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Marginal Stories?
The Perspectives on Citizenship of Multiple Citizes and
Multicultural Persons of Estonia

Leif Kalev and Rein Ruutsoo

Abstract

This article focuses on practices of citizenshigatonia by persons with multiple
citizenship or multicultural background. In the yimus stages of research on this
topic primary attention was paid to national citigkip, multiple citizenship and
European Union citizenship as institutions, as aslthe role of citizenship in the
construction of European space. Expected "conftgura' of multiple citizenship as
articulated in Marshallian (1992) terms, as wellialsages between different spaces
of membership (national and not-national) of ciizieip as perceived by the national
decision makers, mapped both avenues and bottlerfiecthe future. Our research
raises questions and problems related to citizereshboth an essential tool of nation
building and of EU integration (cf. Ruutsoo and &aP006, Ruutsoo and Kalev
forthcoming).
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1. Introduction

This article focuses on practices of citizenshigestonia by persons with multiple
citizenship or multicultural background. In the yioais stages of research on this
topic primary attention was paid to national citigkip, multiple citizenship and
European Union citizenship as institutions, as vaslithe role of citizenship in the
construction of European space. Expected “configura” of multiple citizenship as
articulated in Marshallian (1992) terms, as wellinkages between different spaces
of membership (national and not-national) of citizleip as perceived by the national
decision makers, mapped both avenues ancbetks for the future. Our research
raises questions and problems related to citizpreshiboth an essential tool of nation
building and of EU integration (cf. Ruutsoo and &al2006, Ruutsoo and Kalev
forthcoming).

The aim of this article is to study how personsnaitiple citizenship or multicultural
background — the groups that likely have a moregmal viewpoint on the issues of
citizenship and are situated in the effective contane of Estonian society — reflect
the meaning of citizenship in its different formsHEstonia.

Due to the link between (multiple) citizenship agsource for constructing personal
life-projects and the actual status of respondenEstonian society, research into
both subjects is of interest to us. We also examina reasoning guides political,
civil and social participation, as well as whatestfactors are seen as important for
participation and why.

More concretely, this article focuses on (1) theegal attitudes toward citizenship;
(2) practical experiences with multiple citizenshapd (3) substantial dimensions of
citizenship, including perceptions of full membepsim society, loyalties and
identities. We first discuss the key concepts, exinand methodology of research.
Thereafter we present the main findings suppominglines of argumentation. We
will conclude with generalisations and recommerutesi

Citizenship is a concept usually linked to exclesimembership in a political
community, i.e. nation state. The relations betwstate institutions and citizens (as
well as other types of residents, elgnizenscf. Hammar 1990) are manifold: mutual
rights and duties linked to status are complemebyesbcietal practices and influence
each other constantly. Due to the processes ofsrimional migration and
globalization, the singleness of citizenship hasob®e contested (cf. Baubdck and
Rundell 1998, Castles and Miller 1998, Castles Bagiidson 2000, Waters 2001).
There are many people who either temporarily ofrzgrently live in a country other
than their native one in contemporary world. Somighem have developed real
affiliations to both their country of origin and watry of residence. Some states have
responded by legalizing dual or multiple citizepsim such cases.

Contemporary citizenship is notably diverse. Inifidd to the distinction of status
and practice it is possible to differentiate betweertical and horizontal citizenship.
Vertical citizenship refers to various levels ofmigership, from a local community to
regional, national, supranational, or even wortizenship (cf. Heater 1999). Multiple
citizenship is usually understood as holding sdveational citizenships. Horizontal
citizenship encompasses both public and privatergghand is linked to different
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areas of life, including civil, political, socio-ttural and socio-economic fields.
Additionally, horizontal citizenship may also bedenstood as a life-long learning
process.

It is useful to distinguish betweeitizenship as an analytical toahdcitizenship as a
legally based phenomenorAnalytically, citizenship characterizes a person’s
emancipation and membership in a given society, Aamdersen and Hoff (2001: 3)
define citizenship as having three analytical diswens: rights (and duties),
participation and identities. Citizenship may als® understood as a cumulative or
continual learning process. It may also be undedstas an analytical tool that one
can use to analyse citizenship as a legal statusiedl as all the other statuses and
memberships of persons.

Our subsequent discussion is based on citizenshjgeeceived by interviewees, i.e.
primarily as based on tHegal status Legally, citizenship is a clearly defined set of
rights and duties setting the possibilities foizeihship as practice (in political, socio-
cultural and economic terms). A citizen is expedtedct within an enacted space of
rights and duties, to be loyal, and to take a passphen going abroad to show into
which country he/she belongs and which countrysalege of his/her needs, etc.

1.1. Citizenship: a resource and a set of strategies of accommodation

The years 1987-91 marked the period of Estonia imeggn its independence.

Independence mobilised historical and socio-cultarguments, and also defined
strategies in discursive construction of approadbeEstonian citizenship and dual
citizenship. Recent discourse studies on natiotdimgj have revealed related security
and state-building discursive formations, which iokgly also have significant

impact on citizenship discourse formation.

All people are in touch with both “practical” andymbolic” worlds in terms of
citizenship: along with practical choice and legptions citizenship is the matter of
belonging to “imagined communities” of identity atalyalty. Both of these main
dimensions of self-description were included in #teuctured questionnaire we
employed for this study. We found out that the @y important roles as essential
markers of self-image in different generationsrofmigrant residents of Estonia, who
have had to decide where they belong since theps®l of the former Soviet Union.

To better understanding what constitutes the mbjeaab of our research, it should be
remembered that Estonia has not become a countrymofigration since its
independence was restored. Since independenceaji&s$tas accepted only ca. 7000
new legal permanent residents (Postimees 10.1(b)2@fainly from neighbouring
countries (Latvia, Lithuania) that do not allow dudtizenship. Other new legal
permanent residents come from Germany, Sweden iatah#, which in recent years
have become more positive about allowing dual eitship. Much of the movement
has been related to family life but is also relai@demporary studies in universities
and employment. Alongside these legal immigrarggdemnts, Estonia has only small
group of refugees.

However, a residue of the Soviet regime remaintat aidependence: Estonia needed
to integrate a ca. 500,000-strong Soviet-time immamy community that had not yet
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obtained noticeable qualities for adjusting to tbeal socio-cultural environment.
Attitudes of the bulk of immigrants were definedthg political task set by Moscow,
namely the consolidation of the Soviet Empire, &haihilation of local identity and
the acculturation of captured nation. As a resBliyiet Estonia was effectively a
segmented society, with the native (ethnic Estgnie@mmunity enjoying some
cultural rights, and the arriving immigrant popidat being developed towards a
Russophone “Soviet people” segment (cf. also Kalev Ruutsoo forthcoming).

The restorationist citizenship policy that has b&eminant in post-independence
Estonia maintained much of the segmentation ofetgcipaving the way for the
emergence of two communities with different stasus&hat segmentation also
became instrumental in producing rigid identity bdaries between the mainstream
Estonian societ and the bulk of mainly Russoph8oejet-time immigrant residents.

