

automatic citizenship was only granted to those who were Estonian citizens before the 

Soviet occupation and their descendants. As a result, Soviet-era settlers – about one 

third of Estonia’s population – were offered the option of becoming Estonian citizens 

through naturalisation. Concerns about the high number of weakly integrated Soviet-era 

settlers potentially becoming citizens in a short period of time placed the limits on the 

extent to which Estonia’s access to nationality rules could be liberalised. 

While the ‘cultural survival’ of the Estonian nation and the political containment of 

Russian-speakers were among the key motives for Estonia’s restrictive citizenship policy 

in the early 1990s, the official rationale for denying Soviet-era settlers automatic 

citizenship was formulated in legal language. The policy was presented as directly 

deriving from the so-called ‘legal restorationist’ doctrine and its underlying principle of 

restoring Estonia on the basis of a strict legal continuity with the pre-World War Two 

Republic of Estonia (Kask, 1994, p. 380). According to this doctrine, Soviet occupation 

was illegal and Estonia had never lost its independence de jure. Therefore, since 

Estonia’s pre-war citizenry continued to exist de jure in the course of the Soviet period, 

their citizenship rights had to be automatically reinstated in the restored Estonian state. 

However, while all three Baltic countries restored their independence on the basis of 

state continuity, only in Estonia and Latvia did the application of this principle result in 

the political exclusion of non-ethnics. Therefore, the adoption of the state continuity 

principle cannot by itself explain Estonia’s restrictive citizenship policy. Rather, it was the 

size of non-ethnic populations and the cultural and political threat associated with them 

that led Estonia and Latvia to adopt exclusionary citizenship regimes. 

While a large share of Russian-speakers was a key reason why Estonia decided to only 

grant automatic citizenship to pre-1940 citizens and their descendants, the ideological 

victory of the radical wing of Estonia’s independence movement was also crucial. The 

most radical force of Estonia’s independence movement was the Estonian National 

Independence Party (ERSP), established in 1988. The party held the view that any 

negotiation or cooperation with the Kremlin (or even with local Estonian Soviet 

authorities) is dangerous as it would ‘legitimate the latter’s illegal rule and thus threaten 
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to perpetuate the Soviet system’ (Hallik and Pettai, 1999, p. 7). This position stood in 

stark contrast with the views held by another actor of the Estonian independence 

movement – the Estonian Popular Front – which believed that Estonia would not be able 

to avoid a period of negotiation and accommodation with the Kremlin (Pettai, 2007, p. 4). 

According to the ERSP, independence was to be achieved by unilateral declaration on 

the basis of state continuity and should lead to the automatic restoration of citizenship 

rights to pre-1940 citizens and their descendants. 

In 1989, the ERSP joined the Estonian Citizens’ Committees – a voluntary association 

established to sustain the idea of the legal continuity of the pre-war Estonian state (Järve 

and Poleshchuk, 2013, p. 3). In a ‘tremendous example of civic participation and grass-

roots organising’ (Hallik and Pettai, 1999, p. 7), the Estonian Citizens’ Committees 

managed to register over 600,000 pre-war citizens and their descendants during 1989 

and early 1990. These efforts attracted a lot of support among Estonian people who 

considered that registering as Estonian citizens was an opportunity to ‘repudiate the 

legitimacy of the Soviet Union as well as gain a psychological boost of confidence as a 

free nation’ (Ibid., p. 7). In February 1990, the Estonian Citizens’ Committees conducted 

elections in the Congress of Estonia, a nongovernmental representative body of citizens 

(Kask, 1994, p. 380). While the Congress of Estonia was supposedly meant to take over 

power after the collapse of Soviet rule, it became much more of a pressure group that 

pushed for a legal restorationist return to statehood (Hallik and Pettai, 1999, p. 7). In 

March 1990, the Supreme Soviet of the Estonian SSR adopted a declaration expressing 

the intention to re-establish independence on legal restorationist terms. 

By that time, it was clear that Estonian politicians preferred state continuity as the basis 

for restoring independence. Soon after Estonia’s declaration of independence reaffirmed 

the victory of the legal restorationist doctrine in August 1991, debates on the country’s 

citizenship policy started. At that point, the extension of the legal restorationist doctrine 

to the citizenship field did not seem inevitable; rather, the citizenship law became one of 

the key areas in which the radical nationalists and the moderates clashed. In 

parliamentary debates, arguments about the perceived cultural threat of the Russian-

speaking minority as well as its colonist status and its potential lack of loyalty to the 

Estonian state were voiced by the radical nationalists while the moderates appealed to 

the need to protect Russian-speakers’ rights and pointed to the international criticism 

that would follow the adoption of an exclusionary citizenship law (Kask, 1994, p. 382). It 

was the radical camp that prevailed when Estoinia put the 1938 Citizenship Act into force 
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in February 199273. According to the 1992 Citizenship Act, only pre-1940 citizens and 

their descendants were entitled to acquire Estonian citizenship by declaration (Järve and 

Poleshchuk, 2013, p. 3). Meanwhile, Soviet-era settlers had to take the path of 

naturalisation in order to become Estonian citizens. The immediate implication of this 

decision was that the majority of Russian-speakers were denied the right to vote both in 

the national referendum on the country’s new constitution, and in the first parliamentary 

election after independence, which were held later that same year. 

The 1992 parliamentary elections brought more success to radical nationalists. All three 

parties that formed the ruling coalition after the public vote had their roots in the Congress 

of Estonia (Pettai, 2007, p. 17). The party that gained most seats in the Estonian 

parliament – the Fatherland Bloc – was a direct descendant of the original Citizens’ 

Committees. The same can be said about the ERSP which held the most radical views 

among Estonian political parties and joined the Fatherland Bloc in the coalition 

government. Finally, the third coalition partner – the Moderates – ‘was comprised 

essentially of those ex-Popular Front leaders who had sought cooperation with the 

Committees and later with the Congress’ (Ibid., p. 17). The election, besides signalling 

Estonian society’s willingness of to mark a clear break with the Soviet past, was a 

testimony to the successful political mobilisation achieved by the radical wing of Estonia’s 

independence movement. In comparison, the winner of the first parliamentary election in 

Latvia – Latvian Way – was seen as less radical than the main parties that came into 

power in Estonia in 1992. 

In the beginning of its tenure, the newly elected government of Estonia took some steps 

towards making the country’s citizenship policy more inclusive. Among the several 

amendments to the Citizenship Act adopted in February 1993, the most important one 

waived the residence and language requirements for naturalisation of those who 

registered for citizenship before the elections of the Congress of Estonia (Barrington, 

2000, p. 274). However, this amendment concerned only a small proportion of Russian-

speakers while the majority of Soviet-era settlers were still required to undergo a full 

naturalisation procedure. In terms of the citizenship regime, the main legacy of the first 

Estonian parliament after the restoration of independence was the adoption of the 1995 

Citizenship Act. The new Citizenship Act made the requirements for naturalisation more 

                                                
73 Estonia adopted its citizenship act more than two years before neighbouring Latvia. While this 
can be partly explained by the earlier start of the state-building process in Estonia, the difference 
in ethnodemographic ratios was also important. The lower proportion of Russian-speakers 
allowed Estonian politicians to tackle the issue of citizenship legislation with greater confidence 
(Smith, 1996, p. 204). 
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demanding. A test on the knowledge of the Estonian Constitution and the Citizenship Act 

was introduced, while the language requirements were revised. The language 

requirements were made more difficult, with the written part (an essay) and the oral part 

(conversations with no pre-defined topics) appearing to be most challenging for 

naturalisation applicants (Järve and Poleshchuk, 2013, p. 5). The language requirements 

have been perceived to be too high by Russian-speakers throughout the post-communist 

period. In a study conducted in 2008, the difficult language test was cited as one of the 

key obstacles to naturalisation by members of the Russian-speaking minority 

(Poleshchuk, 2013, p. 2). Like Latvia, Estonia does not have a simplified naturalisation 

procedure for spouses of Estonian citizens (Järve and Poleshchuk, 2013, p. 9). 

Importantly, the same access to nationality rules are applied to immigrants who came to 

Estonia after its independence was restored. 

Due to the sensitive nature of the issues around Russian-speaking minority, the key 

principles of Estonia’s citizenship policy have remained unchanged throughout the post-

communist period. In fact, the mainstream political parties have reiterated before each 

general election that Estonia’s Citizenship Act would not be changed (Ibid., p. 13). While 

the key policy elements (including relatively strict naturalisation requirements) have 

remained stable, pressure from the international community (primarily the OSCE and 

CoE, supported by the EC) has encouraged the Estonian government to take certain 

positive actions in the field of citizenship. Towards the end of the 1990s, Estonia 

launched the policy of integration for non-Estonians which offered free or easily-

reimbursed language courses for naturalisation applicants. The 1998 amendment to 

Estonia’s Citizenship Act facilitated naturalisation requirements for stateless children. 

According to the amendment, ‘children under the age of fifteen born on Estonian territory 

after 26 February 1992 can acquire Estonian citizenship in a simplified naturalisation 

procedure if their parents are stateless and have been legal residents of Estonia during 

the previous five years’74 (Ibid., p. 8). Finally, naturalisation requirements were made 

easier for disabled and elderly people who can now be fully or partially exempted from 

the examination requirements (Poleshchuk, 2013, p. 8). 

The QCA findings show that another factor contributing to the resilience of the restrictive 

citizenship regime in Estonia was a short period of left-wing government rule. Since 

1992, the dominance of right and centre-right parties has become one of the main 

features of Estonian politics. Contrary to the general trend in the CEE region, no 

                                                
74 Latvia chose a more liberal way to regulate the citizenship status of stateless children. Instead 
of offering a simplified naturalisation procedure, Latvia granted automatic citizenship to children 
born after the restoration of independence to stateless persons or non-citizens. . 
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influential communist successor party emerged in Estonia. Moreover, even those parties 

that identified themselves as left-wing (e.g. the Social Democratic Party, formerly known 

as the Moderates) were clearly market-economy and nationally oriented (Lagerspetz and 

Vogt in Berglund et al. (eds.), 2013, p. 55). This can be viewed as a sign of the continuing 

dominance of the ‘national neoliberal’ policy orientation in Estonian politics (Ibid., p. 55) 

– a policy model in which left-wing views struggle to find their place. Out of all of Estonia’s 

political parties, the Centre Party was the most likely to challenge the existing state of 

affairs in citizenship policy as it enjoyed considerable support among Russian-speakers. 

However, in the period between 1991 and 2014, the Centre Party was part of the 

government for only a short period of time. Furthermore, even when the Centre Party 

managed to enter the government, it always had to share power with the centre-right 

parties which were strong defenders of the status-quo in citizenship affairs. 

To conclude, the presence of a sizable Russian-speaking minority was the key structural 

factor contributing to restrictive access to nationality rules in Estonia. However, Estonia’s 

citizenship policy could have been more liberal had the radical nationalists not won the 

political debate on citizenship in the early 1990s. The combination of structure and 

agency was therefore crucial. On the one hand, the large national minority might not 

have mattered for citizenship policy if there had been no political force associating 

Russian-speakers with a cultural and political threat and successfully transforming this 

issue into concrete policy decisions. At the same time, it can be argued that the radical 

nationalists would not have been able to become so powerful if a sizable Russian-

speaking minority had not been present. In fact, even their citizenship policy goals might 

have been different in that case. Furthermore, the combination of a sizable Russian-

speaking minority and the success of radical nationalists in the formative years of 

Estonia’s restored statehood set the country on the ‘national neoliberal’ policy path. This 

policy course was continued throughout the whole analysed period, severely limiting the 

opportunities for the left-wing parties to influence the country’s politics. As a result, 

Estonia’s left-wing parties were not numerous or strong enough to liberalise the country’s 

access to nationality rules. 

7.2.4. Summary 

In all three cases analysed in this subchapter, restrictive citizenship policy outcomes 

were at least partly determined by the key decisions taken by the politicians in the early 

post-communist period. In Latvia and Estonia, the key move was to define the initial 

citizenry as those who were citizens at the time of the countries’ occupations in 1940 and 

their descendants – a decision that subjected Soviet-era settlers to a difficult 
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naturalisation procedure. Concerns about the high number of Soviet-era settlers 

potentially becoming citizens in a short period of time placed limits on the extent to which 

Latvia’s and Estonia’s access to nationality rules could be liberalised. In this way, 

important national minority issues had a direct effect on Latvia’s and Estonia’s citizenship 

policies throughout the post-communist period. In Slovakia, the important early event 

that affected the country’s citizenship policy in the subsequent years was the adoption 

of an ethnic definition of nation in the country’s constitution. National minority issues were 

only one of the factors contributing to this decision, along with a set of important historical 

circumstances that fostered Slovakia’s ethnic self-understanding. 

This subchapter has also shed more light on how agency and structure interact to 

produce restrictive access to nationality rules. In Latvia and Estonia, the electoral 

success of radical right parties played a crucial role in shaping the countries’ citizenship 

policies regarding Soviet-era settlers in the early post-communist period. Furthermore, 

in all three countries, the dominance of right-wing parties ensured that there would be no 

major changes to restrictive citizenship regimes. Interestingly, the success of far-right 

and right-wing parties in Estonia, Latvia and Slovakia was fostered by ongoing national 

minority issues. The analysis presented here therefore suggests that the 

interdependence of agency and structural factors has to be considered when explaining 

citizenship policies. 

7.3. Large kin minorities and important national minority issues 

combined: the Bulgarian case 

As identified in the QCA, the third causal path leading to restrictive access to nationality 

rules for non-ethnics was that of important national minority issues, a large kin minority 

population and a short period of left-wing government rule. The only CEE country that 

was characterised by this causal combination is Bulgaria. In 2014, there were only two 

countries in Europe with lower MIPEX Access to Nationality scores than Bulgaria’s – 

Latvia and Estonia. The goal of this chapter is to explore how the two structural factors 

– important national minority issues and a large kin minority population – combined to 

push Bulgaria’s access to nationality rules in a restrictive direction. I will also explore how 

Bulgaria’s citizenship regime was affected by the fact that left-wing governments were in 

place for less than half of the analysed post-communist period. 

Bulgarian kin minorities number around 2.5 million people who have been assimilated to 

various degrees in their countries of residence (mainly Macedonia, Serbia, Moldova and 

Ukraine) (Hajdinjak, Kosseva and Zhelyazkova, 2012, p. 82). In Bulgaria, kin minorities 

are called ‘historical communities’ as people of Bulgarian origin have lived outside the 
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borders of the sovereign Bulgarian state since its establishment in 1878. Throughout the 

history of modern Bulgaria, maintaining ties with external minorities was one of the 

country’s most important foreign policy vectors (Nitzova, 1997, p. 729). The problem of 

Macedonia – the country where ethnic Bulgarians are thought to make up the majority of 

the population – was of utmost importance for Bulgaria between 1878 and the Second 

World War (Ibid., p. 729). While the question of Bulgarian kin minorities receded into the 

background during communist rule, it was brought back to the country’s political agenda 

in the early 1990s. 

After the end of Todor Zhivkov’s communist regime, Bulgaria’s intention to mobilise its 

kin minorities was soon reflected in the country’s citizenship policy. In this regard, the 

most important event was the adoption of the 1991 Bulgarian constitution. According to 

Article 25 of the constitution, ‘A person of Bulgarian origin shall acquire Bulgarian 

citizenship through a facilitated procedure’. This constitutional provision cemented the 

privileged status of Bulgarian kin minorities and set the tone for the country’s citizenship 

policies in the following years. Due to the high degree of assimilation of people of 

Bulgarian origin residing in Macedonia, they have been categorised in academic 

literature as ‘claimed co-ethnics’ – a minority group that does not necessarily self-identify 

with the kin-state majority but is nonetheless targeted by the external ethnic citizenship 

policies of the kin-state (Stjepanović, 2015, p. 141; pp. 145-146). 

A facilitated naturalisation procedure for persons of Bulgarian origin was first formulated 

in the 1998 Law on Bulgarian Citizenship. Following the 2001 amendments to the Law, 

ethnic Bulgarians wishing to become Bulgarian citizens needed to satisfy only two 

naturalisation conditions – the minimum age and a clean criminal record. Importantly, no 

language or residency requirements were applied to persons of Bulgarian origin. 

Moreover, Bulgarian naturalisation applicants were not asked to renounce their first 

citizenship. Persons who wished to acquire Bulgarian citizenship through facilitated 

procedure needed to sign a declaration confirming their Bulgarian national 

consciousness and obtained their certificate for Bulgarian origin from the State Agency 

for the Bulgarians Abroad.  

The relatively easy path to Bulgarian citizenship for ethnic Bulgarians contrasts sharply 

with the general naturalisation procedure adopted in 1998. Among other naturalisation 

conditions, ‘ordinary’ applicants were normally required to have legally resided in the 

country for ten years and to be able to prove their command of Bulgarian language 

(Smilov and Jileva, 2013, p. 12). Until 2012, the ordinary naturalisation procedure also 

entailed the release from previous citizenship. In 2012, this requirement was lifted for the 
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spouses of Bulgarian nationals as well as for citizens of Switzerland, EU and EEA 

countries. 

The clear preference for ethnic Bulgarians expressed in Bulgaria’s citizenship legislation 

can be interpreted in a few complementary ways. First, and most importantly, post-

communist Bulgaria uses the facilitated naturalisation procedure for persons of Bulgarian 

origin as a nation-building tool (Tóth, 2003, p. 29). The existence of easier naturalisation 

requirements for ethnic Bulgarians sends a positive message to kin minorities in 

neighbouring countries. The essence of this message is that persons of Bulgarian origin 

are seen by the Bulgarian state as an integral part of the Bulgarian nation, independent 

of their country of residence. The acquisition of Bulgarian citizenship is therefore viewed 

as a symbolic and official confirmation of the person’s belonging to the Bulgarian nation. 

The acquisition of Bulgarian citizenship by Macedonia residents is perceived by 

Bulgarian nationalists as the historical return of the Macedonians to their ‘first’ origin, i.e. 

the Bulgarian one (Özgür-Baklacioglu, 2006, p. 336). Due to the important nation-

building role that it played, the policy of external citizenship for ethnic Bulgarians enjoyed 

broad support among Bulgaria’s political parties and the Bulgarian public. Also, like in 

Hungary or Romania, an orientation towards co-ethnics living in neighbouring countries 

provided a clear indication that the historically-rooted ethnic conception of nationhood 

was reaffirmed in the post-communist period. 

