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DEMOCRACY IN EUROPE: PHANTOM OR REALITY? 

An interview with Dr. Valery Engel, an activist of the Jewish movement in the former USSR, 
separated from his family by a decision of the Latvian authorities. 

Valery Engel is an Israeli historian, Doctor of Sciences, author of 11 monographs and dozens of 
scholarly articles, a visiting researcher at the Center for the Study of Genocide and Human 
Rights (CGHR) at Rutgers University, New Jersey, U.S.A., a consultant to the UN Counter-
Terrorism Office, and a public figure. He was born in Moscow, repatriated to Israel in 2004, 
then married a Latvian citizen and moved to Riga, where he lived for 20 years. His daughter was 
born there, and his center of life interests was formed there. In February 2026, he was stripped 
by the Latvian authorities of his permanent residence permit and, as a result, separated from 
his wife and daughter (citizens of Latvia), with the justification "for systematic participation in 
the implementation of Russian non-military measures of influence and justification of Russia's 
aggressive foreign policy." At the same time, the Latvian authorities did not initiate any criminal 
or administrative proceedings against him. However, the accusation is more than serious. It is 
known that dozens of people have been expelled from Latvia on similar charges, indicating that 
the problem is becoming systemic. However, in most cases, these are Russian citizens who 
openly welcomed and justified Russia's aggression against Ukraine. Engel's case is completely 
different – he openly condemns Moscow's actions and has never written about his support for 
Putin. The authors believe that Engel's case has exposed not only systemic problems in Latvia 
but throughout Europe. 

Dr. Valery Engel was born in 1961 in the USSR. In his youth, he encountered manifestations of 
state anti-Semitism (he was denied admission to Moscow University due to his Jewish origin). 
After that, he entered a pedagogical institute, where anti-Semitic restrictions were lower, and 
began secretly studying Hebrew and Jewish history. He became an activist in the Jewish 
underground movement and, in the late 1980s, became one of the leaders of the independent 
Jewish movement in the USSR, which during perestroika revived the Jewish community in the 
country. In the 1990s, Engel headed the first officially registered Jewish organizations, was a 
member of the Executive Committee of the World Jewish Congress from the CIS, and in the 
2000s, he was Executive Vice President of the Federation of Jewish Communities of Russia – the 
most powerful Jewish organization, headed by Chabad-Lubavitch. In 1995, he defended his 
doctoral dissertation on "The Jewish Question in International Relations at the end of the 19th 
– beginning of the 20th centuries," where he examined in detail how a humanitarian problem 
became the cause of economic sanctions by the free world against the absolutist regime in 
Russia. In 2004, he repatriated to Israel but continued to be involved in the problems of Russian 
Jewry, heading the World Congress of Russian-Speaking Jewry (WCRJ), which united more than 
100 organizations and communities of Jews from the former USSR around the world. 

The President of the WCRJ was Boris Spiegel, a former businessman and Russian 
parliamentarian who personally financed various public projects related to Jews. In particular, 
he headed the Confederation of Jewish Communities of Russia – another Jewish religious 
umbrella organization representing another orthodox movement of Judaism. In 2010, he 
invited Engel to head the international organization "World without Nazism" (WWN), registered 
in France, which he also financed from his own funds. It included more than 150 non-
governmental organizations from around the world advocating against discrimination against 
national, religious, and sexual minorities. The organization published an annual monitoring 
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report on the situation of minorities in Europe (Engel was responsible for this work as Vice-
President of WWN) and also coordinated the work of various NGOs involved in protecting and 
lobbying minority rights. 

The activities of WWN became widespread and frightened authorities in many countries, 
including Russia. In 2013, the office of the WWN representative in Moscow was searched by the 
Russian Prosecutor General's Office in connection with publications on discrimination against 
minorities in that country, primarily LGBT. After this, Boris Spiegel began having problems in 
Russia. A media campaign was organized accusing him of  «non-traditional sexual orientation» 
and pedophilia; he was forced to resign as a member of the Federation Council (the upper 
house of the Russian parliament), and in 2021 he was arrested on a fabricated charge of 
corruption. After spending three years under investigation, Spiegel was sentenced to 11 years 
in prison but was released from serving his sentence due to health reasons. He lost his business 
and is currently living out his days in Israel. 

As for Valery Engel, in 2006 he married a Latvian citizen, Dženeta Džeiranašvili, an ethnic 
Ossetian born in Riga. The family moved to Dženeta's homeland – Latvia. In 2008, their 
daughter Marija was born. In 2014, Engel's first problems with the Latvian authorities began, 
since as Vice-President of WWN, he became involved in protests organized by the local branch 
of this NGO, the organization "Latvia without Nazism," against the annual marches of Waffen SS 
veterans in the center of the Latvian capital. In addition, the Latvian authorities, like the Russian 
authorities, did not like the publications in the yearbook "World without Hate," edited by him, 
where the level of interethnic hatred in Latvia was assessed as high, and the actions of the 
Latvian government were described as formal and unable to stop the division of society along 
ethnic lines. 

As in Russia, the activities of the WWN branch in Latvia were effectively terminated, and Valery 
Engel's residence permit was not renewed in 2015. The problem was resolved at that time: 
thanks to protests from the international Jewish community, primarily in the US and Israel, he, 
the husband of a Latvian citizen and then the father of a 7-year-old daughter, was not deported 
from the country; his temporary residence permit was eventually renewed, and in 2023 he 
even received a permanent residence permit. The problems returned in February 2026, when 
the authorities, regardless of his permanent resident status and the presence of a wife and 
child who are Latvian citizens, banned him from residing in the country. 

To better understand this situation, we interviewed Valery Engel himself: 

⎯ Hello Valery, tell us please, what have you been doing all this time since WWN practically 
collapsed? 
 

⎯ I fully switched to scientific activity under the auspices of the Latvian non-governmental 
organization "European Centre for the Development of Democracy" (ECDD), which was 
founded by me and my colleagues back in 2010. I created an international group of scientists 
who studied issues of radicalism and minority rights in Europe and North America. The 
experience of working in WWN showed that a comparative analysis of legislation, law 
enforcement practices, the activities of radical organizations, and government actions towards 
minorities in different countries can be of great scientific and practical value. Expert 
assessments on this topic in the mid-2010s, and even now, were in demand by both scientific 
and international organizations. So, we began publishing monitoring reports on radicalism and 



3 

 

extremism, as well as the situation of minorities in different countries, first once and then 
twice a year. Roughly the same thing that WWN did, but if the WWN monitoring was a 
presentation of purely factual materials, primarily media materials and eyewitness accounts, 
the ECDD monitoring is analytics, comparison, and study of similar processes according to 
common criteria. For example, how legislation regarding minorities has developed, how the 
fight against hatred is being waged, and how this affects the state of democracy in different 
countries. 
 