The discourse of “Russopohones” popular among acha$ misguiding because it
neglects to mention that, despite the spread omnttioguality”, Estonia bears traces
of a multicultural community. Russian speakers wereo way a homogenous “civil
garrison” as politicians who supported exclusiopissition preferred to treat it. Yet at
the same time the community of Soviet immigrantss i@ a significant extent
developed into the “Soviet people”. The term, adain the 1970s, refers to the
ideologised concept, which labelled de-nationalisethorities with multicultural
background, whose ethno-cultural identity/belongamad linguistic affiliation was
suppressed. At the same time, the term referredisimourse that equalised Soviet
citizens with the “Soviet patriot”.

Main trajectories related to obtaining of Estonciizenship and retaining of the other
citizenships have their background in an obviougcl@f solving problems that are
typical to a post-colonial and post-Soviet coumtegding to come to terms both with
political consolidation and maintaining its indegence. Both qualifiers post-Soviet
and post-colonial — are very important in respect to Estonian attsmfo
understanding the challenges faced by its residéetshey citizens or non-citizens.
Citizenship issues in practical terms are not molsl of an abstract dispute on
democratisation and do not target the Europearegbfitst of all (the coming five
years likely will not bring a fundamental change)t la pattern from past. Proud
patriots of ‘Grossmachit(in Estonia’s case, the Soviet Union) are sti#ry much in

a state close to shock. They have lost their iadit landmarks, and the acquisition
of new loyalties and identities related to a “rggunt state” is a point of great personal
challenge (Pettai and Proos 1999, 21-25). The $aysem (based on state-socialist
ideology) and the Grossmaclitapproach (the building of Russian Empire) pattein
quite rigid identities. In this perspective, thatas of “dual citizenship” acquires a
very specific meaning.

1.2. Specifics of research context in contemporary Estonia
With regard to multiple citizenship and multicukilism there are two key aspects

placing Estonian research into a different contieah that performed by other
countries participating in the DCE project:
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1. Multiple citizenship is prohibited by law in EstaniThis makes it hard to find
(illegal) multiple citizen respondents and, in caéall others, to ask
something more than general questions on multigileeaship.

The illegality of dualcitizenship originates from the Citizenship Act, iefh
prescribes that an Estonian citizen shall not diamglously hold the
citizenship of another state (8 1). However, asGbestitution states that no
one shall be deprived of Estonian citizenship aeguby birth (8 8), there is
no effective sanction regarded as constitutionahdive citizens holding dual
or multiple citizenship. In practice, this is atb@ case for naturalized citizens,
as there are no investigative procedures and thsilje sanction of depriving
Estonian citizenship is not in use.

Thus, access to multiple citizenship can hardlysben as up to personal
choice. The individuals with multiple citizenshipsually belong to the

privileged group who, having obtained Estoniarzettiship by birth, cannot in
principle be deprived of the Estonian citizensHipe naturalised Soviet-time
immigrants and their descendants with multiplezemiship prefer to keep an
especially low profile.

In the last population census in 2000, 209 persieatared themselves as dual
or multiple citizens (data of the Statistical Offiof Estonia). This may be due
to the anonymity factor of censuses, and someafaékpondents might have
been temporary visitors to Estonia (holding dutizenships, both other than
Estonian). However, the groups of Estonian-Rusgj@@ persons) and
Estonian-Finnish (72 persons) citizens indicaté thil citizenship is actually
present in Estonia.

However, our experience in interviewing indicatesomnewhat different range
and composition of multiple citizenry in Estoniaathis reported by census.
Many of the dual citizens we reached hesitatedealied to speak about their
experiences, and it is most likely they were noteced by the population
census data.

In sum, one can highlight at least three obst&doledata collection on
multiple citizenship:

» First, in Estonia there is very little knowledgeoaba stock of people who
hold multiple citizenship (statistics is fully incgplete).

» Second, due to the specific context (illegalityrafltiple citizenship), it is
hard to agree on a more thorough interview. Intaidio this, it is almost
impossible to reach agreement on interviews witspfeewho hold
multiple citizenship illegally.

» Third, the respondents with multiple citizenshipaity don't display their
specific status in everyday life and because ofitable links to kin, it is
hard for some Estonians to reveal their citizenskapus. For this reason
respondents have limited experience in how theistatta dual citizen
could possibly affect their everyday practicesirttreatment by officials
and employers, etc.
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2. The personal background of the interviewees isanyrways very different
from that of other DCE project countries due tddrisal reasons. This gives
us a specific interviewee pool.

The Estonian groups that could be seen as targapgifor the survey are
composed of people having trajectories of lifedrists that were historically
inter-related but without shared characteristicghBesulted from Soviet
annexation that created (1) a large Estonian Drasfma. 100,000), of which a
part has now returned, and (2) the group of Sdine¢-immigrants and their
descendants living in Estonia.

After 15 years of independence, the practical stnaof both these groups is
quite different from the target groups of other D&#intries. At the same
time, other similar groups are missing becausegsiagaining independence,
Estonia has been predominantly a country of emdaratith very few new
immigrants.

The returned exiles that constitute a substanéielgf multiple citizens in
Estonia are of ethnic Estonian origin, and thosthefm who have stayed in
Estonid have already integrated into society relativegii

The persons with multicultural backgrounds belamthe Soviet-time, mixed-
origin, Russian-speaking segment of the populati@abhnumbers ca. 400,000
people. It is relatively hard to decide which indivals to select for the 40
interviews. In any case, the interviews cannot ¢y vepresentative of the
whole segment of multicultural population.

A significant part of the multicultural residents( at least one quarter)
descend from the historical Russian minority ofoB&. Also, the Soviet-time
immigrants have lived here at least 15 years, asigmation virtually stopped
after Estonia became independent. Despite suchgageriod of residence, the
levels of integration within the group vary greally fact, we can still speak
of a sizeable mono-cultural minority that effectiveninimizes its everyday
societal contacts and lives indoors watching RusEM.

The above-described situation implied a particslaategy for planning interviews.

We had to adapt the common frame questions taatsih of illegal dual citizenship.

There was little sense to ask very detailed questom dual citizenship (e.g. views on
dual citizenship in education).

In addition to this, our research was influencedhgyresults of the survey among
decision makers conducted in 2004 in Estonia (ofitBoo and Kalev forthcoming).
The attitudes expressed in the survey were alsd gtaoting points for the interviews
with multicultural persons and those holding muétipitizenship:

! Some of the returned exiles left Estonia againtduerious reasons, including quality of life,
employment, family issues, etc.

2 We succeeded in finding some multiple citizenswgidbme other (former Soviet Union) background
as well, but not in considerable numbers (Of cquaggossible reason may also have been their
preference to stay under cover.), and even these ugeially reluctant to participate in the intevwse
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1. The decision makers were generally in positiongable for nation state
building, i.e. the answers to questions about #reetal attitudes expressed
patriotism, concerns about national culture, doabtsut alternative modes of
citizenship, etc. At the same time, the decisiolkenarespected other
cultures.

