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1. Introduction 
 
This paper seeks to address perceptions of multicultural society by focusing on the boundaries 
of belonging and views on diversity amongst the included.  In Latvia, a state reconfirming or 
even reconstituting its national identity after a period of fifty years under Soviet rule, 
citizenship has been the key dividing line between those accepted into the core membership of 
the society as the group of permanent residents with perceived legitimate and lasting ties to the 
state, i.e. citizens, and those whose links to the polity, if not society, are not fully confirmed 
(even if they may have the status of permanent residents).  The Latvian language (proficiency, 
usage and attitude towards) has over the entire independence period, and arguably before, 
served as the key indicator of belonging, and is also explicitly linked to the full membership in 
society as a citizen.  
 
The national case study is the issue of loyalty to Latvia as a prerequisite for inclusion in the 
citizenry. This became an issue for extensive public debate after an individual’s application for 
citizenship was rejected, even though he had fulfilled all naturalisation requirements.  Through 
the discussion it is possible to gain insights into the various views on who should be included 
and who should be excluded from belonging as a citizen. This to a large extent has to do with 
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identity, and the question to what extent being Latvian allows or restricts the inclusion and 
accommodation of other cultures, religions and languages.  
 
After discussion of the conceptualisation of loyalty and belonging, there is a brief look at 
perceptions of migration issues and the attitudes to the prospects for an increase in diversity 
through newcomers who are bearers of other cultures and traditions. The riots in the Paris 
banlieues ellicited a certain amount of interest in Latvian press, but the crisis was generally 
portrayed as foreign and irrelevant to Latvia, or else – even when socio-economic reasons were 
mentioned as explanatory factors -- as a warning of what happens when diversity includes also 
“non-European” cultures and religions. Although the case of relative openness to a diversity 
inclusive of the traditional ethnic groups can be made, albeit with expectations of some aspects 
of assimilation, this acceptance extends only to a limited or “bounded” diversity.  Openness to 
an increased and variegated diversity, including of new minority cultures and cultures seen as 
“non-European”, is far less obvious. 
 
The paper ends by a brief look into the treatment of the Danish Cartoon affair in Latvian press.  
The sheer number of articles on this issue illustrates an increased interest in  issues relating to 
Muslims (and to a lesser extent Islam), and especially the effect of a sizeable Muslim 
population in Europe.  Most of the articles report relatively neutrally on facts related to the 
crisis, but when there are more extensive commentaries, these tend to be cautious or outright 
negative on the prospects for successful integration of societies with Muslim and non-Muslim 
residents.  In general, this issue is seen as a foreign issue, external and irrelevant to Latvia, or 
even as the self-induced problem of those European nations which are said to naively have 
allowed the influx of large numbers of Muslim migrants. The articles also unquestioningly 
reproduce more or less negative stereotypes on Muslims and on Islam. This series of articles 
adds to the conclusion from the migration discussions and confirms that openness to other 
cultures and the potential for respectful and positive accommodation of these is, for the time 
being, quite limited in Latvia. 

 
The articles used in the analysis come from 6 main national newspapers – 3 Latvian language 
(Diena, Neatkarīgā, Latvijas Avīze) and 3 Russian language (Chas, Vesti Segonya, Telegraf), 
as well as a from Latvijas Vēstnesis (official gazette), Rīgas Balss, Biznes&Baltija.  The 
articles were selected using content criteria for a period covering October 2004 until February 
2007.  In addition, some materials are included from parliamentary debates on citizenship 
legislation. 
 
An issue to keep in mind when analyzing discourse in media ir the persistent divide of the 
information spheres along language lines.  The Latvian-language and the Russian-language 
media reflect quite different perspectives on societal and political processes, especially when it 
comes to issues relating to “the national question”, minorities or ethnicity.  At the same time, 
the style of the print press of the two language spheres is quite different, with the Latvian-
language ones tending more towards an analytical style with more factual reporting in general 
terms, while the Russian-language print press more frequently focuses on the individual level, 
with interviews and personal examples, and generally is more based on personal views or 
commentary. (Kruks and Šulmane, 2005) Readership of the papers also tends to be quite 
specifically determined, with little overlap between the language spheres.  Therefore an 
impression of pluralism of views gained by looking at all main papers is not necessarily what 
the media sphere looks like for the consumer, who tends to be limited to his or her own 
information sphere.  Another complicating factor for analysis of public discourse as reflected 
in the media is that the papers with a more radical editorial position on the national and 



 3

minority issues – Latvijas Avize and Vesti segonya – are also the ones who publish articles 
much more frequently on the issues.  The silence of the moderate opposition in politics on 
these potentially divise issues is also reflected in the relative silence of the moderate media.  
This may lead to an exaggerated impression of the prevalence of radical and polarized 
positions in society.  On the other hand, as the material below illustrates, in the debate on 
loyalty the involvement was intense by politicians and members of government from all parties 
and a variety of positions. The key role of politicians in cultivating tensions along ethnic lines, 
and even in mobilizing intolerance on various diversity issues – including not only ethnicity 
but also questions like the recognition of LGBT equal rights --  has been noted by several 
analysts, and the effect of this is often aggravated by the linguistically divided media sphere.  
 
2. Context 
Establishing the framework for discussions on diversity and multiculturalism entails the 
recognition of past and present ethnic diversity in Latvia, but also of the particular and 
traumatic history of large-scale demographic changes that the society went through in the fifty 
years of Soviet rule.  Citizenship and naturalization were the key issues, along with restitution 
of the Constitution and foundations of the nation, which demanded a conscious choice of 
policies when independence was restored, and these questions have been actively debated not 
only in political life, but in the public sphere in general ever since.  This means that there is 
much more widespread awareness of citizenship than may be the case in other societies, and 
citizenship -- even in the narrow sense as legal status, but all the more if rights and obligations 
or participatory citizenship are the focus  -- is an unusually emotional issue for many in Latvia.  
This can be explained by the particularly strong need in a nation-rebuilding phase to draw the 
boundaries of membership to the entity and deciding of who belongs, and who does not.  As a 
result the issues of loyalty to the state and nation has always been an underlying question, 
which at the time of independence had very real dimensions in terms of who supported Latvian 
independence from the Soviet Union, and who did not.  The viability of independence was 
heavily dependent on security dimensions beyond the easy control of the Latvian authorities, 
including the continued presence of former Soviet troops on Latvian territory until the mid-
1990s, and the legacy of internal security structures that had for decades been directly 
controlled by the central power in Moscow. A mix of factual and symbolic concerns over 
loyalty and belonging of various social groups have directly influenced the policies of 
accommodation of ethnic diversity, with differential attitudes and policy approaches to the 
various groups. This background history also clearly influences the responses to the potential 
of increased diversity through immigration, and thus the content of any multicultural vision fo 
present and future Latvian society. 
 
2.1. History of Diversity 

 
The population of Latvia is historically diverse, with ethnic minorities representing 
approximately a quarter of the citizens in the pre-war period.  There is a self-perception as a 
positive model of diversity and multiculturalism, with the interwar stress on cultural autonomy 
for national minorities, as was reflected in various official policies and legislation adopted 
from 1919 onward. This positive trend of official measures of accommodation and recognition 
of distinct ethnic groups, their cultures and languages, was interrupted with the backlash in 
1934, when the policies were reversed and an increasing stress on Latvian national identity 
developed, together with the development of authoritarianism (Dribins, 2004, 51-63).  Some of 
the positive evaluations of the interwar minority policies may be idealisations of a system, 
which in many ways was based on a model of supporting not only cultural distinctiveness and 
cultural autonomy, but also of separateness of the groups, which in today’s discussions on 
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avoidance of segregation and communitarianism may not receive marks as high as the 
proponents of the system expect. Nevertheless, regardless of the objective analysis of the 
interwar Latvian society, the perception of this period reflected in contemporary Latvian 
debates is as a positive version of a society inclusive of multiple cultures. Interestingly, this is 
the case not only for ethnic Latvians, who may often retain a rosy picture of the entire pre-war 
period of independence, but also of representatives of the minorities, the parliamentary 
opposition and others, who on occasion use examples of Latvian legislation from this period as 
progressive and desirable (often using this as a method of criticising relevant present 
legislation, for instance on minority education). In addition, there is general recognition of the 
German and Russian influences on the Latvian culture and environment even before the 
independence in 1918. Arguably, this positive vision of the interaction of different cultures 
connected to Latvia’s historical past creates a basis for accepting multiculturalism as at least a 
fact, but also in many ways as a valuable aspect of society.  It may indeed be the reason why 
even hard-line nationalists very rarely question the presence per se of other ethnic groups in 
Latvia, but rather focus either on the allagedly desirable proportion of such groups, or on the 
desirability of various levels of assimilation of the groups. 
 
In contrast to this basically positive view of cultural diversity, the increased diversity in terms 
of the both planned and spontaneous demographic changes during the Soviet period are 
perceived much more negatively.  The de facto diversity is limited to certain ethnic groups 
which have been coexisting and interacting over centuries, with some additional ethnic groups 
represented by smaller numbers of persons arriving from other Soviet republics (Caucasus, 
Central Asia etc.) during the Soviet period. Visibly different minorities or persons of non-
European origin are very few and not perceived as a “normal” presence. The self-perception as 
a tolerant and multicultural society contrasts with the closure to and lack of awareness of other 
groups.   
 
After independence was restored, there was some hesitation before settling on an official 
response to the recently increased ethnic diversity of society (in numbers, if not in categories 
of groups).  Suggested coping mechanisms ranged from inclusion and acceptance of the actual 
situation to rejection of all newcomers (since World War II).  It was recognized early on that 
the path chosen would build on the restoration of citizenship to pre-war citizens and their 
descendants, and other legitimate contenders for permanent links to Latvia would have access 
to citizenship though naturalization.  However, the requirements for this ultimate inclusion 
were subject to major disagreements. Initial political promises were made, at a time when 
votes were needed for a referendum on independence under the Soviet institutions, that all who 
registered as permanent residents and were for independence would automatically be granted 
citizenship, but once independence became reality, the question was thrown back into the 
political arena for debate.  For a period of a couple of years views were expressed ranging 
from full-scale recognition of all as equal and legitimate members of society (including the “0-
version” on citizenship, whereby all residents at the point of independence would be granted 
citizenship automatically at point 0 in time) to expectations that the persons who had arrived to 
Latvia during the Soviet period would leave the country and return to their ethnic homelands 
(other Soviet republics, mostly).  Quite a few people – up to some 200,000 of the 700,000 
residents from various former Soviet republics who did not have pre-war links to Latvia -- did, 
in fact, leave in the first few years after independence. Harsh discussions on citizenship and 
inclusion/exclusion preceded the adoption of the Law on Citizenship in 1994 and the 
liberalization of the law in 1998, after a referendum, where the liberalizing side of the debate 
gained a small upper hand, thus allowing for elimination of the naturalization quotas based on 
year of birth of the applicant, and introducing the norm that non-citizen children born in 
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independent Latvia are entitled to registration as citizens (but not automatic citizenship), not 
having to go through the naturalization procedures. 
 
Also connected to the definition of who should be included in the core membership of the 
society, i.e. as full and equal citizens, was the issue of identity, which was arguably primarily 
seen through the prism of language. The first steps towards restoration of Latvian as the 
official language came at the end of the Soviet period, during the glasnost and perestroika 
years, but after independence the strengthening of the position of Latvian – primarily vis-à-vis 
Russian, which had gained a prominent position through russification policies and other 
processes – became one of the policy priorities and a key issue of national identity.  Debates 
preceding the new Language Law, adopted in 1998, were highly emotional and the final 
version of the law was less strict than it arguably would have otherwise been thanks to the 
concerted efforts of the international community, especially through the work of the OSCE 
High Commissioner for National Minorities Max van der Stoel and the local OSCE mission. 
(Muiznieks, N. and Brands Kehris, I, 2003) The position and function of the Latvian language, 
and the contentious debate over the position of the Russian language, which de facto has a 
strong presence in Latvia, have remained emotionally charged issues high on the political 
agenda throughout the post-Soviet period, even to the point of overshadowing any other 
diversity-related issues. 
 
After several years of struggling with the issues of inclusion and exclusion though citizenship 
and language requirements, the reality that after the exodus of the first years of independence, 
most remaining residents were there to stay gradually became accepted. This led to the policy 
choice that the method of accommodation would be social integration. An official working 
group elaborated a concept of integration of society, which was broadly discussed in 1999, and 
the Cabinet of Ministers officially adopted the Integration Programme in 2001.1 The definition 
of integration was unclear enough that although the term was widely used (even overused to 
the point of being discredited, some would say), divergent views on the content of the concept 
remain until the present time.  Conflicting strands continue to coexist as policy undercurrents, 
ranging from a nationalistic interpretation with elements of assimilation to the recognition of 
the valuable contribution of all constituent ethnicities, but under the umbrella of the Latvian 
nation, which reserves special recognition of Latvians and Livs as the indigenous ethnicities. 
 
Despite the official recognition that integration includes respect for all culture, the majority 
Latvian one as well as minority cultures, whose positive contribution to society should be 
recognized, there are views from more nationalistically oriented politicians that contradict this 
interpretation.  An example is provided by the head of the  Fatherland and Freedom/ Latvian 
National Independence Movement Jānis Straume who in an interview  states that “real 
integration” is the “total immersion into Latvian society by people living in Latvia”, thus 
providing an interpretation that corresponds more to assimilation. This should also be 
complemented by the promotion of repatriation2 of “disloyal people”, which is based on the 
allegation that those who arrived during the Soviet era came during occupation and therefore 
do not have a legitimate presence in Latvia and should leave. If this not realistic, Straume says, 

                                                 
1 Valsts programma „Sabiedrības integrācija Latvijā”, available at 
http://www.integracija.gov.lv/doc_upl/VP_SIL.pdf 
2 The Repatriation Law from 1995 in the preambule states that the aim of the law is the return to Latvia of 
persons of Latvian and Liv descent, but a section of the law also includes the promotion of the departure of 
other groups to their ethnic homeland. Debates on the role of the state in the support of the departure of 
representatives of other ethnic grouops were revived in parliament by proposals for amendments to the law 
and for a new Repatriation Law in 2006.  
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then at least achieving the “respect for the country in which they have chosen to stay, complete 
proficiency in Latvian and respect for local traditions” should be the “difficult goal” of 
integration.3 
 
A contrasting and less common view is presented by Latvia’s First Party coalition partner 
Latvia’s Way minister for social integration affairs Karina Petersone in a Russian-language 
daily, in which she says an integrated society is one where each individual and group of 
individuals have been guaranteed equal opportunities to participate in all social processes and 
equal opportunities to use the achievements of society.4 
 
Despite such ambiguities, what is clear in the official policy is the stance that living together is 
a reality, and the choice should be made for a “one-community” society, not a separatist, “two-
community” (language communities) one, in which the Latvian majority and the Russian-
speaking linguistic minority (at almost 40% of the population) live in separate social, cultural, 
linguistic and even political and economic spheres.5  
 
The support for the goal of a single, integrated society, which accommodates existing cultural 
diversity, is still strong among the population at large as well – in a survey made in 2005 85% 
of all respondents agreed that Latvia should be “a united, one-community society in which 
people of different ethnic backgrounds live together”, with only small variations depending on 
the ethnicity and citizenship status of the respondent (BISS (2005), 52). The actual, pursued 
policies of integration have far less support (especially amongst minority representatives): 
among respondents from the main cities in Latvia some 46% stated that they supported the 
policies, while the figure of support amongst Latvians from ethnically diverse regions in 
Latvia was 60% (BISS (2005), 53).  When it comes to the actual level of integration in Latvian 
contemporary society, though, there seems to be a strong dose of skepticism.  When asked 
whether in general society can be considered cohesive and integrated, only 9% of the 
respondents agreed that it could, while 65% answered that it could not, with about a quarter 
who found it difficult to say (SKDS (2006), 36). 
 
The Latvian context within which the search for accommodation of cultural diversity takes 
place thus includes a basic positive pre-disposition to at leat a limited cultural diversity, but 
also a high level of ambivalence towards the inclusion of persons who arrived to Latvia in the 
Soviet period, even if they belong to the same ethnic group as the pre-war minorities. Policies 
in the areas of citizenship, language and societal integration in theory accommodate difference, 
but in practice the interpretation of these and their results varies greatly.   
 
 
 
2.2. National Identity and Boundaries 
 
Despite the strong presence in public debate of the defense and promotion of Latvian culture 
and language, there is no commonly accepted view on what Latvian national identity actually 
is. Arguably, this identity is only in the process of being established, at least in its 
contemporary guise, which may be why any challenge to national myth-making is strongly 
rejected. The fact that Latvia has historically speaking only briefly existed as an independent 
                                                 
3 Neatkariga, 15 May 2006 
4 Chas, 2 June 2006 
5 The concept for integration programme specifically states that the integration strategy does not support 
‘the creation of a two-community state, a model of ‘two societies in one state”, (1999), 6. 
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state no doubt contributes to this need, and the identity-building includes a sometimes 
incongruous projection into the past of this national identity.  Latvian national consciousness 
emerged during the national romantic period of the Awakening in the 19th century, but beyond 
the pride in a distinctive language and culture, the identity formation seems to include a 
projection into the past of a sense of being a nation or even a state.When discussions on the 
definition of a national minority were held (in view of the ratification of the Council of Europe 
Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities) it was even argued by some 
parliamentarians that only those minority groups who have lived in Latvia for at least a 
hundred years should be considered minorities – completely abstracting from the historic fact 
that one hundred years ago the territory of Latvia was a gubernia of the Russian empire and no 
Latvian state had yet come into existence.  Likewise, the strangely dissonant joy at having had 
a colony in the past – Tobago -- not infrequently expressed at least half seriously, is 
completely oblivious to the fact that it was the Kurzeme Dutchy, governed by non-Latvians, 
who were the colonizers.  
 
While the content of national identity may remain unclear, two factors emerge as essential.  
One is the central role of the Latvan language as the identity indicator par excellence, which in 
many ways explains the stress on Latvian language proficiency in all discussions and policies 
of inclusion of non-Latvians into the nation and the state.  The other factor is the recurring 
discussion on whether the nation in Latvia is an ethnic or civic concept.  Common wisdom 
stresses that the Constitution defines citizenship in a non-ethnic manner, and access to 
membership in the nation is open to non-Latvians and non-Livs as well.  Nevertheless, the 
content of other legislation, policies and practice often do include an ethnic preference 
component (Diatchkova, S, 2005). This may sometimes be taken so much for granted that it is 
not perceived as such, but in public debate the call for strengthening this ethnically, culturally 
and linguistically Latvian component in government policies is a frequent occurrence, most 
commonly elaborated on by right-wing and nationalist politicians. 
 
On occasion, however, it is not only political scientists who present counterarguments and 
stress the need for a more contemporary approach termed the “political nation”. Thus, Minister 
for Social Integration Affairs Karina Pētersone in an interview on ministry’s work with the 
Latvian diaspora during the “tautiešu mēnesis” (month of co-nationals), which is an ambiguous 
term, since it implies ethnic background, and thus would not include the non-Latvian migrants 
from Latvia as “worth their weight in gold”, stated to the interviewer: “…By the word nation I 
fear that you may mean one thing, and I another.  I believe that today we are speaking of a 
political nation.  About the Latvian state.  Not so much any more about Latvians as the nation.  
In my view, we will suffer failure if we will try to consolidate all Latvian inhabitants only 
around that which is Latvian.  We must unite people around those values, which cannot be 
doubted – statehood, a sense of belonging to Latvia, the Latvian language…”6 
 
Since there seems to be no consensus on the content of the national identity, it also follows that 
the boundaries for inclusion are unclear.  Nevertheless, the constitutional construction and the 
concept of political nation do allow for inclusion of more than ethnic Latvian identity, even if 
it may not abstract from the ethnicity altogether. Therefore, an important element of the 
cultural diversity accommodation schemes within the national identity is the perceived role for 
the individual of his or her ethnic identity. 
 

                                                 
6 Neatkariga, 15 September 2006. 
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As the positions in the debate about boundaries for belonging makes clear, ethnicity (or 
nationality, as the common usage still terms it in Latvia) is a salient feature of an individual’s 
identity in Latvia. For one, when choosing the most important factors characterizing a cohesive 
and integrated society, respondents in a survey most frequently responded “no tensions 
between people of different ethnic backgrounds”, compared to less frequently named factors 
such as anti-discrimination, regional and urban-rural differences, income disparities, 
participation in social and political life, etc. (SKDS (2006), 42). Although this may to some 
extent reflect the long-standing public debate on integration, there is also evidence that ethnic 
identity is highly valued in another study. Focusing on persons living in the seven Latvian 
cities and in ethnically diverse regions, the study indicated that about half of all respondents 
indicated that their ethnicity plays a big role in their lives.  It is interesting to note that there 
were significant differences among the ethnic groups regarding this recognition:  while 65% 
Latvians agreed that this role is important or very important, the corresponding figure amongst 
Russians was 41%, and for other ethnicities (grouped together) it was only 24% (BISS, 2005, 
40-43).  The different value put on the ethnic component of identity becomes even clearer 
when comparing the figures for responses indicating that the feature is “very important” – 39% 
Latvians claim it is, while only 8% Russians and also 8% for other ethnicities provide this 
answer. 
 