⎯ Provoking again the Latvian authorities? 
 

⎯ Absolutely not. After communicating with their security agencies in 2015-17 (the Security 
Police, later renamed the State Security Service), I realized that they are not interested in any 
objective and independent information about the situation with minorities in their country. 
They have their own institutes and their own researchers who present information within the 
rigid framework of the government paradigm. I realized that if an expert appears on their 
horizon whom they cannot control and who even begins to doubt the correctness of the 
official policy and ideological narratives on which it is built, then he and his work begin to be 
considered a threat to national security. Therefore, after weighing all the pros and cons, and 
consulting with my wife, I decided that my family is more important to me. From that moment 
on, Latvia, like other Baltic countries, ceased to be the subject of our research. We did not 
touch upon the situation in these states at all. If I had been more prescient, I would have 
excluded Ukraine and Russia as well. Although, as it turned out, criticism of any other EU 
states is also considered in modern Latvia as a threat to its national security. 
 

⎯ Because Latvia is an EU member? 
 

⎯ No, because, from the point of view of the Latvian State Security Service (VDD), as it recently 
stated during the court proceedings on my lawsuit, any scientific assessments of modern 
social processes in European countries that diverge from the political assessments of the VDD 
constitute a threat to the national security of the Republic of Latvia. 
 

⎯ Why? 
 

⎯ Because it can be used by Russia for its aggressive purposes. Moreover, one body determines 
this – the State Security Service of Latvia. During the court proceedings, for example, I was 
accused of publishing an article in the American publication Fair Observer, where I criticize 
anti-Russian sanctions for their ineffectiveness: for example, the ban on entering EU countries 
in cars with Russian registration (i.e., Russian citizens can enter, but not in cars with Russian 
license plates – the car is confiscated). In the article, published in November 2023 under the 
title "Why Is the West Now Lowering the Iron Curtain?", I wrote that I do not understand how 
this can stop the war or force Russians to start a revolution in Moscow. In my observation, the 
opposite process was happening: not understanding why this was being done, people in Russia 
believed that this measure was the result of Western Russophobia. And they certainly would 
not take to the streets to protest because of this in a country where protesters face huge 
prison sentences. I wrote that to fight Russia, economic sanctions are needed that would 
affect its ability to finance the war. But at that time (2023), these sanctions were implemented 
rather weakly. The situation began to change only in 2024-25. The VDD chose to ignore these 
words of mine. My narratives about the ineffectiveness of sanctions were considered seditious 
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by the VDD because, I quote, “sanctions should also be directed against Russian citizens in 
order to encourage them to change in their own country”. The question is very debatable, 
considering the brutality of the Russian dictatorial regime and the small number of people 
who were actually affected by this particular decision on cars and the closure of air travel. 
Moreover, to a large extent, this affected those Russian citizens who permanently resided in 
Europe, like me. That is, they could not possibly change the situation in the Russian Federation 
at all. Furthermore, under international law, sanctions must be targeted. Thus, the Law of the 
Republic of Latvia on National Sanctions and the explanation of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
state that sanctions are essentially a restriction whose purpose is to change the behavior of 
the subject of sanctions. This subject, concerning the sanctions of the European Union, is 
either the Russian state or specific individuals against whom these sanctions are directed, but 
not all residents of Russia. Collective responsibility is prohibited by international law. 
 

⎯ So, you published an article in an American magazine, and for that, you were separated from 
your family? In an American, not a Russian one? 
 

⎯ Exactly, in an American one. 
 

⎯ But what about freedom of speech? Does this mean that today no free criticism is possible in 
Europe? 
 

⎯ I cannot speak for all of Europe, but in my case in Latvia, I see that this is so. If this criticism is 
assessed by the VDD as information that could be used by Russia for its interests, then it is de 
facto prohibited. Moreover, they openly said this during the court proceedings on my lawsuit 
against the Ministry of the Interior of this country. It did not matter whether the facts 
presented were true or not. The State Security Service arrogated to itself the right to evaluate 
expert opinions. The transcript of the court hearings, if you read it, resembles the defense of a 
doctoral dissertation, where the academic council assesses the scientific nature of your 
dissertation. Only instead of scientists, it is staffed by officers of the political police, without 
academic degrees, names, etc. 
 

⎯ And on your side were scientific experts. 
 

⎯ Not only scientific experts who gave their opinions on my published (including in the US) 
scientific research. There were also opinions from journalists – the Board of the same 
American online magazine Fair Observer, stating that, I quote, my work "represents an 
important contribution to historical substantiation and sociological diagnosis in an era of acute 
polarization." At the end of this statement, by the way, it says: "Dr. Valery Engel is a scholar 
who sees patterns that others are too afraid or too biased to notice. He is trying to save the 
world from nuclear and civil war by diagnosing the disease, rather than taking sides." It seems 
to me that this letter, which was attached to the case, did not please the VDD; they were 
generally annoyed that world-renowned experts, scholars, and journalists spoke out in my 
defense, so they pretended that these letters did not exist, they simply ignored them, and the 
Latvian court ignored them as well. 
 

⎯ Tell us more about how you were put on the "blacklist." 
⎯ On February 27, 2026, I received a notification from the Ministry of the Interior of Latvia that I 

had been placed on the blacklist "for an indefinite period." My residence permit was revoked. 
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And this happened when I was in Munich on business. That is, I could no longer return. Two 
days later, three (!) publications in Denmark (Organization of investigative journalism - OCCR), 
Ukraine (Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty - Ukraine), and Latvia (internet portal Re:Baltica) 
came out with the same libelous material claiming that I allegedly received funding from the 
sanctioned Russian "Pravfond" (Legal Foundation). 
 

⎯ What kind of foundation is this? 
 

⎯ This is a foundation established by decree of the President of the Russian Federation in 2012 
in the format of an NGO for legal assistance to Russian citizens abroad. Primarily, they pay for 
the services of lawyers for people from Russia who are under investigation abroad. They can 
also provide assistance to Russian compatriots, i.e., Russian-speaking citizens of other 
countries, if the foundation considers their cases to be human rights violations. 
 

⎯ This is a unique instrument. Is there anything like it anywhere else in the world? 
 

⎯ To some extent, in China. There is a large national organization, the "All-China Federation of 
Returned Overseas Chinese," which works closely with government agencies. It is engaged in 
protecting the legal rights and interests of both returnees and Chinese continuing to live 
abroad. In other countries, for example, in the USA, human rights organizations such as 
Human Rights Watch, Amnesty International, or specialized funds for prisoners' rights operate. 
They can fund lawyer services in cases of human rights violations or the threat of the death 
penalty. Western government structures actively use agreements on the transfer of convicted 
persons (Strasbourg Convention). That is, they try not to spend money on defense in a foreign 
country but strive to have their citizen serve their sentence at home. Russia also does this, but 
probably not as effectively as others, so it was decided to create such a fund. 
 