2. While a kind of nationalism prevailed in generditaties, the positions were
at the same time clearly influenced by legislasegings in force in the state,
as indicated also by the data of other countries.

3. Concerning everyday practical arrangements, tlteidés were much more
instrumental and more compatible to a human righsisourse. The rights of
multiple citizens were acknowledged in at least coentry, in many cases
both countries. Attitudes on duties varied more,dmme things, such as
conscription, were also required in both countries.

4. As a result of such factors, national citizenshgswwredominantly understood
in terms of patriotism and loyalty, as an exclusiation between state and
citizen. Multiple citizenship was clearly rejectied respondents if they were
directly asked, although respondents showed magnpatism in everyday
arrangements. European Union citizenship was wedcoimits current form,
but substantial deepening of the concept clearlymwravelcomed.

5. At the same time, respondents showed a signifieaktof knowledge
concerning the issues related to citizenship dsateid especially by open-
ended questions. For example, some decision makersdidn’t know the EU
citizenship existed.

We were interested whether such patterns are aisetsow reflected in the fact that
the two groups of interviewees came from signiftbadifferent situations and
positions in society, as some interviewees wolkielyi have a more personal
viewpoint both on the issues of citizenship andeimg situated in the effective
contact zone of the Estonian society.

2. Methodology of the study
2.1. Research design

We addressed individuals including: (1) people wigoe citizens of two or more
countries, and (2) people who had a multi-cultgnallti-national) background but
only one (or no) citizenship. As discussed abdvesé groups had some special
characteristics compared to the other DCE countries

Due to the specifics of the Estonian context wedsgtpartly to diverge from the
main research design and to concentrate on iseatare discussable in the Estonian
context. We developed a framing questionnaire Watthematic questions generally
structuring the interview, and we added some goieston life direction if it seemed
appropriate. The framing questionnaire focusethédfollowing topics:
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1. General attitudes on national, multiple and Elkzeitiships. This included
interviewees’ understandings of the concepts aeil thlations, their
positions on multiple and European citizenship, #eir positions concerning
the complicacy of naturalisation and the prohilpitad multiple citizenship in
Estonia.

2. Practical experiences with multiple citizenship. ¥é&ed what effects the
interviewees expected while deciding to obtain ipldtcitizenship and how
were/are these expectations met in practice.

3. Substantial dimensions of citizenship. In this esmtve discussed
interviewees’ personal viewpoints on identity aagdlty. The second sub-
block focused on belonging, i.e. being a full memdfesociety covering both
the interest to participate and reflections on algbersonal status in society
(using Marshallian dimensions and focusing on locational, EU and world
levels).

Within each of these blocks, we asked some morailddt questions during the
interviews, depending on the answers to the frargirgstions.

Semi-structured interviews that evaluate identiglihgs, attachments to different
institutions, explain visions of respondents onuiitag of citizenship etc. build up
narratives, which have behind them sets of disesur3hese discourses have a
formative role in respect of perception of citizeipsas an institution.

The interviews were analysed qualitatively. Thelntews of single citizens are used
to analyse, compare and reflect the different nmegmof citizenship and practices of
membership. As already mentioned, the linkage betwmultiple) citizenship as a
resource for constructing personal life-projectd tre actual status of respondents in
Estonian society mark the core interest of ouraede

We will first discuss the responses on the basth®blocks of the questions and then
try to bring out the main positions concerningzatiship, multiple and European
citizenship, as well as perceptions on integratibthe society.

The answers will not provide us with representainfermation on overarching
attitudes among multiple citizens and multicultypatsons, but nevertheless the
answers provide us with knowledge about the exjgterceptions and lines of
argumentation.

2.2. Data collection and description

The research data was gathered through semi-steddnierviews carried through e-
mail and in person. The interviewing style was s@mninal when seeking answers to
the common questions of the project. Neverthetbgsiespondents were also allowed
to express themselves freely while maintaininggéeeral direction and shape of the
interviews.
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Altogether 78 interviews were conducted; 37 withspas who held multiple
citizenship and 41 with individuals of a multicutilibackground. Both “internal”
(loyalty, identity) and “external” spaces (formalaitributed rights) of citizenship
were studied in respect of both groups.

The interviews were mostly carried out on a co-pnes basis in the Tallinn
University facilities and in coffee shops, but ailsghe homes or workplaces of many
respondents. First of all, persons holding dudateitship were visited at their homes.
A snowball approach became the most effective meéafiading dual citizens from
the émigré circles, who have built a small sub-camity in Estonia.

There were about ten interviews received by e-amia result of special agreements
with people with strict timetables or less oppoities to move. Based on the
experiences of interviewing we expect to have redanmore active and open group
of interviewees than the target group average.

Most of the interviewees inhabit Tallinn nowadaysjt their background and
experience range from Saaremaa Island of the sesthw the Ida-Virumaa region in
the northeast if speaking about Estonia, and fitogrvast territories of FSU in the east
to the US in the West and Africa in the South othee. All the interviews were
conducted in Tallinn (there were ca. five intervé®s just visiting Tallinn because of
other issues and currently living elsewhere).

Some respondents mentioned difficulties in undaditay certain framing questions.
In such cases the interviewers reformulated thestopres. Explanations of the terms
(such as multiple citizenship, social citizenstefs.) were provided if asked for; in
the beginning the respondents were free to defieetérms themselves (and thus
make their own questions in a way). There was sdiffieulty in answering the more
abstract questions.

The interviews were conducted in Estonian or Rusaiad, in some cases, to some
extent also in English, but they were transcribigdatly into Estonian with very few
exceptions (e.g. the e-mail responses). The irgervilasted between 45 and 90
minutes, with the longer interviews involving thradditional questions for multiple
citizens.

We had to put much effort into finding the multiptitizens, into reaching an
agreement on interviewing, and into conductingringvs in ways the respondents
regarded as acceptable. According to our finditigs,respondents with factual dual
citizenship (Estonians practising dual citizenshigve their background in the
following groups of people:

» Estonian refugees or émigrés (usually referredstexdes in this article) and their
descendants, who obtained citizenship of the hmsttcy and actualised their
Estonian citizenship usually after Estonia restorethdependence (23).

» They are children from the parents with differeitizenships (Estonian and other)
(5).

* They are children from the foreign parents who huoldtiple citizenship (1).
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People with multiple citizenship are sometimes em#szed because of their status
and are reluctant and often decline to give therun¢w. Even if we decided to
interview whomever agrees and used various tecksiqo reach multiple citizens
(sometimes more reminiscent of the work of a detedhan that of a researcher) to
persuade them to agree to the interviews, manyraetlespecially among the group
with roots in the FSU countries.

On the other hand, there was no problem in fingiegple belonging to the group of

those with multicultural backgrounds - here thesglo® was more one of whom to

select. We decided to focus on the patterns ofahatiiegration as reflected by the

more successful groups, i.e. younger generatidms. Should show the various logics
behind integration. However, the logics of margsetion are also present, especially
as reflected in the comments on parents or reltibeit also in case of some
interviewees. Represented segments of Russophomesade up of these people with
a multicultural background who have created aetyator integration. This approach

explains the relative weakness of the “desperattudes or destructive ideologies

among interviewees.