 A factor related to ethnic identity which also has a bearing on the views on accommodation of 
other cultures is the perceived threat to one’s own identity.  In the same survey the argument 
that it is such a fear – and a well-founded one at that – which necessitates closure to other 
cultures seems to be laid to rest, since more than two thirds of all respondents confirm that 
they do not feel that they “could loose my ethnic identity (forget my native language, cultural 
traditions)”.  Although Latvians, as would be expected from a majority population, are 
somewhat more confident, with 77% respondents agreeing to this, the differences are not all 
that great for the other groups: 70% Russians agree (in the cities it is 77%), and so do 68% of 
persons belonging to other ethnic groups.  It is interesting to note, however, that there seem to 
be major local differences in the responses made. A particularly curious situation is indicated 
in the east Latvian city and region of Rēzekne, where 43% of the Latvian population and 46% 
of the Russian population are worried about the loss of their ethnic heritage. (BISS, 2005, 41) 
 
Looking into the subjective perceptions of belonging some survey figures on whether Latvia is 
perceived as “homeland” indicate that such is the case for 91% of citizens, but only 48% of 
non-citizens. Of the non-citizens, 20% consider Russia their homeland, another 17% another 
former Soviet republic, while 8% answered USSR – that is, there is almost an even split 
between those who consider Latvia their homeland vs those who consider another part of the 
former USSR their homeland.  Looking into the differences amongst ethnic groups, citizenship 
notwithstanding, 97% of Latvians consider Latvia their homeland, while the same is true for 
65% Russians, but only 39% of persons belonging to other ethnic groups agree with this view. 
(BISS, 2005, 17-18)   
 
Although there can be no conclusion on neither the content not state of affairs with national 
identity, the arguments here, (based on public discourse, popular perceptions and expert 
analyses), have attempted to outline some elements of the complexities encountered in terms 
of Latvian national identity definition today, which clearly influence the view of diversity and 
the possibilities to accommodate diverse cultures – both de facto existing in society today and 
forthcoming – and the means to be chosen in order to do this.   There is tension between an 
officially recognized and constitutionally based civic Latvian identity, which in theory easily 
accommodates cultural diversity, and the reality of a reestablishment of a national identity 
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which includes a rather vaguely conceived “Latvianness”, the only uncontested element of 
which is the stress on the Latvian language as an identity factor (beyond its role as a 
communication means). This tension is most often not recognized officially, but plays a key 
role in the boundaries of belonging set by official discourse and policies, largely explaining 
why the debate around citizenship and requirements for naturalization and inclusion have 
become such a key component of the strategy for accommodation of ethnic and cultural 
diversity. 
 
2. 3. Migration-related Diversities:  Perceptions and Attitudes 
 
The official discourse and policies relating to ethnic diversity since independence have, as 
noted, focused largely on the main ethnic groups – in particular the Russian ethnic group, 
representing 28% of the population, but also the other Slavic ethnicities – Ukrainians, 
Belorussians, also Poles and numerically smaller minorities, considered traditional, such as the 
Jewish and Roma minorities. However, it is interesting to note that the usual official line when 
describing the situation with ethnic minorities in the country often takes as a base-line the 
argument that “Latvia is a multi-ethnic society, including over 120 different ethnicities…” 
This is, of course, a legacy of the Soviet-style “friendship of the peoples”, and blurs the line 
between ethnic origin and nationality/citizenship, as the larger groups, as Russians, are 
included based on ethnic origin, while the smaller ones often include only a handful of 
individuals (sometimes a single person!), and is usually based on the citizenship of the person.7  
But although the issues of ethnic groups and national minority rights cannot be dealt with 
within this framework, then the acknowledgment of de facto presence of many different 
national and ethnic backgrounds is an interesting basis for openness, if not accommodation, of 
diversity within the national context.  At the same time, the discussions of accommodation of 
diversity through integration have to date clearly mainly focused on the largest, Russian-
speaking ethnic groups, with benevolent gestures of support towards the promotion of the 
cultures of the smaller, traditional minorities. 
 
The sensitivities around ethnic issues and accommodation of diversity have not been made 
easier by the “big politics” aspects of the issue, which is, of course, closely linked to Latvian-
Russian relations.  Persistent international attention on this issue has been generated not only 
by concern over fair treatment of minorities, but by recurring Russian allegations of systematic 
mistreatment of Russian “compatriots” in Latvia and Estonia.  Part of the model for 
accommodation of the existing diversity was ensuring the protection of the rights of national 
minorities, and Latvia signed the Council of Europe Framework Convention for the Protection 
of National Minorities in 1995.  It took, however, ten years for the Latvian parliament to ratify 
the convention, which it did in 2006, after another long public discussion.  Much of the 
discussion ove the years centred on the question of definition of national minority – again a 
boundary-setting exercise, since it is not only in international law that national minorities 
benefit from greater protection than other ethnic groups (except indigenous minorities), but 
one can also argue that the positive connotations of national minorities in Latvia and the 
recognition of the legitimacy of minority rights, going back to the prewar experience, provides 
a basis for the inclusion of these groups into full membership of society and polity. This may 
help to explain why much effort was put into finding a consensus on which groups could be 
included.  It may also explain the conscious attempt, clearly illustrated by Foreign Minister 
Artis Pabriks shortly after he took office, to switch terminology used for Russian-speakers who 

                                                 
7 Composition of Latvian inhabitants according to ethnicity and nationality, 1 January 2007, available at 
http://www.pmlp.gov.lv/images/documents/06.pdf 
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arrived after the war from “national minority” to “immigrants” or “Soviet-era migrants”.  
Likewise, Prime Minister Kalvītis in an interview at the end of 2004 claims that the 
Framework Convention will never apply to immigrants, only to minorities, who lived in the 
country before 19408. This was, of course, not entirely new, as this stress on the idea that these 
are newcomers, and in particular illegitimate newcomers, since they did not come legally but 
as “military or civil occupants” has been part of nationalist discourse over the years.  Therefore 
in this conceptualization of who is or isn’t a national minority it is not only a question of rights 
to be accorded, but also very directly of belonging to the “in-group” of the state.  National 
minorities are recognized as part and parcel of an acceptable version of multicultural society, 
but immigrants, that’s a different question… This line of reasoning, and the definitional 
exclusion of Soviet-era newcomers from the national minorities9, is likely to influence the 
view of the proper level of inclusion for potential newcomers. 
 
Accommodation of a broader diversity is not yet on the public discourse agenda. At fewer than 
30,000, foreigners resident (both short-term and long-term) in Latvia still represent less than 
2% of the population10 Integration strategies for newcomers, be they labour migrants or 
asylum seekers and refugees, have barely begun to enter the awareness of decision-makers and 
public bodies, and then only largely as a result of EU-based (and funded) policies and 
programmes. Where awareness is starting to emerge, it is connected to migration flows, which 
has been raised primarily in two ways.  One is through increased awareness of migration-
related diversity elsewhere in Europe – and this became an occasional public topic during the 
couple of years before the accession to the EU, including by political players who used the 
image of diversity-related problems in the “old member states” as an argument against joining 
the EU.  The other is even more recent, and came through the realization that emigration from 
Latvia, primarily to Ireland and the UK, was taking place in unexpectedly large numbers, 
leading to concerns about labour force shortage in Latvia and the demographic situation in 
general, aggravated by very low birth rates. At the same time, although exposure to diversity 
beyond the customary ethnic groups is very limited, and while Latvian citizens and non-
citizens view labour emigration as positive for the individual, even if negative for the state as a 
whole, popular attitudes towards immigration are particularly negative, with some 70% of 
respondents in a survey conducted in late 2005 expressesd negative or very negative views on 
potential labour immigration to Latvia.  The attitude is more negative amongst ethnic Latvians 
(79% negative or very negative), compared to non-Latvians (58%). When asked to name three 
positive factors connected to labour immigration, 41% of all respondents answered that there 
are none. (SKDS, 2006a, 36, 39-30).  This has led analysts to argue that the attitude towards 
such immigration in Latvia is the most negative in the EU, even in the present EU context, 
where such attitudes seem to be on the rise in several countries (Indāns and Krūma, 2006, 7). 

                                                 
8 Latvijas Avīze, 9 December 2004. 
9 The Latvian ratification of the Framework Convention includes a deeclaration, which contains a 
definition of national minority. This states that only citizens of Latvia, who differ from Latvians in terms of 
culture, religion or language, who have for generations traditionally lived in Latvia and consider 
themselves as belonging to the Latvian state and society, who wish to preserve and develop their culture, 
religion or language are national minorities. The declaration also included an additional sentence that 
recognized that non-citizens of the same ethnicites who consider themselves national minorities may 
benefit from the rights foreseen by the Convention, unless Latvian law foresees otherwise.  It may be, 
therefore, that there are no significant differences in practice in terms of enjoyment of rights, which is why 
it is particularly interesting that the definitional distinction was insisted upon. The argument that inclusion 
into or exclusion from the core membership of society is the pivotal issue can be supported by this 
interpretation. 
10 Data as of 1 January 2007 from Residents’ Register, available at 
www.pmlp.gpv.lv/images/documents/07.pdf 



 11

Although this negative attitude is usually connected by analysts to the experience of 
demographic changes in the Soviet period, interestingly, however, the countries listed as most 
acceptable as sources of immigrant workers if they were to come are Belorussia and Ukraine 
(above 40% of respondents), with Russia lagging behind at 20%, but beyond Moldova with 
16% all other countries “score” below 3%.  There are, of course, differences between the 
ethnic groups for the country preference, but the order remains the same (SKDS, 2006a, 42). 
 
Survey on attitudes towards refugees and asylum seekers published in December 200511 
indicated a rather skeptical attitude across the board towards the increased diversity this would 
bring.  In general, 38% of respondents answered that the diversity of cultures should be 
supported by society, while 37% answered that alien cultures threaten the traditions dominant 
in society (25% said it is hard to tell). Ethnic Latvians had a more closed attitude than non-
Latvians. 31% Latvian residents agreed with the statement that it is better for society at large if 
newcomers with a different culture retain their own traditions and mores, while 44% answered 
that it is better for society if they do not retain their own culture, but adopt the traditions of the 
majority.  Not surprisingly, among youth the attitudes expressed were more open. Questions 
formulated to attempt measuring social distance were also included in the survey, and the 
results confirmed similar indicators in a study on ethnic tolerance published in 2004: very 
negative attitudes (answers “should not be let into the country at all” or accepting relations “as 
with a tourist only” were expressed by a large majority of respondents for groups like Muslims 
(87% of Latvian respondents and 77% of non-Latvian respondents), Afghans (88% Latvians 
and 78% non-Latvians), Chechens (87% Latvians, 68% non-Latvians), Kurds (76% Latvians, 
70% non-Latvians) as the most negative attitudes expressed. 
 
3. Citizenship and Belonging: Loyalty debate 
Constitutional and citizenship provisions in Latvia are in theory not based on ethnicity, 
although some ethnic elements are included in, for instance, access to citizenship.  But beyond 
this, there are commonly held underlying assumptions – even beyond the Latvian language 
criterion – that posit that a citizen as a minimum has certain attributes which cannot 
legitimately be challenged, since they are supposed to be constitutive of Latvian statehood or 
Latvianness itself – these elements are not ethnic, per se, but rather include language, cultural 
factors and even certain views of history. Citizenship is automatic for descendents of citizens, 
but it can be obtained through registration (i.e. no naturalization requirements) by certain 
categories of persons: non-citizen children born in independent Latvia (until age 15), youth 
who have completed education in a Latvian-language school (as opposed to schools with 
minority language of instruction), and also descendents down to third generation of Latvians or 
Livs (indigenous minority).  There is thus an ethnic preference dimension in the citizenship, 
and also, interestingly, through the Latvian schooling requirement as sufficient to qualify for 
registration as a citizen, the stress on the language as basis for integration and belonging is 
particularly clear. 
 
3.1. Citizenship as Key Boundary Line 
Although citizenship in both its narrow, legal status sense as well as the broader social sense 
including active participation can be said to be a border line par excellence showing who 
belongs and who does not in a community or state anywhere, it has arguably taken on a much 
more fundamentally symbolic value in Latvia.  This is evidenced by the sheer volume and 
sustainability of public debate on citizenship issues ever since the regained independence in 

                                                 
11 „Latvijas iedzīvotāju, valsts amatpersonu un NVO attieksme pret patvēruma meklētājiem”,  Riga: Baltic 
Institute of Social Sciences, 2005. 
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1991, and also the emotional responses that the issue never fails to elicit on all sides of the 
debate.  In contrast to most stable countries, it would be difficult to find an ordinary resident in 
Latvia who was not familiar with at least some aspects of naturalization, the head of the 
naturalization department is a well-known public figure and papers and news report almost 
daily on the topic, including statements on how many persons have naturalised.   
 
Citizenship was debated for several years before the Law on Citizenship was adopted in 1994.  
Beyond being constitutive of the state in terms of defining the state’s citizens, it also carries 
with it a more emotional dimension of connectedness to a historical identity, which in itself 
creates dividing lines between those whose ancestors lived in Latvia before the war, and those 
whose did not. Citizenship is in Latvia closely linked to the issue of continuity of the pre-war 
state with the post-1991 state, which is in turn connected to the recognition of occupation: this 
reconstitution of Latvia, as opposed to the idea that there is a new Latvian independent state, is 
of principled importance, as it implies that the state never ceased to exist, but was for the 
period until 1991 under occupation by the Soviet Union.  Therefore, despite the adoption, 
helped along by international pressure, of relatively liberal citizenship and naturalization 
requirements, as well as broad access to naturalisation, an undercurrent of suspicion of 
naturalized citizens (for many years called “new citizens” in public debate, thus emphasizing 
the difference between naturalized citizens and citizens by birth or descent) and their position 
within and attitude towards the Latvian state has always been part of the public and political 
discourse, even though some interlocutors also have tried to stress the unacceptability of 
treating naturalized citizens differently from other citizens.  Loyalty to the state in terms of 
support for the independence of the state has always been an issue in public debate, but in a 
dichotomous view of the world, suspicion of lack of such loyalty always assumes that instead 
there are leanings towards influence or control by Russia.  Voting patterns, whereby new 
citizens were recognized as voting primarily for the opposition minority platform parties, were 
seen as supporting this thesis.  Often voicing support for certain sensitive policy choices, such 
as claiming an official status of the Russian language, or arguing for automatic citizenship for 
all non-citizens, etc. was frequently portrayed not only by leading politicians, but also Latvian 
language media and intellectuals alike, as disloyal and even illegitimate  
 
However, it is the precedent case of one individual -- Juris Petropavlovskis -- whose 
naturalization was refused, that brought about an extensive public focus on the issue of loyalty 
as a requirement for citizenship.  The issue has continued to be widely debated and also led to 
concrete action in a government proposal for legislative amendments to the Law on 
Citizenship, which would have made loyalty to the state of Latvia an explicit requirement for 
naturalization.12  The boundary between who is included and excluded from Latvian society is 
clearly reflected in this debate, and the interpretation of the requirements for acquisition of 
citizenship marked where this dividing line is drawn.  Language, attitudes, view of history are 
all elements of this discussion, and strongly exclusionary signals were given by mainstream 
politicians from almost all parties, even though the more extreme versions – like calling for a 
moratorium on naturalization and severely limiting the possibilities for Soviet-era (internal) 
migrants to become citizens were made by the nationalist party Fatherland and 
Freedom/Latvian National Independence Movement and never seriously considered by a 
majority of politicians in the legislature. 
 
Triggering incident for the national case study 

                                                 
12 Loyalty is arguably already included in the Law on Citizenship in the form of a required oath of 
allegiance. 
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On 16 November 2004, the Cabinet of Ministers through a unanimous vote struck the name of 
Juris Petropavlovskis off a list of persons who were proposed by the Naturalization Board to 
be granted citizenship through naturalization, after having verified that all requirements had 
been met.  This was the first time such action had been taken against anyone, in a procedure 
that until then had involved a mere formal signing off on a list of persons prepared by the 
Naturalization Board, which is the responsible administrative institution for handling the 
naturalization procedure, including checking eligibility of the candidate for naturalization13, 
including the 5 year residency requirement,  and whether the required documents are 
submitted, and also administering the language and history tests and verifying that the 
candidate has passed them. The Board also requests relevant security institutions14 in Latvia to 
verify whether any information exists which would on legitimate grounds, such as being a 
security risk, prevent the granting of citizenship to a given individual.  
 
These procedures had been followed also in the case of Petropavlovskis, who fulfilled all 
requirements, and the security services found no obstacles to his naturalization.  The process 
had in this case been more extensive than is usual, since reportedly the candidate had fulfilled 
all requirements and passed the exams for naturalization in December 2003, but was awaiting 
the actual granting of citizenship for almost a full year, presumably while more extensive 
checks were being performed.  This is within the time limits set by legal regulations for the 
decision, but usually this process takes no more than a few months. 
 
The applicant had been actively involved in politics through the left-wing minority platform 
opposition coalition For Human Rights in United Latvia, and had been particularly visible in 
his actions protesting the minority education reform for secondary schools under preparation 
for implementation in September 2004.  His party had even announced that he would be their 
proposed candidate for Chairperson of the City Council of Riga (mayor). When the decision of 
the Cabinet of Ministers was made, Minister of Justice Vineta Muižniece publicly stated that 
the reason for the denial of citizenship to Juris Petropavlovskis was that the requirement of 
allegiance to the Latvian state needs to be not only declared by the person who naturalized, but 
also needs to be shown in actions, whereas Juris Petropavslovskis, she alleged, had through his 
actions shown that he was not loyal to the Latvian state.  The question of whether there was 
sufficient legal basis for such a decision by the government was raised immediately in 
commentary in the media by some experts, as the Law on Citizenship does not include the 
explicit assertion of discretion in granting citizenship without having to provide justification, 
which sometimes is included in such laws and gives states great latitude. Juris Petropavlovskis 
announced that he would make a claim in court challenging the decision. The ministers and 
their representatives kept to the view that the law already provided for such action. Prime 
Minister Indulis Emsis commented that in case there is not an explicit right in the law to deny 
citizenship for lack of loyalty to the state, then the law needs to be amended.15 
 

                                                 
13 The law excludes certain groups of people from having the right to become citizens: former security 
services agents or persons who were active in Soviet Communist party or related institutions after 13 
January 1991, persons who have publicly expressed  fascist or totalitarian ideas, who have taken anti-
constitutional action against the independence of Latvia, persons who have been convicted in court for 
incitement to national or ethnic hatred.  
14 The list of institutions which can provide such information includes the Security Police, the Department 
for Citizenship and Migration, the Information Centre fo the Minsitry of Interior and the Centre for 
Documentation of the COnsequences of Totalitarianism. 
15 www.leta.lv/archive_item.php?id=BF66327D-37CF-11D9-B323-
00DB5A3D79F&phase=Petropavlovskis 
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On the basis of this incident, a long debate on loyalty was started, reflected both in the media, 
in parliamentary debates and also in specific proposals for legislative amendments. One set of 
proposed amendments, which included loyalty but also many other issues, which had 
accumulated over the years, was presented at the end of summer 2005 by the Ministry of 
Justice.  Reflecting the sensitivity of the issue, this proposal had been elaborated by a secretive 
inter-institutional working group, but when it came into the open, the inclusion of loyalty as a 
prerequisite for naturalisation led to a loud debate and strongly negative reaction among the 
Russian-speaking media and politicians.  Eventually the proposal project was put on hold by 
Minister of Justice Solvita Āboltiņa, with the argument that considering that elections were 
approaching (scheduled for October 2006), rational debate on issues relating to citizenship was 
not possible.  Other proposals for amendments to the Citizenship Law, and even for a new Law 
on Citizenship, were also made in parliament by Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian National 
Independence Movement.  Although chances for these rather radical proposals to pass were 
more than slim, they did provide a platform for public debate on citizenship. 

 
The Petropavlovskis case led to an unprecedented level of interest in the loyalty and 
citizenship issue, as the reflection in media, including newspapers, shows.  Not only did the 
media discuss the issue at length and frequently, but after the triggering case there were large 
numbers of comments on the issue by many politicians, including the highest ranking ones.  
The discussions continued for a relatively long time, not only because the case of 
Petropavlovskis recurred from time to time as the court proceedings at different levels played 
out, but also because of the legislative amendment proposals that were elaborated, causing 
emotional responses from interlocutors on both sides of the argument. Not surprisingly, the 
arguments for and against the legitimacy and adequacy of loyalty as a criterion for belonging 
to the state are largely divided along the linguistic lines of the press. 
 