⎯ Today it is claimed that this fund was an instrument of Russian soft power on the international 
stage. In 2023, the EU imposed sanctions on it in this regard. Moreover, officials from 
European countries, primarily Estonia and Latvia, claimed that this organization serves the 
interests of the Russian Federation and is used to "control the Russian-speaking diaspora" 
under the guise of fighting discrimination. 
 

⎯ I do not want to comment on the statements of European officials regarding the control of 20 
million Russians abroad "under the guise of fighting discrimination," which, apparently, does 
not exist, but it is obvious to me that if the EU has imposed sanctions against an organization, 
this decision must be respected. 
 

⎯ Did you or your NGO in Latvia receive funding from this foundation? 
 

⎯ Yes, until 2018 or 2019. I don't remember exactly. It mainly concerned the publication (i.e., 
printing in a print shop) of our books and scientific reports. 
 

⎯ Why do you think they did this? After all, formally they were engaged in legal support. 
 

⎯ This is more of a question for them. We honestly warned them that the book contained not 
only criticism of Western countries but also criticism of Russia. We applied to various 
foundations and private individuals. True, in one case, Pravfond refused to cooperate with us 
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because they saw a positive attitude towards LGBT in our reports. This happened just before 
the pandemic. But we did not change anything in our texts; we believed and still believe that 
sexual minorities have the same rights as anyone else, so we did not remove this topic from 
our research agenda. 
 

⎯ Could they have considered your work as propaganda? 
 

⎯ These were not propaganda works. This is evidenced by numerous reviews from world-
renowned scientists from the US and Canada that were attached to my case during the court 
proceedings in Latvia (see: https://civic-nation.org/). All of them indicate that these are 
serious scientific studies. Moreover, there were many authors from different countries, each 
writing about a separate country. I was the editor-in-chief and handled the analytics. I think 
that in the activities of any charitable foundation, even if it is engaged in promoting soft 
power, there are moments when it simply works as a foundation. The former director of 
Pravfond, Mr. Igor Panevkin, believed that we were doing serious research and liked our 
reports. At the same time, he saw that Russia was criticized no less, and sometimes more, 
than other countries. But he understood that it was all true; we always accompanied our 
information and conclusions with a serious scientific apparatus with references to indisputable 
sources. In any case, I am grateful to them for helping, wittingly or unwittingly, a good 
initiative in the 2010s – they supported a project on radicalism and minority rights, at least 
until a certain point when they did not like the mention of LGBT as a discriminated minority, 
primarily in Russia, in 2019.  
 

⎯ Did you know, while cooperating with them, that they were promoting Russia's interests? 
 

⎯ They positioned themselves as an instrument of soft power from the very beginning. That they 
financed some propaganda projects or defended individuals accused of espionage, of course, I 
did not know. But, firstly, let's not forget that until 2022, Russia was not a pariah state. Many 
countries have and have soft power organizations, and that is normal. For example, the U.S. 
Agency for Global Media (USAGM), the National Endowment for Democracy (NED), the Turkish 
Yunus Emre Institute, the British Council, the Goethe Institute in Germany – they all promote 
the interests of their countries abroad with state funds, including in Russia. Therefore, the 
creation of such an institute in Russia did not raise any suspicions at the time. We, by the way, 
applied not only there but also to the European Commission and the U.S. State Department. 
 

⎯ Did you receive funding there? 
 

⎯ Not from the State Department, but yes from the European Commission. For a project related 
to the analysis and synthesis of best practices in combating extremism. By the way, for a much 
larger amount (about 300 thousand euros) than what we received from Pravfond. 
 

⎯ OK, let's return to Pravfond. In the publications you mentioned, you are accused of receiving 
funding from Pravfond after sanctions were imposed against it. 
 

⎯ Not quite. I am accused of receiving 22,000 euros in 2022, when the Fund was not yet under 
sanctions. Again, sanctions were imposed against it in June 2023. Then I am accused of 
receiving funding to participate in the OSCE Conference on the Human Dimension in Warsaw 

https://civic-nation.org/
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in the fall of 2023 (I think the publications mentioned a sum of about 1 thousand euros) and 
that I allegedly received funding of 41 thousand euros in 2024 for a study on Russophobia. 
 

⎯ Where did the journalists get this data? 
 

⎯ They were obtained fraudulently. Allegedly, they hacked the Pravfond mail server and stole 
50,000 emails from there. No one knows what is actually there. Allegedly, the hack was carried 
out by a structure linked to Mikhail Khodorkovsky's foundation or some Russian émigré 
organization. Then, as they write, they passed this data to the Danish journalistic investigation 
organization OCCR, as well as to Ukrainian Radio Liberty and Latvian Re:Baltica. Again, what 
this data is, how it was obtained and whether it was obtained at all in the way reported, and if 
so, how "original" it is, how much is fabrication, no one knows. 
 

⎯ How do you comment on the accusations against you? 
 

⎯ Actually, the episode of 2022 and the episode of 2024 are surprising. But first, some 
background. With the beginning of the coronavirus pandemic in 2020, I did not reside in 
Russia and practically did not visit there. I lived in Riga with my family. At the same time, I 
continued to work at the Moscow Economic Institute, where I headed the academic Center for 
the Study of Extremism and Radicalism. The Moscow Economic Institute is a private university 
owned by my old friend from the Jewish movement of the early 1990s. I was engaged in 
science, organized and conducted online symposiums, seminars, wrote scientific papers, i.e., 
fulfilled the institute's research plan, etc. The institute was engaged in fundraising. As the 
head of the scientific center, I signed individual applications, and since I could not do this in 
person, often an employee in Moscow did it, using my facsimile, corporate email, etc. 
 

⎯ So, since 2020, you have not personally contacted the Foundation? 
 

⎯ Only by phone, if the Foundation had any questions regarding the applications sent by the 
institute. 
 

⎯ Did you receive money from the foundation in 2022 for a study entitled "Extremism, 
Xenophobia and Hate Crimes in the OSCE Area, 2021-2022," as indicated in the media 
materials? 
 

⎯ We did not conduct such a study. Our study, under a completely different title "Xenophobia, 
Minority Rights and Manifestations of Radicalism in the OSCE Region (2020-2022)," was 
prepared with my own funds. The institute only reimbursed me 3,000 euros for the technical 
production of the book. Although I do not deny that I know they were negotiating with the 
Foundation, and according to them, the foundation refused to allocate funds because 
transferring money from Russia to European banks was already physically impossible. 
Theoretically, of course, it is possible that the institute submitted another application on 
behalf of my Latvian NGO for a different amount. Radio Liberty-Ukraine wrote that 22,000 
euros were allocated. But, firstly, this is a very large sum for this foundation. And, secondly, it 
is already fraud, and I do not think my former colleagues would have gone for it. 
 