A group of respondents with only one — EstoniarRassian — or no citizenship (in
truth or possibly in some cases due to reasonseo$opal security) but with
multicultural (multiple citizenship) backgroundsvieaobtained Estonian citizenship
by naturalisation, or via their parents’ naturalma. We did not meet any Estonian by
birth that had given up or failed to restore his/biéizenship. Naturalised Estonian
citizens obtain absolutely the same rights as #tive ones. But in terms of practising
multiple citizenship, they found themselves in aadivantaged position because of
loopholes in legislation. Despite the fact thatytisually have a good motivation for
carrying multiple citizenship (multinational backgnd, language competence up to
bilingualism, shared cultural identities, etc.)eithlegal status as naturalised citizens
makes sanctions, which prohibit multiple citizempshaffective.

Respondents with one citizenship but with multietdt backgrounds belonged
mainly to the younger generations of Soviet-timenigrants. The interviews aimed
to touch to the discursive space that shapes wialysnking and the acting strategies
of people, who can be described as operating iffbieler zone” or “contact area” in
terms of multicultural background or multiple idéyt Their ways of perceiving

Estonian citizenship and of constructing their iitess and loyalties to communities,
etc., in many cases came out in the structuredvieigs.

It was difficult to follow very distinct data coltéing and research strategies in
collecting some kind of representative sample. Addally, the comparison of these
groups was complicated because our respondentqaticbuild any constructed

sample. The methods used to find respondents varteel westward sample, which
very much overlaps with sample of persons who fiaad citizenship, was composed
very much as based on snowball techniques. The lsaofipeastward respondents,
which is very much the same as people with a muittical background, was selected
more deliberately.

Selecting the “control group” from respondents wittulticultural background but

with one or no citizenship would have been simgdifif we had comparable objects
and groups with more or less similar patterns. Resewas problematized because of
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very large scope of issues, which made it hard uwb nesearch questions and
hypotheses about expected regularities.

But, in general, the structured interview look$d&oa rather proper method for dealing
effectively with such complex issues as the cowrsitvn of discourses of/on
citizenship and multiple citizenship. Our studyealed that, along with appealing to
practical purposesopular discourses as socio-cultural resourcesaanpatterns of
identity formation play an essential role in sadfastruction of people in terms of
citizenship. Our research made it possible to ¥ollto what extent subjective
perceptions and experiences pattern practical diseoon citizenship, and also how
they are used in the legitimisation of discourgesgeneration marker” seems to be
an important discriminator in the formation of @ifént discourses.

3. Perspectives on citizenship: political nation v<ivil citizens
3.1. General attitudes

Both subgroups of interviewees showed broadly simpatterns with regard to
general positions concerning national, multiple &utdopean citizenship. Most of the
interviewees were influenced by the logic of natgiate building. The answers to
general questions contained many references toofpsin. Quite logically, national

citizenship was first of all interpreted in termispatriotism and loyalty, reflected in
the following samples:

“l am a citizen of a state, loyal to it and suppuytit” (Toivo).
“Being a citizen is good if it makes you feel proard good” (Juri).

However, a sub-stream of instrumentalist attitudas also clearly present in case of
national citizenship, as the following sample desimates:

“With my two passports | can travel through all &sia” (Tiina)

With regard to access to Estonian citizenship bjunaéisation there existed a
difference between perceptions and practical egpees. While the persons having
actually passed naturalisation examinations charged the questions as reasonable
and possible to meet, the people without such éxpes suspected the examination
requirements to be too hard. However, the answethd question on whether the
existing naturalisation conditions were justifiedre& generally positive in both cases.

The experiences and attitudes on civic educatieratso relatively homogenous. The
only exception was between the youngest generdtian has had to learn by
themselves and the youngest ones that have alrfeadycivics classes at normal
school. Almost all the respondents stressed theoiitapce of civics in case of
educating new generations, while a few also stoeske importance of personal
interest and activeness.

As already explained, it was possible to discus#tiphel citizenship only in general
terms. Discussions on multiple citizenship were asle conducted with a discursive
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connection to patriotism. Mostly, it was not regaddis a very positive solution. Even
multiple citizens themselves were often not toopdyapith their situation:

“Multiple citizenship is very dangerous. It can saunany problems” (Sander)

“l can see no conflict. It is technical — | obey tlaws. In Estonia | am citizen
of Estonia” (Karl).

Some multiple citizens referred to real connectionaffiliations with two states as a
kind of justification (However, at the same timeclswa situation showed they felt
necessity of justification in this issue.):

“In both countries where | live and that are impattto me, | have the destiny
to participate” (Juhan).

There existed also some elements of cosmopolitartiBwever, the main discourse

we found was nation state oriented in terms of g@ragtitudes and quite instrumental

in most everyday practical issues. This was alsosthme case in responses from
multiple citizens and multicultural persons:

“Dual citizenship is the possibility to travel figdrom one state to another.
The possibility to live in both states accordingaiee’s will and to live in
many states” (Evi).

“| feel loyalty towards all the states of the wdr({®aria).

Attitudes on EU citizenship were also in accordamngéh such a pattern. EU
citizenship was warmly welcomed in its current thomm as a bonus package of
rights complementing national citizenship:

“In the form EU citizenship exists nowadays it &y good and beneficial for
all. ... However | wouldn’t like EU citizenship to liee main citizenship. Big
things are not good.” (Anne)

In the answers, EU citizenship was linked to twsues: patriotism and freedom of
movement. Instrumental attitudes were more prevaien discussions of EU
citizenship compared to discussions on nationalespecially multiple citizenship:

“[EU citizenship] is good for travelling and doitgisiness” (Ants).

Just as in case of decision makers, most of th@oneents were hesitant concerning
significant expansion of the content of EU citiZeips

“The EU will never develop according to the US mlode. Senseless, it
should be made in other way” (Karl).

However, the positions were often relatively motierand there were also positive
attitudes on a deeper EU citizenship. While th@paadents more negative towards
EU also expressed more patriotic attitudes on natigitizenship, more optimistic
attitudes towards EU citizenship were connectddgtstumentalist argumentation.
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What is even more important in this connection hiewever, a general lack of
knowledge about EU citizenship:

“If such a thing [EU citizenship] were inventedwibuld be positive” (Olesja).

Many interviewees just expressed their generdudts on EU as a first reaction, and
usually the actual content of EU citizenship had¢oexplained. Knowledge about
multiple citizenship was also partial among multigtal people and, as a rule, only
the people having multiple citizen acquaintancesienat least some reference to
cases of multiple citizenship.

3.2. Practical experiences with multiple citizenship

It was only possible for multiple citizens to answigis set of questions. As already
mentioned, multiple citizenship is illegal in Esi@nand it is evident that multiple

citizens do not express their dual status veryiplyblit is possible that their family

members and close friends would have some practikperiences with multiple

citizenship, but we were unable to reach any nulltical persons having very close
contacts with multiple citizens and/or ones who ldoagree to talk about these
experiences.