In the middle of the 2000s, Bulgaria’s demographic problems added more legitimacy to 

the policy of facilitated naturalisation for ethnic Bulgarians. The continuing decline of 

Bulgaria’s active labour force stimulated a debate about the need to attract economic 

migrants to the country (Hajdinjak, Kosseva and Zhelyazkova, 2012., p. 82). Bulgarian 

emigrants and people from historical communities were seen as the first option for filling 

the gaps in the country’s labour market. Furthermore, since the beginning of the post-

communist period, Bulgarian nationalists were keen to emphasise the differential birth 

rates in the ethnic titular community and national minorities. Due to the higher birth rates 

among Turks and the Roma, the proportion of persons of Bulgarian origin in Bulgarian 

citizenry was expected to decline. Therefore, easy access to citizenship for ethnic 

Bulgarians is perceived by Bulgarian nationalists as a tool for ethnic homogenisation and 

demographic rebalancing. As the immigration of non-ethnics was not seen as a desired 

or suitable solution to neither of these problems, there was little debate about access to 

nationality rules for foreigners. Access to citizenship for non-ethnics was viewed as a low 

salience issue and the liberalisation of access to nationality rules was not pursued. 
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The goal of ethnic homogenisation is directly related to the lack of trust in the country’s 

national minorities. Turks are the largest national minority in Bulgaria, amounting to 8.8 

per cent of the country’s population in 2011. A sizable Turkish minority in Bulgaria has 

its roots in the centuries-long Ottoman rule – the period which gave rise to an anti-Islamic 

and anti-Turkish sentiment in Bulgarian society. The collective memory of the ‘Turkish 

yoke’ has informed powerful historical biases against Muslims who are often viewed as 

former ‘oppressors’ (Ivanova, 2017, p. 35). 

Throughout the communist period, Muslims living in Bulgaria faced a series of measures 

aimed at their assimilation or deportation. The harshest assimilation campaign came at 

the very end of the communist rule and was orchestrated by the long-time political leader 

Todor Zhivkov. In December 1984 and January 1985, nearly one million ethnic Turks 

were forced to change their names to Bulgarian ones (Shabanova Alieva, 2012, p. 33). 

Other elements of the assimilation campaign included the prohibition of the use of the 

Turkish language in public places and the closing down of mosques (Dimitrov, 2000). 

The ideological backbone of this campaign was the belief that ethnic Turks were actually 

ethnic Bulgarians that had been forcefully assimilated by the Ottomans. The assimilative 

actions taken by the Bulgarian Communist party in the end of 1984 were thus called the 

‘Revival Process’. This protracted period of tension and repression culminated in 1989 

when the communist regime ‘allowed’ more than 300,000 Turks to flee to neighbouring 

Turkey (Smilov and Jileva, 2013, p. 9). Many ethnic Turks who had fled Bulgaria were 

granted Turkish citizenship. 

The reversal of the assimilation policy started immediately after the fall of the communist 

regime in November 1989. As a result of the reversal, between one-third and one-half of 

the expelled Turks returned to Bulgaria (Ibid., p. 9). In December 1990, the first 

democratically elected Bulgarian parliament passed a law to restore citizenship to 

persons affected by the assimilation campaign (Ibid., p. 9). Importantly, the expellees 

that had already acquired Turkish citizenship were not required to renounce it before 

regaining their Bulgarian passports. The tolerance of dual citizenship was confirmed in 

the 1991 Bulgarian constitution which remained silent on the issue. Thus, in order to 

redress the former injustices against the Bulgarian Turks, Bulgaria became one of the 

few countries in the region to tolerate dual citizenship (Ibid., p. 10). 

The assimilation campaign and its implications for Bulgaria’s dual citizenship policy led 

to the formation of a dual Bulgarian-Turkish citizen community living on both sides of the 

Bulgaria-Turkey border. Additionally, Bulgaria’s unstable economic situation in the 1990s 

caused the intensive economic emigration of Bulgarian Turks to Turkey. The voting rights 
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of Bulgarian Turks domiciled in Turkey soon became a topic of contestation in Bulgaria. 

Since the 1990s, Bulgarian politicians raised the question of whether citizens with dual 

citizenship who were not resident in Bulgaria should have the right to influence Bulgarian 

internal politics (Ibid., p. 19). While the voting rights of non-resident Bulgarian Turks were 

eventually maintained, the debate strengthened negative prejudices about the Turkish 

minority, its political representation and the migrant community in Turkey (Özgür-

Baklacioglu, 2006, p. 336). 

Importantly, questions around dual citizenship and external voting rights were treated 

differently depending on citizens’ ethnic affiliations. While the dual citizenship status and 

the external voting rights of Bulgarian Turks persist in being a subject of political debate, 

the same issues are not seen as problematic or controversial in relation to persons of 

Bulgarian origin who acquired Bulgarian citizenship through the facilitated naturalisation 

procedure (Ibid., p. 336). Through these double standards, the issue of dual citizenship 

in Bulgaria has reinforced the dichotomy between ethnics (‘us’) and non-ethnics (‘them). 

Debates on the external voting rights of Bulgarian Turks provided the perfect setting for 

the expression of anti-Turkish biases. The recurring tensions between the Bulgarian 

majority and the Turkish minority precluded the formation of a more civic conception of 

the Bulgarian nation. In a country where ethnic nationalism was stimulated by historically-

loaded national minority issues, the liberalisation of access to nationality rules for non-

ethnics was not seen as a priority. 

According to the QCA findings, another factor that contributed to restrictive access to 

citizenship rules for immigrants in Bulgaria was a relatively short period of left-wing 

government rule. However, Bulgaria is a borderline case as left-wing governments (as 

determined by CMP RILE scores) were in power for 40 per cent of the analysed post-

communist period (1990-2014). Therefore, Bulgaria saw a significantly longer tenure of 

left-wing governments than Estonia, Latvia or Slovakia. As Bulgaria presents a borderline 

case of moderate length of left-wing government rule, the duration of left-wing rule was 

less important than certain other aspects of Bulgaria’s political scene. 

The left–right distinction has often been fluid in Bulgarian politics. This is particularly the 

case since 2001 – the year which marked the beginning of the rise of Bulgarian populism. 

Rather than relying on coherent ideologies, the emerging populist parties drew on 

personalities and popular rhetoric. Second, the main left-wing party in Bulgaria – the 

Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) – showed a considerable degree of ideological 

incoherence both in terms of their frequent use of nationalist themes and of the economic 

policy. This nationalist rhetoric was particularly frequent during the 1990s when the BSP 
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was only starting its transformation from Bulgarian Communist Party. Most importantly, 

the BSP did not challenge the ethnic orientation of Bulgaria’s citizenship policy. In fact, 

the BSP was the ruling party when the 1991 Bulgarian constitution – containing the 

provision on the facilitated naturalisation procedure for persons of Bulgarian origin – was 

adopted. More generally, the preferential citizenship policy for ethnic Bulgarians was 

supported by all of the main political parties in Bulgaria, independent of their ideological 

leanings. Putting into question this policy as well as the underlying nation-building 

imperative was not seen as a promising political strategy in post-communist Bulgaria. 

In conclusion, Bulgaria’s restrictive access to nationality rules for foreigners can be 

explained by pointing to the key structural factors – a large kin minority population and 

important national minority issues. The presence of sizable ‘historical communities’ in 

neighbouring countries was the main justification for Bulgaria’s nation-building project 

and one of its main manifestations, the facilitated naturalisation procedure for persons of 

Bulgarian origin. The facilitated naturalisation procedure for ethnic Bulgarians was also 

viewed as a compensation for the lower birth rate among the titular nation compared to 

Turks and certain other minorities. Furthermore, the recurring tensions between the 

Bulgarian majority and the Turkish minority reinforced the dichotomy between ethnics 

(‘us’) and non-ethnics (‘them). This was particularly evident in the debates on dual 

citizenship and external voting rights. While the dual citizenship status and the external 

voting rights of Bulgarian Turks were frequently contested, the same questions were not 

seen as problematic in relation to persons of Bulgarian origin. Both of these structural 

factors fostered and reinforced the ethnic understanding of nationhood. The dominant 

conception of nationhood was reflected in restrictive access to nationality rules for non-

ethnics. Agency factors were less important as the preferential citizenship policy for 

ethnic Bulgarians was supported by all of the main political parties in Bulgaria, 

independent of their ideological leanings. 

7.4. No barriers for liberalisation? The cases of Poland, Czech Republic 

and Slovenia 

Up to this point I have analysed the countries where the combination of structural and/or 

agency factors prevented the liberalisation of access to citizenship for immigrants. In this 

section, I will look at the three CEE countries with the highest MIPEX Access to 

Nationality scores – Poland, the Czech Republic and Slovenia. While all three countries 

are described as having inclusive citizenship regimes in this study, a relatively high 

degree of variation between them is observed. While Poland clearly presents the most 

liberal case in the CEE region, Slovenia’s MIPEX Access to Nationality score is only 
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marginally higher than the threshold used to distinguish between restrictive and liberal 

cases. The Czech Republic finds itself somewhere in the middle between those two 

countries. However, all three countries are characterised by the absence of two of the 

main obstacles to the liberalisation of access to nationality rules – important national 

minority issues and electorally successful far-right parties. The goal of this section is to 

explore how the combined absence of these two causal conditions has enabled the 

liberalisation of access to citizenship regimes in the identified countries. 

Analysing the absence rather than presence of certain causal conditions poses a 

significant methodological challenge. To help the analysis, I will use counterfactuals 

provided by the other CEE countries where these two causal conditions were present. 

Where possible, I will also try to identify the short periods of time when national minority 

issues were important and far-right parties were electorally strong in the three liberal 

cases. I will use both types of counterfactuals to illustrate how the liberalisation of access 

to citizenship may not have happened in these three countries if important national 

minority issues and electorally successful far-right parties were present. 

7.4.1. Poland 

In 2014, Poland had the highest MIPEX Access to Nationality score among the ten CEE 

countries included in this study. However, Poland introduced liberalising changes to its 

citizenship regime relatively recently. Inclusive access to nationality rules for foreigners 

were set in the country’s 2009 Law on Polish Citizenship which only entered into force in 

201275. Until that year, citizenship was regulated by the 1962 Act on Polish Citizenship 

which had been adjusted multiple times since the end of the communist rule to reflect 

the new social and political realities (Górny and Pudzianowska, 2013, p. 1). Prior to 2012, 

Poland’s access to nationality rules were characterised by a highly discretionary 

naturalisation procedure which reserved the right for the relevant public authorities to 

demand the renunciation of the applicant’s previous citizenship. 

Along with relatively inclusive access to nationality rules for foreigners, another trait of 

Poland’s citizenship regime is a clear orientation towards persons of Polish descent. Both 

the Law on Polish Citizenship and other legislative acts contain various provisions aimed 

                                                
75 A three-year gap between the adoption and entry into force of the Law on Polish Citizenship 
occurred as a result of the constitutional veto imposed by the Polish president. In 2009, Lech 
Kaczyński filed a constitutional complaint against the Law arguing that the withdrawal of the 
discretionary powers of the state in granting citizenship was unconstitutional and ‘leads to the 
erosion of Presidential prerogatives’ (Menkes, 2014, p. 65). It was only in 2012 that the 
Constitutional Court declared the Law on Polish Citizenship compliant with the Constitution. 
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at maintaining ties with the sizable Polish diaspora76. While the liberalisation of access 

to nationality rules for immigrants indicates the growing relevance of a civic 

understanding of the nation, the measures targeted at the Polish diaspora confirm the 

enduring importance of ethnic nationalism in Poland. Poland’s citizenship regime is 

therefore one of the areas where the heterogeneous character of Polish nationalism is 

best felt. 

The dual or heterogeneous nature of Polish nationalism in the post-communist period 

has been emphasised in previous studies (Kubicki, 2008, p. 32; Zubrzycki, 2001, p. 654). 

Rather than assuming a purely ethnic or civic shape, Polish nationalism is a discursive 

field where conflicting ideas on the nation compete and coexist (Zubrzycki, 2001, p. 654). 

As such, it is possible to speak about Polish nationalisms in plural sense (Kubicki, 2008, 

p. 32). Within the variety of views on Polish nation, the ethnic discourse stands out as 

dominant. The definition of the Polish nation along ethnocultural and religious lines first 

came into being in the 19th century and acted as an ideological ground for ending foreign 

domination. The unifying conception of the Polish nation as based on common descent, 

language and culture was vital at times when Polish lands were ruled by the Russian 

empire, the German empire77 and Austria-Hungary78. After the Second World War, the 

increasingly important role in defining the Polish nation was played by the Catholic 

Church which became the principal opposition force to the communist party-state 

(Zubrzycki, 2002, p. 289). 

Since the end of the communist rule there have been attempts to redefine the Polish 

nation on civic terms. The civic discourse was brought into the public space by liberal 

intellectuals questioning the nation’s narrow ethnoreligious vision in speeches, essays, 

and editorials (Zubrzycki, 2001, p. 654). Defending the vision of a more inclusive Polish 

nation, the proponents of the civic definition often presented the adoption of multicultural 

views as a prerequisite for EU entry (Kowalski, 2008, p. 365). A key testimony for the 

growing influence of the civic discourse in post-communist Poland is provided by the 

preamble of the 1997 Polish constitution which defines the Polish nation as ‘all citizens 

of the Republic’79. While primarily espoused by the group of liberal intellectuals, civic 

                                                
76 It is estimated that the Polish diaspora numbers around 20 million people. For a more detailed 
description of the ethnically-oriented citizenship policy provisions in Poland, please see Chapter 
4. 
77 Until 1871, the central-western Polish lands were part of Prussia which went on to play a 
dominant role in the unified German empire. 
78 Until 1867, Austria-Hungary was known as the Austrian Empire. 
79 The Catholic Church described the preamble as ‘sterile in its conception of the national 
character’ (Zubrzycki, 2001, p. 644). Furthermore, it was perceived by right-wing conservatives 
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attitudes can also be found among parts of the general public as evidenced by the 

growing acceptance of non-ethnics (Michlic, 2007, p. 138). However, the development 

of the civic discourse on the Polish nation is challenged by the continuing dominance of 

the ethnocultural tradition as well as by the fact that civic attitudes are often associated 

with the position adopted by the ruling elites during the communist period80 (Zubrzycki, 

2001, p. 632). 

Therefore, although Poland’s access to citizenship rules were only liberalised in 2012, 

the civic discourse that defended an inclusive definition of the Polish nation had existed 

since the beginning of the post-communist period. This discourse of open and modern 

Poland was an important factor facilitating the adoption of an inclusive access to 

nationality rules. How did civic thinking become important and politically relevant in a 

country where the ethnocultural conception of nationhood is dominant? The relative 

success of the civic discourse in Poland is related to the country’s ethnic homogeneity81. 

In the absence of important national minority issues, the civic discourse in Poland could 

not be stifled by portraying it as a threat to the ethnocultural nation. Even after the entry 

into force of liberal access to citizenship rules, the dominant position of the ethnocultural 

Polish nation remained secure. In fact, in Poland’s ethnically homogenous landscape, 

the difference between the civic and ethnic definitions of nation has a trivial practical 

significance. As a result, the idea of inclusive citizenship in Poland did not clash with the 

ethnocultural conception of nation to the same degree as it did in the countries with 

important national minority issues. The development of citizenship policies in Latvia and 

Estonia illustrate this point best, while Slovakia’s and Bulgaria’s experiences also provide 

support for it. All these countries had important national minority issues, did not develop 

strong civic discourses and did not liberalise their citizenship policies. 

The absence of sizable national minorities helps to account for the relatively weak 

electoral performance of Poland’s far-right parties. The mobilisation of negative attitudes 

towards national minorities has been the key element of the radical right’s strategies in 

the CEE region. However, the most successful far-right party in post-communist Poland 

                                                
as ‘reducing a quasi-sacred community of descent and culture, the Nation, to a ‘meaningless’ 
political association’ (Ibid., p. 644). 
80 The Polish communist elites often appealed to ‘citizens’, ‘civic rights and duties’, ‘social justice’ 
in their rhetoric (Zubrzycki, 2001, p. 632). 
81 In the 2011 Census, 96.9 per cent of Poland’s 38.5 million population indicated Polish as their 
primary ethnic identity. Due to the low percentage of the national minority population, minority 
questions in contemporary Poland are a ‘circumscribed issue’ (Simoncini, 1998, p. 177). Until 
2004, the question of national minority rights was mostly viewed in the context of Poland’s 
accession to the EU. Despite the small share of the non-Polish population, debates on national 
minority rights were not free of nationalist rhetoric (see Chapter 5). 
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– the League of Polish Families (LPR) – had to look for different ways to achieve electoral 

success. While most radical right parties in the CEE define themselves in opposition to 

national minorities, the LPR’s main ‘enemies’ were the secular Polish political elite and 

the EU (de Lange and Guerra, 2009, p. 546). Heavily drawing on the ideology of Catholic 

conservatism, the party achieved its best results at the national level in 2001 and 2005 

– the years when questions around the EU and Poland’s role in it received most public 

attention. Nevertheless, since the unsuccessful 2007 parliamentary election, the LPR 

virtually disappeared from the Polish political arena as its Catholic agenda was 

successfully adopted by the right-wing Law and Justice party and the debates around 

the EU became less intense. 

Apart from its Catholic, socially conservative and anti-EU stances, the LPR was also a 

nationalist party (Ibid., p. 538). In its 2001, 2005 and 2007 manifestos, the party 

emphasised the central importance of Polishness which it understood in cultural terms 

(Ibid., p. 538). The party defended an ethnic definition of the Polish nation while its 

electorate was the most ethnocentric of all parties in Poland (Jasiewicz, 2008, p. 15; p. 

20). Given the LPR’s strong ethnocentric orientation, there is little doubt that the party 

would have acted as an important factor against the liberalisation of Poland’s citizenship 

regime had it been more successful in the course of the post-communist period82. While 

no obvious causal link can be drawn here, the 2009 Law on Polish Citizenship 

introducing inclusive access to nationality rules was adopted two years after the LPR’s 

effective demise. At the time when the Law was adopted, far-right parties had no 

representatives in Polish parliament83. 

To conclude, the absence of sizable national minorities was an important structural factor 

enabling the liberalisation of access to citizenship in Poland. First, the absence of 

important national minority issues provided a good environment for the civic discourse 

to develop and co-exist with the dominant ethnocultural conception of nation. Due to 

Poland’s ethnic homogeneity, the liberalisation of access to citizenship could not be 

presented as a threat to the dominant position of ethnocultural Polish nation. As a result, 

the project of inclusive citizenship in Poland did not clash with the dominant ethnocultural 

conception of nation to the same degree as it did in countries with important national 

minority issues. Second, the absence of sizable national minorities partly explains the 

                                                
82 For more detailed accounts of how far-right parties contributed to restrictive access to 
citizenship regimes in other CEE countries, please see the sections on Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, 
Romania and Slovakia in this chapter. 
83 While the absence of far-right parties may have helped the liberalisation cause, the crucial 
enabling factor was the coming into power of the Civic Platform. This party was instrumental in 
introducing inclusive elements to Poland’s citizenship regime. 
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relatively weak electoral performance of Poland’s far-right parties. Given the strong 

ethnocentric orientation of the main far-right party in Poland (the LPR), there is little doubt 

that it would have acted as an important factor against the liberalisation of Poland’s 

citizenship regime had it been more successful in the post-communist period. 