⎯ Why was it necessary to submit an application on behalf of your Latvian NGO? Why couldn't 
the institute submit it independently? 
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⎯ Because the foundation does not allocate funds to Russian organizations. A foreign NGO is 

mandatory. 
 

⎯ Could the institute have obtained it for you in some way? 
 

⎯ I don't know, they deny it today. I don't want to cast a shadow on anyone or let people down. I 
do not rule out that it is a fake at all. Understand, for me today there is no risk in admitting 
that I received this money, because Pravfond was not under sanctions at that time. But I did 
not receive these amounts for the specified project; this is easily verifiable, and we made a 
completely different book, with a different title, and practically at our own expense. 
 

⎯ The media you mentioned published applications and a contract signed by your signature. It 
also says that these materials were sent from your email on the @rambler.ru domain. 
 

⎯ This is not my personal but a corporate address, although I created it. Access to it was 
available to many people I worked with starting in 2018. I, by the way, do not have access to it 
today; the password was probably changed, and I cannot find the end of it. 
 

⎯ Did the institute employees have access to it? 
 

⎯ Yes, of course, it was from this address that their communication with all potential grantors 
was carried out. As for my "signatures," of the documents presented in the article for the 
alleged 2022, only one signature belongs to me – under the bank details of the ECDD in a 
Latvian bank. This is a separate page of the contract. It was simply taken from some other 
document, for example, a contract from previous years. The other two signatures are not 
mine. I don't sign like that. The signature on the application is probably also not mine, or a 
facsimile/scan of an electronic signature was used. Putting such a signature is half an hour's 
work on a computer. 
 

⎯ As I recall, the article also has a thank-you letter with your signature addressed to Pravfond for 
allocating money to finance this project. 
 

⎯ If you look closely at this letter, we see an email that was also the corporate address of the 
European Centre for the Development of Democracy many years ago but has not been used 
for a long time. The letter, judging by the scan, was sent from this email to this same email, 
and the BCC contains a single address – Pravfond, which, you'll agree, is a strange sending. In 
any case, I did not send such letters. 
 

⎯ Why was this necessary? 
 

⎯ One can only guess. But these funds definitely did not arrive in the ECDD account in the 
Latvian bank; this can be seen from the bank statements. It was even technically impossible. 
And my signature was both in the Foundation itself and with the institute employees. That is, I 
repeat, what is criminal is not that, allegedly, there was some decision to allocate money to 
my NGO in 2022. Again, it would have been legitimate because the fund was not under 
sanctions at that time. What is criminal is that it was a different study, and I did not write any 
applications for it and did not receive money for it. Moreover, this study does not exist in 
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nature. Who is behind this – the foundation and the institute (for corrupt purposes) or is it just 
a fake made by special services or journalists, I do not know. 
 

⎯ What about your trip to Warsaw for the OSCE conference in 2023? 
 

⎯ The institute was indeed involved in organizing my trip, and they were negotiating with 
Pravfond, but when I found out that the Foundation had by then been put on the sanctions 
lists (thankfully they told me themselves; I just missed this event), I refused to go at their 
expense. It is quite possible that they made a positive decision, but I did not receive the 
money. The institute also refused to fund me, and in the end, I went at my own expense 
because I already had a scheduled presentation on the sidelines of the conference in Warsaw 
together with my colleague Prof. Stephen  Bronner from Rutgers University. 
 

⎯ What did you talk about at this event? 
 

⎯ I presented our research and talked about the problem of the balance between combating the 
spread of hatred and the principles of democracy implying freedom of speech (very relevant, 
by the way), and Prof. Bronner spoke about the situation in the US on the eve of the 2024 
elections. 
 

⎯ How did the Foundation react to your refusal to receive their money for the trip to Warsaw? 
 

⎯ Negatively, they called me several times, outraged. Since then, practically, my relations with 
the Foundation have been spoiled. Later, they sometimes called, asking me to speak 
somewhere (on their events), but I refused. 
 

⎯ Yes, journalists write that you called representatives of the Foundation during and on the eve 
of the OSCE conference. 
 

⎯ I did not call; they called me once and sent one SMS. I replied that I was no longer cooperating 
with them. By the way, this wonderful infographic reflecting my alleged calls and messages, 
published in the mentioned outlets, also raises many questions. The article states that the 
source is a "leak" from the Russian mobile operator MTS. I indeed bought my number from 
MTS in 2003, but in 2015 I switched to another company with my number and never returned. 
So, what information about my phone calls in 2023 could the database stolen by hackers from 
MTS (if it really exists and is reliable) give, I do not know. But what matters is to present the 
material in such a way that it seems I was almost coordinating my actions at the conference 
with enemy agents. 
 

⎯ And what about the other application – for 41 thousand euros? 
 

⎯ This is a very funny story. The "my application" to Pravfond published in these media bears my 
facsimile. This facsimile could have been taken from any of my previous applications made by 
me in the 2010s. This is a scan of my signature that I placed on many applications sent to 
Pravfond from 2012 to 2020. It is simply taken from an old database and transferred to a new 
estimate for an alleged new project. There is no contract number, no date, nothing that 
usually accompanies such applications. The libelous articles printed the text of the application 
that I allegedly wrote (but I never wrote such texts), and concluded that although studies on 
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Russophobia could not be found, the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs published in 2025 its 
annual report "On Human Rights in Some Countries," where on 1850 pages the word 
"Russophobia" is mentioned more than 50 times. Nicely presented, right? Nothing seems to 
be asserted, but there is a clear hint that it was not the Russian Foreign Ministry that wrote 
the human rights report, but me. This flatters me, of course, but I think Russian diplomats 
were offended after reading this publication. In fact, in 2025 I prepared a completely different 
study – on the topic "Extremism in Europe and North America: A Comparative Analysis (2023-
2025)." This is our next edition, carried out entirely at the expense of our organization. It 
underwent rigorous peer review by leading US experts and was published by Springer Nature 
Switzerland AG in 2025. 
 

⎯ By the way, before publishing their materials, did the journalists from the media outlets you 
mentioned talk to you? 
 

⎯ Yes, twice, and both times I told them that I did not receive money from Pravfond, but 
nevertheless, they published the fake. 

 

⎯ Did you file a defamation lawsuit against those journalists? 

 

⎯ Lawsuits are being prepared, but it's a very lengthy process. My lawyers tell me it could take 
years. 
 

