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Chapter 10
Latvian Emigrants in the United States: 
Different Waves, Different Identities?

Andris Saulītis and Inta Mieriņa

10.1  Introduction

The United States has one of the most influential and visible Latvian diaspora 
organisations. The secretariat of the World Federation of Free Latvians, an umbrella 
organisation for the Latvian diaspora worldwide established in 1955, is located 
25 miles from the Capitol in Washington DC. Additionally, there are several niche 
organisations, such as the Latvian National Opera Guild in the United States, which 
was founded after Latvia regained independence in 1991. Hence, the Latvian dias-
pora in the United States seems vibrant and well-organised. However, several stud-
ies have shown that these diaspora organisations do not involve a large number 
those Latvian emigrants who have arrived in the United States after 1991 (hereinaf-
ter, the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants). As a result, scholarship on the Latvian diaspora in 
the United States considers that there is more than one Latvian diaspora commu-
nity – with different traditions, understanding of ‘Latvianness’ and everyday prac-
tices (Garoza 2011; Hinkle 2006).

The focus in the studies on Latvian migrants in the United States has been on 
identity as expressed and cultivated by the formal institutions, such as Latvian sup-
plementary schools (Garoza 2011) or World War II refugees (Hinkle 2006) and less 
attention has been given on the daily practices and everyday life of the ‘new’ Latvian 
emigrants. What are the reasons for inability to integrate the newcomers from Latvia 
into the existing and politically and culturally active Latvian diaspora community in 
the United States? More generally, how do these ‘new’ Latvian emigrants from the 
most recent emigration wave interact with those who arrived shortly after the World 
War II and their descendants? These questions are the focus of this chapter, examin-
ing these issues based on two sources of information.
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The chapter begins with a theoretical discussion on the concepts used in the 
chapter, such as diaspora, community, transnationalism and nomadism. Then infor-
mation on methodology and data description is provided. Afterwards, we discuss 
several aspects of the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants’ identity, namely the reasons for 
emigration, social memory, use of communication technologies, attitudes towards 
Latvian diaspora organisations, sense of belonging and integration in the United 
States. The chapter ends with several concluding remarks.

10.2  Community, Identity and Globalisation

The theoretical framework for analysing the identity of the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants 
in the United States is based on the work of Benedict Anderson (2006) and his 
notion of ‘imagined community’. He discusses identity together with the emergence 
of nationalism and believes that the latter, as well nationality and ‘nation-ness’, are 
‘cultural artefacts of a particular kind’ and form the basis for the ‘imagined com-
munity’ (Anderson 2006, p. 4). Anderson notes that these communities are closed 
and sovereign: closed because there are members and non-members; sovereign 
because they are based on idea of the existing or imagined nation state. The ways 
individuals identify with a particular imagined community are several and diverse. 
For this reason, Anderson (2006) argues that ‘communities are to be distinguished, 
not by their falsity/genuineness, but by the style in which they are imagined’ (p. 6). 
Therefore, in the discussion of communities it is important to explore how and to 
what extent individuals identify themselves culturally and socially with a particular 
imagined community.

Anderson’s notion of imagined community is somewhat limited because it looks 
at the community from the perspective of nationalism. It overlooks the possible 
multiple ways in which individuals can associate themselves with a particular com-
munity. Moreover, it diminishes the possibility of discovering the subgroups and/or 
subcultures, which exist parallel to each other in the twenty-first century because of 
the process of globalisation.

Our understanding of globalisation is close to that of the German philosopher 
Jürgen Habermas, who describes it as a phenomena which helps to characterise ‘a 
process, not an end-state’ (Habermas 2001, p.  65) This process is based on the 
increased usage of technologies and the high intensity of ‘the circulatory process 
between humanity, technology and nature’ (Habermas 2001, p. 66). In the words of 
Habermas, the pressure of globalisation challenges the basis of the nation state 
when the emergence of multiculturalism is inevitable. At the same time, there is a 
strong desire for community, but these emergent communities are formed on a 
smaller scale than the state in which ‘the tendency of supposedly homogenous sub-
cultures to seal themselves off from one another may be due in part to attempts to 
re-appropriate real communities, or to invent imaginary ones’ (Habermas 2001, 
p. 76). In other words, the imagined community is no longer a replica of the nation 
state, as the notion of ‘state’ has lost its integral meaning. Hence it is reasonable to 
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discuss the presence of several imagined communities which exist side by side and 
are not mutually exclusive. Some of these imagined communities can be associated 
with the idea of a nation state, but it is not a crucially defining factor of the imagined 
community, as the reference to the nation state is not obligatory.

Anderson has noticed the emergence of migration and communication in his 
writings. In fact, these processes are the departure point for his argument of ‘long- 
distance nationalism’ when he discusses identity among the emigrants (see Anderson 
1992). He notes that because of the regular communication between emigrants and 
relatives in the homeland, as well as because of the availability of media products 
‘the mediated imagery of ‘home’ is always with them [the emigrants]’ (Anderson 
1992, p. 8). However, the development of long-distance nationalism has taken dif-
ferent trajectories in Europe and the United States. While in Europe there is a lack 
of political integration (‘Will it really be possible to imagine oneself politically as a 
‘European,’ in the way that it was for long possible to imagine oneself as an 
‘American’?’ asks Anderson (1992, p.  11), in the United States long-distance 
nationalism has created several subcultures, which are based on associative ties with 
the country of origin, diminishing the ones with the country of residence, namely 
the United States. For this reason, Anderson concludes the following: ‘The national 
institutions and national identity forged during the nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries no longer have their old commanding power. Hence the emphasis has been 
shifting from say, Irish-American to Irish-American’ (Anderson 1992, p. 10). Thus, 
for Anderson, because of long-distance nationalism, ethnic identities have become 
much stronger, while political ones have lost their influence.

Nevertheless, long-distance nationalism is only one way in which individuals 
can associate themselves with the imagined community. Nina Glick-Schiller (2004) 
emphasises that long-distance nationalism differs from other ways of identification 
with the imagined community because of its political dimension. ‘Long-distance 
nationalists are engaged in some form of political project oriented specifically 
toward the territory they designate as the homeland,’ notes Glick-Schiller, distin-
guishing the term from the notion of diaspora, which is ‘used for a range of experi-
ences of identification with a dispersed population.’ (Glick Schiller 2004, p. 571). 
The diaspora community can organise its activities with or without the reference to 
the nation state and its identity can be based mainly on a collective memory.

To sum up, it has to be noted that the formation of identity is influenced by vari-
ous factors, including – but not limited to – the developments in communications 
and technologies. Additionally, it is not crucial for the community to have political 
aims, but the identification could be based solely on cultural or social grounds. 
Nevertheless, it is crucial to have a common understanding of the social history and 
memory.