7.4.2. Slovenia 

Slovenia presents a borderline case both in terms of its citizenship policy outcome and 

the two causal conditions that are analysed in this section. First, Slovenia’s 2014 MIPEX 

Access to Nationality score is only marginally higher than the threshold used for 

distinguishing between restrictive and inclusive citizenship regimes84. Therefore, while 

this country analysis sets out to explain the inclusive components of Slovenia’s 

citizenship regime, the MIPEX index shows that Slovenia’s access to nationality rules 

were less liberal than Poland’s and the Czech Republic’s, and only slightly more inclusive 

than Lithuania’s and Romania’s85. Second, while this study classifies Slovenia as a 

country with electorally weak far-right parties, the average percentage of votes for far-

right parties in Slovenia’s post-communist parliamentary elections was very close to the 

threshold point86. Third, the problem of unrecognised ethnic minorities as well as the 

issue of the ‘Erased’ mean that Slovenia’s categorisation as a country with low 

importance of national minority issues is also nuanced. 

Slovenia’s post-communist citizenship policy developed in phases characterised by the 

primacy of either civic or ethnic logic. In the very beginning of Slovenia’s independent 

statehood, the civic principle came to the fore. Prior to the independence referendum in 

December 1990, the Slovenian National Assembly adopted the Declaration of Good 

Intentions which provided that Slovenian citizenship would be conferred on all permanent 

residents independent of their ethnicity (Deželan, 2012, p. 416). According to the 1991 

Citizenship Act, citizens of other former Yugoslavian republics who had permanent 

residence in Slovenia on the day of the independence referendum and who actually lived 

in Slovenia were entitled with the right to acquire Slovenian citizenship by simple 

application (Medved, 2013, p. 7). Therefore, the initial determination of Slovenian 

citizenry was inclusive and did not discriminate on ethnic grounds87. One of the key 

                                                
84 In 2014, Slovenia’s MIPEX Access to Nationality score was 41. The crossover point of 40 was 
used in the QCA analysis. 
85 This study categorises both Lithuania and Romania as countries with restrictive access to 
nationality rules for foreigners. 
86 Slovenia’s score on this variable was 5 per cent and the QCA crossover point was set at 5.05 
per cent. 
87 Furthermore, the 1991 Citizenship Act established easier naturalisation conditions for spouses 
of Slovenian nationals. 
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reasons for this liberal policy towards non-Slovenians was the need to gain international 

support and recognition at a time when Slovenia’s independence seemed fragile. 

However, the developments ensuing the initial determination of Slovenia’s citizenry 

raised questions about the firmness of Slovenia’s commitment to inclusive citizenship 

rules. The main development concerned the people who were later called the ‘Erased’. 

These people were former citizens of Yugoslavia who had permanent residence in 

Slovenia but did not acquire Slovenian citizenship within the required six-month period 

after the adoption of the 1991 Citizenship Act. Having failed to acquire Slovenian 

citizenship in time, they automatically became aliens and had to apply for residency 

status again. Those persons who did not do this were transferred from the permanent 

population register to the foreigners’ record without any notification addressed to those 

concerned to inform them of their new legal position (Medved in Bauböck, Perchinig and 

Sievers (eds.), 2009, p. 311). In total, this secret ‘erasure’ affected 25,671 persons 

(Aitken, 2016, p. 359)88. Moreover, the tolerance of dual nationality for those former 

Yugoslavian citizens who successfully acquired Slovenian citizenship was strongly 

debated until it was finally accepted89. 

Both the ‘Erasure’ and the questioning of non-Slovenians’ right to dual nationality were 

early signs that Slovenia was not ready to fully commit to the civic model of citizenship. 

Furthermore, an inclusive citizenship policy could no longer be justified by pointing to 

external exigencies after Slovenia received wide international recognition as an 

independent state. Since Slovenia’s independence claims were based on ethnocultural 

grounds (primarily on the uniqueness of the Slovenian language), and given the absence 

of a previous statehood tradition to draw upon, the ethnocultural orientation of Slovenia’s 

post-communist policies was to be anticipated. Therefore, it is not surprising that the 

early civic orientation of Slovenia’s citizenship policy was slowly supplanted by the 

principle of ‘community of descent’ (Medved, 2013, p. 1). In the 1991 Citizenship Act, the 

most obvious manifestation of this principle was the facilitated naturalisation procedure 

for Slovenian emigrants and their descendants. Since the 2006 amendments to the 

Citizenship Act, the exceptional naturalisation procedure is free of residence 

requirements for naturalisation applicants of Slovenian descent, including persons 

                                                
88 In comparison, 171,125 people successfully applied for Slovenian citizenship on the basis of 
permanent residence in Slovenia (Medved, 2013, p. 7). 
89 Most people who acquired Slovenian citizenship by application were also entitled to the 
passport of the other state in former Yugoslavia courtesy of being born there and holding republic-
level citizenship prior to the break-up of Yugoslavia. 
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belonging to Slovenian minorities in neighbouring countries90. In contrast, the general 

naturalisation procedure is strict and includes a minimum residence period of ten years, 

a requirement to be released from the previous citizenship91, and high discretionary 

powers of decision-making authorities. 

However, even when the ethnocentric elements became central to Slovenia’s citizenship 

regime, some space was found for the introduction of inclusive access to nationality rules 

for immigrants. Since 2002, those people born in Slovenia and having lived there since 

birth are eligible for a facilitated naturalisation procedure. Since 2006, foreigners having 

concluded their university education in Slovenia are also granted easier naturalisation 

conditions. Both of these groups of naturalisation applicants are exempt from the 

requirement to renounce their previous citizenship and are subject to a shorter minimum 

residence requirement. Furthermore, Slovenia has been taking positive steps towards 

addressing the issue of the ‘Erased’ since 1999. Once again, external considerations 

(this time, the willingness to secure and consolidate EU membership) were the key 

reason for these inclusive moves (Deželan, 2012, p. 414). 

While both early and more recent manifestations of the civic orientation of Slovenia’s 

citizenship policy were driven to a large extent by the country’s foreign policy goals, 

another factor that created favourable conditions for the introduction of inclusive access 

to citizenship rules was the relatively modest size of national minorities. As early as 1996, 

Rogers Brubaker noted that ‘the civic model – where ethnicity and nationality are not 

supposed to have any public significance – may have the best chances of working in the 

states that most closely approximate ethnically homogeneous nation-states, notably in 

the Czech Republic and Slovenia’ (Brubaker, 1996, p. 105). While Slovenia did not fully 

implement the civic model, as evidenced by the enduring importance of ethnicity in its 

citizenship regime, those civic elements that were introduced are related to the country’s 

ethnic homogeneity. The citizens of other former Yugoslavian republics permanently 

residing in Slovenia were offered the easy path to Slovenian citizenship partly because 

ethnic Slovenians were numerically dominant and did not feel threatened by the ethnic 

‘Other’ like Latvians and Estonians did in relation to their sizable Russian-speaking 

minorities. Similarly, the introduction of facilitated naturalisation conditions for certain 

                                                
90 However, people of Slovenian descent wishing to use this exceptional naturalisation procedure 
have to demonstrate that they have personal ties with Slovenia and have been actively 
participating in Slovenian societies abroad for at least five years. 
91 Some groups of naturalisation applicants are exempt from this requirement (e.g. citizens of 
those EU member states with which reciprocity regarding the regulation of dual nationality exists). 
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groups of immigrants was made less contentious by the fact that ethnic Slovenians were 

numerically dominant. 

Considering the high degree of ethnic homogeneity in the country, national minority 

issues in Slovenia were more pronounced than might be expected. These issues were 

not limited to questions surrounding the ‘Erased’ or the dual nationality of former 

Yugoslavians; the treatment of immigrants from other former Yugoslavian republics as 

unrecognised ethnic communities is also a source of contestation92. The fact that national 

minority issues were more pronounced in Slovenia than in Poland may help to 

understand why Slovenia did not follow the Polish example in pursuing a more radical 

liberalisation of its citizenship regime. By underlining the distinction between Slovenes 

and non-Slovenes and strengthening its ethnocultural self-identification, national minority 

issues placed limits on the extent to which the country’s access to nationality could be 

opened up. 

It is on national minority issues that the mobilisation strategy of Slovenia’s main far-right 

party – the Slovenian National Party – primarily relied. The main targets chosen by the 

Slovenian National Party were people from former Yugoslav countries (referred to as 

‘non-Slovenes’) and the Roma. In its first electoral manifesto of 1992, the party pledged 

to reduce the number of non-Slovenes living in Slovenia by 90 per cent, to remove the 

citizenship of all non-Slovenes that had gained it since 1990, and to annul the 1991 

Citizenship Act (Chládková and Mareš, 2015, p. 121). Throughout the 1990s, the 

Slovenian National Party continued to voice strong positions on citizenship-related 

questions, opposing the right to dual nationality for non-Slovenes and speaking out 

against any inclusive solutions to the issue of the ‘Erased’. A staunch defender of an 

ethnocultural conception of nation, the party adopted views that were incompatible with 

making Slovenia’s citizenship policy more inclusive towards immigrants. Had the 

Slovenian National Party been more successful in Slovenia’s parliamentary elections 

and had it become a more important political factor, the party may have made Slovenia’s 

citizenship regime more restrictive and less tolerant to the introduction of any civic 

elements. However, the Slovenian National Party was always a minor player in Slovenian 

politics and suffered a total electoral decline in 2011. 

To summarise, Slovenia is situated on the borderline between liberal and restrictive 

citizenship regimes. The dominant definition of nation in Slovenia is ethnocultural and 

                                                
92 Slovenia recognises only three ‘autochthonous’ national minorities – the Roma, Hungarians 
and Italians, with the latter two enjoying a higher level of protection than the first. Immigrants from 
other former Yugoslavian republics are considered ‘non-autochthonous’ and do not benefit from 
special protection from the Slovenian state. 
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the country’s citizenship policy contains preferential provisions for ethnic Slovenes. 

However, some of the country’s citizenship policy decisions – adopted both in the early 

phase of its independent statehood and later – resulted in the wider inclusion of non-

ethnics. While manifestations of civic orientation in Slovenia’s citizenship policy were in 

large part driven by the country’s foreign policy goals, another factor that created 

favourable conditions for the introduction of inclusive access to citizenship rules was the 

relatively modest size of national minorities. The introduction of facilitated naturalisation 

conditions for certain groups of immigrants was made more acceptable by the fact that 

these provisions were unlikely to cause important shifts in Slovenia’s ethnic composition. 

Additionally, the relative opening up of Slovenia’s citizenship policy towards non-ethnics 

was made easier by the failure of the country’s main far-right party (the Slovenian 

National Party) to become a more influential actor in Slovenia’s party politics. 

7.4.3. Czech Republic 

After the adoption of the new Citizenship Act in 2013, the Czech Republic’s citizenship 

regime became the second most liberal in the CEE region. In 2014, Poland was the only 

CEE country to have a higher MIPEX Access to Nationality score than the Czech 

Republic. The liberalisation of the Czech citizenship policy was achieved by introducing 

two important novelties to the country’s citizenship legislation. First, the 2013 Citizenship 

Act removed the requirement for naturalising foreigners to renounce their original 

citizenship. This move was described as a ‘paradigm shift’ as prior to the adoption of the 

new Citizenship Act, Czech law did not accept dual (multiple) nationality (Baršová, 2014, 

p. 15)93. Moreover, second-generation immigrants were exempted from the 

naturalisation procedure and granted with the right to acquire Czech citizenship by 

declaration (Ibid., p. 16). At the same time, naturalisation requirements were tightened 

as the language test was made stricter and a new civic knowledge test was introduced 

in conformity with the broadly formulated ‘integration requirement’. The introduction of a 

stricter naturalisation procedure can be seen as a counterweight for the liberal elements 

of the 2013 Citizenship Act – ‘a sort of equalising measure’ that was aimed at preventing 

a sharp increase in the number of naturalised foreigners (Ibid., p. 15). The need for this 

kind of balancing points to the tension between two radically different visions of the 

Czech state. The first of these views – mainly espoused by the country’s intellectual and 

political elite – envisions the Czech Republic as an inclusive country built on the civic 

                                                
93 Until the adoption of the 2013 Citizenship Act, dual nationality was only tolerated in exceptional 
cases. 
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principle. However, this vision co-exists uneasily with the much more exclusivist attitudes 

of the large part of the general public. 

The Czech constitution defines the country’s political community in civic terms. The 

constitution’s preamble does not mention the Czech nation, starting with ‘We, the citizens 

of the Czech Republic in Bohemia, in Moravia, and in Silesia’. This way of defining the 

political community is highly unusual in the CEE, with most countries in the region 

emphasising the special relationship between the state and the dominant ethnically-

defined nation. For example, the Czech Republic’s neighbour, Slovakia, draws a clear 

distinction between the state-forming nation of ethnic Slovaks (‘We, the Slovak Nation’) 

and minority nationalities. Moreover, the use of the civic principle in the constitution’s 

preamble presents a divergence from the Czech political tradition (Nedelsky, 2003, p. 

93). Although the interwar Czechoslovak state demonstrated a strong commitment to 

democracy and human rights, the country’s sovereignty was defined in ethnic terms with 

the Czechoslovak nation enjoying a special ‘state-forming’ status within it (Ibid., p. 93). 

While never previously implemented in Czech political history, the civic principle’s 

ideological underpinnings can be traced back to the period of the ‘Czech national 

awakening’ in the 19th century. One of the Czech nation’s ‘fathers’, the journalist and 

democratic activist Karel Havlíček (1820-56) envisioned the political community as ‘a 

voluntary association of free and equal individuals, bound together by a rational rather 

than an organic bond’ (Ibid., p. 92). The principle of individual freedom and equality was 

central to the political and philosophical thinking of the ‘founding father’ and first president 

of the interwar Czechoslovak state, Thomas Garrigue Masaryk (1850-1937) (Ibid., p. 92). 

The first president of the Czech Republic, Václav Havel, was also loyal to the ideal of the 

civic Czech state. Furthermore, in the post-communist Czech Republic all mainstream 

parties seemed to affirm liberal norms regarding the civic character of Czech national 

identity (Hanley, 2012, p. 23).  

While the Czech liberal intellectual tradition undoubtedly contributed to the adoption of 

the civic definition of the Czech Republic’s political community in the post-communist 

period, it was not the sole factor. The Czech Republic – established after the peaceful 

elite-driven break-up of Czechoslovakia in 1993 – was marked by a high degree of ethnic 

homogeneity. Given the numerical dominance of the Czech nation and the virtual 

absence of a significant cultural or ethnic ‘Other’ in the new polity, ethnicity was not seen 

as relevant for the definition of the country’s political community. Since in the ethnically 

homogenous Czech Republic there was no need for the constitutional safeguarding of 
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the titular nation, the civic definition of political community was adopted with very limited 

debates and contestation. 

The civic definition of the Czech Republic’s political community provided the ideological 

ground for the liberalisation of the country’s citizenship legislation. The arguments in 

favour of an easier acquisition of citizenship for immigrants were framed in the civic 

discourse of individual rights and equality. An impetus for the revision of the Czech 

citizenship legislation was given as early as 2002 by the Government Council for Human 

Rights – a permanent advisory body to the government in the field of the protection of 

human rights and fundamental freedoms. The Council called for an easier access to 

nationality for second-generation immigrants (Baršová, 2014, p. 12). Prior to the adoption 

of the 2013 Citizenship Act, an important role in the debates on its content was played 

by the non-governmental organisations (NGOs) united under The Consortium of 

Migrants Assisting Organisations. The NGOs’ main goal was to defend migrants’ rights 

and ensure that their access to nationality was improved. Therefore, access to nationality 

for immigrants was seen as a human rights issue that cannot be ignored in a state that 

rests on the ethnically impartial civic principle. 

However, the occasional use of the civic discourse for buttressing minority and immigrant 

rights claims was not enough to ensure the full implementation of the civic principle in 

Czech society. The overt discrimination of the Roma minority in the 1990s and beyond 

showed that the official adoption of the civic definition of the country’s political community 

failed to secure real civic equality for all Czech citizens, regardless of ethnicity (Nedelsky, 

2009, p. 232). The main challenge that the civic principle faced in the Czech Republic 

was its inconformity with the attitudes of a large part of the Czech general public. The 

clash between the official civic doctrine and exclusivist popular views was particularly 

evident in the plight of the Roma minority. 

Although the Roma community is estimated to only constitute around 2 per cent of the 

Czech Republic’s population, it became a source of important societal tensions in the 

early post-communist period. Characterised by low levels of education and literacy and 

high levels of unemployment and criminality, the Roma minority became the target of 

considerable resentment on the part of the Czech majority. This resentment was based 

on long-standing anti-Roma prejudice and reinforced by the belief that the Roma had 

failed to capitalise on their elevated socioeconomic standing under the communist 

regime (Fawn, 2001, p. 1196). Particularly throughout the 1990s, the Czech Republic’s 

Roma minority was subject to widespread discrimination and frequent violent attacks. In 

the end of the first post-communist decade, thousands of Roma living in the Czech 
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Republic applied for asylum in Western countries. This brought considerable reputational 

damage for the Czech Republic and forced the government to intensify its efforts in 

tackling the issues faced by the Roma minority. 

Discrimination against the Roma was not limited to the Czech general public. The 

adoption of the controversial 1993 Citizenship Act showed that the Czech political elite 

was also not ready to follow the civic principle. The 1993 Citizenship Act granted the right 

to a facilitated naturalisation procedure to the Slovak citizens residing permanently in the 

Czech Republic. However, the Act contained two requirements that were specifically 

aimed at hindering citizenship acquisition for Slovak citizens of Roma ethnicity – a clean 

criminal record for the five years prior to the citizenship application and the proof of two 

years’ permanent residence. The Roma were a lot more likely to have criminal records 

and lack the documentation confirming their permanent residence than the rest of the 

country’s population. The 1993 Citizenship Act was met with criticism by the international 

community which pointed to its discriminatory character. The discriminatory provisions 

were repealed in 1999, when the Czech Parliament passed a law allowing former citizens 

of Czechoslovakia who had lived in the Czech Republic since 1993 to gain citizenship 

through a simple declaration (Nedelsky, 2009, p. 232). The 1993 Citizenship Act and the 

controversy surrounding it point to the susceptibility of the Czech political elite to the 

exclusivist attitudes of an important part of the Czech society. This susceptibility also 

helps to account for the limited scope of the 2013 liberalisation of the country’s 

citizenship legislation94. 