⎯ If I understand right, the Latvian authorities made the decision to put you on the blacklist of 
persons prohibited from being in Latvia based on these publications. 
 

⎯ That's the point – no! During the hearings, representatives of the Latvian Ministry of 
Interior/VDD repeatedly stated that these publications were not the reason for putting me on 
the blacklist. 
 

⎯ Very interesting! That is, three media outlets in different countries almost simultaneously, on 
the same day, come out with the same material, two days earlier the decision of the Minister 
of the Interior comes out banning you from entering the country and revoking your permanent 
residence permit, and the authorities claim that this is not connected? It looks like a 
commissioned provocation. 
 

⎯ Exactly. After all, the authorities perfectly understand that everything published by these 
three outlets is a fake and is easily refuted. Therefore, for revoking my permanent residence in 
Latvia, a different option was chosen – the authorities decided to accuse me of what really 
happened, is absolutely legal, but is interpreted by the "experts" of the political investigation 
as hostile actions. For example, there is an opinion of the VDD that my articles in Fair Observer 
damaged Latvia's security. The nature of this damage is not specified. There is simply an 
opinion of the VDD that there was damage, and that is enough for the Latvian court to agree 
with all the accusations. At the same time, VDD employees admitted in court that the 
journalists of Re:Baltica (one of the three media outlets that published the libelous materials) 
indeed contacted them regarding me. That is, the publications created an information 
background, while the main blow was delivered in a completely different place and on a 
different matter. All this reminds me of the good old KGB of the USSR and their methods of 
fighting dissidents. In this sense, all post-Soviet countries differ little from each other. 
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⎯ So, the actions were certainly coordinated. Then why these publications? After all, it looks like 

it was all planned. 
 

⎯ As I said, to create an information background. The goal was one: to destroy my reputation as 
an independent expert capable of expressing my own opinion on a whole range of issues. Any 
politician, lawyer, or journalist whom we can turn to for support first of all goes to the internet 
and reads all that dirt. Will they deal with my problem after that? Will they help? The purpose 
of the publications was to deprive me of public support. And the Latvian VDD has long been 
handling the legal component itself. The Latvian court has long not contradicted the opinion of 
the VDD; indeed, they have no opportunity to conduct their own expertise, and the European 
Court of Human Rights, if it accepts my case for consideration, will have it waiting for its turn 
for years. Thus, the publications simply destroyed my reputation but were not the basis for 
putting me on the blacklist. That would be illegal. And the court's decision was based on 
an opinion about what is good and what is bad in modern public activity. On an opinion, not 
on evidence. But that was enough for the Latvian "independent" court. But I must say that 
some of the claims against me from VDD also aimed to destroy my reputation. For example, 
information that I allegedly belong to some unregistered Russian party called the "Union of 
Communists of the State of Red Lines." This is complete nonsense, because since 2013 I was 
just a member of one of the liberal parties called "Civic Initiative" (banned in 2024) and legally 
could not be a member of two parties simultaneously. Although, even if I would a member of 
the Communist party, it is not illegal in Latvia. But the VDD insisted until the very end that 
such "membership" took place and "characterizes me as a person." Thank God the court had 
the sense and courage to reject this accusation. 
 

⎯ So, everything was thought out in advance? 
 

⎯ I have no doubt about it. In addition, the attack on the European Centre for the Development 
of Democracy was aimed at depriving me of a source of income in Europe. After these 
publications, the Latvian Swedbank, which served us, closed our accounts, and I assure you, 
we will not be able to open an account in any other Latvian and possibly European bank. 
Consequently, we will not be able to work and attract grants. 
 

⎯ You filed a lawsuit against the Latvian Ministry of the Interior. What did the Ministry/VDD 
officially charge you with? 
 

⎯ In court, the Latvian authorities did not base their position on proof that I illegally received 
sanctioned Russian money. The Ministry of the Interior and the State Security Service of Latvia 
stated this immediately, on the first day of the hearings. They focused, as I already said, on 
their own assessment of my academic works, expert opinions, international appearances, and 
their interpretation that this activity allegedly promoted "Russian narratives." They referred to 
my articles in Fair Observer; my speech at the UN forum in 2021 dedicated to anti-Semitism in 
Ukraine; my expert opinions in the framework of the Ukraine vs. Russia case at the 
International Court of Justice; my participation in international academic discussions, and even 
my alleged “membership” in a marginal Russian communist organization. 
 

⎯ Tell us more about this fake with the communists. 
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⎯ During the court session, the parties usually exchange documents and respond to each other's 
questions and claims. One fine day, I open my email and see a letter from the court with VDD 
materials, open them and see a document with a big red flag of the defunct USSR. It turns out, 
this is a letterhead of some unregistered party in the Russian Federation called "Union of 
Communists of the State of Red Lines." I didn't even know of its existence. 
 

⎯ Why "Red Lines"? What are "red lines"? 
 

⎯ Most likely, this is how they designate Russia's zone of interests, which they understand as all 
countries of the former USSR. The document was called "Resolution on the Purge of the 
Ranks." There is a long list of names: Gorbachev, Yeltsin, Yakovlev, and other famous people of 
the Perestroika and democracy era in the USSR and Russia. And I understand that they all 
were expelled from somewhere. And suddenly I see my name among them. I call the phone 
number indicated on the letterhead, I am connected to some chief, I ask when I managed to 
join their party. No, they answer me, you misunderstood, we expelled you not from the party, 
but from... the International communist movement. – And was I there? – Were you in the 
pioneers, they ask me? 
 

⎯ Who are pioneers? 
 

⎯ This is what scouts are called in the West. In the USSR, all children who reached the age of 9 
were automatically enrolled there. So, this party of urban madmen is engaged in expelling 
from the "international communist movement" all those who lived in the USSR, were 
members of the children's pioneer organization, but then, from their point of view, did not live 
up to the "high rank of communist." "Don't be upset," they told me, "we expelled Kaja Kallas, 
the head of EU diplomacy, former Ukrainian presidents Yushchenko and Poroshenko, 
Lithuanian President Nausėda from the international communist movement." 
 

⎯ Funny. 
 

⎯ Very, but not for the Latvian VDD. They quite seriously considered and probably still consider 
me a member of this party. Since they expelled him – it means he was a member. The guys 
there are probably young, their Russian is not very good, they don't know who pioneers were, 
what the "International communist movement" is and how it differs from the Communist 
Party, they also don't know, they can't be bothered to open Wikipedia and read that from 
2013 until its banning in 2024, I was a member of the liberal anti-communist party Civic 
Initiative. By the way, the director of the VDD, Mežvietis, I think, has not yet been expelled 
from the "international communist movement." After all, judging by his age, he was also a 
Soviet pioneer. 
 