On the other hand, because of globalisation, the boundaries of identity have 
expanded. Partly, this has been a reason why many scholars look at migration pro-
cesses through the notion of transnationalism, which explains why migrants could 
have more than one identification, for example with both the place of origin and 
place of residence. As sociologist Thomas Faist (2010) notes, transnationalism stud-
ies focus on mobility and networks. The members of the transnational community 
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could be in both the country of origin and the country of the host. For this reason, 
‘transnational community’ is not a synonym for ‘diaspora community’. 
Distinguishing the two, Faist notes that ‘diaspora and transnationalism are crucial 
elements for questioning and redefining essential terms of the social sciences, for 
example, ‘community’, ‘social space’ and ‘boundaries’ (Faist 2010, p. 33).

Although diaspora and transnationalism are terms of a similar nature, Michel 
Bruneau (2010) distinguishes diaspora from transnational communities. He consid-
ers four types of diaspora communities: religious, enterprise, political and a combi-
nation of race and culture (Bruneau 2010, pp. 40–42). In comparison to diaspora 
communities, the transnational ones are unstable and relative. ‘There is no strong 
desire to return, because transmigrants never actually leave their place of origin, in 
which they retain family and community ties that are greatly simplified thanks to the 
growth, regularity and safety of communications,’ notes Bruneau (2010, p. 44). In 
what follows, we are not trying to categorise the existing community or communi-
ties of Latvians in the United States under the term either of diaspora or transnation-
alism. The study of the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants in the United States in this chapter 
takes a critical approach towards both concepts in order to reconsider the notion of 
community. As such, we will look at mobility, social networks and social memory 
as crucial aspects for an individual’s willingness to identify with a particular imag-
ined community. We do believe that there exist a diasporic community of Latvians 
in the United States, but its existence highlights the difference between different 
waves of migrants from Latvia. To some extent, these differences could be founded 
in the differences of the place of birth. As Roger Waldinger (2012) points out, there 
are different identities among the immigrant offspring and the recently arrived ones 
in the United States. The case is evident among Mexicans, Chinese and other nation-
alities in the United States (Waldinger 2012, p.  96). For Waldinger, the recent 
migrants should hold stronger transnational ties with the homeland than the off-
springs. However, as previous studies have shown, the case of Latvians is rather the 
opposite one. While those, who arrived in the United States shortly after the World 
War II, engage with the diaspora organizations, these diaspora institutions lack to 
attract the newcomers (Garoza 2011).

Transnationalism, globalization and long-distance nationalism, taken together, 
are the concepts, which we find helpful to expand the study of migration and belong-
ingness outside the institutionalism and nation-state. We are more interested in 
everyday practices, which are as important as institutions in shaping the patterns of 
migration.

10.3  Methodology

The findings of this chapter are based on both qualitative and quantitative data. The 
qualitative data was gathered during the period from July to September 2014 when 
15 interviews were conducted with Latvian emigrants. These interviews took place 

A. Saulītis and I. Mieriņa



207

in three cities – New York, Chicago and Washington DC. Some of the interviews 
were held in Riga, during the emigrants’ visits to relatives and friends in Latvia.

The youngest respondent was 26 years old at the time of the interview and the 
eldest was 60 years old (the median of ages is 31 years). The gender balance in the 
sample was almost even, as eight of the respondents were women and seven were 
men. The ethnic background of the respondents was relatively diverse. Although the 
majority were Latvians, three of them were members of ethnic minorities in Latvia – 
Russian, Ukrainian, and Jewish, of which one was not born in Latvia, but Ukraine. 
All other respondents came from Latvia. The majority, ten participants, were from 
the capital city Riga; the others were from other major cities and rural areas. The 
time spent abroad differed too, from 2 to 19 years, with the median of 8 years. The 
names of all the respondents have been changed to ensure their anonymity.

In parallel with the interviews with the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants, the study looked 
at the data from the survey of Latvians abroad carried out in the framework of the 
study The Emigrant Communities of Latvia: National Identity, Transnational 
Relations, and Diaspora Politics. The survey was carried out online from August 
4th, 2014 to October 30th, 2014. It consisted of 14,068 emigrants from 118 coun-
tries. (For details on survey methodology see Mieriņa in this volume). The sample 
in this chapter excludes emigrants who departed from Latvia prior to 1991. 
Therefore, it focuses exclusively on the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants.

The survey was used to explore more broadly the findings from the qualitative inter-
views. It was based on logistic regressions in which survey weights with imputations 
were used to generalise the results on all Latvian emigrants, including those who did 
not have a Latvian passport. The survey allowed the examination of whether respon-
dents in the United States are distinct from Latvians in other countries of residence. For 
this reason, the data from the survey used in this article includes those countries which 
have the largest Latvian migrant communities: the United States (~96,000), the United 
Kingdom (~100,000), Canada, Australia and New Zealand (>51,000), Ireland 
(~25,000–30,000), Germany (~30,000) and Nordic countries, i.e., Denmark, Finland, 
Iceland, Norway and Sweden (>41,000) (Ministry of Foreign Affairs 2014).

We were interested in two variables from the survey. First, the reason for emigra-
tion, which was the dependent variable for the multinomial logistic regression with 
standard robust errors. Each respondent could choose one of four possible answers: 
(1) work, (2) study, (3) To join a family or to start a family and (4) other. The main 
independent variable is the respondent’s country of residence. We discuss the results 
of the regression together with the qualitative data analysis in the Sect. 10.4.1.

The second regression model used in this chapter explores the number of respon-
dent’s close friends from Latvia in the country of residence. The former (number of 
friends) is the dependent variable, the latter (country of residence) is the main inde-
pendent variable. As the dependent variable in this regression model is continuous, 
we use ordered logistic model with robust standard errors. The results are used in 
the Sect. 10.4.4. in which we discuss the social networks of Latvians in the United 
States. While all the models are available in appendixes 2–3, in the text we report 
marginal effects with all control variables included, such as gender, family size, 
occupation and wealth (see Appendix Table 10.1).
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The use of both qualitative and quantitative methods is complimentary in this 
chapter. Qualitative data allows us to explore how Latvians have integrated in the 
United States and how well are their relationships with diaspora organizations. 
Quantitative data gives the opportunity to contextualize the findings from the inter-
views, as well as to examine the statements by respondents whether they hold true 
on a larger population. We believe that this approach gives us the most accurate 
picture of Latvian migrant community in the United States, as well as provide com-
parative look at Latvian emigrants in other countries of residence.

10.4  Findings

10.4.1  Reasons for Departure and Its Meaning for Emigrants

The scholarship on the recent Latvian migrants in the United States considers them 
as a common social group with a particular identity, specific interests and lifestyle. 
This identity is based on a common understanding of Latvian traditions, use of lan-
guage and specific customs (Garoza 2011; Hinkle 2006). However, it is worth reflect-
ing on whether it is possible to consider the group of Latvian migrants who arrived 
in the United States after 1991 as having an ‘identity’ – or if it is a category con-
structed in the minds of the scholars and not one that actually exists in the real world.

The way the respondents talk about their reasons for leaving is one of the argu-
ments against a notion of community with regard to the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants. For 
some, the reason for leaving was a coincidence; others were willing to travel abroad 
or had a good work opportunity. Respondents often reveal that the absence of one 
unifying reason for emigration among the new emigrants is the basis of a lack of com-
mon identity. Those who travelled to the United States shortly after World War II had 
little choice, while for the new emigrants it was more or less a personal preference.