All in all, there were relatively few aspects pieally addressed in the context of
multiple citizenship. Even in case of multiple zénship the first reaction usually was
to discuss the issues of one’s identity and belmpgirhese were predominantly
defined in the context of Estonia by multiple @tis with both western and eastern
background:

“l feel only as Estonian — even if | come from Swedind have lived also in
Germany” (Uudo).

“Estonia is my homeland. Canada is the land othbiboth are important”
(Juhan)

“l am loyal to both countries [Estonia and Russi&vi).

If directly asked about practical use of their nplé citizenship, the first reaction
often was that of there being no practical effelctsubsequent discussion some more
aspects were addressed. The main reason for algammiltiple citizenship was real
connections to the titular states: ethnic origid/anthe interviewee’s need to move to
another country:

“I came to work here in Estonian-Canadian law effithen | decided to stay
here” (Kristjan)

“In both countries where | live and that are impaottto me, | have the destiny
to participate” (Juhan).
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While the general pattern among multiple citizenaswsimilar, the situation of
returned Estonian exiles and Soviet time settléfSsbonia differed. Estonian exiles
discuss their multiple citizenship in the contextivoluntary flight from Soviet
army, practical necessities in the host country gratitude to the former state of
domicile.

Soviet-time settlers emphasised their connectianghe friends and relatives in
former USSR area. This topic was present in theodise of exiles but not so
prevalently. The Soviet-time settlers are unhagmyuéathe barriers to movement and
treat their multiple citizenship as a personal tettg for overcoming the barriers
imposed by competing post-Soviet politicians.

Most of the motivation for obtaining multiple ciéimship was related to guarantees of
personal security and, in the case of exiles, eympémt considerations. Nowadays the
majority of returned exiles seldom or never usertoéher citizenship. However,
among younger returned exiles there were casesevidweh travel and social benefits
of the country of their other citizenship were used

“With my two passports | can travel through all &sia” (Tiina).

“The advantages of dual citizenship are free médad and pension of
Canada and also some more possibilities to traitblowt visa requirements”
(Sander)

The motivation for obtaining multiple citizenshiprfpeople with Soviet background
is predominantly related to travel possibilities foeeting their friends and relatives.
In this context, multiple citizenship is also usedgractice. Estonians or people from
mixed families living mostly abroad (i.e. they ara@ permanent residents of Estonia)
also use their Estonian citizenship to accesspuddic education here:

“I came to study into university to Estonia assifriee to citizens” (Tiina).

The persons with multiple citizenship generallyrset® be a group of very active
people (with the exception of retirees). Multiplgizenship seems to be evaluated
positively mostly because of the travelling oppoities, but also for business
purposes (we found two persons in this categomnatya cross-border business dual-
citizen entrepreneurs ready to give an interview).

Summing up, multiple citizenship is mostly usedtfawel, not for residence. In order
to bypass the visa and other requirements, apateppassports are used without
many other practical effects. However, in some €amaltiple citizenship may open

up additional possibilities concerning educatioaadl social benefits, enabling those
with multiple citizenship to use the best of botbuktries. In such cases multiple
citizens hold an especially low profile.

3.3. Substantial dimensions of citizenship and multiple citizenship
The positions interviewees took on loyalty did nffer much surprise. Both multiple

citizens and multicultural persons generally deslaloyalty to the country of their
permanent residence or current stay, i.e. Estonia:
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“I am normally loyal to Estonia” (Kolja).

However, quite a few interviewees also stressedntiportance of friends and other
contacts, as well as familiar environment:

When asked how they define loyalty, the genergbarse of the interviewees was
that they will stand for Estonia in public discuss. There was also some linking of
loyalty to defending one’s country:

“Citizenship means | have the right to both praasel criticise my country”
(Katrin).

At the same time, identity was also an issue foremonsideration. While loyalty had
predominantly political connotations, identity waddressed in connection to one’s
friends and contacts in addition to the contextpofitical belonging and cultural

membership:

“My identity is based on Russia but my politicaly#dty is with Estonia”
(Lydia).

Generally, the interviewees ended up speaking oftiphel identities, with the
Estonian political identity being the most promihesr one of the prominent
affiliations.

While the returned exiles defined themselves asrimhs, some of them defined
themselves secondarily also as Europeans, as imdigarnies between their two
countries of citizenship, or even as citizens efworld:

“Both are important. The USA has been an imporgariod in my life — 12
years. Now | live in Estonia” (Rain).

“l also feel like a world citizen” (Liia).
The interviewees of non-ethnic-Estonian origin thie case of our study, of Russian
or other FSU ethnicity - generally defined themsshas culturally Russian (or
respective other FSU ethnicity), but as a Russfdastonia. Politically, they defined
themselves as members of the Estonian state:

“I feel | belong to Estonia although | was borrRaossia” (Tolik).

“My identity is based on Russia, but my politicalylty is with Estonia”
(Lydia).

Usually the non-ethnic-Estonian interviewees clesgtognised the importance of the
political and everyday socio-economic and socideral experience of the country of
residence:

“My identity is that | belong to Estonia. This isyncountry of birth. | feel
close to the nature, mentality, culture, peoplgthim of life” (Stir).

33



Review of European and Russian Affairs vol. 3 isb207 © RERA 2007 all rights reserved

They even condemned the portion of Soviet-timedesdis living in a kind of private
escapism or isolation by watching Russian TV at éicemd minimising practical
contacts in everyday social and working life:

“Who doesn't like to live in Estonia, should leay@avel).

Thus we could observe the emergence of an Estquiltical identity irrespective of

ethnic belonging among the interviewees. This iseanouraging indication of the
possibilities of a republican basis of citizenshi citizenship identity. However, it
must be noted that the interviews were hardly isgmtative of the multicultural

population of Estonia as a whole, and it is mdstl\i we reached only the better-
integrated segment of multicultural persons, wilileers rejected the interviews or
could not be reached.

While we could expect some instrumentalism in peattattitudes concerning the
integration into everyday life on the basis of ®ynamong decision makers, we were
still surprised at the practically uncontested preace of the role of individual
performance in the responses of interviewees. Téwesvof the two subgroups did not
differ in this respect.

The usual first reaction to the question on fullmbership was to state that everyone
is equal before the law and thus everyone is anfiginber of society. In addition to

that, one is seen as being the architect of hieorown fortunes. This holds both for

the interest to participate and reflections on agbersonal status in society.

The fullness of citizenship or the quality of memdbgp in society was seen as in
principle depending on the activeness and sucdeg®e@erson him- or herself and
the notion that there is little to be done for otheople or public institutions. Such
attitudes were compatible with the understandingcitizenship as an essentially
political and legal phenomenon connected to nadtate, patriotism and loyalty. The
social dimension of citizenship seemed to be d@ealy weak, and the prevalence of
individualistic attitudes provided a basis for rda@ral discourse:

“I participate little, but | know | have the right participate as much as |
wish” (Tanja).