Before turning to the public debate, an important caveat needs to be made regarding the source 
material: citizenship and loyalty in Latvian press are discussed more in the nationalistically 
inclined Latvijas Avīze, as are Latvian–Russian issues and other minority issues.  This means 
that often the discourse is more radical than the mode moderate majority’s which, however, 
frequently remains silent.  This non-participation also needs to be taken into account when 
analyzing discourse – the moderates have weaker voice, but judging from policy outcomes 
often seem to be majority. On the other hand, Russian-language press tends to be very critical 
of most government policies, but especially those which touch on issues relating to minorities 
– citizenship and language especially.  It is no surprise, then, that much (but not all) of the 
media discourse is focused on the more radical views, and some more committed papers to one 
or other side of the cause even freqently reprint the more outrageous statements made in the 
other for the benefit of its own readers, who thereby get a select, not to say distorted, view of 
the public debate in the other language sphere. Although to some extent multi-faceted 
impressions of a pluralistic media are formed when reading the full range of media (despite its 
hugely varying quality), one should keep in mind that most readers will tend to use one or 
other language media as their source, and rarely will they read both (Šūlmane and Kruks). The 
repetition of stereotypical and radical views may appear surprising to an outside observer, but 
it is well known that through repetition they will also reinforce themselves to the point of 
becoming accepted as self-evident truths (EUMC, 2002) to the insider who consumes only the 
arguments provided through one language sphere. 

 
Now turning to the debate itself, the arguments surrounding the loyalty issue, which fall into 
several categories, will be addressed in three sets: loyalty simply as consensual requirement, 
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categorical but with no clear definition; arguments relating to democracy and law; and the 
criteria or content of loyalty. 

 
3.1.1. Loyalty as consensus not requiring explanation 
One of the most common type of comment on loyalty, starting with the case of 
Petropavlovskis, is the view that loyalty is generally understood and agreed upon, and 
therefore requires no explanation.  The naming of persons – active left-wing opposition and 
minority-platform politicians – is used simply as illustrations, often with an outraged tone.  
The issue is framed as loyalty to the state of Latvia, but because the definition remains 
implicit, at times the line between the state and governmental policies or strategic political 
choice is blurred. This is especially the case when strongly negative views are expressed 
against governmental policies concerning the “national question”, especially ethnic minority 
rights or the role of the Latvian and Russian language.   

 
In the case of Petropavlovskis, reference is made to his activities related to opposition to the 
minority education reform, such as organizing demonstrations, which unquestionably is 
represented as working against the state. The centrality of the Latvian language is evident, as is 
the stereotype that any person opposing the government policies on the relative share of 
minority language and state language in the minority education programmes is automatically 
seen as opposing the learning of the Latvian language, and therefore is not loyal to the state of 
Latvia.  The tensions surrounding the minority secondary education reform, which was 
implemented in September 2004, had led to protests and demonstrations in 2003 and 2004, 
which had not been common in Latvia before then, and although peaceful and procedurally 
approved by the authorizing authorities, such demonstrations and pickets were viewed with 
suspicion by most majority politicians (and the state institutions, including the structures of the 
Ministry of the Interior responsible for public order) and had even led to attempts to restrict 
such assembly (through proposals for legislative amendments as well as non-approval of 
specific events by the municipal authorities). Against that background, the participation or at 
least organization of public protest events appeared among the arguments as illustration of lack 
of loyalty, as in the following comment made by the new Prime Minister, Aigars Kalvītis, on 
Petropavlovskis in December 2004: 

 
It is clear, why [citizenship] was not granted – because he is not loyal to the state of Latvia, he has 
worked against the state.…[T]hat is not the only, but the most conspicuous example, when a person 
a few months after having organized large-scale demonstrations against the state wants to receive 
the citizenship of this state. This evidently leads one to think of amendments to Latvian legislation.  
It will be necessary to strengthen the relatively liberal norms of the Law on Citizenship.16 
 

Special Assignment Minister for Social Integration Affairs Nils Muižnieks of the centrist 
Latvia’s First Party, generally seen as pro-integration of ethnic minorities,  justifies his 
decision to vote against the granting of citizenship to Petropavlovskis by pointing to the 
possibility of more ominous activities engaged in by the candidate to citizenship (which 
nevertheless were not substantial enough for the security police to provide a negative opinion 
on the case): “…how can one grant citizenship to a person who is one of the Shtab17 main 
ideologists and who has publicly stated that he has combatants, who is friendly with the 

                                                 
16 Interview with Prime Minister published  in Latvijas Avīze, 9 December 2004.   
17 Shtab, meaning Headquarters, was an informal group of activists, which had been formed with the 
prupose of opposing the minroity education reform and was seen as a more radical group than some of the 
long-term, registered anti-reform organisations, such as the Association for the Defense of Russian-
Language Schools in Latvia. 
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[extremist grouping] Barkashovy in Liepaja and even wants to create a common list of 
candidates to the elections with these forces, which are enemies of the state?”  Deputy Prime 
Minister Ainars Šlesers, also of the Latvia’s First Party joined in with a more general 
statement: “Petropavlovskis has shown his negative attitude toward the state, in which he 
himself lives, therefore the government can without a bad conscience refuse to grant him 
citizenship”18  

 
Arguments on disloyalty as “enmity” or “hostility to the state”, of having “acted against the 
state”, are thus used rather indiscriminately, and it seems that beyond what could be 
considered legitimate security interests by any state, the strong wording is also applied, at least 
by some politicians, when dealing with the expression of strong negative views of adopted 
policies, or the call for alternative policies – especially in the field of language or citizenship. 
Inclusion in the citizenship, belonging to the state can thus only take place if certain policies, 
perceived to be basic, remain unquestioned.  Since the exact policies in question are never 
explicitly defined, but only illustrated, it leaves the interpretation open for different observers 
to define for themselves.  A general consensus, however, is claimed, that some views and 
actions, even if they are not illegal, are sufficient basis for exclusion from full belonging to the 
nation: 

 
In the Latvia media, especially the press with a nationalistic editorial stance, the reference to 
visible minority opposition politicians, who have expressed strongly critical views of official 
minority-related policies, essentially serves as a short-hand for illustrating lack of loyalty to 
the state, confirming that the concept should be so obvious as to not require any discussion or 
explanation: Amongst naturalized citizens there are …”in our country even such ladies and 
gentlemen as Tatjana Zhdanoka19 or Jurijs Petropavlovskis, for whom this state is only good 
for “barking at”, [which is] incompatible with traditional views on what it means to be a loyal 
citizen of a country”.20 

 
An extension of this line of argument is the reference to the will of the people – politicians and 
the media representatives supporting them claim that the decision to exclude Petropavlovskis 
from citizenship is not only supported by the majority, but is in fact what all citizens want – 
without substantiating how this is known, naturally.  Thus the Justice Minister Vineta 
Muižniece, when initiating the vote for excluding Petropavslovskis from the list of candidates 
to be naturalized in the Council of Ministers reportedly argued that a vote against granting him 
citizenship “will be understandable to every Latvian citizen”, and called on her ministerial 
colleagues not to hesitate taking a decision which is “expected of the Cabinet of Ministers by 
the Latvian people”.21 In a later article in the same paper, the interviewer categorically states, 
when addressing MP Anta Rugāte, from the Prime Minister’s People’s Party, but known for 

                                                 
18 Latvijas Avīze, Libeka, 17 November 2004. 
19 opposition politician from the coalition For Human Rights in a United Latvia (FHRUL), who is a 
Member of the European Parliament from Latvia, but was barred from standing as a candidate for election 
to the Parliament and excluded from the Riga City Council due to membership in the Communist Party 
after the cut-off date set in  lustration laws.  The case was challenged in the European Court for Human 
Rights, which found violations of rights in the first instance, but later decided in a Grand Chamber 
judgement that the refusal to let her stand as a candidate for elections fell within the margin of appreciation 
of the state, provided that the lustration laws were periodically reviewed to ensure their necessity and 
proportionality. 
20 Latvijas Avize, 17 November 2004. “Barking at” is a literal translation of the word used, which of course 
implies strongly and publicly criticizing. 
 
21 Latvijas Avīze, 17 November 2004, Mara Libeka. 
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her nationalistic views “…your voters, just like our readers, did not want that Petropavlovskis 
should become citizen”.22 

 
 

Counterarguments by political opposition 
It is telling that in most of the Latvian-language press where the question of Petropavlovskis’ 
citizenship is discussed, the arguments are about him and the Russian-speaking political 
opposition, but with relatively few direct comments by him either in the form of interviews or 
quotes.  This reflects the divided information sphere along linguistic lines, which leads to a 
lack of discussion of dialogue.  A plurality of views is present in the public sphere, but mostly 
in the form of parallel monologues.   

 
Despite the official insistence that the loyalty can only concern loyalty towards the state or the 
nation, not the government, the focus by mainstream coalition politicians on the expressions 
and actions “against the state”, interpreted as advocacy against official language and education 
policies, leads to a rather unclear distinction between loyalty to the state and loyalty to 
government policies.  This lack of clarity is further exacerbated by linguistic differences 
between Latvian and Russian, where the Russian word “gosudarstvo” can be used both for 
state (as state institutions, but not as nation) and government (which also more specifically, 
however, is “pravitel’stvo”), while in Latvian the distinction is more clear (“valsts” and 
“valdība”).  It is therefore not surprising that minority representatives in politics and the media 
interpret the discourse in the Latvian language sphere as meaning that loyalty to government is 
expected of them, including to government policies.  The obvious counterargument – claiming 
loyalty to the state, and sometimes to the country, but opposition to government policies – is 
made, with the insistence that this is as it should be in a democracy.  Clearly there are, then, 
two parallel discourses on the object of allegiance, both claiming democratic legitimacy, but 
there is no serious engagement in dialogue over the issue on either side.  

 
The interpretation that it is political opinions, and not allegiance to the state, that determined 
the government’s position in the case of Petropavlovskis – and thus the denial of inclusion into 
the polity, from this point of view -- is widely presented in the Russian-language media, 
stressing also that the decision was made by the ministers: “The blue passport of a citizen of 
Latvia may be a privilege only for those who have the right political views.  And the 
correctness of such views is determined by 17 people – the ministers of our government…”23 
The claim is also made that the reasons for this action includes the need for a symbol or 
personification of the enemy of the state, which allegedly runs in line with the “logic of 
struggle” of the government against the more radical minority-platform opposition FHRUL 
and the informal anti-minority education reform forum called “Shtab” (“Headquarters”).  

 
Another argument that also appears in the Russian-language media sphere is the instrumental 
one – that the denial of citizenship and discourse on the requirements of loyalty stem from 
pure political logic and the dominant group’s alleged fear of political competition.  This is 
especially brought up as an argument within the context of the Riga city council, elections to 
which were to be held in March 2005, and to which Petropavlovskis aspired to be elected 
before his citizenship application was denied.  In this context, it is also relevant that in Riga 
ethnic Latvians are a minority, while non-citizens – mainly Russian-speakers – do not have the 
right to vote or stand for election. 

                                                 
22 Interview in Latvijas Avīze 10 December 2004. 
23 “Pchele ne dali grazhdanstvo”, Chas, 17 November 2004. 
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3.1.2. Arguments Relating to Democracy and Law 

 
Several strains of arguments which relate to democracy and law appear in the mainstream 
public discourse.  The first is the one mentioned already in the quote by Prime Minister Emsis 
(Union of Greens and Farmers), and in fact started right around the time of the incident when 
the Cabinet of Ministers voted against the granting of citizenship to Petropavlovskis. The 
argument was made that this action was correct and also legal, but shortly thereafter, in 
response to questioning of whether the law actually provides for such unilateral action by the 
Cabinet of Ministers once all procedures for naturalization and security checks have been 
made, the argument was made that if it isn’t legal, then it should be, and the law must in that 
case correspondingly be amended.  The Foreign Minister, Artis Pabriks, of the People’s Party, 
claims shortly after the Petropavlovskis decision having called on his minister colleagues to 
review normative acts in order to “not permit the possibility that the democratic privileges are 
used by representatives of forces in enmity to the state”.24 

 
Soon enough, however, these arguments for the right to not include persons who are deemed to 
be disloyal are taken one step further by the nationalist politicians and media representatives. 
They start discussing the idea that it should also be possible to take away citizenship for 
disloyalty, which in that context is usually conceived as opinions expressed publicly.  Thus 
long-term ex-chief editor and influential commentator of Latvijas Avīze Voldemārs Krustiņš 
argues that citizenship and honour go together, and that it should be the right of the state not 
only to grant, but also to take away citizenship.  He refers not only to Petropavlovskis, but 
points to the example of Riga City council deputy Aleksandrs Ģilmans (who is not a 
naturalized citizen, but through descent), who also had been a very critical activist in the anti-
minority school reform movement:..”his collection of statements are sufficiently expressive 
also for the annulment of citizenship”.25   

 
The following year there were various proposals for restrictions on naturalization in 
parliament, which led to some colorful monologues aimed at exclusion of not only of 
newcomers, but also of already naturalized citizens.  Thus MP Aleksandrs Kiršteins, who at 
the time still was a member of the ruling coalition’s People Party and head of the parliament’s 
foreign relations committee (but later was excluded from this party) is quoted in the Russian-
language paper arguing for stopping naturalization and conducting an audit of those who 
already have naturalized, to see to what extent they are loyal to Latvia.26 Such an extreme view 
did not stand a chance of being acted upon by parliament, but the very expression of such 
views in public by a supposedly mainstream member of parliament obviously contributes to 
the sending of a very strong exclusionary message to all whose citizenship has not come down 
through jus sanguis. 

 
The national radical voice of Raivis Dzintars, who turned his radical youth grouping Visu 
Latvijai! (All for Latvia!) into a party before the elections in 2006 appeared rather regularly in 
the media, as he was given a platform to write in Latvijas Avīze, but the arguments were 
apparently considered too radical by the electorate as well, since his party did not gain enough 
support to pass the threshold to parliament.  Nevertheless, they are noteworthy for the extreme 
views:  he not only explicitly calls for the annulment of the citizenship of persons with views 
like Aleksandrs Giļmans, who in an internet chat had likened the Latvian state to the evil of the 
                                                 
24 Latvijas Avīze, 17 November 2004, Māra Lībeka. 
25 Voldemārs Krustiņš, Latvijas Avīze, 19 November 2004. 
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Nazi regime (and is facing a court case regarding this), but also for expelling them from the 
country.27 in explicitly calls for the taking away of Giļmans’s citizenship and that persons with 
such views (having called the Latvian state as evil as the Nazi regime etc. in internet chat and 
facing criminal charges for it) – also suggesting that such persons should also be expelled from 
the country.   

 
But the company of those who expressed rather radical views on citizenship in this period was 
quite diverse.  Thus they were also joined by the former MP and former leader of the Social 
Democratic Workers’ Party (and also former KGB officer and law professor) Juris Bojārs, who 
in an interview argued that the law should provide for taking away citizenship and expelling 
from the country “persons who are enemies of the statehood and the Latvian people, persons 
who undermine our country”.28 

 
As is often the case in Latvia on arguments touching on politically sensitive issues, the effect 
of the extreme views expressed in the public sphere is made larger because the 
counterarguments are missing.  The moderate majority, who most likely oppose the extreme 
versions of the arguments – as witnessed by the voting in parliament on such proposals – 
remain silent, and the public discourse is thus often dominated by alarmist or extremist views, 
even if they are in fact held by a minority.  There were in this period, however, occasional 
counterarguments by experts and commentators in the Latvian-language press.  Thus, one 
well-known commentator and journalist Viktors Avotiņš in an article questioned whether the 
removal of Petropavlovskis from the list of candidates for citizenship was taken out of concern 
for state interests or the interests of the ruling coalition parties, who may be keen on not 
allowing him a role in the Riga City Council. He also made the argument that the decision on 
naturalization must be a legal decision, since it is a decision relating to the state, and not a 
political decision, as citizenship does not concern only a specific government or ruling 
coalition.29  Another type of counterargument, occasionally but not frequently expressed in the 
Latvian-language media, focuses on understanding of democracy: Ābrams Kleckins, professor 
of media and communications at the University of Latvia, commented that although he does 
not sympathise with Juris Petropavlovskis, nevertheless he considers that the government by 
acting to deny him citizenship shows a lack of understanding of democratic processes, which 
will bring harm to society, because it harms belief in law.30 
 
Another way in which the legal arguments appeared rather directly was through proposals for 
amendments to the Citizenship Law, and also the Repatriation Law.  In debates on the 
Fatherland and Freedom/LNIM proposed amendments to the law MP Māris Grīnblats explains 
why they have proposed them: 

First. Several investigations and court cases on the purchase of citizenship in which the end result was 
that the Latvian courts recognised that these incidents of putchasing were low level violations. 
Second. Various activities against the state, including by people’s representatives in the Saeima.  I will 
mention only a foew.  The [izlēcnieni’] during national holidays, which are becoming typical.  
Unregistered organisations’ active [darbiba] against the school reform.  The denial of occupation. The 
[pielidzinasana] non-citizens rights to those of citizens, which has resounded in the Saeima in at least a 
few hundred proposals which contain only one single thought – that there has not been any occupation 
and that all those who have come here have done so legally.  The fvarious ways of proposing demands 
for a second official language, which is completely against the Latvian Constitution, as well as against 
the [svinigasi solijusm] of deputies, but which all the left-wing representatives have said from this 
tribune. 
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Third. As many cultural workers of Latvia, spiritual workers and state language inspectors have 
concluded, the prestige and usage of the state language have unfortunately not grown in the last ten 
years, in many places its usage sphere has narrowed down.31 

 
He then goes on to list the various components of the proposal, including the actual stoppage 
of naturalisation altoghether for non-citizens until Russia will be willing to “resolve in a 
civilised manner” the issue of occupation, and “a whole series of proposals relate to promoting 
that loyal, or at least more loyal to Latvia, people would be accepted into citizenship, who have 
learned and use the Latvian language and have adapted into the society of Latvia”, which has 
to be officially “confirmed by the person and later will be checked in special interviews…”   
The amendments also proposed the easing of the procedures for annulling citizenship.  The 
proposal was defeated. 
 
In June 2006 the same party introduced a proposal for an entirely new and much more 
restrictive Citizenship Law, giving as the reason “it is the opinion of a pretty broad segment of 
Latvian citizens, both our electorate as well as a significant number of [other] people, that 
citizenship has until now been accorded based on the open door principle and that this process 
must become stricter and that the state should control it more.” He also explains that “We 
consider that naturalization should not be stopped (we were criticized for this, as though we 
would like to stop naturalization), but that naturalization must be finished with; that is a 
process which has gone on for 11 years and as a result of it is first and foremost  that a large 
share of people who are disployal to Latvia have acquired citizenship (luckily, a large number 
have not wanted to acquire it and thus have shown clearly their position that the Latvian state 
and Latvian citizenship do not mean anything much to them).” Again, the unwillingness to 
engage in a moderate counter-discourse is illustrated not only by the silence in debates, but 
also by the vote on the proposal: it was defeated by 20 votes against, with 10 for – but with 51 
abstentions.32 
 
Yet another proposal for a new and stricter Citizenship Law was made by the same party at the 
end of September 2006 (i.e. a month before the elections), with the argument that “The present 
Citizenship Law allows to take on board large numbers of citizenship people who 
systematically demand Russian as a second state language, who systematically demand in 
innumerable laws to make non-citizens rights similar to those of citizens; that is 
understandable from the point foview of the USSR, but not at all from the point of view of 
Latvia.  In addition this kind of persons with these kinds of views are not only somewhere on 
the streets of Riga or other towns, but are also in the City Council of Riga and in the Saeima of 
the Republic of Latvia; this is testimony to the kind of voters who have gotten into the pool of 
Latvian citizens.”33 This proposal was again defeated with the opposition MPs voting against 
(21 votes), but with 53 abstentions. 
 
3.1.3. Content or Criteria of Loyalty 
  
The last, and most important major cluster of arguments in the loyalty debate has to do with 
the interpretation of the content of loyalty to Latvia.  The criteria, even though they are not 
clear or systematically formulated, emerge from the public debate among politicians and 
experts.  These include, in various combinations, language, particular views of society and 
diversity within that (or related visions for future society), respect for the symbols of the state 
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and the national culture, interpretation of specific historic events, and also on the “minimum 
standard” issues such as abidance by laws, payment of taxes and respect for constitutional 
values, and whether a certain amount of “Latvianness” should also be part of the minimum 
requirements of loyalty and belonging. The public discussion illustrates not only the range of 
issues that are included implicitly and explicitly in the concept of loyalty, but also shows the 
lack of consensus on the actual content of loyalty to the state.  