⎯ And this is the level of the secret service? 
⎯  
⎯ Alas, they insisted until the very end on my membership in this party, believing that it 

"characterizes me as a person." 
 

⎯ Why didn't they summon you and ask the questions that interested them? 
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⎯ Why would they? I think they have a directive, perhaps even a plan to expose "enemies of the 
people," as in Stalin's USSR. If someone is suspicious, no investigation is needed – they are 
either put in prison, or, if a citizen of another country, expelled. I think they even get bonuses 
for this. Moreover, they have a long-standing grudge against me for participating in protests 
against the annual marches commemorating and honoring Waffen SS veterans. 
 

⎯ How could the VDD assess your scientific work without involving experts? On what basis did 
they conclude that your work harms Latvia's national interests? 
 

⎯ They consider themselves experts on all matters. They directly stated at the court hearing that 
the VDD has the right to evaluate the work of scientists. Again, because Russia can use their 
conclusions for its own interests. Therefore, all conclusions of scientists that Russia can use 
are wrong, unscientific, and must be banned. 
 

⎯ Some kind of medieval times... 
 

⎯ It's not just medieval times; it's a violation of the Law of the Republic of Latvia "On Scientific 
Activity." It clearly states that science is a sphere of intellectual activity in which knowledge 
about the laws existing in nature and society is obtained and generalized through theoretical 
or experimental methods. And the goal of science is to establish the truth. That is what I and 
my group were doing. The results of my work can be judged by people familiar with scientific 
methods and capable of distinguishing them from propaganda. What is propaganda? It is 
information in which the boundaries between facts and their interpretation are blurred. If 
these are facts, there must be mandatory references to indisputable sources. Our works have 
always contained a substantial scientific apparatus. All conclusions are verifiable. But one may 
disagree with these conclusions. For that, there are scientists who, using scientific 
methodology, can prove the inconsistency of the conclusions and offer their own vision of the 
problem. This is normal, but numerous reviews from world-renowned scientists from 
American, Canadian, and European universities, submitted by us to the court, indicate that our 
conclusions are correct and the works are strictly scientific in nature. The objections of the 
VDD, which did not present any scientific evaluation, boiled down to the fact that, in their 
opinion, it is not correct and pseudoscientific because Russia could use criticism of Western 
countries for its propaganda purposes. 
 
That is, the State Security Service of Latvia has an opinion regarding my work, and that's fine. 
The only problem is that this opinion is not supported by any evidence, and also that the VDD 
not only does not recognize any other opinions, including those of scientific authorities, but 
also imposes this opinion on society and the court as the only correct one. A very Soviet 
approach. In my case, they succeeded. But I am free, and there are people sitting in Latvian 
prisons for an incorrect, non-scientific opinion, carelessly expressed during a scientific-
practical conference, for example, or for an article published several years ago in a Russian 
journal that later came under sanctions, etc. By the way, no one disputed our evidence, 
reviews, or letters from scientists; the VDD and the court simply ignored them. 
 

⎯ Usually, we read about such behavior of the secret services in Russia. 
 

⎯ I assure you; they are children from the same Soviet nest. I did not see much difference. In 
Soviet times, I had to deal with KGB persecution for my cultural Zionist activities. These are the 
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same methods. The only difference is that those were a bit smarter and did not "frame" me 
for membership in obscure political organizations. 
 

⎯ Yes, but then the KGB's opinion somehow correlated with the Soviet law. 
 

⎯ Yes, but first there was the opinion of the KGB that, for example, underground teaching of 
Hebrew was not teaching a foreign language, but spreading fabrications defaming the Soviet 
state and social system (Article 190¹ of the RSFSR Criminal Code). And the Soviet court agreed 
with that. It's the same here. For example, I was accused that in the article "This Is Why the 
Russian People Chose Imperialism for Survival" in the already mentioned American online 
magazine Fair Observer, I allegedly talk about discrimination and negative attitudes towards 
Russian-speaking non-citizens in Latvia and Estonia. There are several points here. First, I have 
the right to write what I consider necessary and what I can prove, without consequences for 
myself and my family, provided it does not amount to direct calls for violence or the 
overthrow of the constitutional order. This is a principle of a free society. Second, I wrote 
about Latvian non-citizens once in the article, when I stated that in Estonia and Latvia, there 
was and is an institution of non-citizenship, which in the early 1990s left representatives of the 
former Russian-speaking Soviet elite not only without passive but also without active voting 
rights. That is, they could not only be elected to new authorities but could not even participate 
in voting. They could not participate in privatization. Therefore, I wrote, the Russian-speaking 
communist elites in the national republics within the new Russian Federation (e.g., in 
Tatarstan), who constituted the majority there, did not accelerate centrifugal tendencies, 
which were also present there, because they did not want to repeat the fate of their 
colleagues in Latvia and Estonia.  
 
Is it a fact that the institution of non-citizens exists in these countries? Yes. As my lawyer 
stated, if the State Security Service believes that there are no non-citizens in Latvia or Estonia, 
or no laws regulating this, then evidence must be provided. These laws exist, and they restrict 
their rights. Since 1993-94, a naturalization mechanism appeared in these countries, which 
non-citizens could use to become citizens. But in the first years of the Baltic states' 
independence, it did not exist. Could the creation of the institution of non-citizenship in the 
Baltic countries have had a restraining effect on the Russian-speaking communist elites, in the 
same Tatarstan or Bashkortostan, who sought to hold power in their hands in the conditions 
of the collapse of the USSR, from seceding from the already new Russia? I think yes. That is 
logical. Is my statement evidence that non-citizens in Latvia and Estonia are discriminated 
against? No, because it refers to the first period after the collapse of the USSR, when the 
naturalization mechanism was not working. During this period, obviously, citizens and non-
citizens not only had unequal rights, but non-citizens actually did not have the opportunity to 
naturalize here and now. The naturalization mechanism either had not yet been developed or 
was working poorly.  
 
Third, my article was not about that at all; it was devoted to Russia. This is essentially an anti-
Russian article, in which precisely Russia is criticized. I write there that Russia is a consumer 
society united only by external xenophobia and fear of the West. The point is that Russia is 
weak in a moral and ideological sense. At the same time, I did not claim that "imperialism is 
good"; I claimed that the Russian state is structurally driven into a "survival trap," where 
aggression is the only glue holding together its heterogeneous, fragmented society. I did not 
write: "Russia must invade"; I stated: "the current political system in this country is incapable 
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of peace because it needs an external enemy to survive." But there is an opinion of the VDD 
that I slandered modern Latvian reality, claimed that non-citizens are discriminated against 
there, whereas in fact they are doing well there. The VDD representative in court did not say a 
word about the anti-Russian nature of the article; they pulled the phrase about non-citizens 
out of context and criminalized it in the sense that it became one of the grounds for putting 
me on the "blacklist." 
 