Resp: I had an aunt here [in the United States], who arrived in the United States after the 
war, and she had eight kids. For this reason, she travelled to Latvia all the time in order 
to visit them during the summer, and told me all the good things about the United States. 
By the age of 16 I already had a belief that I would not stay in Latvia.

Int: Why?
Resp: I don’t know, because of listening to her saying that everything is better in the United 

States and the grass is greener there.
Int: What was the most exciting thing in your aunt’s stories that made you willing to go to 

the United States?
Resp: I remember she told me: ‘If you work, you will earn money. If you work hard, you 

will succeed.’ And she said that it is not the same here, in Latvia. (Jana, Latvian, 30 years 
old, emigrated in 2000)

However, it would be misleading to consider the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants solely as 
economic refugees. The data from the survey of Latvians abroad suggest that 
Latvian emigrants who travel to the United States do not have work as the most 
popular reason for the departure and is significantly lower than emigrants to 
European countries (see Fig. 10.1).
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In general, ‘work’ as the main reason for leaving is less common for Latvian emi-
grants in the United States compared to other countries included in the model. 
Respondents who chose ‘other reason’ for emigration did have a chance to write their 
own reason for emigration. It turns out that the majority of those respondents had 
difficulties naming a single reason for departure – many of them left the space blank 
next to the ‘other reason’. In cases where the respondents have used this space and 
provided a single reason, the answers are very different and do not overlap with each 
other. For instance, one of the respondents reveals that she ‘felt unhappy, misunder-
stood and depressed in Latvia’ while another decided to ‘start a new life after the 
divorce’. There are also answers such as adoption, religious reasons and discrimina-
tion towards sexual minorities as well as one who replied simply ‘[to get] away from 
my parents’. Many of these answers speak to psychological rather than economic 
reasons for departure. Other reasons for emigration to the United States besides the 
economic ones listed by the respondents in the survey are in line with the stories from 
the interviews. Baiba, a 55 year old lady from Latvia explained it in detail:

If we think about my situation, about the relations between men and women at my age in 
Latvia, [..] I was considered an old lady seven years ago in Latvia. Well, here I am not con-
sidered an old lady. I am a normal woman. It is important [..] that you are perceived as a 
woman. I was divorced in Latvia and for this reason… I had a job in Latvia, I liked it, I had 
everything. I had everything, ... which I liked, but still somehow, I felt that I cannot find a 
partner my age in Latvia, because all men of my age – obviously – look at the younger 
women. So that was one of the reasons [for the departure] ... to which others were added. 
(Baiba, Latvian, 55 years old, USA, emigrated in 2007)

Fig. 10.1 The main purpose for leaving Latvia (predictive margins with 95% confidence intervals, 
full model (see Appendix, Table 10.2, Models (5)–(8))
Source: The author, based on The Emigrant Communities of Latvia survey
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The variety of reasons for leaving hampers the emergence or existence of an imagined 
community among the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants in the United States because of the 
lack of a traumatic experience in the past which would unite them. As one of the emi-
grants argued, the fact that all emigrants ‘are not in Latvia’ is simply not enough for 
identification with other emigrants because ‘there is too little in common… it is not 
sufficient’ (Daina, Latvian, 29 years old, USA, emigrated in 2011). In other words, 
respondents do not feel part of a community: neither with those who arrived in the 
United States shortly after World War II nor with those who travelled there recently.

10.4.2  Social Memory and Identity Among ‘New’ Latvian 
Emigrants

A crucial element for an imagined community is a more general social memory 
rather than the most recent one; namely, the reason for emigration. For this reason, 
this section deals with social memory and its role in the identity among the ‘new’ 
Latvian emigrants. As emphasized by Michael Lambek and Paul Antze, memory is 
shaped in part by the narrative forms and conventions of our time, place and posi-
tion (Lambek and Antze 1996, p. XVI). They argue that any discussion of memory 
must examine the institutional forms, social relations and discursive spaces in which 
knowledge about memory is produced. In Latvia, Mārtiņš Kaprāns and Vita Zelče 
have described the case of social memory as ‘amnesia of memory for the period 
before the 20th century’ (Kaprāns and Zelče 2011, p. 45). Only the events of twen-
tieth century are commemorated and forms the individual and collective identity.

The interviews with the respondents for this chapter suggest that the social mem-
ory of the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants does not differ significantly from those in Latvia. 
However, it is more common for the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants to concentrate on the 
very recent historical events, starting from the regaining of independence in 1991 
and leading to joining the European Union and NATO. In other words, the temporal 
dimension of social memory for the new migrants is even shorter than that of 
Latvians in Latvia. It coincides with a low level of participation in traditional 
Latvian festivities and commemorations of events in history.

Despite the fact that all respondents mention the regaining of Latvia’s indepen-
dence in 1991, no-one commemorates it on May 4th – a holiday in Latvia devoted 
to this occasion. Moreover, when diaspora organisations are commemorating any of 
the events from the official commemoration calendar of Latvia, the ‘new’ Latvian 
emigrants do not feel the need to take part: ‘I know there is something going on at 
the embassy, but I have never attended these. I have simply been somewhere else.’ 
(Zane, Latvian, 26 years old, USA, emigrated in 2011).

However, there is a different tendency regarding the traditional festivities, par-
ticularly the Jāņi celebration of the Summer solstice at the end of June. Almost all 
of the respondents celebrate Jāņi and most of them do it with others. For many 
respondents, it is the only time of the year when they visit and come into contact 
with Latvian diaspora organisations:

A. Saulītis and I. Mieriņa



211

I have celebrated Jāņi in many places, but the best one is in Piesaule. It is in New York state, 
next to Boston. Some of the things they do there I have never done before. They go in circles 
and from one house to another to sing Līgo songs. [..] I grew up in Latvia, but these tradi-
tions were not followed there. (Elīna, Latvian, 31 years old, USA, emigrated in 2011)

At the same time another respondent, who arrived in the United States at prelimi-
nary school age and considers herself integrated in the Latvian community which 
has existed in the United States since World War II, believes that the way Jāņi is 
celebrated in Latvia is the best way:

The ideal way [to celebrate Jāņi] is when I am in the countryside in Latvia. Every time I do 
it, it has been an outstanding experience. I really feel that it is authentic, and I am very 
excited to the extent that I believe I could live forever in Latvia. There are always sauna and 
then everybody jumps into the lake; girls collect flowers from the meadow and make gar-
lands. It is done here in American Jāņi as well, but the feeling is not the same. (Paula, 
Latvian, 26 years old, USA, emigrated in 1995)

In cases where respondents have attended events in the United States, organized by 
Latvian organizations, they feel that they have a different understanding about how 
the celebration should have been organised. One respondent reveals that her ideas 
and suggestions, which she refers as ‘my Latvian traditions in organising events’ do 
not find support among Latvian diaspora organisations. She believes that ‘simply 
the traditions [in the United States] are different and the circumstances are different, 
and probably for both sides [those who emigrated from Latvia recently and those 
who left shortly after World War II] it is hard to understand [each other]’ (Baiba, 
Latvian, 55 years old, emigrated in 2007).