 
Arguably the most important and also emotion-laden criterion of perceived loyalty to Latvia is 
the attitude towards the Latvian language. This attitude includes, but is not limited to, the 
proficiency – if not known, it is interpreted as lack of loyalty, but if it is known it does not 
necessarily lead to the conclusion that the loyalty criteria have been fulfilled.  The stress on 
language comes as no surprise, considering the perceived role of the Latvian language in the 
national identity, as well as its central role in the policies of the state, especially in the field of 
integration.  Also, it was precisely with protests against reforms touching on language of 
instruction in schools which Juris Petropavlovskis was involved, leading to the triggering 
incident of the case study.  The discourse on the education reform in Latvian language media 
has also focused on the issue of language, and the simplistic allegations made almost across 
the full spectrum of the Latvian-language media included the supposed lack of willingness to 
learn the Latvian language by anyone who was opposed to the reform. Thus the language 
argument also took on a significant role in the citizenship and loyalty debate. 

 
Examples of arguments used on language and loyalty include statements by former Prime 
Minister, MEP from Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian National Independence Movement 
Guntars Krasts, in which he argues that the basis for denying Petropavlovskis citizenship was 
the rejectionist attitude towards the Latvian language that he had shown in the context of the 
protests against the minority education reform.  Krasts is apparently convinced that this is a 
well-founded argument and goes on to say, “In my view, Petropavlovskis, who has expounded 
ideas which are threatening the Latvian identity – calls for not learning the Latvian language -- 
has no chance of getting the citizenship [even] when turning to European courts”.34  

 
Another theme connected to the learning of Latvian focuses even more clearly on the attitude 
toward the language, arguing that proficiency in itself is not the only question.  Former hard-
liner head of the Latvian Language Inspectorate, Dzintra Hirša, when interviewed in Latvijas 
Avīze states that it is “fake integration” when heart and emotions are not in it, and that it is 
degrading when so many people are accepted as citizens without making any distinctions 
amongst them, expressing outrage that “some don’t even try to speak Latvian when they come 
to the Language Agency”.  She explicitly states that language is ”one of the criteria of loyalty 
and belonging to the state”. In the same interview a colleague states: “A candidate for 
citizenship should know the language not just in any way, but really master it.  Because only 
then is there a basis to believe that this person feels like he/she belongs to the state. Barely 
knowing conversational language bears witness to the person’s attitude toward the country.  
Because a country without its language is nothing: if the country loses the language of its 
autochtinous inhabitants, then it is already a completely different country.”35  The connection 
between language and identity and therefore the heightened fear of loss of the Latvian 
language is also made by MP (Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian National Independence 
Movement) and former Minister of Justice Dzintars Rasnačs, where he used the rather 

                                                 
34 Rigas Balss, 26 November 2004 

35 Latvijas Avīze, 1 March 2005. 
 



 22

traditional argument of the threat in the past, and its remaining consequences, due to deliberate 
policies of russification, as well as new challenges posed by globalization.36  

 
An issue in many ways specific to Latvia, but which also has been extensively used in the 
debates on loyalty and indeed as a requirement for acceptance into the mainstream society is 
the question of “one-community” and “two-community” society. Despite the existence of 
certain signs that the Latvian and the Russian-speaking communities, in addition to positive 
indicators like high intermarriage rates, little geographical segregation etc., still display 
tendencies to separateness in various spheres of life, the challenging of the reality of a one-
community state is perceived as destructive to the unitary state and therefore disloyal.  In 
nuances rarely caught by outside observers, the two-community society may at times pass as a 
realistic assessment and thus not disloyal, while the two-community state is rejected outright 
as a provocation and threat. The integration programme includes an explicit reference to the 
goal of working toards a one-community society, and the often moderate head of the 
Naturalisation Board Eiženija Aldermane in an interview on the same Petropavlovskis case 
states that those who want two official languages or two co-existing  communities are not 
working in the interest of the state, and also expresses the view that those who promote the 
emergence of a two-community state should not receive the citizenship.37  
 
Another issue that comes up with some regularity in the loyalty debates is the interpretation of 
the history of Latvia, or rather, the interpretation of certain specific facts, even if they are not 
necessarily always mentioned explicitly.  A basic such fact is the recognition of occupation by 
the Soviet Union, as opposed to Soviet-style myth of voluntary incorporation. Other questions 
relate to the experience in World War II and the relation of Latvia and Latvians both to the 
German Nazi regime, as well as to the Soviet regime. Sometimes the argument of history goes 
further, as when MEP (Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian National Independence Movement) 
and former Minister of Defence Ģirts Valdis Kristovskis states that beyond the necessary 
Latvian language skills, persons who naturalise should “recognize the history of the country 
and its cultural-political orientation”.38 The extreme emotional reaction to denial or 
questioning of the fact of occupation is illustrated by self-proclaimed nationalists with various 
party allegiances.  MP (Green and Farmers’ Union) Visvaldis Lācis makes a sweeping 
statement that “most Russians and Russian-speakers in Latvia are hostile to the state”, stating 
that this is proven by the fact that they have voted for 25 opposition parliamentarians who 
“have said that there have not been any Communist crimes, nor occupation”.39  In a chilling 
interview, because the interlocutor is head of the Department of International Law at 
University of Latvia, Professor Aigars Fogelis explains legislative amendment proposals, 
which he participated in elaborating for national radical party/group Visu Latvijai!, and which 
foresee criminal responsibility for denying occupation.  He also states that Citizenship Law 
amendment proposals include provisions that citizenship should not be granted to persons 
“who consciously distort Latvia’s history, who deny the fact of occupation”, and such a norm 
should have effect not only at the moment of naturalization, but for the entire life of a person. 
The reason to call for such broad criminalization of speech is simple: “Because the denial of 
the fact of occupation in essence means that this person is not loyal to the state of Latvia”. 40 
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The sensitivity to questioning of certain historical facts is at least as strong in the case of 
respect for symbols of the Latvian state. In January 2006 the case of a non-citizen youth who 
burned the Latvian flag (and was punished for it by 50 hours community service as violation of 
Criminal Law section against the denigration of state symbols) was discussed in the media.  
Many commentators, including the head of the Naturalization Board, expressed outrage at the 
legal norms which provided that after one year this youth’s record would no longer show that 
he had committed a criminal offence, and therefore he could theoretically naturalize or even 
become a citizen through registration, if he should graduate from a Latvian-language school.41 

 
In an interesting tour de table of prominent Latvian politicians by Russian-language daily 
Telegraf, the different elements but also potential differences of view on the content of loyalty 
and prerequisites for inclusion come across: the head of the Naturalization Board sticks to the 
minimum requirement version with law-abidance and payment of taxes, participation in the 
strengthening the country and its welfare; MP Aleksandrs Kiršteins claims it takes paying 
one’s taxes, but also acknowledging Latvian society as one-community, and also supporting 
the minority education reform; MP (New Era) and former Minister of Education and Science 
Kārlis Šadurskis stresses the conscious awareness of belonging to the state; prominent 
politician and former Prime Minister Ivars Godmanis posits that a candidate has to subscribe to 
the common system of values, support the independence of the country, but also explicitly 
agrees with Prime Minister Aigars Kalvītis on a person’s loyalty being questionable if he or 
she has participated in [anti-education reform] demonstrations.42 
 
The Minister of Justice Solvita Āboltiņa (from the New Era party) illustrated well an 
anachronistic interpretation on loyalty, when preparing the government’s position for the 
administrative court hearing on whether the decision regarding Petropavlovskis’ denied 
citizenship was a political or an administrative one (only in the latter case would it be 
admissible to administrative court and then require a decision on the substance).  Using a pre-
war encyclopedia as a source (which is not as unusual in Latvian legal argument as may be 
expected), she stressed that loyalty incorporates concepts such as morality, honesty, strict 
abidance by the law, allegiance and subservience to the government.43   On the same day, she 
also admonished potential organizers of demonstrations that to call on youth not to observe 
Latvian laws (by demonstrating or protesting without official permission or beyond the 
conditions set in the required permission) is an indication of lack of loyalty.44  
 
As the initial discursive storm over the Petropavlovskis case gradually calmed down, but the 
loyalty issue remained on the agenda (partly through the various Citizenship Law amendment 
proposals), the moderate or minimalist statements on loyalty occurred somewhat more 
regularly by mainstream Latvian politicians, albeit not frequently. Thus head of Naturalization 
Board Aldermane in one interview to the nationalistically inclined paper states that the fact 
itself of acknowledging the wish to become a citizen, by signing up for naturalization, together 
with the oath of allegiance, are sufficient indications of the wish to belong.  She also stated that 
although not all persons who naturalize become closer to the state, most do.45  

 
In a rare contrast to previous Justice Minister’s historical view of loyalty, Karina Pētersone, 
Special Assignment Minister for Social Integration (party Latvia’s Way, in coalition with 
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Latvia’s First Party) in a Russian-language daily interview criticizes the use of loyalty as 
criterion as “old fashioned”, not applicable to persons of other background born in Latvia, for 
whom Latvia is their native country, but she acknowledges that there are still problems with 
differing views of history (although contrasting in tone to Minister of Culture Helēna 
Demakova, who is reported to have made claims that integration can only proceed on the basis 
of the same understanding of history). Nevertheless, the minister also strongly disagrees with 
the view that there is a two-community society in Latvia.46 

 
The discussion on loyalty to the state as a requirement for citizenship directly connects with 
what is perceived to be minimum requirements for belonging, and the discourse clearly draws 
dividing lines.  The discussion also illustrates that little room is left for those who do not 
accept this line – to the point of indicating that it would be best for all if they left the country 
altogether (which shows up in the related repatriation discourse).  
 
This interpretation is also provided directly by certain nationalistic MPs, and was also reflected 
in the various proposals for tightening of citizenship laws, or even moratorium on 
naturalization. At a proposed vote of no confidence in the government on 8 April 2006 in the 
Saeima, MP Juris Dobelis from Fatherland and Freedom/Latvian National Independence 
Movement argued, amongst other things: “…Further. We are, certainly, upset about what is 
happening with naturalization.  It’s not good, what is happening there!  It’s not good that 
persons become citizens of the Republic of Latvia who in practice do not know our language 
and do not respect our nation, and that’s why we will talk about changes in the Citizenship 
Law.  And we will also talk about the Repatriation Law.  It’s a pity that our proposals did not 
in their time gain support in the Saeima.  We would like to remind [you] that in Latvia there 
are people, who do not feel comfortable here, who do not respect Latvia and are not prepared 
to do so.  Dear me, why couldn’t they then go to their ethnic homeland with a little push from 
our side?  A polite one….”47. 
 
The view of the minorities expressed in the public domain (mostly in the Russian-language 
media, and by parliamentarians in the debates, consistently argues against the majority 
representation of loyalty as a prerequisite and the various elements supposedly contained in the 
concept of loyalty, while not necessarily rejecting the concept of loyalty itself.  Thus even 
Jurijs Petropavlovskis around the time of the incident does not argue that loyalty is irrelevant, 
but instead that he is loyal to the Latvian state, since he defends constitutional principles.48 The 
argument generally followed is that the criteria assumed and developed by official authorities 
and majority politicians in Latvia is not concerned with the fundamental principles and values 
of a democratic state as much as with a national identity including many elements of 
Latvianness, and thus oriented toward the assimilation of the ethnic minorites.  The 
commentators charge that the government is more concerned with showing to the public its 
unwavering support for “Latvian Latvia”, and that this to them is far more important than any 
democratic values or even image of the country to the outside.49  Russian-language 
commentators also claim that clearly the question, be it unofficially and often implicitly, is 
about adopting certain views on specific facts and events.  A well-known, but to a Latvian 
audience frequently controversial commentator in Chas, Fedoseyev, notes that views that are 
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not allowed to be questioned without being accused of being disloyal include the Latvian 
legionnaires fighting only for Latvian independence, even though they were included as a unit 
in the Nazi Waffen SS structures, or the idea that the presence of Russians in Latvia, as well as 
Russian-language schools, are simply consequences of Soviet occupation. He also points out 
that this interpretation of loyalty means that a right-wing Latvian by definition cannot be 
disloyal, but disloyalty as a concept is solely reserved for left-wing non-Latvians.50 A message 
of exclusion is thus clearly received from the debate on loyalty and the requirements for 
acquiring citizenship. 
 
In conclusion, the loyalty debate in the period following the case of the denied citizenship 
focused largely on the understanding and legitimate content of the concept, on which there was 
little consensus.  On the other hand, the eagerness with which the loyalty concept as such was 
embraced and endorsed indicates a relatively stable consensus among mainstream and majority 
parties (but not only) that loyalty is a most relevant factor for citizenship and belonging.  The 
voices which try to publicly argue that it does not correspond to a contemporary concept of 
citizenship, let alone belonging, are very few.  The intensity of the debate and the emotions put 
into the arguments seem to indicate that loyalty, even if not formalized as a legal requirement, 
one way or another will continue to be a test for the drawing of boundaries for those who 
belong and are included, and those that do not.  Whether the concept is flexible enough to 
accommodate without strong assimilationist pressures an expanded diversity base through 
newcomers from other groups than the traditional ones remains to be seen. 
 
3.2. Migration and New Diversities 
If the citizenship and loyalty issue delineates one of the key boundaries of belonging and its 
content, then views on migration, which relatively recently have gained greater salience, 
contribute to insights on the view of who belongs and who doesn’t, and can provide 
indications of whether there is openness or closure towards multiculturalism beyond the pre-
existing groups of cultures.   
 
3.2.1. Perceptions and Discourse 
Although the potential need for labour immigrants had been brought up for discussion 
occasionally by economists analyzing the demographic situation (aging population and low 
birth rates) and labour needs in the future, there was little interest in immigration until recent 
couple of years. A migration debate started in earnest only after the emigration from Latvia 
gained headlines after Latvia’s accession to the EU.  The shift in official rhetoric on Soviet-era 
newcomers – the conscious effort to move away from “national minority” to terminology of 
immigrants – also may have helped to set the stage for a negative view by association of all 
immigration. There have been few voices openly positive to immigration – and surveys show a 
generally negative attitude – the exception being certain employers’ and organized employers’ 
representatives, like the Employers’ Confederation. 
 
Immigration from third countries has a different context in Latvia from that of most of Europe, 
as much of the potential immigration is thought to come from former Soviet republics, mostly 
Moldova, Ukraine, and perhaps Belorus, not the extra-European migration, which is seen as 
alien and less likely. The attitude toward this is quite ambivalent: on the one hand, the 
neighboring country immigrants are perceived as less threatening, and better known and mote 
similar to oneself, but on the other hand the fear of an increase (again) in Russian-speakers is 
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also underlying some of the cocerns.   Vjacheslav Dombrovskis, instructor at Riga School of 
Economics comments on the possible different political views of such immigration: 
 

The parties’ stance is characterized by avoidance of taking a position.  Of course, the situation in our 
country is such an ethnic situation, where Latvians do not want migrants, because, if that will take place, 
it will mean low qualification labour from neighboring countries… The Russian electorate of party 
Harmony Centre, understandably, has no objections that more Russian-speakers should come here, but 
Latvians must answer to themselves what price they are ready to pay for economic growth.  There are 
only two compromise possibilities – allowing the inflow of labour and retain the rates [of growth], or 
else we do not allow it, but the growth, as it is now, will stop. 51 

 
There have been suggestions by individual politicians from several parties (including by those 
who claim to favor the present law) that if immigrations should increase significantly, the 
citizenship law and naturalization requirements would have to be made more stringent. These 
include, for instance, People’s Party MP and chair of the parliamentary Citizenship Law 
implementation committee Anta Rugāte, who has also previously called for strengthening of 
the law, but also Green and Farmers’ Union MP and head of integration subcommittee Andris 
Bērziņš, who said he supports keeping the present law as it stands, but said it should be made 
stricter if immigration increases substantially. 52   
 
In addition, there was also a line of argument which presented “scare versions” of Europe, as 
in articles dealing with immigration in a European context.  France and Germany serve as 
negative examples, with a stress put on the increased opposition to immigration amongst the 
population in those countries, on the hardening of laws, but often also connected to negative 
stereotypes of “migration-related problems”. Latvijas Avīze correspondent Uldis Šmits 
presents a sweeping view of the situation in several old EU member states, especially due to 
the presence of Muslims, and concludes with his perception of a threat to European values and 
indeed democracy itself: He starts out by describing that demographic changes in the 15 “old 
Europe” member states entail that migration-related increase of population is several times the 
natural growth, and goes on in conspiratorial tradition to claim that this “serves the Islamist 
strains and proselytizers’ plans”. Noting that Baden-Wurtemberg has introduced special exams 
to ensure a basic understanding of democracy and integration for Muslim newcomers, that 
France prohibits the wearing of religious dress in state schools and that ‘multicultural’ United 
Kingdom allows for such dress even when working in public service, while prohibiting ritual 
slaughter, the journalist ends the article by writing “In other words, Europe still does not 
dictate the rules of the game, but instead herself adapts more to the spirit of alien, unacceptable 
traditions, losing her own mentality and face.   Therefore it is also possible that one day the 
democratic values will also be lost.” 53 
 
A negative popular view of immigration bordering on outright fear is reflected in mainstream 
politicians’ consensus that immigration should be either not permitted, or strictly controlled.  
Emphasis, it is argued, should be placed on avoiding emigration or promoting the return of 
Latvian emigrants54 (the question remains open whether this includes persons of all ethnicities 
who are citizens, and even more whether it includes Latvian non-citizens).  The confusion 
between Latvian ethnic and civic identity is almost ubiquitous – and it seems, not always 
conscious – the assumption of “us” being the ethnic Latvians at times comes through 
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explicitly, and sometimes implicitly – but rarely is the perception inclusive.  One relatively 
moderate example is the Foreign Minister Artis Pabriks, who in the official gazette, which has 
a rather particular, and not very wide audience, attempts to argue cautiously for immigration, 
but stressing that it must be ensured that it is appropriately regulated.  The foreign minister 
stresses that the mistakes of old EU member states must be avoided by stressing integration 
requirements rights from the start, including the learning of the local language and culture.  
Since Latvia already has a long experience in integrating immigrants from the Soviet Union, 
the country is well positioned. But the minister concludes by stressing that Latvia has been 
subject to foreign influence for too long and will not be ethnically uniform, “which is why it is 
important to strengthen and broaden the Latvian identity”.  Since the departure of the Soviet 
power the share of Latvians has increased from 53% to 60%, he states, and he reassuringly 
predicts that this tendency will continue.55 This line of reasoning serves as a good illustration 
of the identity and immigration concerns.  Although the issue was third country immigration, 
and the intention apparently to prod a more positive attitude, it is clear that the view of Latvia 
and Latvian identity still harks back to the demographic changes during the Soviet period.  
Likewise, and significant in terms of the signals concerning inclusion, the Latvian identity 
which supposedly needs strengthening in view of potential newcomers is, quite explicitly, the 
ethnic Latvian one, thus excluding the role in the identity of the 40% of the population which 
is not ethnically Latvian. 
 
Nevertheless, there is a persistent voice arguing for a positive role for immigration, and even if 
it is rather lonely and not very loud for the time being, it may over time play a role in possibly 
shifting a negative popular opinion. The head of the Latvian Employers’ Confederation has 
consistenyl displayed a positive view of immigration as necessary and beneficial for employers 
and society at large. In one such interview she called for lowering of barriers and costs for 
bringing third country labourers, claiming that the general pretense in Latvia that there is no 
need for immigration and therefore that there are higher costs associated with labour import 
only lowers the competitiveness of Latvia: “I would qualify that as ‘ostrich policy’, the 
position that we have less work to do and less problems.  To some extent this can be explained 
by national complexes, positioning ourselves as a people who is victimized.  I hope that we 
will overcome this as soon as possible.” 56 
 
Although there do not seem to be very significant differences in the attitudes towards 
immigration between the Latvian language and Russian language press, there may be a more 
open attitude displayed in the latter.  Thus, an anti-alarmist article in Chas puts immigration in 
a European context of demographic changes and aging population, arguing that the Latvian 
politicians’ fear of uncontrollable migration to Latvia seems out of place in comparison to the 
concern they should have of diminishing labour force through demographic decline as well as 
emigration, also noting that the numbers of foreign workers in Latvia remains very low.57 
 
 
3.2.2. Paris Banlieues and Crisis of Multiculturalism 
The nervousness regarding the potential effects of immigration-related increase in diversity is 
illustrated in the picture of problems in Europe.  A subcategory of articles that relates to this – 
in fact, that promoted or were used to promote the fear of immigration, especially of Muslims 
– was those on the riots in the Paris banlieues.  With 68 articles between 31 October 2005 and 
throughout 2006, the level of attention was moderately high.  Many of the articles describe 
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immigration as a cause for the problem, and some include calls for stronger laws against 
immigration and on citizenship. On the whole, however, the articles appear to strive to report 
neutrally only on the facts, even though often the choice of words for describing the suburban 
youth include stereotypes. When the articles include commentary, however, this tends to be 
either ambivalent or outright negative. 
 