While the Czech Republic is still considered to be an ethnically homogenous country, its 

development in the post-communist period has been marked by significant immigration 

flows. In fact, it did not take long after the break-up of Czechoslovakia for the Czech 

Republic to become the most attractive immigrant destination country in the CEE region. 

In 2013 (the year when the new citizenship act was adopted), there were 439,000 

foreigners in the Czech Republic (Czech Statistical Office, 2018). This made up 4.2 per 

cent of the country’s population, which is significantly more than the share of the 

country’s Roma minority. However, despite the relatively high numbers, immigration did 

not become an issue of intense public or political debate. In the absence of a strong anti-

immigrant mobilisation within Czech society, the conditions were favourable for setting 

                                                
94 The restrictive citizenship legislation in the 1990s and the limited liberalisation of access to 
nationality in 2013 could also be related to the Czech Republic’s loyalty to the ‘statist’ tradition of 
citizenship. Dating back to the nineteenth-century Habsburg Empire, the ‘statist’ tradition 
prioritises the state’s perspective over the rights and needs of individuals (Baršová, 2014, p. 2). 
From the ‘statist’ perspective, naturalisation is seen not as an individual right but as an act of 
mercy by the state. 
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easier access to nationality rules for immigrants. Therefore, the relatively large and 

uncontroversial immigration flows acted as the primary impetus for the liberalisation of 

the Czech citizenship legislation. 

Why did immigration not become the object of serious contestation in a country where 

an important share of the population holds exclusivist views? There is a combination of 

reasons for this. First, with Slovakia and Ukraine acting as the two main sending 

countries, immigrants were generally not seen as culturally alien or as posing important 

integration challenges. Second, immigration was perceived as economically beneficial 

for the Czech Republic and treated as a way of filling specific gaps in the country’s labour 

market. Importantly, due to the high demand for labour in certain sectors of the Czech 

economy, the foreign labour force was rather a supplement than a competition vis-à-vis 

native workers (Drbohlav et al., 2009, p. 98). Additionally, the small size of the Czech 

Republic’s national minority population meant that immigration was not seen as 

something that could significantly shift the country’s ethnic balance. Despite growing 

immigration, the Czech Republic continued to see itself as an ethnically homogenous 

country. 

Another factor that contained the development of an anti-immigrant sentiment in the 

Czech Republic was the absence of strong far-right parties. During the time period 

covered by this study, the most successful far-right political force in the country was the 

Republican Party. Its best result in parliamentary elections came in 1996 when the party 

gained 8 per cent of the public vote. The Republicans viewed Czech society as an 

organic community united by strong ethnic and historical bonds (Hanley, 2012, p. 12). 

The party expressed anti-Roma and anti-German attitudes, and defended the vision of 

an ethnically exclusive Czech state (Ibid., pp. 6-7). Importantly, it can be argued that the 

Republicans’ xenophobic stance helped to establish a form of consensus among the 

mainstream parties to ‘affirm liberal norms regarding the non-ethnic character of the 

Czech state and the civic character of Czech nationalism’ (Ibid., p. 23). In the 1998 

general election, the Republican Party failed to secure parliamentary representation and 

was never able to recover its lost positions. At the time when the 2013 Citizenship Act 

was debated and adopted, there were no far-right parties in the Czech parliament. Had 

the far-right been more powerful, it is likely that the liberalisation of access to nationality 

rules for foreigners would have been met with more opposition. 

In conclusion, the ethnically homogenous character of the Czech state contributed to the 

liberalisation of the country’s access to nationality rules in two ways. First, the virtual 

absence of a significant cultural or ethnic ‘Other’ in the Czech Republic meant that there 
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was no need for the constitutional safeguarding of the titular nation. This opened the 

door for the strengthening of the civic principle in Czech self-understanding – a principle 

that provided the ideological ground for the liberalisation of the country’s citizenship 

legislation. Second, the country’s ethnic homogeneity was one of the reasons why 

immigration did not become a contested issue. The small size of the Czech Republic’s 

national minority population meant that immigration was not seen as something that 

could significantly shift the ethnic balance in the country. In the absence of a strong anti-

immigrant mobilisation within Czech society, the conditions were favourable for setting 

easier access to nationality rules for immigrants. Additionally, the liberalisation of 

citizenship legislation was facilitated by the absence of strong far-right parties defending 

the ethnically exclusive model of the Czech state. 

7.4.4. Summary 

This subchapter has discussed the intimate link between ethnic homogeneity and the 

civic understanding of nationhood. In all three analysed countries (but particularly in 

Poland and Czech Republic), the absence of important national minority issues provided 

a good environment for the civic discourse to develop and co-exist with the dominant 

ethnocultural conception of nation. Due to the ethnically homogeneous landscapes of 

the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovenia, the civic vision of the state in these countries 

did not clash with the dominant ethnocultural conception of nation to the same degree 

as it did in countries with important national minority issues. A viable civic discourse was 

reflected in the liberalisation of access to nationality rules. Finally, the absence of 

important national minority issues had a negative effect on the electoral performance of 

far-right parties. Had they been more successful, these parties would have acted as an 

important barrier to the liberalisation of access to nationality rules. 

7.5. Lithuania: access to nationality in the country of emigration 

Lithuania is the only CEE country that is not covered by any of the causal paths 

generated by the QCA. In the context of the CEE region, Lithuania has an average 

MIPEX Access to Nationality score and its citizenship rules are categorised as ‘slightly 

unfavourable’. If we apply the same analytical framework as was used for the other CEE 

countries, Lithuania emerges as a country where conditions were favourable for the 

liberalisation of access to nationality rules. Unlike its Baltic neighbours, Lithuania does 

not have a large Russian-speaking minority, the presence of which has proved to be the 

key structural factor contributing to the restrictive access to nationality rules in Estonia 

and Latvia. Unlike Bulgaria, Hungary and Romania, Lithuania does not have sizable kin 

minorities living in neighbouring countries. The case studies of Bulgaria, Hungary and 
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Romania have concluded that large kin minorities provide the country’s citizenship 

regime with an ethnic orientation, limiting the opportunities for a liberalisation of access 

to citizenship for non-ethnics. Additionally, Lithuania is similar to the CEE countries that 

liberalised their access to nationality rules in that it also did not have strong far-right 

parties. Finally, during the period from 1990 to 2014, Lithuanian left-wing parties enjoyed 

a relatively long period in government. 

In line with the theoretical expectations outlined above, Lithuania’s approach to the initial 

determination of citizenship was inclusive. Contrary to Latvia and Estonia, Lithuania 

chose the so-called ‘zero option’ according to which Lithuanian citizenship could be 

granted to all persons who were permanent residents at the time the first citizenship law 

came into force. Lithuania’s situation was markedly different from Latvia’s and Estonia’s 

where sizable Russian-speaking minorities were seen as cultural and political threats. 

Much more ethnically homogenous95, Lithuania was in a favourable position to opt for 

the ‘zero option’ (Kūris, 2010, p. 14). However, the country’s naturalisation procedure 

remained strict throughout the analysed period. In 2014, naturalisation applicants 

needed to have lived in the country for at least ten years, pass language and civic 

integration tests and renounce their original citizenship. 

Access to nationality rules for foreigners did not become the object of public debate in 

Lithuania. Since Lithuania had one of the largest negative net migration rates in the CEE 

region, the attention of both politicians and the general public was firmly focused on 

emigration. Gradually, most of the debates on the country’s citizenship policy started to 

revolve around the citizenship rights of the expatriate population. In contrast, the 

immigration and naturalisation of foreigners received very little public attention. In the 

face of the shrinking population and in the absence of significant immigration flows, the 

liberalisation of access to nationality rules for foreigners was treated as a matter of 

secondary importance. 

The second factor that helps to explain why Lithuania did not liberalise its access to 

nationality rules is specifically related to the very strict legal limitations that are placed on 

multiple citizenship. According to article 12 of the 1992 Lithuanian constitution, no person 

may be a citizen of the Republic of Lithuania and another state at the same time, with 

the exception of ‘separate’ cases established by law. In 2003, Lithuania’s Constitutional 

Court ruled that these cases could only be ‘very rare (individual), exceptional, but not 

common ones’ (Ibid., p. 31). Therefore, the current requirement for naturalising 

                                                
95 When Lithuania restored its independence in 1990, ethnic Lithuanians composed around 80 
per cent of the country’s population. 
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foreigners to renounce their original citizenship cannot be removed without changing 

article 12 of the constitution first. This can only be done by means of a referendum in 

which more than 50 per cent of all those eligible to vote have to express their approval 

for the wider acceptance of multiple nationality. It is unlikely that such a referendum could 

be successful in the nearest future. As a result, the key problems and debates on the 

country’s citizenship policy were transferred from the policy debate to the legal domain 

(Ibid., p. 4). 
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8. Conclusions 

Citizenship policies in post-communist CEE developed in, and were affected by, country-

specific historical, demographical and political contexts. However, despite the obvious 

differences in these contexts across countries, the key debates on citizenship were 

almost universally linked to a deeper and a more far-reaching discussion on nationhood 

and the definition of nation. For example, in Latvia and Estonia the question on Russian-

speakers’ citizenship status was essentially a question about the self-understanding of 

the Latvian and Estonian nations – a self-understanding that was ultimately defined in 

ethnocultural terms. Meanwhile, the citizenship policies implemented in Bulgaria, 

Hungary and Romania were motivated by the drive to keep kin minorities in their 

ethnically-defined nations. Therefore, this analysis of citizenship policies in post-

communist CEE reaffirms Brubaker’s view that citizenship is closely bound up with 

nationhood and national identity. Nevertheless, it is precisely this side of citizenship 

policies that is often overlooked in comparative citizenship studies. All too often, 

comparative studies in this research field try to explain specific provisions of citizenship 

laws as well as outline their implications for certain groups of people (most commonly, 

immigrants) without considering the underlying meaning of citizenship policies. As such, 

there is a danger of missing the key role that citizenship policies play in defining the 

boundaries of a nation. 

But how do we talk about nationhood? How do we conceptualise it? To characterise 

understandings of nationhood in CEE countries, this thesis has drawn on the classic 

distinction between civic and ethnic nationalism. The terms ‘civic nationalism’ and ‘ethnic 

nationalism’ are not free from conceptual ambiguity, and it is often not easy to delimit the 

boundaries between the two. The ambiguous and overlapping nature of these concepts 

may lead to unsubstantiated claims about the supposed civic or ethnic character of CEE 

nations. In practice, every understanding of nationhood is multidimensional and involves 

both civic and ethnic components. I believe that the best way to avoid mixing up these 

two kinds of nationhood is not so much through their definition (as these are bound to 

overlap to a degree), but through their clear operationalisation. What empirical facts 

should we treat as manifestations of civic and ethnic nationalism? This is the key 

question to ask as, without clear empirical references, the concept of nationhood runs 

the risk of becoming blurred and devoid of real content. This thesis has adopted 

Brubaker’s view that understandings of nationhood are embodied in citizenship policies, 

and it is therefore through the analysis of these policies that we can grasp the main traits 

of the dominant definitions of nation in each country. As stressed in Chapter 2, this is not 
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the only way to measure the ‘civicness’ or ‘ethnicness’ of a country’s understanding of 

nationhood, and an analysis focusing solely on citizenship and ignoring other relevant 

policies (e.g. language, immigration), constitutions and popular conceptions of 

nationalism is bound to give an incomplete account of the countries’ nationhood. 

However, it is still a more productive path than using the ‘ethnic’ and ‘civic’ terms 

arbitrarily or shunning this distinction altogether. 

A key benefit of adopting the ‘empirical’ approach in an analysis of understandings of 

nationhood is that it allows to identify their changes in time. When citizenship policies 

undergo major revisions (e.g. by becoming significantly more or markedly less inclusive 

towards non-ethnics), it must be related to the changes in the conceptions of nationhood 

that underlie those policies. While dominant understandings of nationhood are often 

presumed to be static and fixed, there is no reason to believe that they remain stable at 

all times, especially during times of major political, economic and social transformation. 

In practice, though, dominant conceptions of nationhood are affected by historical 

traditions that provide them with a high degree of stability. Since their inception in the 

19th century, all CEE nations analysed in this study have been primarily perceived as 

ethnocultural groupings moulded together by a common language, culture and ethnicity. 

The same conception of nationhood was still dominant in the region in the beginning of 

the 1990s as post-communist countries were conceived by their elites as ‘states of and 

for ethnocultural nations’ (Brubaker, 1996). Even in 2014, the relative restrictiveness of 

CEE countries’ access to citizenship rules in comparison with Western countries’ 

indicated the enduring importance of the ethnic understanding of nationhood in the 

region. However, while no CEE country had adopted a civic understanding of nationhood 

by 2014, the analysis of their citizenship policies clearly indicates that some countries in 

the region have moved much closer towards it than others. It is these cross-national 

differences in citizenship policies – and the understandings of nationhood that underlie 

them – that formed the main object of this study. 

Focusing on the factors leading to inclusive and restrictive access to nationality rules, 

this thesis has adopted a structure/agency theoretical perspective. I view structural 

constraints as constituting the environment in which political actors seek to find policy 

solutions. However, the political actors are those that provide meaning to this 

environment, making policy decisions that are informed by ideas, ideologies and 

interests. The aim was therefore to show how structure and agency factors interact to 

produce specific policy outcomes. Since existing explanations of cross-national 

differences in citizenship policies are generally not construed this way, the use of the 
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structure–agency conceptual scheme presents one of this thesis’ main contributions to 

citizenship studies. The key structural factors included in this study were the size of 

expatriate/kin minority populations and the importance of national minority issues, 

whereas agency was represented by the left–right ideological position of governments 

and the electoral strength of far-right parties. This thesis aimed to explain access to 

nationality rules in the CEE region by exploring the syntheses, combinations and 

interactions that characterise the relationship between structural continuities and 

dynamic agency forces. 

The main research question of this thesis was the following: why do some CEE countries 

adopt more inclusive access to nationality rules for non-ethnic immigrants than others? 

The inclusiveness of access to nationality rules was measured by 2014 MIPEX Access 

to Nationality scores, and the study covered the period from 1990 until 2014. Using 

Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA), the following hypotheses were tested: 

H1: Countries with longer total incumbency of left-wing governments have more inclusive 

access to citizenship rules; 

H2: Countries with a larger average vote share for far-right parties have more restrictive 

access to citizenship rules; 

H3: Countries with larger expatriate and kin populations living in foreign countries have 

more restrictive access to citizenship rules; 

H4: Countries with more important national minority issues have more restrictive access 

to citizenship rules. 

The findings of the QCA indicate that inclusive access to nationality rules are conditional 

on certain party system characteristics and on the degree to which the accommodation 

of national minorities is achieved. More specifically, those CEE countries where far-right 

parties failed to register important electoral successes and where national minority 

issues were relatively insignificant (compared to other countries in the region) had more 

inclusive access to nationality rules for immigrants in 2014. In the period from 1990 to 

2014, only three CEE countries were characterised by the combination of these two 

causal factors – the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovenia. In 2014, these three countries 

had the highest MIPEX Access to Nationality scores in the CEE region. However, a long 

duration of left-wing government rule was not found to be related to inclusive access to 

citizenship rules, leading to the rejection of H1. In the CEE region, inclusive access to 

nationality rules do not seem to be determined by the ideological positions of the parties 
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in government. Nevertheless, a short period of left-wing government rule was one of the 

reasons for the restrictive access to nationality rules in Estonia, Latvia and Slovakia. 

In all three CEE countries that had the most inclusive access to nationality rules in 2014 

(but particularly in the Czech Republic and Poland), the discourse of civic nationhood 

was more visible than in the remaining seven countries included in this study. While the 

vitality of the civic spirit can partly be explained by country-specific historical traditions 

(e.g. the tradition of liberal intellectual thought in the Czech Republic or the civic ideals 

in the 1791 constitution of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth), it is also related to the 

ethnic demography of these countries in the post-communist period. Due to the ethnically 

homogeneous landscapes of the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovenia, the civic vision 

of the state in these countries did not clash with the dominant ethnocultural conception 

of the nation to the same degree as it did in countries with important national minority 

issues. The civic discourse in the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovenia had fewer 

practical implications than in some other countries in the region where it would have 

necessitated the radical revision of policies regarding large national minorities (e.g. 

Latvia, Estonia). Moreover, in the absence of important national minority issues, the civic 

discourse could not be portrayed as a threat to the dominant position of the titular Czech, 

Polish and Slovenian nations. The civic component of national self-understanding – while 

not as strong as the dominant and historically rooted ethnic conceptions of nation – was 

reflected in the partial liberalisation of access to nationality rules in these three countries. 

This finding echoes Brubaker’s observation that the civic model of the state – ‘where 

ethnicity and nationality are not supposed to have any public significance – may have 

the best chances of working in the states that most closely approximate ethnically 

homogeneous nation-states, notably in the Czech Republic and Slovenia’ (Brubaker, 

1996, p. 105). 

The findings of this thesis indicate that far-right parties have an important effect on the 

party systems in the CEE countries. In the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovenia, the 

weak electoral performances of the far-right parties prevented the rightward shift of the 

mainstream parties96. Moreover, the absence of viable far-right political actors 

contributed to the fact that – particularly in the Czech Republic and Slovenia – the 

liberalism–nationalism dimension of political competition was not as important as the 

                                                
96 Poland is an exception as the agenda of the far-right League of Polish Families was 
successfully adopted by the right-wing Law and Justice party (PiS) before the 2007 parliamentary 
election. However, the potential implications of this move for the country’s citizenship policy were 
neutralised by the PiS’s losses to their main rivals Civic Platform (PO) in the 2007 and 2011 
parliamentary elections. 
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traditional distinction between the economically defined right and left. Both of these 

characteristics of political competition provided a favourable ground for the liberalisation 

of access to nationality rules. Moreover, the study has shown that the nativist positions 

of the far-right parties in these three countries turned them into the natural opponents of 

inclusive access to nationality rules for non-ethnics. Therefore, had far-right parties been 

more successful in the course of the post-communist period, they would have acted as 

political barriers for the liberalisation of citizenship legislation. 

The country case studies have also revealed some country-specific factors that were not 

included in the QCA but contributed to the liberalisation of access to nationality rules in 

the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovenia. In all three countries – but particularly in the 

Czech Republic and Slovenia – post-communist immigration flows provided an important 

stimulus for the liberal revision of citizenship policies. In Poland, the principled liberal 

position of the main ruling party, Civic Platform, was the key condition that enabled the 

adoption of the 2009 Law on Polish Citizenship – the Law that made Poland the most 

inclusive citizenship regime in the CEE region. Finally, the introduction of inclusive 

elements in Slovenia’s citizenship policy was partly driven by a willingness to live up to 

the ‘Western’ standards of civic openness. 