One of the respondents does not take part in events arranged by Latvian diaspora 
organisations because ‘the Latvia which they consider as theirs is not what I con-
sider to be my Latvia’ (Jānis, Latvian, 27 years old, USA, emigrated in 2006). These 
differences in understanding are, in the opinion of the respondent, as deep as they 
are mutually exclusive. Moreover, Jānis’ Latvia is not an image of a particular imag-
ined community, it is simply ‘my Latvia’  – his own ‘personal Latvia’. In other 
words, he associates with it individually, not at the collective level.

This individualism appears in the commemoration practices. For many, Latvian 
Independence Day on November 18th is not associated with events arranged by 
Latvian diaspora organisations. Instead they celebrate it ‘internally’ while others 
have the feeling of celebration because of the increase in communication with 
Latvia (pictures on social networks, e-mails and telephone calls to relatives).

[On November 18th] I take Riga Black Balsam and rye bread with me and I tell everybody 
that it is our Independence Day. [..] It is important that my colleagues and study mates 
would understand why this is important for me. (Daina, Latvian, 29 years old, USA, emi-
grated in 2011)

However, the existence of alternative commemorative practices among ‘new’ 
Latvian emigrants are rare. Usually the commemorative days are celebrated among 
family members or not celebrated at all. The lack among the ‘new’ Latvian emi-
grants to associate with commemorative practices performed both in Latvia and 
among Latvian diaspora organisations increases their distance from the both 
communities.
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10.4.3  Communication with Those at Home

Despite the fact that there is no strong social memory or common reason for emigra-
tion among the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants, they do have the attributes of a transna-
tional community. First of all, the communication with Latvia intensifies during the 
commemorative days. Secondly, it is not the only time the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants 
communicate with Latvia. They do so on a regular basis by reading Latvian news 
portals and communicating with friends and relatives through e-mails, phone calls 
and social networks. The use of media and communications is crucial part of trans-
national identity for Latvians abroad.

One of the respondents reveals that there have been moments in her life when she 
lived according to Latvian time despite the fact that she was on the other side of the 
Atlantic. The reason was that she was helping her daughter in Latvia to write her 
thesis. At one moment she realised: ‘I am forcing myself to think that I am in the 
United States’ (Baiba, Latvian, 55 years old, USA, emigrated in 2007). For many 
‘new’ Latvian emigrants Latvia and the United States are not two completely differ-
ent and distinct territories and they try to bring them as close to each other as pos-
sible. As one of the respondents suggests, there is a small possibility that those who 
have emigrated will return to Latvia, however, it is possible that ‘they will have a 
house, family, kids and a main place of residence in Latvia, but still spend some 
30-50% of their time abroad somewhere else in Europe’ (Jānis, Latvian, 27 years 
old, USA, emigrated in 2006).

In many cases, the communication with Latvia among ‘new’ Latvian emigrants 
brings separation from those in Latvia, as well as visits to the homeland increasing 
the psychological distance from friends and relatives. In some cases, it comes 
together with a detachment from Americans in the United States. One of the respon-
dents says that she is too ‘American’ for Latvians in Latvia, but too ‘Eastern 
European’ for Americans:

Int: Do you believe you have become American to some extent?
Resp: I don’t know. People tell me that I am. However, I don’t really know what they mean 

by that. Honestly, I don’t know.
Int: People in Latvia or people…
Resp: People in Latvia. In the United States absolutely no – everybody says; fuck, you are 

so, so Eastern European! I really don’t know [why]… (Daina, Latvian, 29 years old, 
USA, emigrated in 2011)

Even more detachment is visible among Latvian emigrants from ethnic minorities:

I am an ethnic Russian from Latvia. I cannot say to other Russians that I am Russian, but 
for Latvians I am Russian. [..] It is very important for me that people consider me Latvian. 
I don’t like it if they think I am from Russia. (Valda, Russian, 37 years old, USA, emigrated 
in 2004)

Hence, the existing communication with Latvians ‘back home’ does not encourage 
stronger ties, but instead hinders the formation of transnational community among 
the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants.
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10.4.4  Relations with Other Latvians

Among the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants there is a trend of avoiding socialisation with 
other Latvians abroad. That is visible both in the interviews and in the survey of 
Latvians abroad. As one of the respondents explained:

I will tell you one thing I heard from one person when I went back to the United States. He 
said to me while visiting me here in the United States: ‘I have never understood why 
Latvians  – those who are living here  – communicate exclusively with [other] Latvians. 
What are you doing in the United States if you want to be among Latvians? Then live at 
home! Be in Latvia! If you want to be in that country [the United States], then have a rea-
son, get involved! If you are there because of that culture and the people, then [..] follow 
that lifestyle, don’t just stay among Latvians. Why would you? (Anonymous)

I do have contacts and relations with Latvians but most of the time I am with locals – not 
only Americans, but [also] I have friends from Poland, who have lived here for many years. 
Mostly, I have international friends whom I met here. (Elīna, Latvian, 31 years old, USA, 
emigrated 2011)

The survey of Latvians abroad confirms this tendency for ‘new’ Latvian emigrants 
to have fewer social ties with other Latvian emigrants in the United States. According 
to the results, those Latvian emigrants who reside in the United States have fewer 
close friends from Latvia in their country of residence. The probability is much 
higher in the United Kingdom and Ireland also when controlled for gender, age or 
any other variable. Most often (~65% probability), for ‘new’ Latvian emigrants in 
the United States there will be ‘no friends’ or ‘one friend’ from Latvia (Fig.10.2).

While ‘new’ Latvian emigrants do not socialise with other Latvians in the United 
States, those who live in the United Kingdom or Ireland have a higher probability of 
having more than three friends from Latvia compared to having no friends from 
Latvia at all.

Additionally, it has to be noted that the wealth of the individual has a positive 
effect on socialisation with other Latvians abroad. It coincides with the argument 
that involvement in the events of the Latvian diaspora means significant financial 
investments (Garoza 2011, pp.137–145).