The unease over immigration is dsiplayed across the board, as moderate mainstream daily 
Diena illustrates well, though a series of articles on the topic which tend to give an ambivalent 
message, replete with stereotypes, but also keen on including analytical aspects, such as the 
recognition of socio-economic explanations for the situation in the banlieues.  Thus in the 
course of six days there were three articles on the issue in this paper, written by different 
authors with varying tone and substance.  One, entitled “Immigrants protest with fists”, uses 
terms as “newcomers”, claims that the poor neighborhoods outside Paris “mainly” house 
“believers in Islam who have arrived mainly from Africa” who feel rejected, unneeded and 
“therefore react to events in a sharpened fashion and often provoke streetfights”. The article 
proceeds to describe that violent unrest is common in France, and touches upon problems and 
obstacles to integration encountered by Muslims in France, while also stressing that the lack of 
data collection in France for ideological reasons creates “serious problems for police at a time 
when Islamist militants is one of the biggest threats for European states”58 Two days later, 
another article put the stress on social problems and unemployment, using the term “youth of 
North African origin”, but warning that the unrest could spread to other countries as well, 
citing the UK and the Netherlands as potential negative examples (stating that “relations 
between Christians and Muslims have drastically worsened in the Netherlands in the last 
year”).  The article explicitly compares the situation to Latvia, making the claim that Latvia 
has a much better integrated society, with no clear ethnic areas and little ethnic division into 
“us-them”, despite certain differences in the ethnic composition of certain areas of Riga or 
businesses where either Latvians or Russian-language employees dominate, as well as the 
existence of schools separated along language of instruction. The article ends by claiming that 
the more various ethnic groups live and work together, the less of a risk that negative 
stereotypes develop59 The third article sounds a bell of alarm, referring to the “sparkles, which 
now have turned into flames”, which are alleged to have been initiated 30 years ago with the 
arrival of “Arabs and black-skinned Africans from former colonies, who came in search of a 
better life”.  In order to house these people, “around the large cities block houses grew like 
mushrooms”, which “quickly became ethnic ghettos, about which well-to-do French get 
information only from the newspaper criminal news columns”.  The article ends with a 
reminder of the Theo Van Gogh murder as a reason that a year ago the integration of Muslims 
had become a theme discussed in all of Europe.60 
 
An article in a Russian-language daily also illustrates ambivalence, albeit of a different kind.  
The article, entitled “War in the Paris suburbs”, refers to actions by “Arab emigrants against 
French authority” and also includes references to Iraq and street war, where gangs want to 
show their power and take over the situation. The article claims that many surrounding areas of 
the capital have become “entirely Arabic, as the French leave these places, which have become 
alien and disadvantaged, and which the gangs would like to declare zones of their influence 
based on the example of the Brazilian favellas, where their own laws prevail”. In an interesting 
twist at the end of the article the author, having recognized Nicolas Sarkozy’s strict measures 
vis-à-vis the migrants and his tough anti-terrorism stance, asserts that he nevertheless has met 
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with representatives of suburban youth in an effort at dialogue.  The last sentence wistfully 
states “If only our politicians had European thinking…”61 The shifting reference of who is 
“us” first, then, opposed Europe to Latvia, but then, with “our politicians” contrast to the 
French Minsiter of Interior seems to identify the “us”, presumably disscontended Russian-
speakers in Latvia, with the suburban protesting youth, despite the generally negative and 
stereotypical tone used for then throughout the article.   
 
A few days later the same paper runs an article “French lessons”, which includes comments by 
several Latvian politicians. Several of these note that France has ignored the existence of 
national minorities (i.e. they project the Latvian discourse), but most claim similar 
developments are not likely in Latvia.  Interestingly, some of the politicians explicitly relate 
immigration and integration issues to the relations of the Latvian-Russian ethnic groups, 
claiming that the tensions are political, not in everyday life (like former Prime Minister and 
MP from Latvia’s Way Bērziņš).  Others note, however, that Latvia will have to face 
immigration in the future, and claim that then conflicts will also be possible. Some opoine that 
Muslims largely do not accept “Western values” (MP from presumably pro-integration and 
pro-diversity party Latvia’s First Party Vyacheslav Stepanenko).62 
 
There is little debate explicitly on multiculturalism in any of the media, except for occasional 
reference to foreign discussions on the crisis of multiculturalism, sometimes barely hiding a 
gloating tone, along the lines “see what it leads to”.  Latvijas Avīze published a longish article 
by journalist Aija Cālīte entitled “Holland: has the idea of multiculturalism failed?”, in which 
the changes in integration policies in the Netherlands are reported, referring to earlier policies 
as “mistakes” that were too mild towards migrants and newcomers.63  Later in the year the 
same paper also announced in a headline that “Multiculturalism does not work”, which 
described what it saw as British attempts to “regain national identity”, describing negative 
statements and attitudes towards multiculturalism in the UK, without citing any opposing 
views. 64 Occasional remarks by mainstream politicians on the failure of multiculturalism have 
also been made, but no articles were identified which attempted to seriously deal with either 
the concept, or the developments of the debate in other countries. 
 
 
4. Reactions to Danish Cartoon Crisis 
The cartoons were not reprinted in Latvian press, but they were described and discussed in 
media. 106 articles were published during 2006 in the national newspapers in Latvia which 
dealt with the Jyllands-posten cartoons (at least in part).  All but 13 of these were published 
until the end of February, indicating both the intensity and shortness of the interest in the issue.  
41 of the 106 articles appeared in Russian-language press, the rest in Latvian. Most of the 
articles are descriptive of the situation after the cartoons, also describing the foreign arguments 
for and against publication, but many focus on the aftermath and in particular on issues such as 
the boycott of Danish goods and threats to Danish citizens in other parts of the world. In 
general, the tone is distant, making clear the perception that these events are not relevant to 
Latvia, but are only reports on foreign problems.  
 
When there are commentaries and judgments relating to the crisis, they fall into two main 
categories or arguments:  one, that religious intolerance or lack of respect is bad (including 
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calls for increased legal protection against religious offense (“hurting religious feelings”) and 
this also includes arguments for blasphemy laws. The other type of arguments paints a picture 
of Europe shamefully giving in to un-European values which eventually will threaten 
democracy and social order in Europe by adopting non-European, intolerant and 
fundamentalist values of Islam.  
 
For the argument against religious intolerance there is a tendency to widen the issue of 
disrespect to include a long list of things not to say, including on issues other than religion.  
Apart from Holocaust denial, reports on developments in France and elsewhere of denial of the 
Armenian genocide are referred to, while also extending the list to issues such as denying the 
fact of occupation in Latvia and occupation.65 But there are also arguments in line with more 
of the mainstream in the rest of Europe, such as the opinion that freedom of media/expression 
and respect are not mutually exclusive, as in reports on the President’s position on the Cartoon 
affair.66 Reports on local Latvian Muslim community reactions state that reactions are mild, 
and although they see the caricatures as offensive, as one community leader says, the long 
years of imposed atheism has created a situation where former Soviet Mulsims are now happy 
that they can openly pratice their religion at all, and therefore they are cautious in any 
reactions.67 
 
The reaction by politicians to the Danish cartoons was also limited in time and engagement, 
with the short-lived exception of Latvia’s First Party (which is associated with Christian 
fundamentalist views, but also with a positive attitude to ethnic integration and “tolerance” 
(but strongly anti-gay)), whose leader called for blasphemy laws to be elaborated in Latvia.  
The suggestion was quickly removed from their agenda, however, stating explicitly that 
questions of freedom of expression had been raised by some. 
 
For the second line of arguments, on the threat to European values and culture, an example in 
Russian-language press is provided by Margita Strancmane’s article “Why did Europe lose the 
war of caricatures?” in Telegraf.  The author answers the question by aruing that instead of 
welcoming newcomers with “feel at home, but don’t forget you are guests”, the mistake of 
being too willing to compromise in the name of respect for diversity, ending the article with 
the threat “Today Europe apologizes for the violation of Muslim law, and tomorrow? 
Tomorrow she will be proposed to live by those laws.”68  Along the same lines,  Latvijas Avīze 
journalist Uldis Šmits’ article “Fake prophets and freedom of expression” presents as a thesis 
that concessions to Islamic dogmas will lead to a dead end.  Here, an argument based in 
conspiracy theory is explained: the scandals surrounding the cartoons, in the view of the 
author, is only one link in a chain with which Europe is becoming ever more closely glued to 
the world of Islam and with it, a “foreign ideology of intolerance”. Thus Islamist hidden and 
open power centres have started their involvement in the internal politics of European 
countries.69 
 
Several articles and interviews with local “experts” on Islam, or Islam and Europe, as well as 
on the Arab world appeared in the print press during this period. These articles were most 
frequently oriented toward providing facts, even though many times a lack of context and low 
level of knowledge led to simplistic and one-sided arguments.  Nevertheless, the articles are 
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indicative of a burgeoning interest in a world, culture and religion hitherto almost entirely 
unknown amongst the majority of Latvian population, including academics, and as such can be 
seen as a positive side-effect of the crisis.   
 
On the other hand, the stereotypical association of Muslims (or even Islam) with terrorism not 
only started to appear with some regularity in the public debates, but did so without any 
attempts at counterarguments.  An example is provided by a case in the summer of 2006, when 
there were brief articles on the wish of Al Jazeera to establish a bureau in Latvia, which was 
prevented through objections by the Constitutional Defence Bureau (SAB in its Latvian 
acronym), whose spokespersons claimed that the links to Islamist extremists and terrorism 
make this impermissible.  The reports of this were completely one-sided, even in newspaper 
Diena, which usually likes to claim a higher degree of professionalism in comparison to other 
Latvian papers, and no counterarguments or attempts to differentiate between individual 
Islamist extremists and other Muslims were ever made. As in a case a couple of years before, 
when an Al Jazeera journalist accredited in Moscow was refused a visa to enter the country 
simply based on the affiliation with Al Jazeera, no questions were asked about the presence of 
functioning bureaus in other western capitals.70 All in all, then, in questions ranging from the 
presence of Muslims in European countries like France, the Netherlands, the UK and 
Germany, to reflections on the Jyllands-posten cartoons and other issues, it is clear that the 
discourse on Muslims and Islam is emerging in Latvia, but until now it is very limited in scope 
and frequently fraught with prejudice and negative stereotypes. 
 
 
5. Conclusions 
 
The contextual background for the attitude expressed in the public debate towards migration-
related diversity includes both potentially positive and negative factors.  Thus, 
multiculturalism has positive connotations in the self-interpretation narrative, based on 
interwar historical experience in Latvia.  On the other hand, the Soviet era demographic 
changes, which occurred as a result of internal immigration within the Soviet Union, and the 
resulting decline in the Latvian share of the population colors not only the debate on Russian-
speakers in Latvia, but also on immigration.  The citizenship issue remains active and central 
to the definition of in-groups and out-groups in Latvia, and the recent extensive debate on 
loyalty as a requirement for acquiring citizenship through naturalization provides insights into 
the limits of inclusion into Latvian society and polity.  The underlying divisions on national 
issues, including the role of ethnic and national minorities and the majority culture, lead to 
highly emotional political discourse on questions directly relating to national identity and the 
inclusion or exclusion of Soviet-era newcomers. This debate influences the openness to 
newcomers in general, and the limits of accommodation of other ethnic, cultural, linguistic and 
religious backgrounds.  Very negative popular attitudes on immigration and the arrival to 
Latvia on a permanent basis of “non-European” cultures reflect a resistance to the broadening 
of the diversity concept, which is generally still perceived largely as an issue of Latvian-
Russian minority or other Russian-speaking minority group integration under the umbrella of a 
Latvian state. While there is reason to believe, based on decisions made, that the majority of 
the mainstream political centre is moderate and even predisposed towards policies of inclusion, 
these views are rarely publicly expressed in the context of arguments of Latvian national 
identity, including the sensitive issues of citizenship and language.  As a result, contending 
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radical views are overrepresented in the public discourse, which is aggravated by the division 
of the media into two separate information spheres along linguistic lines. Lack of political 
leadership in providing a counterdiscourse and an explicitly negative view of the potential 
arrival of new immigrants means that there is presently little openness towards an increase in 
diversity accommodation of cultural difference beyond that already present for decades or 
centuries. 
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Appendix: List of newspaper articles 
 
 

PROPHET MUHAMMED CARICATURES 
 Title Author Paper Date of 

Publication 
1. Dāņu karikatūristi 

apdraud skandināvus 
Tuvajos Austrumos 

Māris Krūmiņš Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

31.01.2006. 

2. Boikots dāņiem var 
radīt lielus 
zaudējumus 

Jānis Vēvers  Diena, 01.02.2006. 
 

3. Дании грозят 
миллиардные 
убытки 

Евгения ГОРЖЕЙ Телеграф  01.02.2006. 
 

4. Eiropas laikraksti 
solidarizējas ar 
dāņiem 

Jānis Vēvers Diena  02.02.2006. 

5. Karikatūru skandāls Valdis Bērziņš Latvijas Avīze 03.02.2006. 
6. Karikatūru skandāla 

dēļ atlaiž redaktoru 
Jānis BUHOLCS Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 

Latvijai 
03.02.2006. 

7. Бойкот именем 
пророка 

 Вести Сегодня 03.02.2006. 
 

8. Поправки с 
подвохом 

Маргита 
СПРАНЦМАНЕ 

Телеграф 03.02.2006. 

9. Laikraksti strīdas par 
vārda brīvību 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 04.02.2006. 
 

10. Ticīgie aizstāv 
Muhamedu 

Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai, 

04.02.2006. 
 

11. Dāņu ražotāji cieš no 
boikota 

 Latvijas Avīze (pēc 
LETA materiāliem) 

04.02.2006. 
 

12. Viltus pravieši un 
vārda brīvība 

Uldis Šmits Latvijas Avīze 04.02.2006. 

13. Карикатурный 
джихад 

Дмитрий ТОМИЛОВ 
(lenta.ru.) 

Вести Сегодня 04.02.2006. 

14. Karikatūras lielā vara Uldis Rācenis Latvijas Avīze 04.02.2006. 
15. «Мы на пороге 

войны 
цивилизаций!» 

Абик ЭЛКИН Вести Сегодня 04.02.2006. 
 

16. Мусульмане 
возмущены 
карикатурами на 
Мухаммеда 

 Час, 04.02.2006. 
 

17. Islāmisti dedzina un Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 06.02.2006. 
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protestē Latvijai 
18. Zīmējumu džihāds 

 
Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 

Latvijai 
06.02.2006. 

19. Dedzina Ziemeļvalstu 
vēstniecības 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 06.02.2006. 
 

20. Prezidente: preses 
brīvība un iecietība 
neizslēdz viena otru 

Jānis Vēvers, Guntis 
Bojārs 

Diena 06.02.2006. 
 

21. Война миров Сергей БРЕГЕДА B&B 06.02.2006. 
22. Мусульманская 

истерия 
 Вести Сегодня 06.02.2006. 

 
23. Во имя Аллаха, 

Вайры и свободы 
слова 

Николай 
ГЕРАСИМОВ 

Вести Сегодня 06.02.2006. 

24. Ответ 
 

 Вести Сегодня (pēc 
laikraksta 
«Корреспондент» 
materiāliem) 

06.02.2006. 
 

25. Рисунок как повод 
для погромов 

Иван МАТОB Час 06.02.2006. 
 

26. Газетные 
карикатуры пахнут 
порохом  

Евгения ГОРЖЕЙ Телеграф 06.02.2006. 

27. Libāna atvainojas 
Dānijai 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 07.02.2006. 

28. Karikatūru krīzei 
meklē risinājumu 

Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

07.02.2006. 

29. МИД Латвии: «От 
поездок в 
мусульманские 
страны лучше 
воздержаться!» 

Вадим РАДИОНОВ Час 07.02.2006. 
 

30. Карикатурный страх 
министра Пабрикса 

Николай 
ГЕРАСИМОВ 

Вести Сегодня 07.02.2006. 

31. Война миров  Вести Сегодня 07.02.2006. 
32. Aizskarti arī Latvijas 

musulmaņi 
Agnese Margēviča Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 

Latvijai 
07.02.2006. 

33. Vajag domāt, pirms 
dara 

Jānis Ūdris Latvijas Vētnesis 07.02.2006. 

34. Rietumi: Austrumi = 
dots pret dotu 

Zanda Radziņa Rīgas Balss  08.02.2006. 

35. Musulmaņus 
nomierināt neizdodas 

Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

08.02.2006. 

36. Посольства под 
охраной 
 

 Час 08.02.2006. 

37. В Латвии погромов 
не будет 

Снежана БАРТУЛЬ Телеграф 08.02.2006. 

38. Карикатуры 
становятся 
страшным оружием 

Ольга ПАВЛОВА Телеграф 08.02.2006. 

39. Neatceļ braucienus uz 
musulmaņu zemēm 

Laura Brence Rīgas Balss 08.02.2006. 

40. Karikatūru skandālu 
skata tiesas 

Māris Krūmiņš Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

09.02.2006. 

41. Лопата против 
России 

Александр ШУНИН Вести Сегодня 09.02.2006. 

42. Евросоюз 
финансирует 

Иван МАТОВ Час 09.02.2006. 
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террористов? 
43. Над верой шутить 

нельзя 
 Вести Сегодня 09.02.2006. 

44. Пророк Мухаммед 
как европейская 
ценность 

Светлана 
СОЛОДОВНИК 

Телеграф 09.02.2006. 

45. Karikatūru nemieros 
vaino vietējos 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 10.02.2006. 

46. ‘Karikatūru nemieri’ 
draud ar pašcenzūru 

Sannija Jauce Latvijas Vēstnesis 10.02.2006. 

47. Dānija apsūdz 
imamus 

 Latvijas Avīze (pēc 
LETA, BNS) 

10.02.2006. 

48. ES vēlas mediju 
kodeksu 

Māris Krūmiņš Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

10.02.2006. 

49. Золотые 
карикатуристы 

Иван МАТОВ Час 10.02.2006. 

50. Датчане готовы 
посмеяться над 
Холокостом 

Евгения ГОРЖЕЙ Телеграф 10.02.2006. 

51. Musulmane aicina 
kritizēt islāmu  

Jānis Vēvers Diena 11.02.2006. 

52. Iegansts naidam Pēteris Strautiņš Diena 11.02.2006. 
53. Ноту Литва 

получила. Жди 
терактов?  

Владимир ИВАНОВ, 
специально для 
«Часа» из Вильнюса 

Час 11.02.2006. 

54. Будет ещё страшнее! Абик ЭЛКИН Вести Сегодня 11.02.2006. 
55. Беззащитность Сергей ТЫЩЕНКО Вести Сегодня 11.02.2006. 
56. Фундаментализм по-

латвийски 
Александр Гильман Час 11.02.2006. 

57. Musulmaņi mēģina 
nomierināties  

Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

11.02.2006. 

58. ES grib atsākt dialogu 
 

 Latvijas Avīze(pēc 
LETA materiāliem) 

12.02.2006. 

59. Tā var apdedzināt 
pirkstus  

Franks Gordons Latvijas Avīze 12.02.2006. 

60. Musulmaņi tiesājas un 
apspriežas 

Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

13.02.2006. 

61. Zviedrijas musulmaņi 
mēģina uzlabot valsts 
tēlu 

Ieva Valaine Diena 13.03.2006. 

62. Arī lielvalsts 
prezidents nav 
pravietis 

Ģirts Kondrāts, Ģirts 
Zvirbulis 

Latvijas Avīze 13.03.2006. 

63. Dānijas diplomāti bēg 
 

 Latvijas Avīze (pēc 
LETA un BNS 
materiāliem) 

13.02.2006. 
 

64. Ни дня без протеста  Вести Сегодня 13.02.2006. 
65. Шариат победит 

демократическим 
путём 

Елена СЛЮСАРЕВА Вести Сегодня 13.02.2006. 

66. Preses brīvība 
nenozīmē visatļautību  

Jānis Grasis, Banku 
augstskolas docents 

Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

14.02.2006. 

67. Irānas kārts Juris Paiders Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

14.02.2006. 

68. Apgāna musulmaņu 
kapsētu 

 Latvijas Avīze (pēc 
LETA materiāliem) 

14.02.2006. 

69. Provokācija 
 

Voldemārs Krustiņš Latvijas Avīze 14.02.2006. 

70. Погромщики Сергей ТЫЩЕНКО Вести Сегодня 14.02.2006. 
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взялись за могилы 
71. Удар рикошетом  

 
Александр 
ВИДЯКИН 

Телеграф 14.02.2006. 

72. Neļaujot dīgt 
provokāciju sēklām 

Māra Libeka Latvijas Avīze 15.02.2006. 