Nevertheless, most CEE countries analysed in this study had restrictive access to 

nationality rules in 2014. The QCA identified three different causal paths leading to 

restrictive access to citizenship regimes. The first path is characterised by the 

combination of electorally strong far-right parties and large expatriate and kin 

populations. Observed in Hungary and Romania, this causal combination reveals the 

centrality of citizenship policies in the agenda of kin-states. The second path towards 

restrictive citizenship comprises a short period of left-wing government rule, electorally 

strong far-right parties and the high importance of national minority issues. This causal 

combination was present in Estonia, Latvia and Slovakia – countries that faced important 

challenges in the integration of national minorities and had right-leaning party systems. 

Finally, the third causal path leading to a restrictive access to citizenship was identified 

in Bulgaria where a short period of left-wing government rule was combined with a large 

kin population and the high importance of national minority issues. H2, H3 and H4 were 

confirmed, but only on the condition that other relevant factors are in place. The only 

CEE country that was not covered by any of the QCA causal paths was Lithuania – the 

country where, seemingly, conditions were favourable for the liberalisation of access to 

nationality rules. The focus on emigration together with the constitutional ban on multiple 
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nationality were the key reasons explaining why Lithuania’s citizenship regime was still 

restrictive in 2014. 

Citizenship policies in the countries characterised by the first causal path were 

permeated with a kin-state agenda. Although the rationale and the official justification of 

these policies was different in each country, both Hungary and Romania offered 

facilitated naturalisation procedures and non-resident citizenship for co-ethnics living in 

neighbouring countries. Through these measures, citizenship status was unambiguously 

tied up with descent, language and culture. In other words, Hungary’s and Romania’s 

citizenship policies – primarily driven by the kin-state agenda – reflected and reinforced 

the ethnic model of nationhood. Within this model, there was no space for the 

liberalisation of access to nationality rules for non-ethnics – a move that would rest on a 

conflicting (civic) logic that decouples ethnicity from citizenship. As argued by Christian 

Joppke, for liberal citizenship rules to be possible, the borders of the state must coincide 

with the boundaries of the nation (Joppke, 2003, p. 437). Unless this is the case, the kin-

state’s obligations towards co-ethnics living in neighbouring countries will trump the 

‘liberal-democratic imperative’ of easing access to nationality for non-ethnics. The 

findings of this thesis provide support for this argument, showing how – in the cases of 

Hungary and Romania – the presence of large kin minority populations has led to the 

dominance of ethnically-defined citizenship as ‘the bridge to national unity’ (Ibid., p. 9). 

The electoral success of far-right parties has also contributed to restrictive citizenship 

policy outcomes in Hungary and Romania. In Hungary, the far-right party Jobbik was a 

key proponent of active kin-state policies towards ethnic Hungarians living in 

neighbouring countries. Apart from its direct political leeway, Jobbik also managed to 

affect the policy stances of Fidesz, the conservative party that removed the residence 

requirement for naturalising ethnic Hungarians in 2010. In this way, Jobbik played a role 

in upholding and strengthening the ethnic orientation in Hungary’s citizenship policy. In 

Romania, the rationale for the facilitated naturalisation of co-ethnics was phrased in legal 

rather than symbolic-ideological language, attracting support for this policy across the 

Romanian political spectrum. However, strong far-right parties, and the Greater Romania 

party in particular, played an important role in the adoption of stricter naturalisation 

requirements for immigrants.  

In Estonia, Latvia and Slovakia, the presence of sizable national minorities – perceived 

by important sections of titular nations as potentially disloyal to their home states – was 

one of the main reasons why these countries pursued restrictive access to citizenship 

policies. In all three countries, restrictive citizenship policies reflected the dominance of 
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ethnic understandings of nationhood. In Estonia and Latvia, large numbers of Russian-

speakers who had immigrated during the Soviet occupation were seen as a threat to the 

sovereignty and the ‘cultural survival’ of titular nations. In both of these countries, Soviet-

era settlers were denied automatic citizenship and made subject to a difficult 

naturalisation procedure in the early post-communist period. Concerns about the high 

number of Soviet-era settlers potentially becoming citizens in a short period of time 

placed limits on the extent to which Latvia’s and Estonia’s access to nationality rules 

could be liberalised. In Slovakia, the presence of an ethnic ‘Other’ in the shape of the 

Hungarian minority contributed to the early consolidation of an ethnic definition of 

sovereignty, as illustrated by the preamble of the country’s constitution. Promising a 

special status for the state-forming nation of ethnic Slovaks, the ethnic model of the state 

found its expression in restrictive access to nationality rules for non-ethnics. 

While important national minority issues were a key structural factor behind the restrictive 

nature of Estonia’s, Latvia’s and Slovakia’s citizenship regimes, agency also played its 

role. In all three countries, far-right parties acted as important shapers of citizenship 

policies. However, the ways in which far-right parties exerted their influence on 

citizenship legislation were different across countries. In Estonia and Latvia, the radical 

wings of the countries’ independence movements were instrumental in portraying 

Russian-speakers as a cultural and political threat and setting the countries’ citizenship 

policies on restrictive paths. In Slovakia, the far-right Slovak National party had a direct 

effect on the country’s access to nationality rules by supporting the introduction of stricter 

naturalisation procedures. Finally, the fact that all three countries had right-leaning party 

systems did not provide a favourable ground for the liberalisation of access to nationality 

rules. Longer periods of left-wing government rule might have triggered at least a partial 

revision of the countries’ citizenship policies and led to a more inclusive access to 

citizenship for non-ethnics. 

The third causal path to restrictive access to nationality rules identified by the QCA 

contains elements of the first two. Like Hungary and Romania, Bulgaria ‘ethnicised’ its 

citizenship policy by introducing a facilitated naturalisation procedure for persons of 

Bulgarian origin. Here too, Bulgaria’s orientation towards co-ethnics living in 

neighbouring countries provided a clear indication that a historically-rooted ethnic 

conception of nationhood was reaffirmed in the post-communist period. The dominance 

of Bulgaria’s ethnic definition of nation was further reinforced by the recurring tensions 

between the Bulgarian majority and the sizable Turkish minority. Issues around the 

Turkish minority accentuated the dichotomy between ethnics (‘us’) and non-ethnics 
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(‘them’). This was particularly evident in the debates on dual citizenship and external 

voting rights. While the dual citizenship status and the external voting rights of Bulgarian 

Turks were frequently contested, the same questions were not seen as problematic in 

relation to persons of Bulgarian origin. In the country where ethnic nationhood was 

reinforced by structural factors, the liberalisation of access to nationality rules for non-

ethnics was not seen as a priority. 

Based on the analysis presented in this thesis, what does studying citizenship policies in 

the CEE region bring to the broader field of citizenship studies? First of all, it adds to the 

picture the factors that hardly featured in previous cross-national citizenship studies – 

the size of kin minority population and the importance of national minority issues. Due to 

differences in historical development and prevailing forms of nationhood, these two 

factors play very different roles in Western countries and in the CEE region. While they 

can hardly help to explain citizenship policies in the West, the size of kin minority 

population and the importance of national minority issues form an important part in the 

account of access to nationality rules in the CEE. However, the political factors included 

in this study (the electoral strength of far-right parties and the left–right government 

incumbency) were shown to affect CEE countries’ citizenship policies in the same way 

as was previously observed in the West. In particular, despite the obvious differences in 

agenda of far-right parties in Western and Eastern Europe, these parties are associated 

with restrictive citizenship policies on both parts of the continent. Therefore, analysing 

citizenship policies in the CEE region provides a double opportunity for testing existing 

theories and offering new region-specific explanations. 

Apart from having identified the specific causal paths leading to inclusive or restrictive 

access to citizenship rules in the CEE region, this thesis also explored the relationship 

between structural and agency factors. One of its key findings is that citizenship policy 

outcomes in the CEE region are usually affected by the combination of structural and 

agency forces. Moreover, structure and agency interact and – in some cases – reinforce 

each other. For example, kin minorities were an important element in the agendas of 

Hungarian and Romanian far-right parties and helped them to achieve electoral success. 

Similarly, important national minority issues in Estonia might not have mattered for its 

citizenship policy if there had been no political force representing Russian-speakers as 

a cultural and political threat and successfully transforming this issue into concrete policy 

decisions. On the other hand, it can be argued that radical nationalists would not have 

been able to become so powerful in the early years of the post-communist period if a 

sizable Russian-speaking minority had not been present. Therefore, the analysis 
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presented in this thesis shows that access to nationality rules in CEE countries are 

shaped by mutually reinforcing structural and agency factors. 

The findings of this thesis therefore point to the importance of analysing combinatorial 

causality, and QCA is a methodological approach that can be effectively used for this 

purpose. The literature review provided in Chapter 2 shows that previous cross-national 

citizenship studies have not used QCA, preferring purely qualitative or quantitative 

approaches instead. To the best of the author's knowledge, this thesis presents the first 

attempt to employ QCA for analysing the differences in citizenship policies between 

countries. I do not mean to suggest that QCA should necessarily be seen as the 

methodological avenue for future citizenship research – it has its weaknesses, and is 

less robust than conventional statistical techniques. However, QCA’s main advantage is 

that it prepares the ground for the kind of nuanced analysis that is essential when such 

a difficult and multi-dimensional phenomenon as citizenship is explored. In QCA, the 

question is not how strong the association is between two or more variables: instead, it 

asks if and when each causal condition matters. For example, what other conditions 

have to be in place for national minority issues to affect citizenship policies? QCA rarely 

provides simple explanations but straightforward accounts of complicated topics rarely 

hit the target. Instead of looking for simple explanations, the focus should be on country-

specific constellations of factors, as it is at the heart of these constellations that 

citizenship policies are shaped. 
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Appendix A. Data on the size of expatriate and kin minority 
populations 

                                                
97 Eurostat data on countries’ total population is available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/population-demography-migration-projections/data/database  

Country Cumulative 
size of 
expatriate and 
kin minority 
populations 

Year Source Total 
population 
according 
to Eurostat 
data (year)97 

Co-ethnics 
living 
abroad as a 
percentage 
of the total 
population 

Estonia 200,000 Not specified University of Tartu website, 
‘Estonians in the World’. 
Available at: 
https://www.ut.ee/en/estonians-
world  

1.315,635 
(2017) 

15 

Czech 
Republic 

1.760,000 2003/2004 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 
Czech Republic, ‘Czechs 
Abroad’. Available at: 
https://www.mzv.cz/file/73462/st
atistikaANGL2007.pdf  

10.195,347 
(2004) 

17 

Latvia 370,000 2012 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 
Republic of Latvia, ‘Diaspora in 
Latvia’. Available at: 
https://www.mfa.gov.lv/en/policy/
2014-12-22-11-41-00/diaspora-
policy-in-latvia  

2.044,813 
(2012) 

18 

Lithuania 619,000 2005-2014 
census data 

Statistics Lithuania (2014) 
‘Lithuanians in the world’. 
Available at: 
https://osp.stat.gov.lt/documents
/10180/1704467/15_Lietuviai_pa
saulyje.pdf  

3.052,588 
(2011) 

20 

Slovenia 500,000 2001 Žigon, 2004; the address of the 
representative of the Office of 
Slovenians Abroad. Available at: 
http://www2.arnes.si/~krsrd1/con
ference/Speeches/Zigon_Who_i
s_Who.htm  

1.990,094 
(2001) 

25 

Finland 1.600,000 Not specified Ministry of the Interior of 
Finland, ‘Expatriate Finns’. 
Available at: 
https://intermin.fi/en/areas-of-
expertise/migration/nationality/e
xpatriate-finns  

5.503,297 
(2017) 

29 

Slovakia 2.016,000 2001 Slovak Culture Profile website, 
‘Population’. Available at: 
https://profil.kultury.sk/en/popula
tion/  

5.378,783 
(2001) 

37 

Bulgaria 3.000,000 2007 Bulgarian Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs (2007) ‘The Bulgarians 
Abroad and the State Policy 
towards Them’. Available at: 
http://www.math.univ-
toulouse.fr/~gavrilov/bg/bulgaria
ns_abroad_doklad%202008.pdf  

7.572,673 
(2007) 

40 

Romania 9.500,000 2017 Ministry for Romanians Abroad, 
2017, ‘National Strategy for 
Romanians Abroad for the 
period 2017-2020’. Available at: 
http://www.mprp.gov.ro/web/stra

19.644,350 
(2017) 

48 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/population-demography-migration-projections/data/database
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tegia-privind-relatia-cu-romanii-
de-pretutindeni-2/  

Portugal 5.200,000 2016 Website of Government of 
Portugal. Available at: 
https://www.portugal.gov.pt/medi
a/19665756/20160426-mne-
cons-comunidades-port.pdf  

10.341,330 50 

Poland 20.000,000 Not specified Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the 
Republic of Poland website, 
‘Polish diaspora’. Available at: 
https://www.msz.gov.pl/en/foreig
n_policy/polish_diaspora/  

37.972,964 
(2017) 

53 

Hungary 5.900,000 1996 Nemzetismeret website,  
‘The composition of the 
Hungarian diaspora’. Available 
at: 
http://nemzetismeret.hu/?id=7.1
1&sh=&lang=hu  

10.321,229 
(1996) 

57 

Greece 7.000,000 Not specified Hellenic Parliament, ‘Hellenic 
diaspora’. Available at: 
https://www.hellenicparliament.g
r/Diethneis-
Drastiriotites/Diethnes-
Perivallon/Ellinismos-tis-
Diasporas/  

10.768,193 
(2017) 

65 

Croatia 4.000,000 Not specified Website of Central State Office 
for Croats Abroad. Available at: 
http://www.hrvatiizvanrh.hr/en/h
miu/welcome-to-the-web-site-of-
state-office-for-croats-abroad/43  

4,154,213 
(2017) 

96 
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Appendix B. Data on the importance of national minority issues 

                                                
98 All ESS data was accessed through the following website: 
https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/data/. 
99 The importance of national minority issues was estimated using the following formula:  
 
(% of national minority respondents who feel discriminated × percentage of non-majority 
population) ÷ Average percentage of non-majority population in the enlarged sample of 22 EU 
countries (17.6) 
 

Country The number 
of national 
minority 
respondents, 
pooled 
across six 
ESS rounds – 
2002, 2004, 
2006, 2008, 
2010 and 
201298 

Percentage of 
national 
minority 
respondents 
who feel 
discriminated 
on the 
grounds of 
colour/race, 
nationality, 
religion, 
language, 
ethnicity 

Average 
percentage 
of the 
population 
that does 
not belong 
to the titular 
majority 
(years) 

Data source Measure of 
the 
importance 
of national 
minority 
issues99 

Poland 171 2.7 2.1 (1988, 
2002, 2011) 

1988 Census – 
http://www.populstat.info/Eur
ope/polandg.htm; 
2002 Census – Vermeersch 
in Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 167; 
2011 Census – 
https://stat.gov.pl/cps/rde/xbc
r/gus/LUD_ludnosc_stan_str
_dem_spo_NSP2011.pdf  

0.3 

Slovenia 168 8 14.3 (1991, 
2002) 

1991, 2002 Census – 
https://www.stat.si/popis2002
/en/rezultati/rezultati_red.asp
?ter=SLO&st=7  

6.5 

Croatia 170 13.7 9.6 (2011) 2011 Census – 
https://www.dzs.hr/Eng/cens
uses/census2011/results/htm
/E01_01_12/E01_01_12.html  

7.5 

Romania 528 13.1 12.5 (1992, 
2002, 2011) 

1992 Census – 
http://www.kia.hu/konyvtar/er
dely/supplem.htm  
2002 Census – Ram in 
Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 181; 
2011 Census – 
http://www.insse.ro/cms/files/
RPL2002INS/vol4/tabele/t1.p
df  

9.3 

Austria 222 21.4 10.1 (not 
specified) 

https://www.worldatlas.com/a
rticles/what-ethnicity-are-
most-austrians.html  

12.3 

Hungary 477 50 4.95 (1990, 
2001) 

1990, 2001 Census – 
http://www.nepszamlalas200
1.hu/eng/volumes/24/tables/l
oad1_4_1.html  

14.1 

Finland 105 23.3 10.7 (2014) 2014 statistical report 
prepared by Statistics 
Finland: 
http://www.nepszamlalas200

14.2 

https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/data/
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1.hu/eng/volumes/24/tables/l
oad1_4_1.html  

Denmark 117 29.8 9 (2010) Thomsen, J. P., 
Moldenwaher, B. and 
Kallehave, T. (2010) ‘Ethnic 
Differences in Education in 
Denmark: Survey Report’, p. 
5. Available at: 
https://www.google.lt/url?sa=
t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=
web&cd=6&cad=rja&uact=8
&ved=0ahUKEwjlppbqhbPcA
hWSX8AKHfX-
AVwQFghWMAU&url=https
%3A%2F%2Fec.europa.eu%
2Fmigrant-
integration%2Findex.cfm%3
Faction%3Dmedia.download
%26uuid%3D29EB1415-
BE22-3ABB-
578DDD71283F13E4&usg=
AOvVaw3BelB89Y0SUS4VV
U8P6trk  

15.2 

Greece 202 22.4 12 (2011) 2011 Census – 
https://minorityrights.org/cou
ntry/greece/  

15.3 

Ireland 164 16.4 18 (2016) Central Statistics Office of 
Ireland, ‘Ethnicity and Irish 
Travellers’. Available at: 
https://www.cso.ie/en/media/
csoie/releasespublications/d
ocuments/population/2017/C
hapter_6_Ethnicity_and_irish
_travellers.pdf  

16.8 

Czech 
Republic 

226 38.1 9.6 (2001) 2001 Census – Sobotka in 
Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 91 

20.8 

Lithuania 175 21.5 17.6 (1989, 
2001, 2011) 

1989, 2001, 2011 Census – 
https://osp.stat.gov.lt/docum
ents/10180/217110/Gyv_kal
ba_tikyba.pdf/1d9dac9a-
3d45-4798-93f5-
941fed00503f  

21.5 

Bulgaria 1,442 27.8 15.2 (1992, 
2001, 2011) 

1992 Census – 
https://search.coe.int/cm/Pag
es/result_details.aspx?Objec
tID=09000016804f29a9  
2001 Census – Rechel in 
Rechel (ed.), 2009, p. 78; 
2011 Census – 
http://censusresults.nsi.bg/C
ensus/Welcome.aspx  

24 

Slovakia 511 26.6 15.93 (1991, 
2001, 2011) 

1991, 2001 Census – 
http://sodb.infostat.sk/sodb/e
ng/1848-2001/tab.III.2-
2B_en.htm;  
2011 Census – 
https://slovak.statistics.sk/wp
s/wcm/connect/bd447dc5-
c417-48d6-89e1-
0a2d60053cf6/Table_10_Po
pulation_by_nationality_2011
_2001_1991.pdf?MOD=AJP
ERES&CVID=kojGfKx&CVID
=kojGfKx&CVID=kojGfKx  