The interviews with the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants shows that there is a greater 
avoidance of Latvians from the earlier emigration waves, namely the World War II 
refugees. One of them believes that those who emigrated to the United States after 
World War II are, in a way, afraid of those who have arrived comparatively recently:

I have a feeling that Latvian-Americans, the new generation, they socialise a lot with other 
Latvian-Americans, American Latvians, but they are afraid of genuine Latvians. They con-
sider that those genuine Latvians (how to say it) will destroy their illusions regarding 
Latvia. [..] They truly want to be a part of Latvia, but they know they are not. They are afraid 
of genuine Latvians. They are somewhat jealous. They want to belong. It is hard to describe, 
honestly. (Zane, Latvian, 26 years old, USA, emigrated in 2011)
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Another respondent notes that Latvian diaspora organisations have established a 
closed system of socialisation:

Since the very early days, since the 1950s, they have all graduated through their Latvian 
Sunday schools and various summer camps. They have grown up with it and have brought 
their kids and grandkids to these places and they have grown up in these places as well. 
There is an organisation called ALJA – American Latvian Youth Organisation. The mem-
bers of this organisation are solely old Latvian kids; those who have arrived from Latvia 
recently are not in this organisation. Maybe one or two, but that’s it! They have a different 
mentality, different thinking, different conversations and interests, maybe. (Zigmars, 
Latvian, 47 years old, USA, emigrated in 2009)

Zigmars believes that as a result it is hard for an adult to become a part of this com-
munity. Another respondent considers that she is a part of this diaspora community 
because she immigrated to the United States when she was very young.

I went to the summer campus in the Catskills and Garezers (a summer camp in Three 
Rivers, Michigan). I graduated Garezers and I have a very strong sense of belonging to this 
community of American Latvians. However, for those who have arrived [later] or they have 
not attended summer camps in Garezers or have been there only a little, or have grown up 
where there are no Latvian community centres, they probably do not have such relations or 
have stronger relations with the Latvians of Latvia. (Paula, Latvian, 26 years old, USA, 
emigrated in 1995)

Fig. 10.2 Number of friends from Latvia among Latvian emigrants (predictive margins with 95% 
confidence intervals, full model (see Appendix, Table 10.3, Model (2))
Source: The author, based on The Emigrant Communities of Latvia survey
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There are also differences in the cultural background which can be illustrated by a 
story from one of the respondents about when Imants Ziedonis (1933–2013), one of 
the most popular Latvian poets, passed away:

Right after he passed away, we wanted to get together and read some of his poetry. You 
know, there was this feeling that… a feeling that we want to come together as Latvians. 
Latvians, because the local ones [Latvians who emigrated to the United States shortly after 
World War II and their descendants], although they know Ziedonis and love him, they have 
not grown up with Ziedonis, they have not felt him the way we did, reading him as the only 
one. (Baiba, Latvian, 55 years old, USA, emigrated in 2007)

The psychological barrier emerges if there is ambiguity with the legal status of the 
new Latvian emigrant. Baiba believes that her legal status in the United States – 
which she describes as ‘stuck in a moment’ – has had an impact on the opinion of 
diaspora organisations towards her.

The gatherings by Latvians from the earlier emigration wave are very focused on 
‘Latvianness’ and emphasise talking in the Latvian language rather than introducing 
various ways of spending one’s free time:

American-Latvians always have a feeling of festivity when they are all together and then 
everybody wants to celebrate. In comparison, when I socialise with my American friends 
here or even with friends of American-Latvians who live in the city, we [..] go to dinner [..], 
theatre or the opera. (Paula, Latvian, 26 years, old USA, emigrated in 1995)

Hence, the interaction and socialisation of Latvian emigrants from different migra-
tion waves and is remarkably low among the very recent emigrants, who arrived in 
the United States after 1991, due to a variety of reasons: cultural and socio- historical, 
legal as well as psychological.

10.4.5  Identity and Sense of Belonging Among the ‘New’ 
Latvian Emigrants

Besides the everyday practices, such as socialising with other, it is important to 
explore the self-identification of ‘new’ Latvian emigrants. Do they consider them-
selves as Latvians, Americans, as both? Or, perhaps, as none of the above?

‘A Latvian from Latvia’, ‘a Latvian émigré’, ‘a man with Latvian roots’, ‘A new 
Latvian’ – these are just some of the ways ‘new’ Latvian emigrants refer to them-
selves since they left Latvia. It is not uncommon to find these terms juxtaposed and 
used as a way to distinguish themselves from ‘American-Latvian’, ‘Latvian- 
American’, ‘local’ or ‘Old Latvian’, referring to those emigrants who arrived in the 
United States after World War II.

As one of the respondents describes, her identity is compounded by two contra-
dictory entities. On the one hand, there is a conservative Latvian nationalism, asso-
ciated with the celebration of traditional festivities and by following Latvian 
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customs. It is not uncommon that this aspect of identity becomes stronger after 
leaving Latvia, as many respondents confirm, signalling the emergence of long- 
distance nationalism. On the other hand, it is a liberal cosmopolitanism resulting 
from being open to diversity and the effects of multiculturalism.

I am being pushed in two directions. On the one hand is the Latvianness, of which I am 
proud. It is all the song festivals and things like that. All that code, which we have from all 
these years, all pagan rituals in Christmas and so on. On the other hand… the other extreme 
is that I really want there to be equality among genders, with sexual minorities and races. It 
absolutely does not exist in Latvia. I would like both things … These two entities are in a 
fight deep in me and currently the cosmopolitanism wins. However, the ‘Latvianness’ 
somewhere down there also exists. (Daina, Latvian, 29 years old, USA, emigrated in 2011)

When asked about the negative characteristics of Latvians, respondents most com-
monly mentioned conservatism, traditionalism and closeness. Some of the respon-
dents are straightforward: they are not willing to live in such a society or have 
children in such an environment. ‘The current level of tolerance in Latvia is not 
satisfactory for me and for this reason I do not feel part of it,’ says one respondent 
(Jānis, Latvian, 27 years old, USA, emigrated in 2006). Another respondent (Daina, 
Latvian, 29 years old, USA, emigrated in 2011) thinks that Latvians are silent when 
a particular group in the society is being offended, for instance, if a prosecutor pub-
licly states that a person who has been subject to rape or a sexual assault is partly an 
accessory to the crime (see Dzērve 2014).

Additionally, as argued by another respondent, the Latvian media is full of unim-
portant stories and discussions, in contrast to the United Kingdom or the United 
States, where the main discussions are about economics.

Resp: If you go through the Latvian news, everything we are talking about are topics, 
which, honestly, if there was a stable working environment, these topics would be 
resolved sooner or later. [Now] these topics are taken out of context and blown up as 
something very important.

Int: Which ones, for example?
Resp: Problems with Russians. Obviously, there is a war going on now [..], and for this 

reason it is more important right now. However, on the very basis if 400 thousand people 
have left Latvia and it is both Latvians and Russians, then I think that is three times more 
important. (Sandis, Latvian, 31 year old, USA, emigrated in 2005)

At the same time, Latvian diaspora organisations are not the ones which would 
promote cosmopolitanism, multiculturalism and liberal values, which are important 
for the respondents regarding Latvia. As such, Latvian diaspora organisations do not 
embody what social anthropologist Dzenovska calls ‘a diasporic future’, which is 
based on ‘embeddedness in recognisible relations’ rather than on ‘symbolic identi-
fication with the nation state’ (Dzenovska 2012, p. 182). For Dzenovska, such a 
‘diasporic life’ is a catalyst for transformation of the society back home because the 
life experience of the emigrants ‘at the time they return [to Latvia] will prohibit 
simply returning [to their] previous life environment, but [they] will push for a 
change’ (Dzenovska 2012, p. 182). Rather than creativity and innovation, respon-
dents expect conservatism and repetition from Latvian diaspora organisations.
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Not all the respondents consider the Latvian language as a part of Latvianness. 
For many, it is not a value at all to the extent that their descendants should definitely 
know it.