Further, in the same article, I write about how Russia perceived the Maidan revolution of 
2014. It perceived it as a US-backed coup and responded with the annexation of Crimea. Is 
there something wrong with that? No, everything is correct. Russia indeed perceives the 
events on the Maidan in Kyiv in March 2014 as a state coup inspired from abroad. And Putin 
says this everywhere. But the VDD, either due to a weak knowledge of English, in which the 
article was written, or due to a desire to present wishful thinking as reality (and I allow for 
both), attributes the point of view of official Moscow and Putin personally to me, stating that 
it is I, not Russia, who considers the 2014 Revolution of Dignity in Ukraine as an organized 
Western coup and I welcome the annexation of Crimea. All arguments of my lawyer were 
ignored, and the court agreed with the position of the VDD. 
 

⎯ If I understand correctly, you were also accused of speaking out against anti-Semitism in 
Ukraine? 
 

⎯ Yes, in 2021, before the war. Together with the UN Special Rapporteur on minority issues, 
Fernand de Varennes, I spoke online at a UN meeting held under the Aria formula. There I 
spoke about the then-recent act of vandalism in Ukraine, where five (!) Hanukkah menorahs 
were desecrated during the Jewish holiday of Hanukkah. The perpetrators received symbolic 
punishments in the form of fines for disorderly conduct. I also mentioned the facts of 
renaming streets in Ukrainian cities when they were named after the executioners of the 
Jewish people during the Civil War (Petliura) and the Holocaust (Bandera). These are well-
known facts and all Jewish organizations were talking about them at this time. I said that neo-
Nazism is inadmissible in any country, including Ukraine, and that glorification of executioners 
is also inadmissible. But the problem is that this event was organized by the Russian 
delegation to the UN. Therefore, the Latvian VDD considered that all this was done in Russia's 
interests. To be honest, I thought I was doing this in the interests of Jews, primarily the Jews of 
Ukraine, since shortly after these events and the protests of the entire world Jewish 
community, a law against anti-Semitism was passed in Ukraine. I believe that by my speech I 
made a certain contribution to its adoption. Let me remind you, this was 2021, the war had 
not yet started, Russia was a perfectly legitimate state, and during my years of work in the 
Jewish movement, I learned one simple thing: one must speak out about facts of anti-
Semitism wherever the opportunity arises. If one proceeds from the logic that any criticism of 
Ukraine or any other Western state can be used by Russia, then the question arises: is it 
possible to criticize the West and Ukraine at all? Then all Jewish organizations that drew the 
attention of the broad international community to manifestations of anti-Semitism in Ukraine 
in 2021 are all guilty of aiding Russia, right? 
 

⎯ By that logic, yes... But there were also claims against you as a UN expert. 
 

⎯ Not quite so; in 2020, I acted as an expert in the International Court of Justice in the case of 
Ukraine against Russia, which accused it of violating the International Convention on the 
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Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (the situation in Crimea regarding Crimean 
Tatars and Ukrainians). In my expert opinion, I wrote that the ban on the Mejlis of the Crimean 
Tatars, an NGO that functioned in Crimea as a sort of parliament for this national minority, 
was related to political reasons, not racism, since other Crimean Tatar organizations that 
recognized the annexation of Crimea still operate there. The court agreed with this opinion, 
but the VDD did not, claiming that this conclusion of mine as an expert contradicts the general 
position of the EU on this issue. Firstly, I did not see any consolidated EU opinion that 
contradicts the decision of the International Court of Justice on this issue. Secondly, as an 
expert, I did not politically assess the annexation of Crimea, but only answered the questions 
posed to me. Thirdly, my lawyer and I never understood what the Latvian political police was 
trying to say with this. That it understands this situation better than the International Court of 
Justice, that it will decide these issues? Obviously, the answer is “no”, this is not the 
competence of the State Security Service. I expressed my opinion as an expert. 
 

⎯ Who invited you to be an expert in this case? 
 

⎯ The law firm MZS, an international group of lawyers representing Russia's interests in that 
proceeding. 
 

⎯ During the court proceedings, your lawyer said that you were invited by the International Court 
of Justice. 
 

⎯ Firstly, this is the result of me not being allowed to attend my own trial, even online, and the 
lawyer is not obliged to know all the nuances. Secondly, the International Court of Justice 
approves experts invited by the parties. 
 

⎯ Did the VDD have claims against you for agreeing to the proposal of the law firm representing 
Russia? 
 

⎯ And do they have no claims against lawyers who defend criminals? I was invited as an 
independent expert to answer specific questions from the court, namely, whether there were 
manifestations of racial discrimination in specific cases or not. International Court of Justice 
approved me as an expert. I answered these questions. I answered them precisely as an 
expert, using a scientific apparatus and with reference to existing practice and legislation. And, 
I repeat, the court agreed with my arguments. Moreover, let me remind you, it was 2020, the 
full-scale invasion had not yet occurred, and no one considered Russia a "pariah" state. 
 

⎯ And after hearing all this, did the court conclude that you pose a danger to the state? To such 
an extent that you must be forbidden to live with your family in Latvia? 
 

⎯ Exactly. The court was supposed to assess the evidence and arguments in favor of the fact that 
here and now I pose a danger to Latvia's national security. Instead, they assessed not the 
evidence, but the opinion of Latvia's State Security. This opinion should have been 
accompanied by some explanation of how exactly certain of my articles, books, words spoken 
on international platforms, all of this harms state security. But there was nothing of the sort. 
There was a subjective opinion of one of the state bodies, with which the "independent" 
Latvian court agreed. It agreed that I pose a threat to Latvia's security. But in fact, there is a 
Law on National Security in Latvia. In Article 1, Part 1, it says that national security is a state in 
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which the independence of the State, its constitutional order and territorial integrity, the 
prospects for the free development of society, well-being and stability are guaranteed. 
Therefore, if it is claimed that national security is violated or threatened, this connection must 
also be shown. An answer must be given to the question of how, in what way, my scientific or 
expert activity threatens the constitutional order of Latvia, or independence, or territorial 
integrity, or any of these other values. Discussion itself cannot threaten constitutional order, 
or independence, or territorial integrity unless there are some direct calls. Moreover, 
independence, constitutional order, and territorial integrity of Latvia cannot be threatened by 
expressed opinions about any other countries, including Ukraine. This connection is too 
remote. Freedom of speech is not only the opinion that is favorable, for example, to the 
official point of view of the state. It covers a wide variety of opinions, including criticism, 
polemics, discussion, etc. This was not respected by the court and the VDD in this case. Again, 
it is impossible to assess what this proportionality is, because it is not entirely clear what 
exactly I am being accused of. 
 