24.1 

http://sodb.infostat.sk/sodb/eng/1848-2001/tab.III.2-2B_en.htm
http://sodb.infostat.sk/sodb/eng/1848-2001/tab.III.2-2B_en.htm
http://sodb.infostat.sk/sodb/eng/1848-2001/tab.III.2-2B_en.htm
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  Germany 406 24.5 18 (not 
specified) 

https://www.spiegel.de/intern
ational/germany/no-obama-
for-deutschland-ethnic-
minorities-still-overlooked-in-
german-politics-a-
646733.html  

25.1 

Sweden 188 28.6 17 (2016) https://www.nordregio.org/m
aps/foreign-born-inhabitants-
as-a-share-of-total-
population-in-2016/  

27.6 

Belgium 228 28.2 20 (not 
specified) 

Wauters, B. and Eelbode, F., 
‘Political participation of 
ethnic minorities in Belgium: 
From enfranchisement to 
ethnic vote’. Available at: 
https://core.ac.uk/download/
pdf/55744354.pdf  

32 

The 
Netherlands 

376 40 19 (1999) https://www.amsterdam.info/
netherlands/population/  

43.2 

Spain 227 27.7 28 (not 
specified) 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/langua
ges/european_languages/co
untries/spain.shtml  

44.1 

Luxembourg 100 17.2 47.9 (2018) http://luxembourg.public.lu/e
n/le-grand-duche-se-
presente/luxembourg-tour-
horizon/population-et-
multiculturalite/  

46.8 

Estonia 1,404 33.5 33.6 (1989, 
2000, 2011) 

1989 Census – 
https://www.stat.ee/26332  
2000 Census – 
http://pub.stat.ee/px-
web.2001/I_Databas/Populat
ion_Census/databasetree.as
p 
2011 Census – 
http://pub.stat.ee/px-
web.2001/I_Databas/Populat
ion_census/PHC2011/01De
mographic_and_ethno_cultur
al_characteristics/04Ethnic_
nationality_Languages_Diale
cts/04Ethnic_nationality_Lan
guages_Dialects.asp  

64 

Latvia 270 41.1 42.73 (1989, 
2001, 2011) 

1989 Census – 
https://web.archive.org/web/
20070927003144/http://dem
oscope.ru/weekly/ssp/sng_n
ac_89.php?reg=10  
2001 Census – 
https://web.archive.org/web/
20110510003403/http://www
.mfa.gov.lv/lv/latvia/integracij
a/integracijas-politikacopy/  
2011 Census – 
http://data1.csb.gov.lv/pxweb
/en/iedz/iedz__tautassk__tau
t__tsk2011/?tablelist=true&rx
id=0cebbc5d-dfba-43d1-
903e-e18eb1de0eaf  

99.8 
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Appendix C. Data on the electoral performance of far-right 

parties 

                                                
100 For the identification of far-right parties, this thesis draws on Lenka’s Bustikova’s list of radical 
right actors in Eastern Europe (Bustikova in Minkenberg (ed.), 2015, p. 61). 
101 While Bustikova’s list of radical right parties also included Pro Patria and Res Publica Union 
(Isamaa), the latter party is more often seen as a conservative party (e.g. Tigasson, 2009, p. 57). 
For this reason, the vote shares of this party are not reflected in the calculation of average far-
right vote share in Estonia. 

Country Parliamentary election Share of votes for far-right 
parties100 

Average vote share for far-
right parties 

Bulgaria 

1990 - 

3.4% 

1991 Bulgarian National Radical 
Party (1.1%) 

1994 Bulgarian National Radical 
Party (0.5%) 

1997 Bulgarian National Radical 
Party (0.2%) 

2001 Bulgarian National Radical 
Party (0.1%) 

2005 Ataka (8.9%) 

2009 Ataka (9.3%) 

2013 Ataka (7.3%) 

Czech 
Republic 

1990 - 

2.5% 

1992 Association for the Republic-
Republican Party of 
Czechoslovakia (6%) 

1996 Association for the Republic-
Republican Party of 
Czechoslovakia (8%) 

1998 Association for the Republic-
Republican Party of 
Czechoslovakia (3.9%) 

2002 - 

2006 - 

2010 Workers’ Party-Social 
Justice (1.1%) 

2013 Workers’ Party-Social 
Justice (0.9%) 

Estonia101 

1992 Estonian National 
Independence Party (9.8%); 
Estonian Citizens (7%) 

5.3% 

1995 Pro Patria and Estonian 
National 
Independence Party (7.9%); 
Estonian Citizens (3.6%); 
The Future Estonia Party 
(2.6%) 

1999 - 

2003 Estonian Independence 
Party (0.5%) 

2007 Estonian Independence 
Party (0.2%) 

2011 Estonian Independence 
Party (0.4%) 

Hungary 

1990 - 

5.1% 1994 Party of Hungarian Justice 
and Life (1.6%) 
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102 While All for Latvia! is not included in Bustikova’s list of radical right parties, this thesis 
considers it as such (see e.g. Auers and Kasekamp in Minkenberg (ed.), 2015, p. 141). 
103 In addition to the radical right parties included in Bustikova’s list, a tiny Republican Party which 
merged with Lithuanian Nationalists Union in 2017 is also labelled a far-right party in this thesis.  

1998 Party of Hungarian Justice 
and Life (5.5%) 

2002 Party of Hungarian Justice 
and Life (4.4%) 

2006 Party of Hungarian Justice 
and Life (2.2%) 

2010 Jobbik (16.7%) 

Latvia102 

1993 Latvian National 
Independence Movement 
(13.4%); For Fatherland and 
Freedom (5.4%) 

11.5% 

1995 For Fatherland and Freedom 
(11.9%) 

1998 For Fatherland and 
Freedom/Latvian 
National Independence 
Movement (14.7%) 

2002 For Fatherland and 
Freedom/Latvian 
National Independence 
Movement (5.4%) 

2006 For Fatherland and 
Freedom/Latvian 
National Independence 
Movement (6.9%); All for 
Latvia! (1.5%) 

2010 National Alliance of All for 
Latvia! and 
TB/LNNK (7.7%) 

2011 National Alliance of All for 
Latvia! And TB/LNNK 
(13.9%) 

Lithuania103 

1992 ‘Young Lithuania’ Coalition 
(3.3%) 

2.2% 

1996 Lithuanian National Party 
‘Young Lithuania' (3.8%) 

2000 Lithuanian National Party 
‘Young Lithuania' (1.1%); 
Lithuanian Nationalists Union 
(0.9%) 

2004 Republican Party (0.4%); 
Lithuanian Nationalists Union 
(0.2%) 

2008 Young Lithuanians (1.8%) 

2012 For Lithuania in Lithuania 
(1%); Young Lithuania 
(0.7%); Republican Party 
(0.3%) 

Poland 

1991 Party X (0.5%); Polish 
National Party (0.7%) 

3.9% 

1993 Party X (2.7%); Polish 
National Party (0.2%) 

1997 Movement for the Rebuilding 
of Poland (5.6%) 

2001 League of Polish Families 
(7.9%) 

2005 League of Polish Families 
(8%); Polish National party 
(0.3%) 
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2007 League of Polish Families 
(1.3%) 

2011 - 

Romania 

1990 - 

11.2% 

1992 Party of Romanian National 
Unity (7.9%); Greater 
Romania Party (3.8%) 

1996 Greater Romania Party 
(4.5%); Party of Romanian 
National Unity (4.4%) 

2000 Greater Romania Party 
(19.5%) 

2004 Greater Romania Party 
(14.5%); New Generation 
Party (2.2%) 

2008 Greater Romania Party 
(3.6%); New Generation 
Party-Christian Democratic 
(2.5%) 

2012 People's Party-Dan 
Diaconescu (14%), Great 
Romania party (1.2%) 

Slovakia 

1990 Slovak National Party 
(13.9%) 

8.1% 

1992 Slovak National Party (7.9%) 

1994 Slovak National Party (5.4%) 

1998 Slovak National Party (9.1%) 

2002 Slovak National Party (7%) 

2006 Slovak National Party 
(11.7%) 

2010 Slovak National Party (5.1%) 

2012 Slovak National Party (4.6%) 

Slovenia 

1992 Slovenian National Party 
(10%) 

5% 

1996 Slovenian National Party 
(3.2%) 

2000 Slovenian National Party 
(4.4%) 

2004 Slovenian National Party 
(6.2%) 

2008 Slovenian National Party 
(5.4%) 

2011 Slovenian National Party 
(0.8%) 
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Appendix D. Data on the ideological positions of governments 

                                                
104 For each post-communist calendar year, the government that stayed in power for more than 
six months was identified. 
105 Data on the composition of governments was taken from Berglund et al. (eds.) (2013) and 
Political Data Yearbook (available at http://www.politicaldatayearbook.com/). 
106 RILE scores as well as all the other CMP data can be found here: https://visuals.manifesto-
project.wzb.eu/mpdb-shiny/cmp_dashboard_dataset/. Independent ministers were always 
treated as having a neutral RILE score (0). 
107 If more than 50 per cent of government ministers were appointed by one political party, that 
party’s RILE score was used to determine the ideological position of the government. If there was 
no single party with the majority of government ministers, the RILE scores of each government 
party were weighted by the share of delegated government ministers and added up. For example, 
the RILE score of Bulgaria’s 1991 government was calculated using the following formula: 18.299 
× 0.444 + 22.036 × 0.167 + 12.258 × 0.111 = 13.2. 

Country Year104 Government composition (share 
of ministers in the cabinet)105 

RILE scores of the 
ruling parties106 

RILE score of 
the 
government 
(L– left; R – 
right)107 

Bulgaria 1990 Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) 
(100%) 

BSP: 18.299 18.3 (R) 

Bulgaria 1991 Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) 
(44.4%), Union of Democratic 
Forces (SDS) (16.7%), Bulgarian 
Agrarian People's Union (BZNS) 
(11.1%), IND (27.8) 

BSP: 18.299;  
SDS: 22.036; BZNS: 
12.258  

13.2 (R) 

Bulgaria 1992 Union of Democratic Forces (SDS) 
(100%) 

SDS: 14.634 14.6 (R) 

Bulgaria 1993 IND - 0 

Bulgaria 1994 IND - 0 

Bulgaria 1995 Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) 
(88.2%); Ecoglasnost (5.9%); 
Bulgarian Agrarian People’s Union 
‘Alexander Stambolijski’ (BZNS) 
(5.9%) 

BSP: -2.632; 
Ecoglasnost: 35.669;  
BZNS: 8.784 

-2.6 (L) 

Bulgaria 1996 

Bulgaria 1997 Union of Democratic Forces (SDS) 
(64.7%); Democratic Party (DP) 
(29.4%); Bulgarian Agrarian 
People’s Union-People’s Union 
(BZNS-NS) (5.9%) 

SDS: 21.795;  
DP: n/a; 
BZNS-NS: n/a 

21.8 (R) 

Bulgaria 1998 

Bulgaria 1999 

Bulgaria 2000 

Bulgaria 2001 

Bulgaria 2002 National Movement 
Simeon the Second (NDSV) 
(76.4%); Movement for Rights 
and Freedoms (DPS) (11.8%); IND 
(11.8%) 

NDSV: -10.775; 
DPS: 7.955 

-10.8 (L) 

Bulgaria 2003 

Bulgaria 2004 

Bulgaria 2005 

Bulgaria 2006 Bulgarian Socialist Party (BSP) 
(50%): National Movement 
Simeon the Second (NDSV) 
(31.3%): Movement for Rights 
and Freedoms (DPS) (18.7%) 

BSP: -22.814; 
NDSV: -8.56;  
DPS: -1.716 

-14.4 (L) 

Bulgaria 2007 

Bulgaria 2008 

Bulgaria 2009 

Bulgaria 2010 Citizens for European 
Development of 
Bulgaria (GERB) (100%) 

GERB: 0.43 0.43 (R) 

Bulgaria 2011 

Bulgaria 2012 

Bulgaria 2013 IND (62.5%); Bulgarian Socialist 
Party (BSP) (25%); Movement for 
Rights and Freedoms (DPS) 
(12.5%) 

IND: 0; 
BSP: -38.107; 
DPS: -23.899 

0 

Bulgaria 2014 

Czech 
Republic 

1990 Civic Forum (OF) (48%); Christian 
Democratic 

OF:14.371;  10.9 (R) 

http://www.politicaldatayearbook.com/
https://visuals.manifesto-project.wzb.eu/mpdb-shiny/cmp_dashboard_dataset/
https://visuals.manifesto-project.wzb.eu/mpdb-shiny/cmp_dashboard_dataset/
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108 Here and below, the underlined number means that the author went against the RILE score 
when determining the ideological position of a government. On all occasions when this happened, 
qualitative knowledge of the analysed parties/countries was used instead. In this case, if the RILE 
scores were followed, the government of ČSSD would have been coded as right-wing. 
Nevertheless, it was coded left-wing due to the accepted view that ČSSD represents the centre-
left of the Czech political spectrum (e.g. Bakke and Sitter, 2005, p. 246). 

Czech 
Republic 

1991 Union/Czechoslovak Peoples’ party 
(KDU-ČSL) (9.0%); IND - 38%; Self-
governing Democracy 
Movement-Association for Moravia 
and Silesia (HSD-SMS) (5%) 

KDU-ČSL: 37.179; 
HSD-SMS: 12.5 

Czech 
Republic 

1992 Civic Democratic Party (ODS) 
(58%), Christian Democratic 
Union/Czechoslovak Peoples’ party 
(KDU-ČSL) (21%), Civic Democratic 
Alliance (ODA) (10.5%), Christian 
Democratic Party (KDS) (10.5%) 

ODS: 39.777; 
ODA: 12.02; 
KDU-ČSL: 0; 
KDS: 4.329 

39.8 (R) 

Czech 
Republic 

1993 

Czech 
Republic 

1994 

Czech 
Republic 

1995 

Czech 
Republic 

1996 

Czech 
Republic 

1997 Civic Democratic Party 
(ODS)(50%); Civic Democratic 
Alliance (ODA) (27.8%); Christian 
Democratic 
Union/Czechoslovak Peoples’ party 
(KDU-ČSL) (22.2%) 

ODS: 17.498; 
ODA: 23.273; 
KDU-ČSL: 5.556 

16.5 (R) 

Czech 
Republic 

1998 Freedom Union/Freedom Union 
Democratic Union (US) (23.6%); 
Christian Democratic 
Union/Czechoslovak Peoples’ party 
(KDU-ČSL) (17.6%); Civic 
Democratic Alliance (ODA) (17.6%); 
IND - 41.2% 

ODS: 17.498; 
ODA: 23.273; 
KDU-ČSL: 5.556 

9.2 (R) 

Czech 
Republic 

1999 Czech Social Democratic Party 
(ČSSD) (94.7%); IND - 5.3% 

ČSSD: 0.263 0.3 (L)108 

Czech 
Republic 

2000 

Czech 
Republic 

2001 

Czech 
Republic 

2002 

Czech 
Republic 

2003 Czech Social Democratic Party 
(ČSSD) (64.7%); Christian 
Democratic Union/Czechoslovak 
Peoples’ party (KDU-ČSL) (17.7%); 
Freedom Union/Freedom Union 
Democratic Union (US-DEU) 
(17.7%) 

ČSSD: -10.117 
KDU-ČSL: 8.287; 
US-DEU: 8.287 

-10.1 (L) 

Czech 
Republic 

2004 

Czech 
Republic 

2005 

Czech 
Republic 

2006 

Czech 
Republic 

2007 Civic Democratic Party (ODS) 
(50%); Christian Democratic 
Union/Czechoslovak Peoples’ party 
(KDU-ČSL) (27.8%); Green Party 
(SZ) (22.2%) 

ODS: 20.791; 
KDU-ČSL: -1.134; 
SZ: -4.738 

9 

Czech 
Republic 

2008 

Czech 
Republic 

2009 Czech Social Democratic Party 
(ČSSD) (47.1%); Civic Democratic 
Party (ODS) (35.3%); Green Party 
(SZ) (11.7%); IND - 5.9% 

ČSSD: -12.58;  
ODS: 20.791;  
SZ: -4.738  

0.9 (L) 

Czech 
Republic 

2010 

Czech 
Republic 

2011 Civic Democratic Party (ODS) 
(40%); Tradition, Responsibility, 
Prosperity 09 (TOP 09) (33.3%); 
Public Affairs (VV) (26.7%) 

ODS: 11.9; 
TOP 09: 7.974; 
VV: 0.83 

7.6 (R) 



210 

 

Czech 
Republic 

2012 Civic Democratic Party (ODS) 
(50%); Tradition, Responsibility, 
Prosperity 09 (TOP 09) (31.25%); 
LIDEM (18.75%) 

ODS: 11.9; 
TOP 09: 7.974; 
LIDEM: 0.83 

8.6 (R) 

Czech 
Republic 

2013 

Czech 
Republic 

2014 Czech Social Democratic Party 
(ČSSD) (47.06%); ANO 2011 
(35.29%); Christian Democratic 
Union/Czechoslovak Peoples’ party 
(KDU-ČSL) (17.65%) 

ČSSD: -26.279; 
ANO 2010: -9.945; 
KDU-ČSL: -23.054 

-19.9 (L) 

Estonia 1993 Pro Patria (Isamaa) (28.6%); 
Estonian National Independence 
Party (ERSP) (21.4%); Moderates 
(M) (21.4%); IND (28.6%) 

Isamaa: 1.955; 
ERSP: 14.488; 
M: -10.241 

1.5 (R) 

Estonia 1994 

Estonia 1995 Coalition Party and the Rural Union 
(KMU) (35.7%); Centre Party 
(ERKE/KeE) (28.6%); Country 
People’s Party (EME) (7.1%); IND 
(28.6%) 

KMU: 5.742; 
ErKE/KeE: -15.278; 
EME: n/a; 
IND: 0 

-2.3 (L) 

Estonia 1996 Coalition Party and the Rural Union 
(KMU) (28.6%); Reform Party (RE) 
(28.6%); Country People’s Party 
(EME) (14.3%); IND (28.6%) 

KMU: 5.742; 
RE: 12.727; 
EME: n/a; 
IND: 0 

5.3 (R) 

Estonia 1997 Coalition Party and the Rural Union 
(KMU) (40%); Country People’s 
Party (EME) (13.3%); Progress 
Party (AP) (6.7%); IND - 40% 

KMU: 5.742; 
AP: n/a; 
EME: n/a; 
IND: 0 

5.7 (R) 

Estonia 1998 

Estonia 1999 Moderates (M) (33.3%); Reform 
Party (RE) (33.3%); Pro Patria 
Union (IL) (33.3%) 