If you ask me if I consider whether it is important that my children should be raised in a 
Latvian environment, then my answer is no. Obviously it is nice to know the language your 
grandparents speak and it is important, but at the same time it is not a language which will 
give many opportunities. It is just sentimental memories. The Latvian language will not 
open new doors. (Māris, Latvian, 33 years old, USA, emigrated in 2002)

Hence for many respondents, language is an economic category rather than a cultural 
one. They look at Latvian citizenship the same way. They have all heard about the 
relatively recent amendments in Latvian law on citizenship, which allows dual citi-
zenship. Some of the respondents already have both passports and in some cases 
acquired it for their children as well. However, this is based on rationality rather than 
sentiment. In particular, Latvian citizenship as a passport of the European Union 
member countries gives relatively easy access to the European labour market, as well 
as other rights such as acquiring real estate and travelling within Europe. The politi-
cal rights which are granted together with a Latvian passport are not the main inter-
est. In fact, many of them consider that they should abstain from voting in Latvian 
elections if they don’t live there: “As I emigrated, I don’t have the right to make a 
decision for those who stayed in Latvia. […] The destiny of Latvia has to be decided 
by the people who are active, and, foremost, who live in Latvia” (Zigmars, Latvian, 
47 years old, USA, emigrated in 2009). Another respondent believes that the moment 
he acquires American citizenship, taking part in Latvian politics would compromise 
him: ‘I need to stay loyal to the United States. I wouldn’t like it if there was anything 
that would influence or make an impression that it [the level of loyalty towards the 
United States] has changed’ (Māris, Latvian, 33 years old, USA, emigrated in 2002).

Would that mean that the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants integrate well within the 
broader American society? More than two thirds of the respondents interviewed 
were in relationships, but the ethnic backgrounds of partners were very diverse: 
only two respondents had Latvian partners but six had American partners at the time 
of the interview. Also the survey data reveals that having relationships with a Latvian 
or Russian significantly decreases the chance of having local friends by 9 percent-
age points. On the other hand, speaking the language of the country of residence 
increases the chance of having local friends by 11 percentage points.

The interviews with the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants helps to understand the findings 
in the survey of Latvians abroad. Although many of the emigrants interviewed have 
American friends, in general their attitude towards them is cautious if not critical. Most 
commonly, respondents consider Americans more friendly and open than Latvians 
back home, but feel that only some of them can be considered truthful and close.

In other words, although it is easier to communicate with Americans on a daily 
basis, it is hard to establish close relationships:

It is hard to be real friends with Americans. While everything goes well you are friends, but 
once something happens, they are gone into the blue sky’ (Zigmars, Latvian, 47 years old, 
USA, emigrated in 2009)
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Mostly, respondents have friends who are connected with them through work or 
studies (if they have studied or are studying), where there are people of very diverse 
ethnic backgrounds. 

However, keeping a distance from Americans does not mean that respondents are 
willing to emphasise their Latvian identity. In some cases, the local identity becomes 
the most important: ‘I believe I am Latvian, but I am also a New Yorker. I do not 
consider myself to be American. I do not have any interest either in calling myself 
an American or becoming an American in some kind of form’ (Jānis, Latvian, 
27 years old, USA, emigrated in 2006).

On the other hand, respondents do have a strong feeling of being European. This 
aspect of identity unites all the respondents irrespective of their ethnic background. 
For this reason, it is necessary to broaden the notion of transnationality beyond the 
territory of a nation state. Although it is not the most important aspect of identity for 
the respondents, it is free from negative judgments.

It is impossible to become American. [..] Maybe after 50 years of living in the United States 
[you will], but you still won’t be a genuine American. Same as my husband [an American] 
will never become a Latvian. [I am] European because by living so far away from Latvia I 
feel at home when I visit any European country. (Zane, Latvian, 26 years old, USA, emi-
grated in 2011)

Another respondent, who has lived in the United States for 12 years, identifies him-
self as ‘an American with European roots’ (Māris, Latvian, 33 years old, USA, emi-
grated in 2002). This is an extreme position in which Latvian identity is completely 
excluded, but it characterises the overall tendency: the most sustainable identity for 
the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants is a European one. Besides, this identity is socio-cultural 
rather than political as respondents are not taking an active part or have any interest 
in pan-European politics, such as voting in the European Parliament elections.

Finally, an important perspective on the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants is the attitude 
towards migration. For many, Latvia has been only the point of departure to start a 
lifelong journey. In the same manner, the United States is not the end of their travel. 
Returning back home at one point in this journey is not a necessity. It is one of the 
major differences with those Latvians who emigrated to the United States after 
World War II (Hinkle 2006). As such, the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants are having a 
weak attachment to their homeland and are not genuinely forming diasporic or 
transnational community, but are rather explorers:

I don’t regret a single thing in my life, although I am running around and don’t settle down. 
There are sometimes such moments in life, when I am ready to go to the Amazon simply to 
teach English for kids. (Elīna, Latvian, 31 year old, USA, emigrated in 2011)

Many respondents reveal that they do not have a strong attachment to the United 
States, its culture, politics and nature, and hypothetically they would be ready to 
leave any time if they needed to, or if the opportunity arose.
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I have moved from Latvia to Philadelphia, then to Indiana, and then here. I have always told 
my wife: ‘Never say never’. I have never planned to live in the United States. If someone 
had asked me 11 years ago where I will live today, I would have told them that I will live in 
Latvia (Rihards, Latvian, 34 years old, USA, emigrated in 2006)

For this reason, ‘new’ Latvian emigrants have what Bruneau (2010) calls a ‘nomadic 
identity’, referring to Allain Tarius’ fieldwork among Mexican and Bolivian emi-
grants in the United States. ‘Their host places are only points of passage or waysta-
tions, not places of settlement and integration. The only essential place for them is 
the one of their origin, whence they leave with their goods; they return regularly, 
and invest their earnings there. They never actually leave: it is their only base,’ notes 
Bruneau (2010, p. 46). However, there are crucial differences between Bruneau’s 
described nomads and the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants in the United States. The latter 
ones have weak connections with Latvia and they do not migrate back and forth to 
Latvia. Rarely do respondents believe they will return to Latvia for a period longer 
than a vacation, and especially not in the near future. As one of the respondents 
reveals, ‘I like to search for new things, new life. I have lived in Latvia for 20 years 
and I believe that is enough’ (Valda, Russian, 37  years old, USA, emigrated in 
2004). Another respondent describes the peculiarity of the reciprocity between him 
and his country of origin in a more detailed manner:

Resp: I got my education in Latvia and I am very, very thankful for that. To some extent I 
feel I have not paid back this support. However, at the same time my parents [in Latvia] 
do not have the best pensions.