73. Сергей Хрущев: 
«Борьба с 
терроризмом - не 
борьба против 
ислама» 

Вадим РАДИОНОВ Час 15.02.2006. 

74. Mums ir jāatrod 
drosme kritizēt 
pašiem sevi 

Sanita Jemberga Diena 17.02.2006. 

75. Dānijai tiek ne pa 
jokam 

Valdis Bērziņš Latvijas Avīze 17.02.2006. 

76. Viedokļa brīvība 
ielikta jau šūpulī 

Gunta Sloga Diena (pēc BBC, 
Jyllands-Poste) 

18.02.2006. 

77. Iecietībai nokrīt 
liekulības maska 

Aija Cālīte Latvijas Avīze 18.02.2006. 

78. Politika pamatvērtību 
aizsegā 

Uldis Šmits Latvijas Avīze 20.02.2006. 

79. Protestē un demisionē  Iveta Korņejeva Latvijas Avīze 20.02.2006 
80. Karikatūru nemieri 

šķeļ Dānijas 
musulmaņus 

Gunta Sloga Diena 20.02.2006. 

81. Uz tolerances 
pulvermucas Eiropā 

Ģirts Salmgriezis Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

21.02.2006. 

82. Karikatūru autoriem 
Dānijā kļuvis bīstami 

Gunta Sloga Diena 22.02.2006. 

83. Karikatūra Pauls Bankovskis Diena 24.02.2006. 
84. Kāpēc es tā darīju? 

 
 Diena (pārpublicēts no 

Los Angeles Times—
Washington Post 
News Service) 

25.02.2006. 

85. Neticams miera 
periods 

Viestarts Gailītis Diena 25.02.2006. 

86. МИД Латвии: 
солидарны с 
Данией!  

Николай КАБАНОВ Вести Сегодня 25.02.2006. 

87. Во славу Христа!  Вести Сегодня 25.02.2006. 
88. Reliģiskajos uzrakstos 

nesaskata naida 
kurināšanu  

Deniss Kolosovs Diena 28.02.2006. 

89. Новая форма 
тоталитаризма 

 Bести Сегодня 02.03.2006. 

90. Karikatūru nemieri 
ceļ labējos 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 10.03.2006. 

91. Zviedrijas ārlietu 
ministre Freivalde 
atkāpjas no amata 

 Diena, Latvijas 
Vēstnesis, Latvijas 
Avīze, Rīgas Balss 

22.03.2006. 

92. Rietumu pasaule un 
islāms 

Laila Brence Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

22.03.3006. 

93. Швеция осталась без 
лица латышского 
происхождения 

 B&B: 22.04.2006. 

94. Шведы не простили 
Лайлу Фрейвалде 

 Час 22.03.2006. 

95. В Швеции подала в 
отставку министр-

 Телеграф 23.03.2006. 
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латышка  

96. До следующего раза, 
госпожа Фрейвалдс?  

 Вести Сегодня 25.03.2006. 

97. Igauņi iesaistās 
karikatūru lietā 
 

 Latvijas Avīze, Rīgas 
Balss, Neatkarīgā Rīta 
Avīze Latvijai (pēc 
LETA materiāliem) 

11.04.2006. 
 

98. Дошло и до 
эстонцев 

 Вести Сегодня 11.04.2006. 

99. Карикатуры... 
Наконец дошло и до 
эстонцев 

 Час 11.04.2006. 

100. Publicē karikatūru un 
atvainojas  

Ilze Korņejeva Latvijas Avīze 18.04.2006. 

101. Закрыты за 
ксенофобию 

 Час 24.05.2006. 

102. Karikatūru nemieri 
 

Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

30.09.2006. 

103. Karikatūru skandāla 
aizkulises 

Anda Līce, Uldis Šmits Latvijas Avīze 02.10.2006. 

104. Briest jauns 
karikatūru skandāls 

Māris Krūmiņš Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

09.10.2006. 

105. Attaisno karikatūras 
publicētājus 

 Diena 27.10.2006. 

106. Иск против датской 
газеты отклонен 

 Час 28.10.2006. 

PARIS BANLIEUES 
 Title Author Paper Date of 

publication 
1. Sadursmes pārtop 

miermīlīgā gājienā 
Pēteris Fehters Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 

Latvijai 
31.10.2005. 

2. Imigranti protestē ar 
dūrēm 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 02.11.2005. 

3. Nemieri izgaismo 
integrācijas problēmas 
Francijā 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 02.11.2005. 

4. Jauniešu nemieri 
izplatās ārpus Parīzes 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 03.11.2005. 

5. Parīzes grautiņi šūpo 
valdību 

Pēteris Fehters Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

03.11.2005. 

6. Война в пригородах 
Парижа 

 Час 03.11.2005. 

7. Imigrantu nemieri 
Parīzē izvēršas 

Valdis Bērziņš Latvijas Avīze 05.11.2005. 

8. Parīze naida liesmās Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

05.11.2005. 

9. Imigrantu jauniešu 
nemieri no Parīzes 
pārsviežas uz citām 
Francijas pilsētām 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 05.11.2005. 

10. Francija uguns lokā Pēteris Strautiņš Diena 05.11.2005. 
11. Беспорядки во 

Франции вышли за 
пределы Парижа 

 Час 05.11.2005. 

12. Latvijas prezidente: 
Parīzē jūtos droši 

Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

07.11.2005. 

13. Nemieri izplešas līdz 
Parīzes centram  

Jānis Krastiņš Diena 07.11.2005 
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14. Франция в огне  Час 07.11.2005 
15. Европа 

расплачивается за 
проблемы 
иммигрантов 

Алексей НОВАК B&B 07.11.2005. 

16. Francijas nemieros 
pirmais upuris 

Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

08.11.2005. 

17. Grautiņi prasa pirmo 
dzīvību 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 08.11.2005. 

18. Simtiem arestu, 
pirmais upuris 

 Latvijas Avīze(pēc 
LETAs) 

08.11.2005. 

19. Eiropa un imigrācija: 
kādām jābūt to 
attiecībām 

Rūta Kesnere Latvijas Vēstnesis 08.11.2005. 

20. Призрак бродит по 
Европе 

Иван МАТОВ Час 08.11.2005. 

21. Уроки французского Вадим РАДИОНОВ Час 08.11.2005. 
22. Parīze liesmās: 

impērijas gals 
Valdis Bērziņš Latvijas Avīze 09.11.2005. 

23. Francūžiem draud 
komandantstunda 

Māris Krūmiņš Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

09.11.2005. 

24. Imigrācija – slazds vai 
glābiņš? 

Uldis Šmits Latvijas Avīze 09.11.2005. 

25. Francija nemierus 
apspiedīs ar kara 
likumu 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 09.11.2005. 

26. Ārkārtas soļi 
piebremzē 
nemierniekus 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 10.11.2005. 

27. Jauniešu grautiņi 
Francijā mazinās  

 Rīgas Balss 10.11.2005. 

28. Dedzina auto un 
integrācijas lozungus 

Ināra Mūrniece Latvijas Avīze 10.11.2005. 

29. 38 vietās noteiktā 
komandantstunda 
mazliet samazinājusi 
nemierus Francijā 

Māris Krūmiņš Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

10.11.2005. 

30. Чрезвычайные меры 
не помогают 
Франции 

Ольга ПАВЛОВА Телеграф 10.11.2005. 

31. Германия в 
ожидании погромов 

Борис АЛЬТНЕР Час 10.11.2005. 

32. Parīze sairst 
 

Nells Fergusons 
(Lorensa Tiša vēstures 
profesors Hārvarda 
universitātē, Stenfordas 
Hūvera institūta 
vecākais zinātniskais 
līdzstrādnieks), 

Diena 11.11.2005. 

33. Francijas «pilsoņu 
karš» 

 Latvijas Avīze 11.11.2005. 

34. Nemieri Francijā 
ietekmē visu Eiropu  

Liene Jurgelāne Rīgas Balss (pēc 
LETA un BNS) 

11.11.2005. 

35. Силовые методы 
Франции не 
помогут?  

Сергей БРЕГЕДА B&B 11.11.2005 

36. Francijā ar bažām 
gaida brīvdienas 

Māris Krūmiņš Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

12.11.2005. 

37. В Париже  Час 12.11.2005. 
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запрещены собрания 
38. Francijas nemieri 

sasnieguši Lionu 
 Diena( pēc Reuters, 

LETA, BNS) 
14.11.2005. 
 

39. Недовольных - вон!  Иван МАТОВ Час 14.11.2005. 
40. Francijā pagarina 

ārkārtas stāvokli 
Māris Krūmiņš Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 

Latvijai 
15.11.2005. 

41. ES piedāvā palīdzību 
Francijai 

Ģirts Kasparāns Diena 15.11.2005. 

42. За погромы заплатят 
жители ЕС 

Сергей БРЕГЕДА B&B 15.11.2005. 

43. Izraida grautiņu 
rīkotājus 

 Latvijas Avīze ( pēc 
LETA, BNS) 

17.11.2005. 

44. Francija deportē 
pirmos desmit 
nemierniekus 

Jānis Buholcs Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

17.11.2005. 

45. Francija rīkojas  Rīgas Balss 17.11.2005. 
46. Vai civilizāciju 

sadursme?  
Valdis Bērziņš Latvijas Avīze 17.11.2005. 

47. Grautiņi Francijā un 
skrūves Krievzemei  

Voldemārs Hermanis Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

19.11.2005. 

48. Latvija varēs dot 
padomus par 
integrāciju  

Ināra Mūrniece Latvijas Avīze 19.11.2005. 

49. Francija gaida 
nacionālisma vilni 

Zanda Radziņa Rīgas Balss 24.11.2005. 

50. Ko secina Francijā Voldemārs Krustiņš, 
Raivis Būris 

Latvijas Avīze 10.12.2005. 

51. Parīze pret imigrāciju Māris Krūmiņš Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

11.12.2005. 

52. Франция ставит 
барьеры для 
иммигрантов 

Екатерина 
ТИМОФЕЕВА 

Телеграф 15.12.2005. 

53. Francijā atceļ ārkārtas 
stāvokli, policijai 
izdevies atjaunot 
kārtību 

Ģirts Kasparāns Diena 04.01.2006. 

54. Gadi kā aizraujoša 
vēstures lappuse 

Jānis Ūdris Latvijas Vēstnesis 18.01.2006. 

55. Francijas parlaments 
ļauj šķirot imigrantus 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 19.05.2006. 

56. Grautiņš Parīzē 
atgādina par rudens 
nemieriem 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 31.05.2006. 

57. Nemieri Parīzes 
priekšpilsētās 
atgādina par 
neatrisināto problēmu 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 01.06.2006. 

58. Francijā apspiesti 
jauniešu nemieri 

 Diena (pēc Reuters, 
LETA, BNS) 

02.06.2006. 

59. Apstiprina imigrācijas 
likumu 

 Latvijas Avīze (pēc 
LETA) 

19.06.2006. 

60. Diena: Francija ar 
stingru roku pret 
imigrāciju 

Sanita Jemberga Diena 20.06.2006. 

61. Francija stiprina 
imigrācijas likumu 

Valdis Bērziņš Latvijas Avīze 27.06.2006. 

62. Франция будет 
фильтровать 
иммигрантов 

Евгения ГОРЖЕЙ Телеграф 03.07.2006. 
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63. Gadu pēc nemieriem 
atkal deg 

Sanita Jemberga Diena 27.10.2006. 

64. Francija var 
«eksplodēt» 

Evija Puķe Latvijas Avīze 27.10.2006. 

65. Francija jau atkal 
liesmās  

Ilze Garoza Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

27.10.2006. 

66. Париж снова горит  Телеграф 27.10.2006. 
67. Francijā turpinās 

grautiņi 
 Diena (pēc Reuters) 31.10.2006. 

68. Pieaug Lepēna 
popularitāte 

 Latvijas Avīze (pēc 
LETA) 

25.11.2006. 

MIGRATION, REFUGEES, ASYLUM SEEKERS 
 Title Author Paper Date of 

Publication 
1. Когда грузчики 

встанут к прилавкам 
Елена РЫЛЕЕВА 
 

Телеграф 09.01.2006. 

2. Eiropa mēģina 
pielāgoties ieceļotāju 
plūsmai 

Uldis Šmits Latvijas Avīze 16.01.2006. 

3. Убежища в Латвии 
просили 20 человек 

 Час 20.01.2006. 

4. Valsts uzplauka, 
daudzi atgriezās 

Zane Zālīte Diena 21.01.2006 

5. Īrijas pieredze būs 
jāizmanto 

Aija Cālīte Latvijas Avīze 21.01.2006. 

6. Эмиграция: по чьим 
стопам идет Латвия? 

Полина ЭЛКСНЕ Телеграф 23.01.2006. 

7. Patvēruma zeme 
Eiropa 

Uldis Šmits Latvijas Avīze 23.01.2006. 

8. Ирландцев достали 
гастарбайтеры  

Алексей ДУНДА B&B 24.01.2006. 

9. Vai Īrijā strādājošie 
atgriezīsies Latvijā 

Artis Nīgals Latvijas Vēstnesis 25.01.2006. 

10. Prom no mājām – pēc 
cilvēka cienīgas 
dzīves 

Sannija Jauce Latvijas Vēstnesis 26.01.2006. 

11. ASV speciālais aģents 
Latvijas policistiem 
māca izprast rasisma 
postu 

Dita Arāja Diena 26.01.2006. 

12. Īrija kā Latvijas zilais 
putns 

Voldemārs Hermanis Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

27.01.2006. 

13. Спокойствие нищих 
границ 

Николай КАБАНОВ Вести Сегодня 30.01.2006. 

14. Patriotisms vai strausa 
politika 

Rūta Kesnere Latvijas Vēstnesis 31.01.2006. 

15. Kādēļ cilvēki pamet 
Latviju 

Artis Nīgals Latvijas Vēstnesis 01.02.2006. 

16. Открыть границы 
для рабочей силы 

Валерий ЗАЙЦЕВ Час 07.02.2006. 

17. Latvijas iedzīvotāji ir 
jāizglīto par 
patvēruma meklētāju 
jautājumiem 

Aija Lulle, Vineta 
Polatside 

Diena 13.02.2006. 

18. Par Turciju, par 
Eiropu 

Mišels Rokārs, EP 
deputāts 

Diena 21.02.2006. 

19. Ziemeļīrija: citādas 
dzīves sākums 
latviešu 

Ilze Upīte Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

23.02.2006. 
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viesstrādniekiem 
20. Приютит ли Латвия 

вице-президента 
ЮКОСа? 

Александр 
ВИДЯКИН 

Телеграф 27.02.2006. 

21. Магнит для рабочих Александр 
ЮХНЕВИЧ 

B&B 15.03.2006. 

22. ES plāno ieviest 
imigrantu līgumus 

 Diena (pēc Reuters, 
LETA, BNS) 

24.03.2006. 
 

23. Vācija pilsonību 
nedāļā 

Valdis Bērziņš Latvijas Avīze 31.03.2006. 

24. Slavenais pētnieks 
speciāli "Rīgas Balsij" 

Zanda Radziņa Rīgas Balss 03.04.2006. 

25. Eiropas atvērtās 
durvis 

Josē Borels, Eiropas 
Parlamenta prezidents 

Diena 02.05.2006. 

26. Ieceļotāju skaits nav 
audzis kopš iestājas 
ES 

 Latvijas Vēstnesis 
Plus 

08.05.2006. 

27. Slimnīcas algo 
ārzemniekus 

Imants Vīksne Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

08.05.2006. 

28. Nāk Aivars Ozoliņš Diena 22.05.2006. 
29. Darbu gan jaunam, 

gan vecam  
Marciana Krauze Latvijas Vēstnesis 

Plus 
25.05.2006. 

30. Nepieļausim 
rietumnieku kļūdas 

Sannija Jauce Latvijas Vēstnesis 
Plus 

01.06.2006. 

31. Pētījuma autori aicina 
izstrādāt darbaspēka 
mobilitātes politiku 

Zane Zālīte – Kļaviņa Diena 07.06.2006. 

32. Bagātās ES valstis 
vienā laivā 

Sannija Jauce Latvijas Vēstnesis 
Plus 

07.06.2006. 

33. Uztrauc futbola 
rasisms Eiropā 

Raivis Būris Latvijas Avīze 07.06.2006. 

34. Pieaugošā migrācija 
nodrošina ienākumus 

Jānis Vēvers Diena 08.06.2006. 

35. Ko valsts var darīt? Romāns Meļņiks Latvijas Avīze 12.06.2006. 
36. Viesstrādnieks vai 

vietējais? 
Inga Balode Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 

Latvijai 
15.06.2006. 

37. Saskata trūkumus 
ASV ziņojumā par 
cilvēku tirdzniecību 
Latvijā 

Kristīne Langenfelde Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

15.06.2006. 

38. Septiņreiz nomēri, 
pirms brauc 

Sannija Jauce Latvijas Vēstnesis 16.06.2006. 

39. Бегут трудовые 
резервы 

Елена РЫЛЕЕВА Телеграф 21.06.2006. 

40. Круглый стол Елена РЫЛЕЕВА Телеграф 21.06.2006. 
41. Bērnudārzā mazajiem 

stāsta par bēgļiem 
Zane Dumbre Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 

Latvijai 
21.06.2006. 

42. После Ирландии еще 
и Дания  

 Час(pēc www.delfi.lv 
materiāliem) 

28.06.2006. 

43. Vai novērtēsim mums 
piederošo? 

Sannija Jauce Latvijas Vēstnesis 29.06.2006. 

44. За что на 
Британских островах 
бьют наших: «Вас 
просто слишком 
много»  
 

Игорь ИЩУК, 
Евгений ДЕДКО 

Час 29.06.2006. 

45. Briti raizējas par 
imigrāciju 

Valdis Bērziņš Latvijas Avīze 05.07.2006. 
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46. Globalizācija satrauc 
masas 

Semjuels Eibrams, 
Naiels Fergusons 
(Hārvardas pētnieki) 

Diena 07.07.2006. 

47. Septiņi somālieši 
paliek uz ielas 

Gunta Sloga Diena 08.07.2006. 

48. Сомалийцы 
оказались на улице 

Ирина ОСИНСКАЯ Час 10.07.2006. 

49. Сомалийцы 
укрылись… на 
хуторе 

 Вести Сегодня 12.07.2006. 

50. Сомалийцы на 
хуторе 

 Час 12.07.2006. 

51. Bēgļi varēs strādāt un 
mācīties Latvijā 

Inga Spriņģe Diena 14.07.2006. 

52. Сомалийцам дадут 
убежище 

Анна НОВИЦКАЯ Телеграф 14.07.2006. 

53. Iestrēguši Gunta Sloga Diena 15.07.2006. 

54. Куда исчезает 
Латвия? 
 

Яков ПЛИНЕР, 
председатель 
фракции ЗаПЧЕЛ в 8–
м сейме ЛР 

Вести Сегодня 18.07.2006. 

55. Сомалийская 
оккупация Латвии 

Александр ШУНИН Вести Сегодня 18.07.2006. 

56. ES cīnīsies pret 
nelegālo imigrāciju 

Ģirts Kasparāns Diena 20.07.2006. 

57. Grib padzīt 
somāliešus 

 Diena (pēc LETA 
materiāliem) 

04.08.2006. 

58. Сомалийцев снова 
выселят? 

Мария БУШУЕВА Вести Сегодня 04.08.2006. 

59. Somāliešiem atkal 
draud iela 

Vilis Kasims Diena 05.08.2006. 

60. Работу – только 
латышам? 

Александр ШУНИН Вести Сегодня 08.08.2006. 

61. Somālieši saņems 
pabalstus 

 Diena, Latvijas Avīze 
(pēc LETAs 
materiāliem), 

09.08.2006. 

62. Сомалийцы 
прописались в 
Латвии  

 Телеграф 09.08.2006. 

63. Нелегальных 
иммигрантов - в 
Даугавпилс? 

Ирина ОСИНСКАЯ Час 09.08.2006. 

64. Meklēja Jāni, atradās 
Ivans? 

Sanita Jemberga Diena 19.08.2006. 

65. Гастарбайтеров не 
стало больше 

 Телеграф 21.08.2006. 

66. Jau runā un saprot 
latviski 

Dace Plato Diena 21.08.2006. 

67. Сомалийцам подали  Вести Сегодня 22.08.2006. 
68. Partiju programmu 

analīze 
Ivars Indāns, Latvijas 
Ārpolitikas institūta 
pētnieks 

Latvijas Vēstnesis 
Plus 

24.08.2006. 

69. Отдайте голову в 
хорошие руки 

Федор БОЛЬШОВ Вести Сегодня 25.08.2006. 

70. Trīs somālieši sāks 
skolas gaitas 

 Diena 31.08.2006. 
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71. Сомалийцы станут 
латышами  

 Телеграф 01.09.2006. 

72. Сомалийцы пошли в 
школу 

 Час 02.09.2006. 