“l am a business woman, too much a rolling stonatch participate in social

life” (Liia).

At times it seemed as if the interviewees triegpp@¢osuade themselves that everything
depends on their effort, that it is their own faifilthey experience difficulties and
that, if they struggle hard, they will end up bethg masters of their own destiny and
well-being:

“I would have all the rights — if | just wanted amd was active” (Pavel).
Many interviewees were clearly both rational anttwating when discussing their

opportunities. Here even the general patrioti¢Latds were somewhat overshadowed.
This was most visible in the context of possiblegation. While the older returned
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exiles’ remained true to their decision to stay in theitive country, the younger
exiles and multicultural persons considered thectpral option of leaving for
employment:

“l obtained dual citizenship in order to work iretstonian foreign service”
(Sch).

Expectedly, the main context for discussion on giadticipation in society was the

national level. Both local and EU levels of contewdre surprisingly weak, but for

different reasons. The local level was usually used inseparably from the national.
Opportunities on the EU level, if generally welcaime the context of freedom of

movement, were in fact largely unknown and as slidimot form an important point

of reference. World citizenship was not part of haveubstantial of the portion of

respondents perceived the questions.

*kkk

All'in all, the substantial dimensions of citizensshow a pattern compatible with the
results of other stages of the interview. Genefi@ic sentiment was clearly
dominant in discussions of loyalty and presentigtassions of identity. Identity was
also connected to the interviewee’s social network.

On the other hand, attitudes on full membershipdaiety reflect the prominence of
individualism, pragmatism and instrumentalism concey everyday life. The issues

of civil and social citizenship were not addresssdcitizenship and sometimes not
even in the context of full membership in socidfydirectly asked, interviewees

usually discussed these issues in terms of pubdicigions of welfare, not citizenship.

Here, neo-liberal attitudes were relatively prominebut the need for benevolence
and some kind of social cohesion was also oftemessed.

Despite a generally similar pattern concerning thébstantial dimensions of

citizenship, there seem to be some differences deetwihe returned exiles and
Estonian multicultural residents. The nationalisihthe exiles has been influenced by
the experiences of mainstream tolerance in the dorfnost society. In contrast, the
attitudes of multiple citizens can be explainedtle context of self-persuasion,
primarily in order to overcome the situation of dreling to a minority attempting

success in a restored nation state.

4. Main discourses

Having examined the main positions of the intendeg it is appropriate to proceed
to the main lines of argumentation that we ideediffrom the interviews. The basis of
the subsequent discussion is the types of disaursgics developed by the
interviewees. We will first bring out the discowssie general and then focus more

% It is worth mentioning that many of the older esihave retired. As a rule they are better off in
Estonia than in the country of former employmeftisTis because their pension goes further in Egtoni
due to lower living expenses. However, this shawdtto be thought to lessen their patriotic sentitne
as expressed in the interviews.
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specifically on the sets of attitudes prevailing omg multiple citizens and
multicultural persons separately.

Generalising the interviews, we can identify fouaimlines of argumentation with
regard to national, multiple and EU citizenship:

1. Mainstream pragmatism. National citizenship isrieEn context of reference
in accordance with the above examination. The joosis characterised by
general patriotism and some flexibility regardirrggiical arrangements. Thus
multiple citizenship is not supported, but the eutr silent tolerance of
multiple citizens is not criticized much either. eTEuropean Union and EU
citizenship are accepted and even liked in theas@nt form (as an additional
bonus to Member State citizenship). But in caseEbf citizenship being
redefined so that Estonian identity and sovereigrdyld seem to come under
the threat of marginalisation, the attitudes ofeimtewees were clearly
negative (even if not aggressively so). In somesnhg attitudes are relatively
conservative, with a classical concept of citizegmdfing in the background.
Such lines of reasoning characterised the respoonfethe majority of
respondents of various generations both ethnicnizste and Russians, from
East and West.

2. Estonian nationalism. The main topics of interestd( concern) are the
development of the Estonian culture and the sogereiation state. A
conservative approach to citizenship is complentebtea strong cognisance
of national political and cultural community. Natal citizenship is
understood as an exclusive relation based on enadtiaffiliation and
committed membership. Multiple citizenship is ratezhatively, even if it is
sometimes accepted as tolerable in certain préactcaumstances. EU
citizenship is regarded with suspicion, althougbrg¢halso are some direct
signs of opposition to. Wishing to keep the EU ekpent within
.feasonable” limits, there should be even fewerragogtional structures in
some areas (although some respondents are supgpofticommon an EU
foreign and defence policy). Some respondents ig ¢ategory were ethnic
Estonians, most of whom are exiles returned froenifest.

3. Eastern orientation. Connections to the culturalcepof Russia and all the
former Soviet Union. Contacts with FSU countries eggarded as the most
important. The idea of national citizenship and éteclusiveness is well
understood and logically accepted. However, travigrests and interests in
contacts clearly lean towards flexibility, resuffinn mixed attitudes on
multiple citizenship. The European Union and EUzeiiship are associated
with the general pattern of westernisation in cotgerary Estonia, thus the
general attitude toward westernisation — thoughawggressively opposed, is
one of reluctance. We can speak of a mostly culjdbased hesitation.
Sometimes the viewpoints have been more deeplyidenesl, hence the
opposition more concrete. Among our intervieweesrghwere only some
people clearly falling into this line of reasonir§ich weakness is somewhat
surprising but may be explained by the compositimin the body of
interviewees.
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4. Welfare instrumentalism. The key issue of interigstnaximising personal
welfare. Everything is good if it enhances persomall-being and material
welfare. National and multiple citizenship are wbtspecial relevance other
than as the basis for employment and other so@aaic action. As long as
European Union is understood to be improving welféine strengthening of
the supra-national features of the EU and EU cishgp are welcomed. A
position that Estonia is too small for economicicéhcy clearly has
prominence in this context, being the main reason gupporting the
strengthening of European Union. There are rathemynsupporters of these
positions among both ethnically Estonian and Rasgoauth.

The discourses can be better understood and ietetprwith reference to other
research concerning societal integration, which basn conducted mainly with
regard to Soviet-time immigrants in an emotionaliybiguous position after the
collapse of the USSR. However, such people do aotptise a homogenous group.
“Soviet people” belonging to older generation pareethemselves as not being
obliged to apply for citizenship in the “new” stdtee. Estonia). Instead, they express
their natural affiliation to place, which is in bes of mental identification with their
country or votchina (historical territory) as they have learned fromvigt-time
narratives and have experienced for decades. kpisias why an absolute majority
of immigrants long (i.e. at least up to the middfehe nineties) perceived the “zero
option” and dual citizenship (Estonian/Russian)fag” and as a “norm” (Estonia’s
Experiment 1997; Estonia’s Non-citizens 1997).