Int: Do you think you will give more to Latvia in the future?
Resp: I don’t think it will happen. (Māris, Latvian, 33 years old, emigrated in 2002)

The high level of mobility potential explains why many respondents consider United 
States citizenship in the same way as Latvian. For many, it is a kind of travel insur-
ance as the United States has embassies in almost every country in the world.

10.5  Conclusions

The landscape of the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants interviewed is very diverse. However, 
some of the trends are common for all of them. They have weak connections not 
only to Latvia but also with other emigrants in the United States. Although there are 
some aspects of a transnational lifestyle, the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants should be 
considered more as having a nomadic identity with a pronounced separateness. For 
this reason, it is possible to argue that there is only a single diaspora community in 
the United States, mainly formed of those who arrived in the United States after 
World War II, and their descendants. The ‘new’ Latvian emigrants do not associate 
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themselves with this community, nor do they connect to a large extent with Latvians 
back home and, therefore, cannot be considered as part of a transnational commu-
nity. The different waves of migration have created different identities. The post- 
WWII Latvian refugees manifest long-distance nationalism with their engagement 
in diaspora organizations and cultivation of national identity through commemora-
tive practices and gatherings. Latvians who have arrived in the United States post 
1991 show increasing individualism and cosmopolitism.

There are many reasons for the lack of strong community among the ‘new’ 
Latvian emigrants and their disinterest in socialising with those who arrived before 
1991. However, it is necessary to emphasise the other side of the coin, i.e., the atti-
tudes and judgments which the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants experience both from dias-
pora organisations and from relatives and friends back home. The unsuccessful 
cooperation with diaspora organizations also weakens the national identity among 
the emigrants. The same is true when visits back in Latvia is full of resentment.

In other words, although the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants are willing to develop 
transnational relations, they often feel embittered by these connections and become 
nomads who look further afield.

It could be that the United States is an exceptional case because of the different 
reasons people have for leaving Latvia in the past. The distance between Latvia and 
the United States is much greater than with any European country. Although migra-
tion scholar Bela (2014) claims that proximity is not crucial in the formation of a 
transnational identity, this study shows that it cannot be completely ignored. In 
many cases there are no statistically significant differences between the United 
States and Australia, Canada and New Zealand. The distance is especially important 
in the case of Latvians having friends in the country of residence. The further the 
country is from Latvia, the fewer Latvian friends will be around the new emigrant.

Hence, to some extent the ‘new’ Latvian emigrants in the United States do suc-
cessfully integrate into the host country, although they do so while maintaining a 
distance: retaining their own individuality, being neutral and open to others.

In particular, the emergence of two identities can be identified: firstly, the local 
one; and secondly, the cultural one. The local identity is connected with the city in 
which the individual lives, for example, New York. The cultural one is connected at 
the pan-European level rather than with the country of origin. This identity brings 
with it the possibility of the boundaries of transnational identity being reconsidered 
and expanding beyond the ‘nation state’ or ‘ethnic group’.
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 Appendix

Table 10.1 Variables used in regressions

Variable Observations Mean SD Min Max Categories Remarks

Main purpose: 
What was the main 
purpose of your 
leaving Latvia?

6002 1.69 0.99 1 4 (1) Work (2) Study 
(3) To join my 
family or to start a 
family; (4) Other 
(fill in)

Dependent 
variable for 
regression 
models in 
Table 10.2

How many of your 
friends are from 
Latvia and live in 
your country of 
residence?

5601 1.67 1.30 0 3 (0) None (1) One; 
(2) Two; (3) Three 
or more

Dependent 
variable for 
regression 
models in 
Table 10.3

Country of 
residence

6002 4.25 1.25 1 6 (1) USA (2) 
Australia, Canada 
and New Zealand 
(3) Ireland; (4) The 
United Kingdom; 
(5) Germany (6) 
Nordic countries 
(Finland, Sweden, 
Denmark, Norway, 
Iceland)

Diaspora: Are you 
involved in 
diaspora 
organizations?

6002 0.09 0.28 0 1 (0) No, (1) Yes

Gender 6002 0.69 0.46 0 1 (0) Male; (1) 
Female

With 
imputations

Education 6002 2.34 0. 
64

1 3 (1) Low; (2) 
Middle; (3) High

With 
imputations

Knowledge of local 
language: How 
would you rate 
your skills/
proficiency in the 
local language 
now?

6002 4.12 1.17 1 6 (1) Very poor or 
none; (2) Poor; (3) 
Mediocre; (4) 
Good; (5) Very 
good, fluent; (6) 
Native language

Age 6002 2.61 1.15 1 6 (1) 15–24; (2) 
25–34; (3) 35–44; 
(4) 45–54; (5) 
55–64; (6) 65+

With 
imputations

Time abroad: 
Approximately how 
long (in total) have 
you lived outside 
Latvia?

6002 3.26 1.12 1 5 (1) Less than 
1 year; (2) 
1–2 years (3) 
3–5 years; (4) 
6–10 years; (5) 
More than 10 years

(continued)
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Table 10.2 What was the main purpose of your leaving Latvia? (Multinomial logistic regression)

Variables Work Study

Join a family 
or to start a 
family Other

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Country (baseline: USA)
Australia, Canada and New 
Zealand

−0.930** −0.597* −0.601
(0.432) (0.352) (0.459)

Ireland −2.252*** −1.799*** −1.625***
(0.337) (0.286) (0.443)

The United Kingdom −1.262*** −1.988*** −1.790***
(0.263) (0.251) (0.332)

Germany −1.089*** −1.153*** −2.220***
(0.309) (0.307) (0.372)

Nordic countries −0.886*** −0.933*** −1.371***
(0.275) (0.257) (0.363)

(continued)

Table 10.1 (continued)

Variable Observations Mean SD Min Max Categories Remarks

Emigration wave 6002 4.71 1.05 2 6 (2) 1991–1999; (3) 
2000–2003; (4) 
2004–2008; (5) 
2009–2011; (6) 
After 2011

Occupation: What 
is your current 
occupation?

6002 1.38 0.74 1 5 (1) Employed (2) 
Economically 
inactive; (3) 
Student (4) Retired 
(5) Other

Wealth: Taking into 
account your 
household’s total 
income, is your 
household ableto 
make ends meet 
(i.e., pay for the 
necessities of 
everyday life)?

6002 3.70 1.04 1 5 (1) With great 
difficulty; (2) With 
difficulty; (3) With 
some difficulty; (4) 
Fairly easily; (5) 
Easily;

Kids: Do your kids 
currently live with 
you in your 
household?

6002 0.28 0.45 0 1 (0) No; (1) Yes

Partner: What 
ethnic group does 
your spouse belong 
to?