73. Somālieši saņems 
personas dokumentus 

 Latvijas Avīze (pēc 
LETA materiāliem) 

09.09.2006. 
 

74. Mainām Cileviču pret 
afrikāni! 

Māris Antonevičs Latvijas Avīze 14.09.2006. 

75. Somālieši drīkst 
uzturēties Latvijā 

 Diena (pēc LETA 
materiāliem 

14.09.2006. 
 

76. Katrs latvietis ir zelta 
vērts 

 Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

15.09.2006. 

77. Sastrīdas labdarības 
un somāliešu dēļ 

Zenta Briede Latvijas Avīze 16.09.2006. 

78. Migranti un bēgļi 
laiku lokos 

 Latvijas Vēstnesis 
pluss 

19.09.2006. 

79. Кому нужны эти 
сомалийцы? 

Кирилл РЕЗНИК-
МАРТОВ 

Телеграф 19.09.2006. 

80. Šveices pilsoņi 
referendumā stiprina 
imigrācijas 
ierobežojumus 

Jānis Krastiņš Diena 26.09.2006. 

81. Personas, kas slēpj 
savu identitāti, ir 
jāizraida 

Juris Paiders Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

26.09.2006. 

82. «Лиц, скрывающих 
свою личность, надо 
высылать»  

Никита 
КРАСНОГЛАЗОВ 

Вести Сегодня 27.09.2006. 

83. Ieguvumi, kas iet 
vienā virzienā 

Aija Cālīte Latvijas Avīze 05.10.2006. 

84. Nelūgtos viesus 
izraidīt vai pieņemt? 

Ivars Bušmanis Latvijas Avīze 17.10.2006. 

85. Somālieši apgūst 
darbu viesnīcā Hotel 
de Rome 

Dace Plato Diena 17.10.2006. 

86. Беженцы пришли в 
отель 

 Час (pēc LETA 
materiāliem) 

17.10.2006. 
 

87. Да будь я негром 
преклонных годов... 

Павел Кириллов Телеграф 17.10.2006. 

88. Integrācija: skats uz 
nākamo pusgadu  

Ināra Mūrniece Latvijas Avīze 19.10.2006. 

89. No mazas valstiņas 
Āfrikā... 

Sannija Jauce Latvijas Vēstnesis 
Plus 

25.10.2006. 

90. Верните латышей на 
родину! 

Абик Элкин Вести Сегодня 09.11.2006. 

91. Nebaida darbaspēka 
ieplūšana 

Gunta Sloga Diena 21.11.2006. 

92. Miglā pazudusī 
imigrācijas laiva 

Ģirts Salmgriezis 
(Radio SWH) 

Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

22.11.2006. 

93. Lētā darbaspēka laiks 
beidzies 

Aija Cālīte Latvijas Avīze 30.11.2006. 

94.  Emigrētu nedaudzi  Diena (pēc LETA) 01.12.2006. 
95. Проводники  Вести Сегодня 04.12.2006. 
96. Peļņā un atpakaļ Sannija Jauce Latvijas Vēstnesis 

Plus 
05.12.2006. 

97. Darbaspēka problēmu 
risina viesstrādnieki 

Zane Atlāce Rīgas Balss 12.12.2006. 

98. Возвращение 
мигрантов 

Николай Кабанов Вести Сегодня 19.12.2006. 
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99. Bulgāri un rumāņi 
Latvijā strādāt nekāro 

Ilze Šteinfelde Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

20.12.2006. 

100. Оскарс Кастенс: 
«Мы их вернём!»  

Абик Элкин Вести Сегодня 27.12.2006. 

101. Жители Латвии не 
любят иммигрантов  

Андрей Хотеев Телеграф 28.12.2006. 

102. Нужны ли Латвии 
иностранцы? 

Ирина Осинская Час 28.12.2006. 

103. Число дня  Вести Сегодня 28.12.2006. 
MULTICULTURALISM 

 Title Author Paper Date of 
Publication 

1. Eiropa atgriežas pie 
sarunas par vērtībām  

Sannija Jauce Latvijas Vēstnesis 07.02.2006. 

2. Brīdina par Francijas 
islamizāciju 
 

 Latvijas Avīze (pēc 
LETA) 

13.02.2006. 
 

3. Vispasaules kalifāts ir 
islāma sapnis 

Guntars Laganovskis Latvijas Vēstnesis 14.02.2006. 

4. Šī pretrunu pilnā pasaule Georgs Lībermanis Latvijas Vēstnesis 24.02.2006. 
5. Vērtības jeb labi tikumi Māris Antonevičs Latvijas Avīze 28.02.2006. 
6. Rietumu pasaule un islāms Laila Brence Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 

Latvijai 
22.03.3006. 

7. Piesaistes Latvijai Līga Rušeniece Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

24.03.2006. 

8. Libānietis pie latviešu 
kuņģa 
 

Rita Ruduša, speciāli 
Dienai 

Diena 24.03.2006. 

9. Vairāk kopīgā nekā 
atšķirīgā 

Anda Burve Diena 30.03.2006. 

10. Civilizāciju sagruve  
 

Naiels Fergusons, 
Hārvarda universitātes 
vēstures profesors 

Diena 31.03.2006. 

11. Imāmi aicina veidot 
eiropeisku islāmu  

 Diena 10.04.2006. 

12. Kādas latviešiem 
„fobijas”?  

Aija Cālīte Latvijas Avīze 13.04.2006. 

13. Янис УРБАНОВИЧ: «И 
латыши, и русские не 
ощущают себя 
хозяевами страны» 

Дана ЖУРАВЛЕВА Час 06.05.2006. 

14. Laiks atmest vecos 
aizspriedumus 

Viktors Zeba Diena 22.05.2006. 

15. Holande: vai 
daudzkulturālisma ideja 
izgāzusies  

Aija Cālīte Latvijas Avīze 03.07.2006. 

16. Студенты развенчивают 
мифы 

Анна НОВИЦКАЯ Телеграф 03.07.2006. 

17. Свои среди чужих Анна НОВИЦКАЯ Телеграф 05.07.2006. 
18. Čigāns vairs nebūs 

lamuvārds 
Aija Greiema Latvijas Vēstnesis 

Plus 
07.07.2006. 

19. Zviedrijā strādā ar 
cilvēkiem  

Linda Kusiņa Latvijas Avīze 15.07.2006. 

20. Время собирать камни  
 

Геннадий КОТОВ, 
депутат Рижской 
думы от ЗаПЧЕЛ, 
сопредседатель 
Латвийского 
комитета по правам 

Вести Сегодня 29.08.2006. 
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человека, 
21. Nosargāt pat sev 

nesimpātiskos 
Viestarts Gailītis Diena 31.08.2006. 

22. Латвии живут во власти 
стереотипов  

Артем АЛИНИН Час 31.08.2006. 

23. Mēs nevēršamies pret 
musulmaņiem  
 

Džons Rīds, 
Lielbritānijas iekšlietu 
ministrs 

Latvijas Avīze 11.09.2006. 

24. Среда для диалога и 
культуры 

Наталья БАТАШЕВА Телеграф 22.09.2006. 

25. Задание для русских Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ Вести Сегодня 22.09.2006. 
26. Кто "разводит" латишей 

и русских? 
Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ Вести Сегодня 25.09.2006. 

27. Общество 
интегрируется. 
Политикам это не 
нравится  

Анатолий КАМЕНЕВ Час 26.09.2006. 

28. Multikulturālisms 
nedarbojas  

Valdis Bērziņš Latvijas Avīze 13.10.2006. 

29. Al Jazeera konkurēs ar 
CNN un BBC 

Ģirts Kasparāns Diena 15.11.2006. 

30. Terorisma rēgs klīst pa 
pasauli 

Iveta Mediņa Rīgas Balss 07.12.2006. 

31. Ja vien ir vēlēšanās 
saprasties 

Jānis Ūdris Latvijas Vēstnesis 
Plus 

13.12.2006. 

 
 CITIZENSHIP AND 

LOYALTY 

 Paper Author Date of 
Publication 

Title 

1. NRA Sandis Vanzovičs 17.11.2004 Rīgas mēra kandidātam nepiešķir 
pilsonību 

2. Diena Dita Arāja 17.11.2004 Valdības pagaidām juridiski vāji 
argumenti par pilsonības aizliegumu 
Petropavlovskim 

3. Latvijas Avīze Egils Līcītis 17.11.2004 Kas mums ir acuraugs 

4. Latvijas Avīze Aija Cālīte 17.11.2004 Artis Pabriks: „Balsoju pret 
pilsonību Petropavlovskim” 

5. Latvijas Avīze Māra Libeka 17.11.2004 Petropavlovskis nav pilsonības 
cienīgs 

6. Телеграф Кирилл Резник-
Мартов 

17.11.2004 Петропавловскому отказали в 
синем паспорте 

7. Час Ина Ошкая 17.11.2004 «Пчеле» не дали гражданство 

8. Latvijas Avīze Voldemārs Krustiņš 19.11.2004 Pirmais gadījums 

9. NRA Viktors Avotiņš 19.11.2004 Par labu opozīcijai  

10. Latvijas Avīze  Kristaps Baņķis 19.11.2004 „Dāvana” moceklim 

11. Час  Владимир Федосов 20.11.2004 Опять на грабли 

12. Kommersant Baltic 
Weekly  

Наталья Викулина 23.11.2004 А вы лояльны по отношению к 
правящей партии? 

13. Rīgas Balss  Gunta Skrebele 26.11.2004 Baltgvarda mazdēls – 
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Petropavlovskis 

14. Час  Ирина Осинская 26.11.2004 Почему Петропавловского 
вычеркнули? 

15. Час  Игорь Ватолин 07.12.2004 Когда демократия в дефиците 

16. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 09.12.2004 „Mums vajadzīgs starptautisks 
skandāls.” 

17. Latvijas Avīze  Egils Līcītis 09.12.2004 Kalvītis: „Labējam partijām jādomā, 
kā apvienoties” 

18. Diena  09.12.2004 Petropavlovskis tiesā prasa uzņemt 
viņu pilsonībā 

19. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 10.12.2004 Apšauba Petropavlovska izteikumus 

20. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 10.12.2004 Nezināmie vēji augstās aprindās 

21. Телеграф  Снежана Бартуль 10.12.2004 А ты лоялен к Латвийскому 
государству? 

22. Latvijas Avīze  Ināra Mūrniece 16.12.2004 Petropavlovskis pret valdību 

23. Latvijas Avīze  Ināra Mūrniece 22.12.2004 Arī Pilsonības likums ir atverams 

24. Latvijas Avīze Māra Lībeka 03.01.2005 Petropavlovska lietu var izbeigt  

25. Час  Ирина Осинская 04.01.2005 Дело Петропавловского – 
политическое 

26. Diena  05.01.2005 Valdība lūgs noraidīt 
Petropavlovska sūdzību  

27. Latvijas Avīze Māra Libeka 05.01.2005 Lūdz noraidīt Petropavlovska 
pieteikumu 

28. Час Ирина Осинская 05.01.2005 Правительство против 
Петропавловского 

29. Телегаф  Екатерина Тимофеева 05.01.2005 Лояльность или покорность? 

30. Latvijas Avīze  Ināra Mūrniece 01.03.2005 Par viltus integrāciju un latviešu 
valodu 

31. Latvijas Avīze  30.03.2005 Kalvītis: grozīsim Pilsonības likumu 

32. Latvijas Avīze  Māra Libeka 09.04.2005 Latkovskis izraisa protestu vētru 
„Delfos” 

33. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 12.04.2005 Integrāciju uz jaunām sliedēm? 

34. Час  Сергей Малаховский 19.04.2005 «Дело Петраповловского» 
начинают слушать  

35. Час Ксения Загоровская 20.04.2005 «Дело Петраповловского»: 
брюссельский дебют 

36. Diena Sanita Jemberga 21.04.2005 Petropavlovska lieta Briselē 
ievilksies 

37. Час Ксения Загоровская 21.04.2005 «Делу Петраповловского» дан 
ход 

38. Час  23.04.2005 Граждан вторго сорта не бывает 

39. Час Леонид Федосеев 23.04.2005 Привилегия нелатышей 
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40. Час Вадим Радионов 26.04.2005 Гражданство: кому хотим – тому 
дадим? 

41. Latvijas Avīze  Kristaps Baņķis 29.04.2005 Partija Kiršteinam uztic 
Naturalizācijas pārvaldes pārbaudi 

42. Час Ксения Загоровская 21.05.2005 Министр юстиции: «Кому попало 
гражданство не дадут»  

43. Latvijas Avīze  07.06.2005 Latvieši ar mazvērtības kompleksu? 

44. Latvijas Avīze  Māris Antonevičs 27.07.2005 Aldermane domā par 
ierobežojumiem  

45. Час Ирина Осинская 17.08.2005 Тест на лояльность 

46. Час  12.09.2005 Новограждан проверят на 
лояльность 

47. Diena Dita Arāja 21.09.2005 Pilsonības likuma grozījumi varot 
dot iespēju valdībai izrēķināties ar 
politiskajiem pretiniekiem 

48. Телеграф  Екатерина Тимофеева 21.09.2005 Лояльность сродни законам 
революции 

49. Latvijas Avīze  Raivis Dzintars 23.09.2005 Pilsonības likuma izdaiļošana 

50. Час  Элина Чуянова 27.09.2005 Анализ на лояльность, или 
Антиутопия «1984» в Латвии-
2005 

51. Час  Анатолий Каменев 29.09.2005 Лояльность «узаконили». Чем это 
обеонется, никто не думает 

52. Latvijas Avīze Māra Libeka 04.10.2005 Lojalitāte – tiesībsargu un valdības 
ziņā 

53. Телеграф Кирилл Резник-
Мартов 

19.10.2005 А отсебятину надо бы 
вычеркнуть! 

54. Latvijas Vēstnesis  Iveta Bojāre 24.11.2005 Par J.Petropavlovska sūdzību 
Latvijas pilsonības lietā 

55. Latvijas Avīze  07.12.2005 Par Petropavlovski – politisks vai 
administratīvs lēmums? 

56. Час Наталья Сергеева 07.12.2005 Дело Петропавловского: 
продолжение следует 

57. Телеграф  07.12.2005 Дело Петропавловского дошло до 
суда 

58. Latvijas Avīze  17.12.2005 Izbeidz tiesvedību Petropavlovska 
pilsonības lietā 

59. Телеграф Сюзанна Гнедовская 19.12.2005 В деле Петропавловского 
поставлена запятая 

60. Час Александр Гильман 20.12.2005 Петропавловский как зеркало 
школьной реформы 

61. Latvijas Avīze Ervīns Cīrulis 03.01.2006 „Neļķu Alinu” uzmanīs pastiprināti 

62. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 04.01.2006 Segliņš—likumprojekta kapracis 

63. Час Игорь Ватолин 05.01.2006 Как закрыть «русский вопрос» 
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64. Час Вадим РАДИОНОВ 11.01.2006 Латвия должна выполнять 
рекомендации ПАСЕ 

65. Latvijas Avīze 
 

Ināra Mūrniece 12.01.2006. Karoga dedzinātājs varētu kļūt par 
pilsoni 

66. Diena   14.01.2006. Pērn vislielākais naturalizēto skaits 

67. Latvijas Avīze   14.01.2006. Līksmo par spiedienu uz Latviju 

68. Вести Сегодня,   14.01.2006. 105 088 человек 

69. Latvijas Avīze  Uldis Rācenis, 16.01.2006. Represētie aicina neizdāļāt 
pilsonību 

70. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 16.01.2006 «Visu Latvijai!» – politiska partija 

71. Час 
 

Сергей 
МАЛАХОВСКИЙ 

16.01.2006 Латыши у власти - на все времена 

72. Телеграф Александр ВИДЯКИН 16.01.2006 Националисты и популисты ищут 
молодежь 

73. Телеграф  16.01.2006. Новограждане ставят рекорды 

74. Час 
 

Валентин Кистанов 16.01.2006. Штрихкод для «истинного» 
латвийца 

75. Вести Сегодня 
 

Абик ЭЛКИН 16.01.2006 «Мы хотим жить без 
оккупантов!» 

76. Diena  17.01.2006. Par krāpšanos atsaka pilsonību 

77. Latvijas Avīze  
 

 17.01.2006. Naturalizācijas eksāmenu kārto 
paziņas vietā 

78. Latvijas Vēstnesis 
 

 17.01.2006. Valsts un pilsonība: Baltijas un 
Krievijas piemēri 

79. Вести Сегодня Екатерина 
САФРОНОВА 

17.01.2006. Как украсть гражданство 

80. Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

Agris Blūmfelds 18.01.2006. Nepilsoņiem būs lielākas tiesības 

81. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 18.01.2006. Nacionālās lietas nav «atdzisušas» 

82. Телеграф Анна НОВИЦКАЯ 18.01.2006. "Политическая власть — за 
латышским народом" 

83. Час Андрей МАМЫКИН 18.01.2006 Неграждане могли получить 
права граждан ЕС 

84. Latvijas Avīze  19.01.2006. Kāpēc mums viņiem nepalīdzēt? 

85. Latvijas Avīze Aija Cālīte, 20.01.2006 Ždanokas «Trojas zirgs» 

86. Час  Вадим РАДИОНОВ 20.01.2006. Бессмыслица 

87. Latvijas Avīze   21.01.2006. Krieviem jābūt valsts pārvaldē 

88. Latvijas Avīze  Voldemārs Krustiņš, 
Māris Antonevičs, Ilze 
Kuzmina 

23.01.2006. Slakteris piesaka jaunumus, bet tos 
neatklāj 

89. Телеграф Анна НОВИЦКАЯ 23.01.2006. Националисты хотят 



 50

объединиться 

90. Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

Anita Daukšte 24.01.2006 Kumeļš vai melnais zirdziņš? 
 

91. Latvijas Avīze Voldemārs Krustiņš 25.01.2006. Kā aizslēgt «latviešu jautājumu» 

92. Вести Сегодня Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ 25.01.2006. Остановить нациков! 

93. Вести Сегодня Людмила СТОМА 26.01.2006. Латвия – мать или мачеха? 

94. Телеграф Снежана БАРТУЛЬ 31.01.2006. "Русские из Латвии не уедут, с 
этим нужно смириться" 

95. Latvijas Avīze  01.02.2006. Streips: krievi prom nebrauks 

96. Час  01.02.2006. Что сказал Фрунда? 

97. Вести Сегодня Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ 01.02.2006. Депутаты в роли… языковых 
инспекторов! 

98. Час Ина ОШКАЯ 01.02.2006. Грядет «народный» контроль над 
натурализацией! 

99. Телеграф Снежана БАРТУЛЬ 01.02.2006. Когда нет идей 

100. Вести Сегодня Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ 02.02.2006. Ответный удар левых 

101. Latvijas Avīze Viesturs Sprūde 04.02.2006 Kosačovs mainījis toni 

102. Latvijas Avīze  06.02.2006. Četri jautājumi visām partijām 

103. Latvijas Avīze 
(pārpublicēts no 
"Ņezavisimaja gazeta", 
03.02.2006.) 

Konstantīns Kosačovs, 
Krievijas Valsts domes 
Ārlietu komitejas 
priekšsēdētājs 

08.02.2006. Attiecībās ar Baltijas valstīm 
nepieciešams pārrāvums 
 

104. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 12.02.2006. Tēvzemieši ierosinās likvidēt 
Naturalizācijas pārvaldi 

105. Latvijas Avīze Aivis Vincevs 13.02.2006. Pilsonības iegūšanai smadzenes 
nepārpūlē 

106. Вести Сегодня Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ 13.02.2006 Гражданство с риском для жизни 

107. Час Ина ОШКАЯ 13.02.2006 Тормоз для натурализации 

108. Latvijas Avīze Māra Libeka 14.02.2006 Turpinās cīņu par nemīlētas valsts 
pilsonību 

109. Час Ина Ошкая 14.02.2006 Дело Петропавловского: судиться 
с правительством бесполезно? 

110. Телеграф  14.02.2006 Жалобу Петропавловского 
отклонили 

111. Телеграф Снежана БАРТУЛЬ 14.02.2006 Народная партия взялась за 
новограждан 

112. Час  14.02.2006 Контролеров на экзамен не 
пустят 

113. Latvijas Avīze   15.02.2006. Naturalizējas 643 personas 

114. Latvijas Avīze  17.02.2006. Maskavas sviras 

115. Вести Сегодня Диана СПЫНУ 17.02.2006. «Народное» гражданство 

116. Latvijas Avīze   18.02.2006. Mitrofanova grib divvalodību 



 51

117. Час  Наталья СЕРГЕЕВА, 18.02.2006. «Народники» неграждан не 
запугают 

118. Вести Сегодня Андрей МАЦКОВ 18.02.2006. Русские виноваты сами! 

119. Вести Сегодня Абик ЭЛКИН 18.02.2006 «Гражданство будет нашим!» 