Estonian EU membership and effective integratiotoia into the market economy
made the position of non-Estonians more and morkiqaraus and also created a
visible gap between generations, particularly mvhlues of the old, middle-aged and
younger generations. The middle-aged and youngeerggons show more respect
toward the present Estonia. Some other studieskré@vgportant changes in structure
of values in the younger generation of immigrahational security, the environment
and independence occupy the last places in theeooslwalues of younger and
middle-age non-Estonian residents. In families ttiethby a younger cohort of non-
Estonians, rationality, utilitarianism, the capébilfor adaptation, success, personal
autonomy and so on have taken central place asndomnivalues (Jarva 2003).
According to this study an absolute majority ofgrds maintain national heritage and
only one quarter feel that they fully belong to dfsa. At the same time they are
highly interested in ensuring that their childrere a&ompetent in the Estonian
language and culture. About two thirds perceivetbiia as their homeland and a
quarter both Russia and Estonia. Only every teatilaged that they instruct children
first of all to be citizens of Russia, and almosé dalf believed their children to have
become patriots of Estonia. About one third sawceledants as citizens of EU or of
the world and future residents of some EU countrghe USA. Only one tenth of
parents perceived the future of their children asnected to Russia (Jarva 2004).
These and other findings are very informative faeipreting of our interviews.

Younger generations (both Estonians and non-Estepialready do not share in the
traumas of the past to the full. Younger generatiohimmigrants and their children
who have grown up in the Estonian Republic dondefsuch a pressing need to
redefine a “Soviet” identity. Citizenship requiremt® are just practical issues, and the
Estonian language is perceived as a symbolic viahp®rtant for integration with
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Estonian society (Vihalemm  2002). New competencieserve for
naturalization/accommodation among the ruins ofapsled utopia. In political terms
“citizenship requirements” serve as “marks of ldoyabnd are connected first of all
with the future. The younger generations of Estosialso do not perceive themselves
as “agents of history” or as members of the “comityuof fate” (Kirch 2002,100).
However, “securitizing discourse” rationalizing ttiizenship policy of Estonia, even
if not entirely fair to them, may be seen as aifjiest “defensive” strategy.

4.1. Profiles of multiple citizens

We can distinguish three main lines of argumentateflected in the interviews with
multiple citizens:

1. Nationally minded discourse. Usually among the old#urned exiles, also
among some middle-aged and younger people. Thegrstachd citizenship
principally in classical terms, based on mutualpdattachments and loyalties.
The basis for identity is Estonia as a homelaneifTioyalty towards Estonia
is unguestioned but sometimes complemented byhattact to the country of
exile as well. It concerns not only social netwgrkat this group has deep
feelings of gratitude towards their former host ivies.

This observation firstly concerns persons belongmghe older generation.
They also feel slightly ashamed of their multipiézenships because they
understand this as a partial disloyalty towardoist At the same time they
either are afraid of possible Russian aggressigharfuture and want to retain
the opportunity to leave, feel partly attached é&brleast thankful) to the
country of exile, or just haven’t bothered to renoei their other citizenship.

They usually consider themselves full-scale citizan all of the Marshallian
dimensions. They expressed some confusion and edmgbn being regarded
not as “pure” Estonians and on incomplete demaattin in the field of
politics. But, in general, they are satisfied witteir status. People from the
older generation express doubts on active partioipan Estonian politics.
They don’t feel at home in the domestic affair€estonia, but the majority of
them declared sympathies towards nationalist artie

Multiple citizen interviewees of the older genenatiperceive EU citizenship
as something instrumentally important, but theyyvestrongly deny EU
citizenship as a “real” citizenship or an altermatio Estonian citizenship.

2. Pragmatic cosmopolitan discourse. These attituttesacterise some people
of both western (US and EU) and eastern (FSU)msjdbut the latter may be
prevailing (we even discovered some people from R8¢ now holding
multiple citizenships in the form of a citizenshim Estonia and
simultaneously in some other EU state). This categoedominantly hosts
socially active, middle-aged or younger people, ynainmixed families. They
regard citizenship instrumentally, without signéfit considerations of loyalty.
The main question is: what can citizenship be used The identities and
loyalties within this group are mostly connectedthwpersonal contacts,
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especially friends. Dual citizenship is a tool fiersonal purposes, especially
travelling but in many cases also for looking foin$.

Among them is quite a big share of foreign-born nger Estonians, who,
because of their excellent language competence,emodducation, work
experience, etc., were hired in Estonian state midimation. The post-
communist gap in development and civilisation betwvéhe West and post-
colonial Estonia (but nowadays also Russia) opemgd new career
perspectives.

This interviewees of this subgroup are not domuhatey particular

citizenships, and they consider the entire worldirthhome. They usually
consider themselves full-scale citizens in all Marshallian dimensions.
Within this group there is much concern about matidevel issues and a very
positive attitude towards EU and EU citizenship.

3. Cautious privatistic discourse. These attitudesrasttarise some Estonian
emigrants (who left after Estonia restored its pefedence for jobs in the
West and who later returned) and some Estoniarbitdrds of FSU origin.
The respondents in this category are usually ldssated. Citizenships and
passports do not imply any special feelings anduaesl as tools for crossing
borders, collecting social welfare, etc. Peoplettryappear mainstream and
unnoticeable and do not express strong nationahbltieg. The FSU
respondents compare their current standard of divim the one of their
contacts of the FSU countries and think that theyhbetter off, but they have
not adapted into Estonian society well. One coubtice some feelings of
alienation. Many such people did not agree to gigdte in interviews. These
people cannot indicate their full usage of Marsaalldimensions but are
nevertheless stating they have no problems — eévag/tdepends on the
person as an individual.

4.2. Profiles of multicultural persons

In cases of multicultural interviewees, we baseddiscussion on societal integration
in the context of becoming full-scale citizens irafghallian dimensions. On this
basis, we can distinguish four main discoursesecéflg different stages of
integration. As respondents in the multiculturadugy are generally younger, as well
as more active and open, these attitudes reflaobus perspectives of integration
within the group but not reflect a reluctance tregrate:

1. Path seeking. Strong emotional connections to tB& Fhome country,
predominantly with Russia. Parents late Soviet-timenigrants, or Russo-
centrics, or living in former military areas andé&wme Ida-Virumaa cities that
have mainly Russians as inhabitants. Clear seiftifleation as
Russia/Belarus/Ukraine but also as a non-Estomdastonia. There is also a
clear cultural distance with the relatives in Rasas experienced through
practical experiences. The person has decided n@ineinto Estonia and
understands that in order to be successful one beuattive in society. Thus
he/she learns Estonian and looks for positionssioiiia. Usually he/she has
already gotten Estonian citizenship, normally védunalisation. An important
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step towards integration is university-level edimain an Estonian university
rather than in a Russian one with a departmentatipgrillegally in Estonia.

There is some frustration (especially among makpordents) due to the
feeling of being disadvantaged from the start @iefavoured as non-ethnic
Estonians). A large share of this group had stroagonal feelings they
actually dared to express. They perceive themsebespite their efforts to
integrate into Estonian society, as somewhat akéehand distanced from the
community of the Estonians. Such attitudes seemaclexistic of a relatively
large group of the Russian-speaking minority thatsimsomehow find its
social place in the future.