M: -10.18; 
RE: 8.594; 
IL: 22.222 

6.9 (R) 

Estonia 2000 

Estonia 2001 

Estonia 2002 Centre Party (ERKE/KeE) (57.1%); 
Reform Party (RE) (42.9%) 

ERKE/KeE: 16.194; 
RE: 8.594 

12.9 (R) 

Estonia 2003 Reform Party (RE) (35.7%); Res 
Publica (RP) (35.7%); People's 
Union (ERL (2)) (28.6%) 

RE: 3.891; 
RP: -1.754; 
ERL (2): 5.439 

2.3 (R) 

Estonia 2004 

Estonia 2005 Centre Party (ERKE/KeE) (35.7%); 
Reform Party (RE) (35.7%); 
People's Union (ERL (2)) (28.6%) 

ERKE/KeE: 0.833; 
RE: 3.891; 
ERL (2): 5.439 

3.2 (R) 

Estonia 2006 

Estonia 2007 Reform Party (RE) (42.8%); Union 
of Pro Patria and ResPublica (IRL) 
(35.7%); Social Democratic Party 
(SDE) (21.4%) 

RE: 7.143; 
IRL: 5.81; 
SDE: -9.231 

3.2 (R) 

Estonia 2008 

Estonia 2009 Reform Party (RE) (53.8); Union of 
Pro Patria and ResPublica (IRL) 
(46.2%) 

RE: 7.143; 
IRL: 5.81 

7.1 (R) 

Estonia 2010 

Estonia 2011 Reform Party (RE) (53.8%); Union 
of Pro Patria and ResPublica (IRL 
46.2%) 

RE: 3.16; 
IRL: 3.254 

3.2 (R) 

Estonia 2012 

Estonia 2013 

Estonia 2014 Reform Party (RE) (57.1%); Social 
Democratic Party (SDE) (42.9%) 

RE: 3.16; 
SDE: -8.239 

3.2 (R) 

Hungary 1990 Hungarian Democratic Forum 
(MDF) (61.9%); Independent 
Smallholders Party (FKGP) (19%); 
Christian Democratic People’s Party 
(KDNP) (4.8%) 

MDF: 0; 
FKGP: 15.217; 
KDNP: 18.161 

0 

Hungary 1991 

Hungary 1992 

Hungary 1993 

Hungary 1994 

Hungary 1995 Hungarian Socialist Party (MSZP) 
(75%); Alliance of Free Democrats 
(SZDSZ) (25%) 

MSZP: 6.02; 
SZDSZ: 28.947 

6 (L) 

Hungary 1996 

Hungary 1997 

Hungary 1998 

Hungary 1999 Fidesz-Hungarian Civic Party 
(FIDESZ-MPP) (37.5%); 
Independent Smallholders Party 
(FKGP) (25%); Hungarian 
Democratic Forum (MDF) (6.3%); 
IND - 31.3% 

FIDESZ-MPP: 7.708; 
FKGP: 7.245; 
MDF: 19.458 

5.9 (R) 

Hungary 2000 

Hungary 2001 
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Hungary 2002 Hungarian Socialist Party (MSZP) 
(42.1%); Alliance of Free Democrats 
(SZDSZ) (15.8%); IND: 42.1% 

MSZP: -10.101; 
SZDSZ: 0.623 

-4.2 (L) 

Hungary 2003 

Hungary 2004 

Hungary 2005 Hungarian Socialist Party 
(MSZP)(50%); Alliance of Free 
Democrats (SZDSZ) (16.7%); IND: 
33.3% 

MSZP: -10.101; 
SZDSZ: 0.623 

-4.9 (L) 

Hungary 2006 Hungarian Socialist Party (MSZP) 
(43.8%); Alliance of Free Democrats 
(SZDSZ) (12.5%); IND: 43.8% 

MSZP: 1.175; 
SZDSZ: 9.614 

1.7 (L) 

Hungary 2007 

Hungary 2008 Hungarian Socialist Party (MSZP) 
(50%); IND - 50% 

MSZP: 1.175 1.2 (L) 

Hungary 2009 Hungarian Socialist Party (MSZP) 
(46.7%); IND: 53.3% 

MZSP: 1.175 1.2 (L) 

Hungary 2010 Fidesz-Hungarian Civic Alliance 
(FIDESZ-MPSZ) (90%); Christian 
Democratic People’s Party (KDNP) 
(10%) 

FIDESZ-MPSZ: -4.462 
KDNP: n/a 

-4.5 (R) 

Hungary 2011 

Hungary 2012 

Hungary 2013 

Hungary 2014 Fidesz-Hungarian Civic Alliance 
(FIDESZ-MPSZ) (100%) 

FIDESZ: 35.411 35.4 (R) 

Latvia 1994 Latvia’s Way (LC) (80%); Farmer’s 
Union (ZS) (20%) 

LC: 15.695; 
ZS: 5.242 

15.7 (R) 

Latvia 1995 Latvia’s Way (LC) (79%); Political 
Union of Economists (TPA) (14%); 
IND - (7%) 

LC: 15.695; 
TPA: 20.455; 
IND - 0 

15.7 (R) 

Latvia 1996 Latvia’s Way (LC) (25%), 
Democratic Party ‘Master’ (DPS) 
(25%); For Fatherland and Freedom 
(TB) (16.7%); Latvian National 
Independence Movement / Green 
Party (LNNK/ZP) (16.7%); Latvia’s 
Unity Party (LVP) (8.3%); United 
List of Farmers Union, Christian 
Democratic union and Latgale 
Democratic Party (ZS/KDS/LDP) 
(8.3%) 

LC: 28.571; 
DPS: -26.316; 
TB: 1.724; 
LNNK/ZP: 12.766; 
LVP: -16.949, 
ZS/KDS/LDP: 26 

3.7 (R) 

Latvia 1997 Democratic Party ‘Master’ (DPS) 
(30.8%); Latvia’s Way (LC) (23%); 
For Fatherland and Freedom (TB) 
(23%); Latvian National 
Independence Movement / Green 
Party (LNNK/ZP) (15.4%); United 
List of Farmers Union, Christian 
Democratic union and Latgale 
Democratic Party (ZS/KDS/LDP) 
(7.7%) 

LC: 28.571; 
DPS:-26.316; 
TB: 1.724; 
LNNK/ZP: 12.766; 
ZS/KDS/LDP: 26 

2.8 (R) 

Latvia 1998 Democratic Party ‘Master’ 
(DPS)(30.8%); Latvia’s Way 
(LC)(23%); For Fatherland and 
Freedom (TB)(15.4%); Latvian 
National Independence Movement / 
Green Party (LNNK/ZP) (7.7%); 
United List of Farmers Union, 
Christian Democratic union and 
Latgale Democratic Party 
(ZS/KDS/LDP) (15.4%); IND - 7.7% 

LC: 28.571; 
DPS:-26.316; 
TB: 1.724; 
LNNK/ZP: 12.766; 
ZS/KDS/LDP: 26; 
IND: 0 

3.7 (R) 

Latvia 1999 Latvia’s Way (LC) (46.7%); For 
Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian 
National Independence Movement 
(TB/LNNK) (40%); New Party (JP) 
(13%) 

LC: 4.441; 
TB/LNNK: 0.971; 
JP: 19.767 

5 (R) 

Latvia 2000 People’s Party (TP) (35.7%); For 
Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian 
National Independence Movement 
(TB/LNNK) (28.6%); Latvia’s Way 

TP: 4.918; 
TB/LNNK: 0.971; 
LC: 4.441; 
JP: 19.767 

5.8 (R) 

Latvia 2001 

Latvia 2002 
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(LC) (21.4%); New Party (JP) 
(14.3%) 

Latvia 2003 New Era (JL) (47.4%); Latvia’s First 
Party (LPP) (21%); Green / Farmers 
Union (ZZS) (15.8%); For 
Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian 
National Independence Movement 
(TB/LNNK) (10.5%); IND - 5.3% 

JL: -8.955; 
LPP: 4.762; 
ZZS: -6.977; 
TB/LNNK: 8; 
IND: 0 

-3.5 (L) 

Latvia 2004 Latvia’s First Party (LPP) (44.4%); 
People’s Party (TP) (27.8%); Green 
/ Farmers Union (ZZS) (16.7%); 
New Era (JL) (5.6%); IND - 5.6% 

LPP: 4.762; 
TP: 5; 
ZZS: -6.977; 
JL: -8.955; 
IND: 0 

1.8 (R) 

Latvia 2005 People’s Party (TP) (41.2%); 
Latvia’s First Party (LPP) (23.5%); 
Green / Farmers Union (ZZS) 
(23.5%); Latvia’s Way (LC) (5.9%); 
IND - 5.9% 

TP: 5; 
LPP: 4.762; 
ZZS: -6.977; 
LC:-1.562; 
IND - 0 

1.4 (R) 

Latvia 2006 

Latvia 2007 People’s Party (TP) (33.3%); Green 
/ Farmers Union (ZZS) (27.8%); 
Latvia’s First Party / Latvia’s Way 
(LLP/LC) (22.2%); For Fatherland 
and Freedom/Latvian National 
Independence Movement 
(TB/LNNK) (16.7%) 

TP: 19.444; 
ZZS: -6.667; 
LLP/LC: 8.955; 
TB/LNNK: 7.843 

7.9 (R) 

Latvia 2008 People’s Party (TP) (38.9%); Green 
/ Farmers Union (ZZS)(22.2%); For 
Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian 
National Independence Movement 
(TB/LNNK) (16.7%); Latvia’s First 
Party / Latvia’s Way (LPP/LC) 
(16.7%); IND - 5.5% 

TP: 19.444; 
ZZS: -6.667; 
LLP/LC: 8.955; 
TB/LNNK: 7.843 

8.8 (R) 

Latvia 2009 Green / Farmers Union (ZZS) 
(35.7%); People’s Party (TP) 
(28.6%); New Era (JL) (28.6%); For 
Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian 
National Independence Movement 
(TB/LNNK) (7.1%) 

TP: 19.444; 
ZZS: -6.667; 
JL: -7.463; 
TB/LNNK: 7.843 

1.6 (R) 

Latvia 2010 

Latvia 2011 Unity (V) (57.1%); Green / Farmers 
Union (ZZS) (42.9%) 

V: 5.714; 
ZZS: -1.613 

5.7 (R) 

Latvia 2012 Unity (V)(30.8%); National Alliance 
(NA) (15.4%); Zatlers’ Reform Party 
(ZRP) (15.4%); IND - 38.5% 

V: -8.333; 
NA: 41.176; 
ZRP: -1.587; 
IND: 0 

3.5 (R) 

Latvia 2013 

Latvia 2014 Unity (V) (28.6%); National Alliance 
(NA) (21.4%); Zatlers’ Reform Party 
(ZRP) (21.4%); Greens' and 
Farmers’ Union (ZZS) (21.4%); IND 
- 7.14% 

V: -8.333; 
NA: 41.176; 
ZRP: -1.587; 
ZZA: 11.29 
IND: 0 

9.2 (R) 

Lithuania 1993 Democratic Labour Party of 
Lithuania (LDDP) (100%) 

LDDP: 28.814 28.8 (R) 

Lithuania 1994 

Lithuania 1995 

Lithuania 1996 

Lithuania 1997 Homeland Union (Lithuanian 
Conservatives) (TS-LK) (76.5%); 
Lithuanian Christian-Democratic 
Party (LKDP) (11.8%); Lithuanian 
Centre Union (LCS) (11.8%) 

TS-LK: 16.907; 
LKDP: 10.417; 
LCS: 1.657 

16.9 (R) 

Lithuania 1998 

Lithuania 1999 Homeland Union (Lithuanian 
Conservatives) (TS-LK) (50%); 
Lithuanian Christian-Democratic 
Party (LKDP) (14.3%); Lithuanian 
Centre Union (LCS) (7.1%); 
Lithuanian Liberal Union (LLS) 
(7.1%); IND - 21.4% 

TS-LK: 6.907; 
LKDP: 10.417; 
LCS: 1.657; 
LLS: 0; 
IND: 0 

10.1 (R) 
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109 While no CMP data on Polish political parties is available for 1990 and 1991, both Mazowiecki’s 
(December 1989-January 1990) and Bielecki’s (January 1991-December 1991) cabinets are 
treated as right-wing in this study. 

Lithuania 2000 Homeland Union (Lithuanian 
Conservatives) (TS-LK) (42.9%); 
Lithuanian Christian-Democratic 
Party (LKDP) (14.3%); Lithuanian 
Centre Union (LCS) (7.1%); IND - 
35.7% 

TS-LK: 16.907; 
LKDP: 10.417; 
LCS: 1.657; 
IND: 0 

8.9 (R) 

Lithuania 2001 Social-Democratic Coalition of 
Algirdas Brazauskas (ABSK) 
(53.9%); New Union (Social 
Liberals) (NS) (46.2%) 

ABSK: -9.069; 
NS: -5.379 

-9.1 (L) 

Lithuania 2002 

Lithuania 2003 

Lithuania 2004 

Lithuania 2005 Coalition of Algirdas Brazauskas 
and Artūras Paulauskas ‘Working 
for Lithuania’ (UDL) (53.9%); Labour 
Party (DP) (38.5%); Peasant Party/ 
New Democratic Party (LVLS) 
(7.7%) 

UDL: -14.286; 
DP: 13.684; 
LVLS: -9.749 

-14.3 (L) 

Lithuania 2006 Coalition of Algirdas Brazauskas 
and Artūras Paulauskas ‘Working 
for Lithuania’ (UDL) (46.2%); 
Peasant Party/ New Democratic 
Party (LVLS) (23.1%); Liberal and 
Center Union (LiCS) (15.4%); Civic 
Democratic Party (PDP) (15.4%) 

UDL: -14.286; 
LVLS: -9.749; 
LiCS: 5.141; 
PDP: 13.684 

-6 (L) 

Lithuania 2007 

Lithuania 2008 

Lithuania 2009 Homeland Union-Lithuanian 
Christian Democrats (TS-LKD) 
(42.9%); Liberals’ Movement of the 
Republic of Lithuania (LRLS) 
(21.4%); National Resurrection 
Party (TPP) (14.3%); Liberal and 
Center Union (LiCS) (14.3%) 

TS-LKD: 19.879; 
LRLS: -0.61; 
TPP: 11.45; 
LiCS: 5.251 

10.8 (R) 

Lithuania 2010 

Lithuania 2011 

Lithuania 2012 

Lithuania 2013 Social Democrats (LSDP) (46.67%); 
Labour Party (DP) (26.67%); Order 
and Justice (TT) (13.33%); Polish 
electoral action (LLRA) (6.67%); 
IND - 6.67% 

LSDP: -10.412; 
DP: -24.02; 
TT: 2.597; 
LLRA: 5.643; 
IND: 0 

-10.5 (L) 

Lithuania 2014 

Poland 1990 Citizens’ Parliamentary 
Club (OKP) (46.2%); Polish United 
Workers' Party (PZRP) (15.4%); 
United Peasant Party (ZSL) 
(15.4%); Democratic Party (SD) 
(11.5%); Other/non-party – 11.5% 

No CMP data109 0 (R) 

Poland 1991 Liberal-Democratic 
Congress (KLD) (19%); Democratic 
Party (SD) (4.8%); Civic Movement 
-Democratic Action (ROAD) (4.8%); 
Christian-National Union (ZChN) 
(4.8%); Centre Accord (4.8%); 
Other/non-party (61.9%) 

No CMP data 0 (R) 
 

Poland 1992 Christian-National Union (ZChN) 
(21.7%); Centre Accord (PC) (13%); 
National Civic Committee (KKO) 
(8.7%); Polish Agreement (PL) 
(8.7%); Party of Christian 
Democrats (PChD) (4.3%) 

ZChN: 38.889; 
PC: 0; 
KKO: 0; 
PL: 12.727; 
PChD: 26.126 

10.7 (R) 

Poland 1993 Liberal-Democratic Congress (KLD) 
(18.5%); Christian-National Union 
(ZChN) (18.5%); Democratic Union 
(UD) (18.5%); Polish Agreement 
(PL) (18.5%); Party of Christian 
Democrats (PChD) (3.7%); 
Peasant-Christian Party (SLCh) 

KLD: 17.188; 
ZChN: 38.889; 
UD: 20.506; 
PL: 12.727; 
PChD: 26.126; 
SLcH: 0; 
PPPP: 15.104 

18 (R) 
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(3.7%); The Polish Friends of Beer 
Party (PPPP) (3.7%); Other - 3.7% 

Poland 1994 Polish Peasant Party (PSL) 
(36.8%); Democratic Left Alliance 
(SLD) (31.6%); Other/ non-party - 
31.6% 

PSL: -8; 
SLD: -10.526 

-6.3 (L) 

Poland 1995 Polish Peasant Party (PSL) 
(21.1%); Democratic Left Alliance 
(SLD) (47.4%); Other/ non-party - 
31.6% 

PSL: -8; 
SLD: -10.526 

-5.2 (L) 

Poland 1996 Polish Peasant Party (PSL) 
(26.3%); Democratic Left Alliance 
(SLD) (47.4%); Other/non-party - 
26.3% 

PSL: -8; 
SLD: -10.526 

-5.2 (L) 

Poland 1997 

Poland 1998 Solidarity Election Action (AWS) 
(85.3%); Freedom Union (UW) 
(14.7%) 

AWS: 17.021; 
UW: -1.99 

17.021 (R) 

Poland 1999 

Poland 2000 

Poland 2001 

Poland 2002 Democratic Left Alliance (SLD) 
(56.3%); Polish Peasant Party 
(PSL) (12.5%); Labour Union (UP) 
(6.3%); Other - 25% 

SLD: -3.696; 
PSL: 35.897; 
UP: -3.696 

-3.7 (L) 

Poland 2003 

Poland 2004 Democratic Left Alliance (SLD) 
(37.5%); Labour Union (UP) (6.3%); 
Social Democracy of Poland (SdPL) 
(6.3%); Other - 50% 

SLD: -3.696; 
UP: -3.696; 
SdPL: 0 

-1.6 (L) 

Poland 2005 

Poland 2006 Law and Justice (PiS) (61.1%); 
Other - 38.9% 

PiS: -1.597 -1.6 (R) 

Poland 2007 Law and Justice (PiS) (54.5%); Self-
Defence of the Polish Republic (SO) 
(9.1%); League of Polish Families 
(LPR) (9.1%); Other - 27.3% 

PiS: -1.597; 
SO: -5.637; 
LPR: 8.333 

-1.6 (R) 

Poland 2008 Civic Platform (PO) (52.6%); Polish 
Peasant Party (PSL) (15.8%); Other 
- 31.6% 

PO: 5.997; 
PSL: 2.299 

6 (R) 