120. Телеграф Снежана БАРТУЛЬ 20.02.2006. Аболтиня поставила на место 
"народников" 

121. Час Анатолий КАМЕНЕВ 20.02.2006. «Нельзя жить с мыслью о мести - 
это разрушает душу» 

122. Телеграф Анна НОВИЦКАЯ 21.02.2006 Натурализация станет строже 

123. Час  21.02.2006. Всего четыре попытки 

124. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 23.02.2006. Līdz vēlam vakaram Saeimu 
nevēlēsim 

125. Latvijas Avīze  06.03.2006. Četri jautājumi visām partijām 

126. Телеграф Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 07.03.2006. Натурализация пойдет по-
старому 

127. Latvijas Avīze (pēc 
LETA) 

 08.03.2006. Petropavlovskis pārsūdz tiesas 
lēmumu 

128. Latvijas Avīze(pēc "Eesti 
Paevaleht" materiāliem) 

 08.03.2006. Robless atvadās dusmīgs 

129. Час  08.03.2006. Гражданство предоставить всем! 

130. Телеграф  08.03.2006. Хиль-Роблес шокирован 
ситуациейв Балтии 

131. Час Вадим РАДИОНОВ 09.03.2006 «Тевземцам» мешает закон о 
гражданстве 

132. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 10.03.2006. Kā vēlēsim 9. Saeimu 

133. Latvijas Avīze  Sarmīte Pujēna 11.03.2006. Liepājā pilsoņu īpatsvars audzis par 
3,1% 

134. Час  11.03.2006. Никакого гражданства алкашам 

135. Вести Сегодня Александр ШУНИН 11.03.2006. Пьёшь? Сиди без паспорта 

136. Час  13.03.2006. Натурализацию остановить! 
Призывает объединение 
ТБ/ДННЛ 

137. Час Ина ОШКАЯ 14.03.2006. Эйжения Алдермане: «Нам 
нечего бояться, потому что мы 
ничего не скрываем» 

138. Вести Сегодня  Наталья АСТРАТОВА 17.03.2006. Несостоявшееся гражданство 

139. Телеграф Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 17.03.2006. Управление натурализации стало 
полем боя 

140. Latvijas Avīze  20.03.2006. Četri jautājumi visām partijām 

141. Вести Сегодня Людмила СТОМА 20.03.2006. Игорь Аверин против ВВФ 

142. Час  22.03.2006 Исполнилось 15 лет - проси 
гражданство 

143. Телеграф Кирилл РЕЗНИК- 22.03.2006. Детям лучше поспешить с 
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МАРТОВ гражданством 

144. Latvijas Avīze,  Māris Antonevičs 23.03.2006. «Jaunie demokrāti» sola pārmaiņas 

145. Телеграф Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 17.03.2006. Управление натурализации стало 
полем боя 

146. Latvijas Avīze  20.03.2006 Četri jautājumi visām partijām 

147. Вести Сегодня  Людмила СТОМА 20.03.2006. Игорь Аверин против ВВФ 

148. Час  22.03.2006 Исполнилось 15 лет - проси 
гражданство 

149. Телеграф Кирилл РЕЗНИК-
МАРТОВ 

22.03.2006. Детям лучше поспешить с 
гражданством 

150. Latvijas Avīze  Māris Antonevičs 23.03.2006. «Jaunie demokrāti» sola pārmaiņas 

151. Телеграф  Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 29.03.2006 Нельзя всех называть 
оккупантами 
Эйжения АЛДЕРМАНЕ, 
руководитель Управления 
натурализации, 

152. Телеграф  Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 30.03.2006. Депутаты недовольны 
новогражданами 

153. Вести Сегодня Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ 31.03.2006. Граждане особых заслуг 

154. Вести Сегодня Николай КАБАНОВ 04.04.2006. На гражданство – две попытки 

155. Час Наталья СЕРГЕЕВА 04.04.2006. Медленное удушение 

156. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 05.04.2006. Politiķi atturīgi par stingrāku 
Pilsonības likumu 

157. Час Ина ОШКАЯ 05.04.2006. Остановка натурализации: 
первый этап начался 

158. Телеграф Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 05.04.2006. Натурализация под угрозой 

159. Вести Сегодня  Абик ЭЛКИН 05.04.2006. «700 тысяч въехали во время 
оккупации…» 

160. Час  05.04.2006. Граждан в Латвии стало больше 

161. Час Вадим РАДИОНОВ 07.04.2006. «Тевземцы» в одиночестве 

162. Diena Dita Arāja 12.04.2006 Augstākās tiesas Senāts nogriež ceļu 
Petropavlovska lietas izskatīšanai 

163. Вести Сегодня Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ 12.04.2006. Право на гражданство не имеет… 

164.  Телеграф  12.04.2006 «Штабисту» осталось жаловаться 
в Страсбург 

165. Latvijas Avīze Ervīns Cīrulis 12.04.2006 Petropavlovskis paliek bez 
pilsonības  

166. Телеграф  Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 13.04.2006. ЗАГСы только для граждан 

167. Diena Sers Ralfs Dārendorfs, 
bijušais Londonas 
Ekonomikas skolas 
rektors 

18.04.2006 Nevienlīdzība un neapmierinātība 
 

168. Latvijas Avīze  Ināra Mūrniece 19.04.2006. Krievijā – normāli, Latvijā – 
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nepieļaujami? 

169. Час Вадим РАДИОНОВ 20.04.2006. Карина Петерсоне: «Процесс 
натурализации нельзя 
форсировать!» 

170. Час Вадим РАДИОНОВ 21.04.2006 Экеус выслушал всех 

171. Час  21.04.2006. Сдать экзамен не значит стать 
гражданином 

172. Diena Dita Arāja 22.04.2006. Ekeuss: Latvija var dalīties 
veiksmīgas integrācijas pieredzē 

173. Час Леонид ФЕДОСЕЕВ 22.04.2006. Кабинет министров или 
ревтрибунал? 

174. Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai, 

Monika Sila 25.04.2006. Īrijā dzimušie var kļūt dubultpilsoņi 

175. Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

Anita Daukšte 26.04.2006. Izvēle par labu uzticamībai 

176. Час Анджела ПАНКОВА 26.04.2006. Сначала уезжай, потом 
возвращайся 

177. Latvijas Vēstnesis Plus Jānis Ūdris 27.04.2006. Ārējā ienaidnieka tēls Krievijā 

178. Latvijas Avīze Aija Cālīte 27.04.2006. «Mēs jaunā kārtā» 

179. Час Ирина ОСИНСКАЯ 27.04.2006. Как остановить натурализацию? 

180. Телеграф Анна НОВИЦКАЯ 27.04.2006. "Тевземцы" роют яму под 
новограждан 

181. Час  28.04.2006. «Центр согласия» предупреждает 

182. Телеграф, Снежана БАРТУЛЬ 28.04.2006 Нелатышей выживают из Латвии 

183. Diena Josē Borels, Eiropas 
Parlamenta prezidents 

02.05.2006. Eiropas atvērtās durvis 

184. Latvijas Avīze Māra Libeka 03.05.2006. ZZS deputāti – pagaidām atturīgi 

185. Diena Dita Arāja 05.05.2006. Pirms vēlēšanām atgrūž nepilsoņus 

186. Час Ирина ОСИНСКАЯ 11.05.2006. Новый «наезд» на натурализацию 

187. Вести Сегодня Виктор МИХАЙЛОВ 11.05.2006. Натурализация близка к 
коррупции 

188. Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

Jānis Straume 
(TB/LNNK) 

15.05.2006. Pilsonības piešķiršanas konveijers ir 
jāaptur 

189. Час  16.05.2006. «Остановить конвейер 
натурализации!» 

190. Latvijas Avīze  22.05.2006. Četri jautājumi visām partijām 

191. Телеграф Анна НОВИЦКАЯ 22.05.2006 Мы — вторые 

192. Latvijas Avīze  Vita Krauja 24.05.2006. Diriģenta Jansona lielā diena 

193. Diena Inese Lūsiņa 24.05.2006. Vienkārši un pārliecinoši 

194. Час  27.05.2006. Новограждан - 110 тысяч 

195. B&B,  Дмитрий ЕРМАКОВ 29.05.2006 Миллионам европейцев не нужно 
гражданство 
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196. Час  30.05.2006 Гражданство для неграждан 

197. Час Ина ОШКАЯ 01.06.2006. Президент вступилась за 
неграждан 
 

198. Телеграф Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 01.06.2006. Президент защитила неграждан 

199. Час Анатолий КАМЕНЕВ 02.06.2006. Карина Петерсоне: «Мы множим 
стереотипы, от которых 
страдаем» 

200. Час Яков Плинер, Валерий 
Бухвалов 

02.06.2006 «Сначала стань гражданином. 
Потом критиуй!» 

201. Latvijas Avīze   03.06.2006. Iesniedz Pilsonības likuma projektu 

202. Час Ина ОШКАЯ 03.06.2006. Никаких тормозов для остановки 
натурализации 

203. Час  03.06.2006. Еврокомиссар: проблему русских 
будем решать 

204. Телеграф Кирилл РЕЗНИК-
МАРТОВ 

05.06.2006. Комиссар займется негражданами 
 

205. Latvijas Avīze Jānis Imants Birzkops 
(lasītāja vēstule) 

07.06.2006. Sirdsšķīsta atzīšanās 

206. Latvijas Avīze Māra Libeka 09.06.2006 Par izkrāptu pilsonību – cietumā 

207. Телеграф Кирилл РЕЗНИК-
МАРТОВ 

09.06.2006. Натурализацию не остановят 

208. Diena,  Zane Zālīte-Kļaviņa 15.06.2006. ASV latvieša bērniem atsaka 
Latvijas pilsonību 

209. Latvijas Vēstnesis Plus Sannija Matule 22.06.2006. Pilsonība bez meliem 

210. Телеграф Кирилл РЕЗНИК-
МАРТОВ 

22.06.2006. Управление натурализации и 
борьбы с коррупцией 

211. Rīgas Balss  26.06.2006. Sods par «labdarību» 

212. Latvijas Avīze Voldemārs Krustiņš 27.06.2006. Vēstnieks dod padomus 

213. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 27.06.2006. Sūdzību vakars Maskavas namā 

214. Вести Сегодня Антон ДАНИЛОВ 04.07.2006. «Гражданство должно быть 
доступнее» 

215. Вести Сегодня Марина ОСКОЛКОВА 04.07.2006. Толерантность превыше всего 

216. Час  08.07.2006. «VIP-торговцы гражданством» 
идут под суд 

217. Телеграф  Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 10.07.2006 Молодые радикалы хотят 
переплюнуть старых 

218. Час Ина ОШКАЯ 10.07.2006. Не курить и любить латышей 

219. Latvijas Avīze   17.07.2006. 112 tūkstoši jaunpilsoņu 

220. Latvijas Avīze Māris Antonevičs 17.07.2006. «Tā mums būs mācība!» 

221. Час  17.07.2006. Растет число граждан 

222. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 19.07.2006. Pa sabiedriskā kompromisa ceļu 
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223. 

Телеграф Кирилл РЕЗНИК-
МАРТОВ 

24.07.2006. Натурализация станет строже 

224. Вести Сегодня  24.07.2006. Три попытки на гражданство 

225. Diena  03.08.2006. Grib negodīgi iegūt pilsonību 

226. Вести Сегодня Яков ПЛИНЕР, 
председатель фракции 
ЗапЧЕЛ 

03.08.2006. Латвия, лечись! 

227. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 07.08.2006. Naturalizācijas noteikumus tomēr 
mainīšot 

228. Вести Сегодня Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ 07.08.2006. «Отнять гражданство и 
выслать…» 

229. Час  08.08.2006. «Нацики» рвутся к власти 

230. Latvijas Avīze  Ilze Kuzmina 
 

09.08.2006. Valodas prasmes pārbaude – 
stingrāka 

231. Час Вадим РАДИОНОВ 09.08.2006. Натурализацию притормозили 

232. Вести Сегодня Абик ЭЛКИН 09.08.2006. Три провала, и вы… свободны 

233. Вести Сегодня Абик ЭЛКИН 09.08.2006. Абрене вернуть, нацию – 
вооружить!..» 

234. Телеграф  09.08.2006. Натурализация станет строже 

235. Вести Сегодня  Николай КАБАНОВ 4.08.2006. «Более 20% населения всё ещё 
говорит по-русски» 

236. Час  21.08.2006. Список N 4. Партия «Все - 
Латвии!» 

237. Latvijas Avīze  Ilze Kuzmina 24.08.2006. Tieslietu ministrs grib atvērt 
Pilsonības likumu 

238. Телеграф Анна НОВИЦКАЯ 24.08.2006 Новограждане снова под 
подозрением 

239. Час  24.08.2006. Депутат Госдумы: «Гражданство 
- всем родившимся в Латвии» 

240. Вести Сегодня Эдуард ЭЛЬДАРОВ 24.08.2006. Паспорт по-честному. Добить 
натурализанта! 

241. Час Волдемар ЗАКС 24.08.2006. Экзамен - под контролем 

242. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 25.08.2006. Tēvzemieši Ķekavā aģitē ar mūziku 

243. Телеграф Полина ЭЛКСНЕ 31.08.2006. Карина Петерсоне: "Не надо 
навязывать интеграцию" 

244. Latvijas Avīze   01.09.2006. Lai nezaudētu Īrijā dzimušos bērnus 

245. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 04.09.2006. Āboltiņa: valdība spēlē bīstamu 
spēli 

246. Вести Сегодня  Федор БОЛЬШОВ 09.09.2006. О гражданстве и идентичности 

247. Вести Сегодня Даниил КРЕМЕСКИЙ 12.09.2006. Жертвам нацизма – гражданство! 

248. Час Волдемар ЗАКС 13.09.2006. Правые строят «железный 
занавес» 
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249. Latvijas Vēstnesis  Ivars Indāns, Latvijas 
Ārpolitikas institūta 
pētnieks 

14.09.2006. Partiju programmu analīze 
 

250. Latvijas Avīze Juris Ciganovs 14.09.2006. Dīvainās pamācības no aizokeāna 

251. Вести Сегодня Даниил 
КРЕМЕНСКИЙ 

14.09.2006. Латвия без неграждан! 
 

252. Час Вадим РАДИОНОВ 15.09.2006. «Политрепрессированным 
гражданство не полагается!» 

253. Телеграф Анна НОВИЦКАЯ 15.09.2006. Правые на ринге 

254. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 18.09.2006. Ko sola latviešiem un ko krieviem 

255. Вести Сегодня,  Федор БОЛЬШОВ 21.09.2006. Двойное гражданство 
«ирландским детям» 

256. Вести Сегодня Сергей ТЫЩЕНКО 22.09.2006. Заткнуть рот радикалам! 

257. Вести Сегодня Юлия 
АЛЕКСАНДРОВА 

23.09.2004. Последние пленники 

258. Вести Сегодня  Абик ЭЛКИН 26.09.2006. Андрей Козлов: «Игры в историю 
вредят Латвии!» 

259. Diena  27.09.2006 LPP/LC pret TB/LNNK: nodokļu 
atlaidēji pret to ieviesējiem 

260. Час  27.09.2006. Гражданство - всем 
репрессированным! 

261. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 29.09.2006. Jaunais Pilsonības likums atkal 
noraidīts 

262. Вести Сегодня  Николай КАБАНОВ 29.09.2006. «Будь любезен оставить 
Латвию!» 

263. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 30.09.2006. Risinās nacionālos jautājumus 

264. Latvijas Avīze  Aija Cālīte 04.10.2006. Ar dubultpilsonību — uzmanīgi! 

265. Latvijas Avīze Raivis Dzintars, 
Dmitrijs Mironovs, 
Imants Parādnieks, 
Oskars Līvmanis, Arnis 
Puksts, Jānis Ratkevičs, 
Vilens Tolpežņikovs, 
"Visu Latvijai!" 
deputātu kandidāti 

05.10.2006. Par stingru mugurkaulu politikā 
 

266. Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai,  
 

Zane Dumbre 10.10.2006. Juceklis pilsonības lietās 
Raksts par pilsonības atņemšanu. 

267. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 10.10.2006. Latvija ir Giļmana ienaidnieks. Vai 
Giļmans ir Latvijas ienaidnieks? 
 

268. Latvijas Avīze Māris Antonevičs 13.10.2006. «Saskaņas centrs» – mērenība kā 
piesegs 

269. Latvijas Avīze Raivis Dzintars, "Visu 
Latvijai!" priekšsēdētājs 

18.10.2006. Giļmanu ārā no Latvijas 
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270. Час  30.10.2006. Вопрос о гражданстве остался 
открытым 

271. Вести Сегодня Николай Кабанов 06.11.2006. Наихудший сценарий разыгран 

272. Телеграф Анна Новицкая 07.11.2006. Натурализация под угрозой 

273. Diena Dita Arāja 10.11.2006. Kritizē tieslietu ministra vēlmi 
iegrožot naturalizāciju 

274. Вести Сегодня Абик Элкин 10.11.2006. «Латвия – не для всех!» 

275. Latvijas Avīze  11.11.2006. Latvija – ne visiem 

276. Вести Сегодня,  Николай Кабанов 13.11.2006. Лакмусовая бумажка для 
правительства 

277. Час  16.11.2006 Опять за старое? 

278. Час Инна Ошкая, 20.11.2006. Диагноз для Латвии 

279. Вести Сегодня Эдуард Эльдаров 20.11.2006. Приговор для ЛР! 

280. Телеграф Анна Новицкая 21.11.2006. Министр от "тевземцев" держит 
язык за зубами 

281. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 22.11.2006. «PCTVL» cenšas «glābt» 
naturalizāciju no tēvzemiešiem 

282. Час Вадим Радионов 22.11.2006. Докладчик ПАСЕ расстроил 
правых 

283. Вести Сегодня Абик Элкин 22.11.2006. Враньё не прошло! 

284. Вести Сегодня Николай Кабанов 24.11.2006. Сейм снял маску 

285. Вести Сегодня Абик Элкин 27.11.2006. «Не делайте из меня монстра!» 

286. Вести Сегодня Владимир Бузаев 30.11.2006. Натурализация: мифы и 
реальность 

287. Час  04.12.2006. Вернуть двойное гражданство! 

288. Вести Сегодня  04.12.2006. Даёшь двойное гражданство 

289. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 06.12.2006. Tabūns: «Būs stingrība pilsonības 
lietās.» 

290. Latvijas Avīze  Ervīns Cīrulis 06.12.2006. Pilsonības tirgotāji vainu atzīst 

291. Diena  07.12.2006. Tabūns revidēs pilsonību 

292. Телеграф  Александра Глухих, 07.12.2006. Угроза для синего паспорта 

293. Час Николай Кудрявцев 09.12.2006. «Дело о взятке за гражданство»: 
обвиняемые ссылаются на 
глупость и секс 

294. Телеграф  Александра Глухих 13.12.2006. Натурализации пока ничто не 
грозит 

295. Latvijas Avīze Aija Cālīte 14.12.2006. Šodien pārdod pilsonību. Rīt? 

296. Час  15.12.2006 «Дело Петропавловского» 
принято к рассмотрению» 

297. Телеграф Александра Глухих 15.12.2006. Правые предохраняются от детей 
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298. Час Ирина Осинская 15.12.2006. «Центр согласия» бьет тревогу 

299. Час  18.12.2006. Натурализация замедлится? 

300. Latvijas Avīze Ilze Kuzmina 21.12.2006. Lai pilsonība netiktu krāpniekiem 

301. Телеграф Александра Глухих 21.12.2006. Министр приговорил 
натурализацию 

302. Вести Сегодня Эдуард Эльдаров 21.12.2006. А ты лоялен министру от "ТБ"? 

303. Час Вадим Радионов 21.12.2006. Конец натурализации 

304. Вести Сегодня Эдуард Эльдаров 22.12.2006. Калвитис, останови министра 
юстиции! 

305. Час Вадим Радионов 22.12.2006. Эйжения Алдермане: «Кризиса 
процесса натурализации не 
предвидится» 

306. Телеграф 
 

Александра Глухих 27.12.2006. Натурализация не остановится 
никогда 

307. Вести Сегодня Абик Элкин, 27.12.2006. Оскарс Кастенс: «Мы их 
вернём!» 

308. Neatkarīgā Rīta Avīze 
Latvijai 

Zane Dumbre 27.12.2006. Naturalizācijas pārvalde: zaudēt 
pilsoņus nav patīkami 

309. Latvijas Avīze Voldemārs Krustiņš, 
Ilze Kuzmina 

28.12.2006. Valodas inspekcija paplašināsies 

310. Вести Сегодня Никита Красноглазов 29.12.2006. Кого хочет судить Гайдис 
Берзиньш 

311. Вести Сегодня Абик Элкин 29.12.2006. Поток новограждан не 
остановить 

312. Latvijas Avīze Ināra Mūrniece 29.12.2006. Profesors Fogels ierosina 
 
 