⎯ Yes, there was some closed part that was not disclosed to you or the lawyer. 
 

⎯ It was not disclosed even to the lawyer who has access to state secrets, which is nonsense, but 
this is a common Latvian practice: when you have no evidence, you need to classify 
something, anything, and say that it exists, but no one can access it except the judge. At the 
same time, there is a decision of the Constitutional Court of Latvia and a decision of the ECHR 
stating that a person who is accused of certain actions, which are moreover not criminalized – 
no criminal or administrative case has been initiated against me – has the right to get 
acquainted in a generalized form with the actions of which he is accused. According to the 
VDD, they fulfilled this requirement in the open part. But if this is so, then this is enough to 
understand that all the arguments of the VDD fall within the boundaries of freedom, especially 
within the boundaries of academic freedom. There is no evidence in this case, and in my 
opinion, there cannot be any in the closed part either, because all accusations are based on 
my scientific activity, and scientific activity is open. And all my monographs, articles, speeches 
– they are all publicly available. 
 

⎯ All these actions you are accused of were mostly committed in past years. Why did what 
happen now? 
 

⎯ I do not think that the Latvian VDD was not a lot concerned about my speeches and 
monographs, especially since they were not at all related to Latvia. I think they were following 
an order from their colleagues in Ukraine, who could not forgive me for several things: 
criticism of manifestations of anti-Semitism in their country, expert conclusions for the 
International Court of Justice regarding racism in occupied Crimea, and recent attempts to 
figure out how to end the war in Ukraine. The fact is that in 2025, together with 23 colleagues 
from different countries, we prepared a white paper, in which we analyzed in detail the causes 
of this war and the reasons for the confrontation between Russia and the West, the collapse 
of the collective security system, etc. Besides, we outlined the main possible scenarios for 
ending this conflict. In general, the mentality of the current Ukrainian authorities is such: you 
can support them in the war for their independence from Russia, criticize Putin, etc., but if you 
say, for example, that it is not worth making heroes out of Bandera, Petliura, or Shukhevych, 
you immediately become their enemy, they put you on the lists of enemies of Ukraine with all 
the ensuing consequences. If you try to do an objective study in which you talk not only about 
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Russian imperialism being the cause of the current war against Ukraine, but also about the 
mistakes of Western countries that underestimated the Russian view of its own security and 
NATO, and especially if you try to consider different options for possible compromises, 
including those related to territorial exchanges, you become not just an enemy, but an agent 
of Russian influence who must be exposed, because there is only one way to end hostilities: 
the unconditional surrender of the Russian army.  
 
So, I am more than sure that the request to deal with me came from the Security Service of 
Ukraine. I am sure of this because Ukrainian media were involved, and the initial target of the 
attacks was not even me, but my colleague, Ukrainian expert Mr. Ruslan Bortnick, who was 
part of my team of authors and was the author of all materials on Ukraine. Initially, the blow 
was directed at him, and then at me. So, the whole campaign started from there. I do not rule 
out that this operation was initially coordinated with the Latvian VDD. Its goal was to silence 
independent expert voices. But the opposite effect was achieved: our voices continue to 
sound. Bortnick still sounds on YouTube, and I, as you can see, have also not forgotten how to 
talk. Moreover, before I avoided saying anything about Latvia, now I have to do it, because 
Latvia itself insisted on it – I need to defend myself. In addition, I received a huge number of 
letters of support from my colleagues in the scientific community from various countries. I 
continue to cooperate with Rutgers University, where I hope my project on the study of 
radical movements will gain momentum. 
 

⎯ One thing is unclear: if your scientific research poses a threat to Latvia's national security, 
how does banning you from living with your family in Latvia eliminate that threat? You can 
still write from abroad! 
 

⎯ Absolutely. A representative of VDD, Dainis Millers, answered this question in court very 
simply: "Yes, this is, accordingly, one of the ways in which we can protect our society, so that 
the relevant individuals who, say, wish to somehow threaten Latvia, at least cannot do so 
comfortably here in the European Union, which is a safe space for them." My lawyer, Inessa 
Nikulceva, noted in this regard that this decision could be understood as follows: by pushing 
me out to so-called "dangerous" countries, for example Russia, the VDD hopes that I will 
perish there as a result of military actions. I would not like to believe that, but how else can 
one understand this VDD decision to simply create discomfort for me, given that its stated 
goal is to protect national security from what it deems seditious scientific articles? This is 
punishment for independent opinion, not the safeguarding of state security. 

⎯ Where do you live now? 
 

⎯ Everywhere and nowhere. I have only one home – in Latvia. I was deprived of it. So today I live 
either in Turkey, or Georgia, or the USA and Israel, or Russia. There is real estate there, owned 
jointly with my eldest daughter. I have no real estate anywhere else, which, of course, creates 
material problems. It is also dangerous for me to appear in Russia, because I, as I mentioned 
above, also criticized this country, and predicting the reaction of the Russian authorities is also 
not difficult. 
 

⎯ Thank you for the interview. We wish you luck in returning home. 
 

⎯ Thank you. 
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Conclusion 
 
Thus, we see that a renowned scientist, a UN expert on extremism, i.e., a person absolutely 
knowledgeable in matters related to human rights and activities that violate state security, a 
holder of a permanent residence permit in Latvia, was expelled from the country and 
separated from his home, wife, and daughter – citizens of Latvia. Moreover, not on the basis 
of a criminal sentence, but on the basis of the government's interpretation of his scientific 
activities, statements, and associations. 
 
Valery Engel was denied even remote participation in his own court proceedings, while part of 
the evidence against him remained classified and, consequently, could not be properly 
challenged by him or his lawyer. His wife, Dženeta Džeiranashvili, a Latvian citizen born in 
Latvia, despite her application, was denied consideration of her complaint regarding 
separation from her husband by the Latvian court. 
 
If we analyze all the known facts, the impression is that a provocation was organized against 
Dr. Engel with the aim of punishing him for his independent expert opinion, which he 
expressed as a scientist and UN expert, in his books, in the media, and on various international 
platforms. The Latvian authorities claim that his critical assessments and conclusions could be 
used by the Russian authorities, but then any criticism of the West for manifestations of anti-
Semitism, human rights violations, and ineffective decisions in individual countries should be 
prohibited, which contradicts democratic values and the entire logic of the existence of the 
free world. 
 
But then the question arises: if this is so, how does the democratic and free Latvia differ in its 
methods of work from the totalitarian and undemocratic Russia? And what is the position of 
the EU on these issues? After all, it is no secret that similar situations have occurred with 
residents of other European countries. Does this mean that the understanding of democracy 
and freedom in this region of the world is undergoing fundamental changes? 

 
Inna Podubny for Civic Nation. 