Poland 2009 

Poland 2010 

Poland 2011 

Poland 2012 Civic Platform (PO) (60.0%); Polish 
Peasant Party (PSL) (15%); Other - 
25% 

PO: -4.413; 
PSL: 18.298 

-4.4 (R) 

Poland 2013 

Poland 2014 

Romania 1990 National Salvation Front (FSN) 
(73.6%); IND - 26.3% 

FSN: -15 -15 (L) 

Romania 1991 

Romania 1992 National Salvation Front (FSN) 
(63.1%); National Liberal Party 
(PNL) (15.7%); Ecological 
Movement of Romania (MER) 
(5.2%); IND - 15.7% 

FSN: -15; 
PNL: 29.526; 
MER: -13.699 

-15 (L) 

Romania 1993 National Democratic Salvation Front 
(FDSN) (95%); IND - 5% 

FDSN: -8.489 -8.5 (L) 

Romania 1994 

Romania 1995 

Romania 1996 

Romania 1997 National Peasant Party-Christian 
and Democratic (PNT-CD) (40%); 
Democratic Party (PD) (25%); 
National Liberal Party (PNL) (20%); 
Romanian Social Democratic Party 
(PSDR) (5%); Democratic 
Hungarian Union of Romania 
(UDMR) (5%); IND - 5% 

PNT-CD: -28.767; 
PD: -12.731; 
PNL: -28.767; 
PSDR: -12.731; 
UDMR: -5.977 

-15 (L) 

Romania 1998 National Peasant Party-Christian 
and Democratic (PNT-CD) (38.1%); 
Democratic Party (PD) (28.6%); 
National Liberal Party (PNL) (14.3); 
Romanian Social Democratic Party 
(PSDR) (4.8%); Democratic 

PNT-CD: -28.767; 
PD: -12.731; 
PNL: -28.767; 
PSDR: -12.731; 
UDMR: -5.977 

-12.3 (L) 

Romania 1999 
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Hungarian Union of Romania 
(UDMR) (4.8%); IND - 9.5% 

Romania 2000 National Peasant Party-Christian 
and Democratic (PNT-CD) (50%); 
Democratic Party (PD) (27.7%); 
National Liberal Party (PNL) (11.1); 
Democratic Hungarian Union of 
Romania (UDMR) (5.5%); IND - 
5.5% 

PNT-CD: -28.767; 
PD: -12.731; 
PNL: -28.767; 
UDMR: -5.977 

-14.4 (L) 

Romania 2001 Romanian Party of Democratic 
Socialism/Social Democratic Party 
(PDSR/PSD) (91.3%); Humanist 
Party of Romania (PUR) (4.8%); 
Romanian Social Democratic Party 
(PSDR) (4.8%),  

PSDR-PSD: -6.331; 
PUR: -6.331; 
PSDR: -6.331 

-6.3 (L) 

Romania 2002 

Romania 2003 

Romania 2004 

Romania 2005 National Liberal Party (PNL)(40%); 
Democratic Party (PD/PD-L) (35%); 
Democratic Hungarian Union of 
Romania (UDMR) (10%); Humanist 
Party of Romania/Conservative 
Party (PUR) (10%); IND - 4% 

PNL: 5.5; 
PD/PD-L: 5.5; 
UDMR: -1.16; 
PUR: -28.85 

1.1 (R) 

Romania 2006 

Romania 2007 National Liberal Party (PNL) 
(76.4%); Democratic Hungarian 
Union of Romania (UDMR) (23.6%) 

PNL: 5.5; 
UDMR: -1.16 

5.5 (R) 

Romania 2008 

Romania 2009 Social Democratic Party (PSD) 
(45%); Democratic Party 
(PDL)(50%); IND -5% 

PSD: -12.91; 
PD-L: 4.95 

-3.3 (L) 

Romania 2010 Liberal Democratic Party (PD-L) 
(52.9%); Democratic Hungarian 
Union of Romania (UDMR) (23.5%); 
IND - 23.5% 

PD-L: 4.95; UDMR: -
2.64 

5 (R) 

Romania 2011 

Romania 2012 Social Democratic Party (PSD) 
(50%); National Liberal Party (PNL) 
(27.7%); Conservative Party (PCN) 
(4.55%); IND - 22.73% 

PSD: -12.91; 
PNL: 12.89; 
PCN: -12.91 

-3.5 (L) 

Romania 2013 Social Democratic Party (PSD) 
(48.28%); National Liberal Party 
(PNL) (37.93%); Conservative Party 
(PCN) (6.9%); UNPR (3.45%); IND - 
3.45% 

PSD: 19.221; 
PNL: 19.221; 
PCN: 19.221; 
UNPR: 19.221 

19.2 (R) 

Romania 2014 Social Democratic Party (PSD) 
(57.69%); Conservative Party (PCN) 
(3.85%); UNPR: 7.69%; Democratic 
Union of Magyars in Romania 
(UDMR) (7.69%); IND - 3.45% 

PSD: 19.221; 
PCN: 19.221; 
UNPR: 19.221; 
UDMR: -9.701 

19.2 (R) 

Slovakia 1990 Public Against Violence (VPN) 
(52.2%); Christian Democratic 
Movement (KDH) (34.8%); 
Democratic Party (DS) (13%) 

VPN: -7.027; 
KDH: 19.753; 
DS: -12.299 

-7 (L) 

Slovakia 1991 

Slovakia 1992 Movement for a Democratic 
Slovakia (HZDS) (93.8%); Slovak 
National Party (SNS) (6.2%) 

HZDS: 2.439; 
SNS: 3.495 

2.4 (R) 

Slovakia 1993 

Slovakia 1994 Party of the Democratic Left (SDL) 
(38.9%); Democratic Union (DU) 
(33.3%); Christian Democratic 
Union (KDH) (27.8%) 

SDL:1.408; 
DU: 11.864; 
KDH: 26.336 

11.8 (R) 

Slovakia 1995 Movement for a Democratic 
Slovakia (HZDS) (68.4%); 
Association of Workers of Slovakia 
(ZRS) (21.1%); Slovak National 
Party (SNS) (10.5%) 

HZDS: 2.658; 
ZRS: -12.057; 
SNS: -1.541 

2.7 (R) 

Slovakia 1996 

Slovakia 1997 

Slovakia 1998 

Slovakia 1999 Slovak Democratic Coalition (SDK) 
(45%); Party of the Dem. Left (SDL) 
(30%); Hungarian Coalition Party 

SDK: 5.145; 2,3 
SDL: -6.254; 1,87 
MPK-SMK: -7.176; 1,07 
SOP: -6.393 0,639 

-1.3 (R) 

Slovakia 2000 

Slovakia 2001 

Slovakia 2002 
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(MKP-SMK) (15%); Party of Civic 
Understanding (SOP) (10%) 

Slovakia 2003 Slovak Democratic and Christian 
Union (SDKÚ) (38.9%); Hungarian 
Coalition Party (MKP-SMK) 
(22.2%); Christian Dem. Movement 
(KDH) (16.7%); Alliance of the New 
Citizen (ANO) (22.2%) 

SDKÚ: 37.363; 
MKP-SMK: -0.604; 
KDH: 27.193; 
ANO: 18.486 

23 (R) 

Slovakia 2004 

Slovakia 2005 

Slovakia 2006 

Slovakia 2007 Direction-Social Democracy 
(SMER-SD) (66.7%); Slovak 
National Party (SNS) (20%); 
People's Party-Movement for a 
Democratic Slovakia (13.3%) 

SMER-SD: -21.758; 
SNS: 7.588; 
L'S-HZDS: 0 

-21.8 (L) 

Slovakia 2008 

Slovakia 2009 

Slovakia 2010 

Slovakia 2011 Slovak Democratic and Christian 
Union (SDKÚ-DS) (33.3%); 
Freedom and Solidarity (SaS) 
(26.7%); Christian Democratic 
Movement (KDH) (20%); Bridge 
(Most-Hid) (20%) 

SDKÚ-DS: -3.54; 
SaS: 30.281; 
KDH: 14.147; 
Most-Hid: 9.653 

11.7 (R) 

Slovakia 2012 Direction-Social Democracy 
(SMER-SD)(78.6%); IND - 21.4% 

SMER-SD: -9.731 -9.7 (L) 

Slovakia 2013 

Slovakia 2014 

Slovenia 1993 Liberal-Democratic Party (LDS) 
(37.5%); United List of Social 
Democrats (ZLSD) (25%); 
Slovenian Christian Democrats 
(SKD) (25%); Social Democratic 
Party of Slovenia (SDSS) (6.3%); 
IND - 6.3% 

LDS: 64.706; 
ZLSD: 6.897; 
SKD: -0.545; 
SDSS: -11.972; 
IND – 0 

25.1 (R) 

Slovenia 1994 Liberal-Democratic Party (LDS) 
(43.8%); United List of Social 
Democrats (ZLSD) (25%); 
Slovenian Christian Democrats 
(SKD) (25%); IND - 6.3% 

LDS: 64.706; 
ZLSD: 6.897; 
SKD: -0.545; 
IND: 0 

29.9 (R) 

Slovenia 1995 

Slovenia 1996 Liberal-Democratic Party (LDS) 
(50%); Slovenian Christian 
Democrats (SKD) (33.3%); IND - 
16.7% 

LDS: 64.706; 
SKD: -0.545; 
IND: 0 

32.2 (R) 

Slovenia 1997 Slovenian People’s Party (SLS) 
(47.4%); Liberal Democracy 
Slovenia (LDS) (36.8%); Democratic 
Party of Pensioners of Slovenia 
(DeSUS) (5.3%); IND - 10.5% 

SLS: 18.519; 
LDS: -12.734;  
DeSUS: -23.077; 
IND - 0 

2.9 (R) 

Slovenia 1998 

Slovenia 1999 

Slovenia 2000 Slovenian People’s Party (SLS) 
(35.3%); Social Democratic Party of 
Slovenia (SDSS) (23.5%); 
Slovenian Christian Democrats 
(SKD) (17.6%); IND - 23.5% 

SLS: 18.519; 
SDSS: -4.878; 
SKD : -0.545; 
IND - 0 

5.3 (R) 

Slovenia 2001 Liberal Democracy of Slovenia 
(LDS) (60%); United List of Social 
Democrats (ZLSD) (20%); 
Slovenian People’s Party-Slovene 
Christian (SLS-SKD) (13.3%); 
Democratic Party of Pensioners of 
Slovenia (DeSUS 6.7%) 

LDS - 8.09; 
ZLSD: -16.82; 
SLS-SKD: 3.415; 
DeSUS: 2.128 

8.1 (L) 

Slovenia 2002 

Slovenia 2003 Liberal Democracy of Slovenia 
(LDS) (47.1%); Slovenian People’s 
Party-Slovene Christian Democrats 
(SLS-SKD) (17.6%); United List of 
Social Democrats (ZLSD) (17.6%); 
Democratic Party of Pensioners of 
Slovenia (DeSUS) (5.9%); IND - 
11.8% 

LDS: 8.09; 3,8  
SLS-SKD: 3.415; 0,60 
ZLSD: -16.82; 2,96 
DeSUS: 2.128 0,125 

1.6 (L) 

Slovenia 2004 

Slovenia 2005 Slovenian Democratic Party (SDS) 
(56.3%); New Slovenia (NSi) (25%); 

SDS: -1.926; 
NSi: -4.143; 

-1.9 (R) 

Slovenia 2006 
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Slovenia 2007 Slovenian People’s Party (SLS) 
(12.5%); Democratic Party of 
Pensioners of Slovenia (DeSUS) 
(6.3%) 

SLS: -0.513; 
DeSUS: -20.703 Slovenia 2008 

Slovenia 2009 Social Democrats (SD) (26.3%); 
Zares (Z) (21.1%); Liberal 
Democracy of Slovenia (LDS) 
(10.5%); Democratic Party of 
Pensioners of Slovenia (DeSUS) 
(5.3%); IND - 36.8% 

SD: -11.49; 
Z: -12.462; 
LDS: 5.314; 
DeSUS: -13.223 

-5.8 (L) 

Slovenia 2010 

Slovenia 2011 

Slovenia 2012 Slovenian Democratic Party (SDS) 
(38.4%); New Slovenia (Nsi) 
(15.4%); Democratic Party of 
Pensioners of Slovenia (DeSUS) 
(15.4%); Civic List of Gregor Virant 
(DLGV) (15.4%); Slovenian 
People’s Party (SLS) (15.4%) 

SDS: 3.424; 
Nsi: -3.604; 
DeSUS: -4.511; 
DLGV: 0, 
SLS: -3.415 

-0.5 (R) 

Slovenia 2013 Zoran Janković's List-Positive 
Slovenia (PSZJ) (42.9%); Civic List 
of Gregor Virant (DLGV) (21.4%); 
Social Democrats (SD) (21.4%); 
Democratic Party of Pensioners of 
Slovenia (DeSUS) (14.3%) 

PSZJ: 14.029; 
SD: -1.058; 
DLGV: 0; 
DeSUS: -4.511 

5.1 (L) 

Slovenia 2014 
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Appendix E. Details on the QCA minimisation procedure 

Analysis of the liberal citizenship outcome 

The fuzzy-set analysis of inclusive access to nationality rules generated the following 

truth table: 

 

As shown in the table above, the highest consistency score was displayed by the causal 

combination of a short period of left-wing government rule, electorally weak far-right 

parties, large expatriate and kin populations living abroad, and the low importance of 

national minority issues (consistency score of 0.757). This combination of factors was 

observed in Poland. The fact that it has a higher than the 0.75 consistency score 

suggests that the congruence of those four factors is usually sufficient for the liberal 

access to citizenship rules to be adopted. We say ‘usually’ because the consistency 

score is only marginally higher than the 0.75 threshold. In QCA notation, this causal 

combination would be expressed in the following way:  

 

~left*~farright*expandkin*~mindiscr 

 

There is also one causal configuration which has a consistency score of 0.749. This is 

the result of a combination of a long period of left-wing government rule, electorally weak 

Nat min 

issues Left gov Far right

Kin and 

Expat

Number 

of cases

Used in the analysis 

or not (1 - used; 0 - 

discarded due to low 

consistency score)

Raw 

consistency

PRI 

consistency

SYM 

consistency

0 0 0 1 1 1 0.757225 0.596154 0.596154

0 1 0 0 2 1 0.748879 0.404255 0.404255

1 1 0 0 1 0 0.630952 0.303371 0.303371

1 0 0 1 1 0 0.479592 0 0

0 1 1 1 2 0 0.47234 0.101449 0.109375

1 0 1 0 3 0 0.211538 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 - - - -

0 0 1 0 0 - - - -

0 0 1 1 0 - - - -

0 1 0 1 0 - - - -

0 1 1 0 0 - - - -

1 0 0 0 0 - - - -

1 0 1 1 0 - - - -

1 1 0 1 0 - - - -

1 1 1 0 0 - - - -

1 1 1 1 0 - - - -
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far-right parties, small expatriate and kin populations living abroad, and the low 

importance of national minority issues (left*~farright* ~expandkin*~mindiscr), observed in 

the Czech Republic and Slovenia. The decision was made to keep this causal path in 

the analysis for two main reasons. First, its consistency score is very similar to the one 

that was calculated for the first causal combination. All other causal combinations have 

considerably lower consistency scores, with the third highest score equal to 0.63. 

Second, along with Poland, two countries with this causal combination are the only 

countries that have liberal access to citizenship rules. Therefore, liberal access to 

citizenship cannot be reliably explained without the inclusion of the Czech Republic and 

Slovenia. 

Apart from the two causal configurations identified above, two other combinations were 

used to generate the intermediate solution: ~left*~farright* ~expandkin*~mindiscr and 

left*~farright* expandkin*~mindiscr. While these particular combinations were not 

observed in any of the CEE countries, the assumption is made that their occurrence 

would have led to liberal access to citizenship rules. This assumption is based on the 

expected relationship of each of the causal conditions with access to citizenship, as 

formulated in the literature review. 

Analysis of restrictive citizenship outcome 

The fuzzy-set analysis of restrictive access to nationality rules generated the following 

truth table: 
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In 2014, seven out of ten CEE countries included in this analysis had restrictive 

citizenship policies. Due to a higher number of cases with a restrictive outcome, the 

consistency scores displayed in the analysis of restrictive citizenship regimes were 

considerably higher than those observed in the study of liberal outcomes. For this 

reason, a relatively high consistency threshold of 0.89 was used. The following causal 

combinations with a higher than 0.89 consistency score were observed in CEE 

countries110: 

 

~left*~farright*expandkin*mindiscr (raw consistency – 1; Bulgaria) 

~left*farright*~expandkin*mindiscr (raw consistency – 1; Estonia, Latvia, Slovakia) 

left*farright*expandkin*~mindiscr (raw consistency – 0.898; Hungary, Romania) 

                                                
110 Among the remaining causal configurations, left*~farright*~expandkin*mindiscr had the 
highest raw consistency score (0.839; Lithuania). This causal combination was dropped from the 
analysis due to low PRI (proportional reduction in inconsistency) consistency score (0.696). PRI 
consistency scores are calculated by excluding those cases which are both subset of the outcome 
and subset of the negation of the outcome. PRI consistency scores of the three listed causal 
configurations were all higher than 0.826. One of the implications of excluding this causal 
combination from the analysis is that the QCA findings will not cover one of the countries with a 
restrictive citizenship regime – Lithuania. 

Nat min 

issues Left gov Far right

Kin and 

Expat

Number 

of cases

Used in the analysis 

or not (1 - used; 0 - 

discarded due to 

low consistency 

score)

Raw 

consistency

PRI 

consistency

SYM 

consistency

1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 0 1 0 3 1 1 1 1

0 1 1 1 2 1 0.897872 0.826087 0.890625

1 1 0 0 1 0 0.839286 0.696629 0.696629

0 1 0 0 2 0 0.829596 0.595745 0.595745

0 0 0 1 1 0 0.641618 0.403846 0.403846

0 0 0 0 0 - - - -

0 0 1 0 0 - - - -

0 0 1 1 0 - - - -

0 1 0 1 0 - - - -

0 1 1 0 0 - - - -

1 0 0 0 0 - - - -

1 0 1 1 0 - - - -

1 1 0 1 0 - - - -

1 1 1 0 0 - - - -

1 1 1 1 0 - - - -
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To arrive at the intermediate solution, the following three causal combinations were also 

included in the analysis: 

 

~left*farright*expandkin*~mindiscr 

~left*farright*expandkin*mindiscr 

left*farright*expandkin*mindiscr 

 

While these particular causal combinations were not observed in any of the CEE 

countries, the assumption is made that their occurrence would have led to restrictive 

access to citizenship rules. Much like in the analysis of the liberal outcome, these 

assumptions are based on the existing literature and the theoretical expectations flowing 

from it. 
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