6002 0.78 0.76 0 2 (0) No partner; (1) 
Latvian/Russian; 
(2) Other

Questionnaire 
language

6002 1.07 0.26 1 2 (1) Latvian (2) 
Russian
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Table 10.2 (continued)

Variables Work Study

Join a family 
or to start a 
family Other

Constant −0.121 −0.0169 −0.651**
(0.244) (0.229) (0.308)

Observations 6002 6002 6002 6002
(5) (6) (7) (8)

Country (baseline: USA)
Australia, Canada and New 
Zealand

−1.040** −0.580 −0.829*
(0.473) (0.366) (0.439)

Ireland −1.917*** −1.831*** −1.692***
(0.425) (0.327) (0.521)

The United Kingdom −0.859*** −1.821*** −1.808***
(0.283) (0.286) (0.403)

Germany −0.359 −0.894*** −2.279***
(0.330) (0.324) (0.443)

Nordic countries −0.0711 −0.671** −1.201***
(0.299) (0.300) (0.431)

Diaspora 0.527* 0.383* −0.0414
(0.281) (0.198) (0.298)

Gender 0.249 1.309*** −0.113
(0.196) (0.218) (0.202)

Education (baseline: Low)
Middle 0.320 −0.444* −0.268

(0.342) (0.247) (0.291)
High 1.723*** 0.152 −0.113

(0.380) (0.278) (0.276)
Knowledge of the local language (baseline: very poor or none)
Poor −0.506 −0.262 0.257

(0.838) (0.558) (0.568)
Mediocre −0.424 −0.882* 0.762

(0.817) (0.501) (0.504)
Good −0.463 −0.960** 0.780

(0.800) (0.485) (0.498)
Very good 0.203 −0.629 1.144**

(0.805) (0.502) (0.506)
Native language −0.511 −1.813*** −0.0888

(0.845) (0.568) (0.562)
Age (baseline: 15–24)
25–34 −1.601*** −0.178 0.614**

(0.251) (0.259) (0.310)
35–44 −2.596*** −0.616** 0.412

(0.393) (0.297) (0.345)

(continued)
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Table 10.2 (continued)

Variables Work Study

Join a family 
or to start a 
family Other

45–54 −4.534*** −0.618** 0.416
(0.632) (0.306) (0.374)

55–64 −4.422*** 0.0132 0.144
(0.685) (0.383) (0.496)

65+ −4.466*** −1.218* −1.319
(1.450) (0.701) (1.135)

Time abroad (baseline: less than a year)
1–2 years −0.0687 −0.522 −1.230***

(0.493) (0.332) (0.434)
3–5 years 0.497 −0.612 −0.525

(0.483) (0.421) (0.486)
6–10 years 0.972* −0.000380 −0.310

(0.529) (0.603) (0.486)
More than 10 years 2.367*** −0.113 −0.853*

(0.610) (0.644) (0.513)
Emigration wave (baseline: 1991–1999)
2000–2003 −1.126** −0.146 −0.730

(0.476) (0.429) (0.510)
2004–2008 −0.0535 0.494 −0.493

(0.511) (0.529) (0.478)
2009–2011 −0.123 0.470 −0.649

(0.567) (0.535) (0.556)
After 2011 −0.0507 0.907 0.404

(0.589) (0.660) (0.543)
Occupation (baseline: employed)
Economically inactive 0.522** 1.219*** 0.744***

(0.235) (0.179) (0.277)
Student 3.189*** 2.488*** 2.315***

(0.358) (0.310) (0.455)
Retired 0.450 1.979*** 2.703***

(1.821) (0.687) (0.973)
Other −0.157 0.766 2.700***

(0.657) (0.599) (0.755)
Wealth (baseline: with great difficulty)
With difficulty −0.336 0.487 −0.105

(0.441) (0.442) (0.630)
With some difficulty −0.576 0.868** 0.241

(0.400) (0.416) (0.593)
Fairly easily −0.551 0.746* −0.0127

(0.397) (0.412) (0.598)

(continued)
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Table 10.3 How many of your friends are natives of your country of residence? (negative binomial 
regression model, incidence rate coefficients)

(1) (2)
Variables flv flv

Country (baseline: USA)
Australia, Canada and New Zealand −0.0450 −0.0624

(0.244) (0.230)
Ireland 1.061*** 0.878***

(0.218) (0.228)
The United Kingdom 1.259*** 1.149***

(0.186) (0.185)
Germany 0.285 0.228

(0.215) (0.211)
Nordic countries 0.270 0.0960

(0.192) (0.193)
Diaspora 0.624***

(0.149)
Gender −0.0597

(0.104)
Education (baseline: low)
Middle −0.158

(0.152)
High −0.274*

(0.165)

(continued)

Variables Work Study

Join a family 
or to start a 
family Other

Easily −0.589 0.535 0.467
(0.407) (0.413) (0.608)

Kids (baseline: none) −0.497** 0.390** 0.0105
(0.223) (0.172) (0.237)

Partner (baseline: none)
Latvian/Russian −0.269 0.518*** 0.00715

(0.205) (0.195) (0.212)
Other 0.436* 1.145*** 0.734***

(0.251) (0.220) (0.276)
Language of questionnaire 0.859*** −0.410 −0.184

(0.205) (0.260) (0.297)
Constant −1.588 −1.387 −1.244

(1.103) (1.039) (1.063)
Observations 6002 6002 6002 6002

***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05, ~p < 0.1; Robust standard errors in parenthesis

Table 10.2 (continued)
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Table 10.3 (continued)

(1) (2)
Variables flv flv

Knowledge of the local language (baseline: Very poor or none)
Poor −0.471

(0.324)
Mediocre −0.877***

(0.280)
Good −0.689**

(0.277)
Very good −0.671**

(0.287)
Native language −0.234

(0.300)
Age (baseline: 15–24)
25–34 −0.0534

(0.137)
35–44 −0.236

(0.171)
45–54 −0.0766

(0.199)
55–64 −0.0382

(0.233)
65+ 0.0603

(0.626)
Time abroad (baseline: less than a year)
1–2 years 0.300

(0.225)
3–5 years 0.243

(0.228)
6–10 years −0.201

(0.294)
More than 10 years −0.411

(0.331)
Emigration wave (baseline: 1991–1999)
2000–2003 0.285

(0.315)
2004–2008 −0.283

(0.317)
2009–2011 −0.757**

(0.323)
After 2011 −1.005***

(0.365)

(continued)
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Table 10.3 (continued)

(1) (2)
Variables flv flv

Occupation (baseline: employed)
Economically inactive 0.0442

(0.142)
Student −0.351**

(0.160)
Retired −0.879

(0.713)
Other −1.446**

(0.648)
Wealth (baseline: with great difficulty)
With difficulty 0.531**

(0.266)
With some difficulty 0.410*

(0.238)
Fairly easily 0.460*

(0.241)
Easily 0.905***

(0.233)
Kids (baseline: none) 0.202*

(0.116)
Partner (baseline: none)
Latvian/Russian 0.198*

(0.117)
Other −0.526***

(0.145)
Language of questionnaire 0.449***

(0.128)
/cut1 −0.188 −0.685

(0.173) (0.565)
/cut2 0.487*** 0.0335

(0.174) (0.566)
/cut3 1.066*** 0.652

(0.176) (0.567)
Observations 5601 5601

Robust standard errors in parentheses
***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.1
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