2. Integrating. Participating actively in social lile instrumental terms. Parents
have some vague or, in some cases, more developegctions to everyday
life in Estonia. This group was educated in schaafisRussian-language
instruction but adapted to both Estonian and tratsnal popular culture at
the consumerist level. They speak relatively fluEstonian and have ethnic
Estonian friends, acquaintances or partners.

People of this group often regard both staying stokia and leaving Estonia
as practical options: Leaving Estonia means lifehe West and employment
opportunities. Their national sentiments are weadt #heir identities vague.
Estonia may look to be too tiny for people who arperienced to think in
broader categories. Estonia is a nice place, bug mot necessarily their
destiny. General attitudes are quite pragmatic kzaskd on personal welfare.
All respondents have been very interested in Esatoncitizenship in
instrumental terms and have obtained this some tge either through
naturalisation or already through parents (i.erentty they are citizens).

3. Fully integrated into Estonian society. People his tgroup originate from
well-adapted families that came with the first ingnation wave to Estonia
during the forties or fifties and often are fromxeu Estonian/Russian,
Russian/Ukrainian, etc. families. Sometimes thegioate from some smaller
Estonian towns in the southern or western partee@tountry, where the bulk
of the population are ethnic Estonians. They peecéhemselves as being
much different from the “late migrants” (who arrdzén context of next
migration wave in seventies) and as a group clasetheir Estonian
countrymen.

They have decided to stay to Estonia and hope tsubeessful in their life
career. They often are hesitant in defining th#ineity but regard themselves
mostly as ethnic Estonians. (A lot of problems ted@t from language deficit
— there is no word in the Estonian language foicatthg Estonian citizens of
non-Estonian ethnic origin). Culturally, they atdlyf integrated and externally
indistinguishable from other Estonians, althougbréhmay be some minor
internal confusions. In principle they are not eiféfint from other
(“mainstream”) ethnic Estonian youth. At the saingetthey well understand
and evaluate their other culture and even useftinisome purposes — even
though they might have been the last generatian tros wave of immigrants.
They comprise a great resource of the Estoniaregodoth in the context of
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continuing integration and in developing effectio®entacts with many
countries.

4. Ethnic Estonians with a multicultural backgrounéhe$e mostly are exchange
pupils for one to three years, or they are childndro are sent to study in
Estonia by parents who left Estonia because obpgiortunities, which allows
them to make a subsequent choice of which stadedtare as their country of
residence. They often have rather noticeable nalfjoatriotic sentiments,
which are also reflected in attitudes toward thstypomlonial diaspora as such
(not on a interpersonal level) and are not neciggaagmatic. At the same
time they usually have warm feelings towards thether country of
residence/experience. Having grown up in a weldaaety, they seem to be a
bit less “grown up” when compared to the local peowith tougher
challenges in life. Often they don’t have clear-ettitudes concerning the
issues of citizenship or actual participation icisty.

5. Conclusions and recommendations

Summarising the above discussion, we could brostdie that the key positions in
the survey among decision makers were also braafibcted in the attitudes of
multiple citizens and multicultural persons. Thilir stories are not so marginal,
after all.

There is some kind of common architecture in theati@es of the elites and people
in the contact zone. Modern nationhood as genergkgt of reference,
complemented by pragmatic instrumentalism andivelstlittle information on
citizenship issues, thus seem to be a relativetiespread pattern in Estonia.

The contradictions of general nationalism and pratgmnstrumentalism could
possibly be used as a resource for changes towasts open solutions in national
citizenship policies. However, people actually eféel generally understand the
current settings as reasonable.

The attitudes of multiple citizens and multiculiucdizens as such did not differ
significantly; the orientations were more influedd®y socio-cultural background
(West vs. East). However, multiple citizens seemefyesent a more active part of
population in practice, irrespective of origin.

Multiple citizenship is not a popular concept irtlsattitudinal contexts, even among
the groups of interviewees most likely to be indawvof it. Multiple citizens
themselves are sometimes embarrassed about thiiplenaitizenship. Holding

many passports simultaneously is mostly connect@velling. European Union
citizenship is accepted in its current form, bréhseems to be little rationale seen in
significantly expanding its scope.

There were almost no respondents who regard theessehs less-than-full

participants in societal life within any of the Maallian dimensions, neither before
nor after explaining the nature of civil, politicahd social citizenship and asking
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further similar questions. At the same time thepoesients were aware of their
modest actual participation in many fields.

The background logic behind this situation is tleaterything is perceived by
interviewees as depending on personal effort. & @ninterested and active, one can
participate fully in whatever field one wants andyrachieve almost whatever one
wants to achieve. It is merely that the responddotsiot want to participate. These
attitudes may partly indicate a liberal type ofiaation of self and societal
consciousness. This is most probably related alstheé underdevelopment of the
concept of social citizenship in public discourse.

There seems to be widespread instrumentalism anéhreveorientation among
younger interviewees. This may be partly explaibgdthe fact that many of the
Soviet-time immigrants had predominantly economielfare) motivations, which
possibly reflect also in the attitudes of youngengyations. However, younger ethnic
Estonians also partly share these attitudes. As, sue possible explanation could be
the general instrumentalisation of values andualéis referring to a moraomo
oeconomicugype of behaviour. Hegemony of such a kind of reetds most likely
related to the confused state organisation charstteof most of the central and
eastern European countries.

Both of these types of self and world conceptutiea are especially telling for

policy makers. Multiple citizens and multiculturpersons, most likely almost all

ethnic Estonians, need some shared spaces to pestghitegies enhancing their
interest in engaging in public affairs. The natafesuch strategies is a separate
discussion topic.

Since the collapse of Soviet Union, minoritiesdiyiwithin Estonia have had to re-
construct their identities. Estonia has been t@nshg into to a more multicultural
society than Soviet Estonia was. Instead of comtatian membership with the
“Soviet people”, the institution of citizenship asconstitutive element of present-day
Estonia. Dilemmas related to citizenship pave thg for understanding the Estonian
nation-building process. Adaptation into Estoniagisty is seen both as inevitable
for active participation and as a natural choiageaimyone who wishes make career in
Estonia. The better-adapted ethnic Russians werdfalithat people who do not like
Estonia should prefer to emigrate.

Security comprises one of the discourses that hasportant role to play in post-
colonial Estonia. It is obvious that there is a sidarable variation in the ways in
which the security discourse is linked with thentilig/loyalty discourse, and also in
the ways in which it has been articulated in temfisitizenship. In case of the
Russophones’ post-modern identity politics, thekdime remains relatively loose.
Collective/group but also personal security isatdpical issue for “Russophones” as
much the latter is essential to Estonians. It ipdrtant to underline that despite
significant frustration over the issue of securgignifiers such asecurity, success,
achievement, freedometc. represent Estonian citizenship (which now ES
citizenship). For “Russophone” respondents, theyratevant labels for hope in an
optimistic future, effective personal “agendas”,'life projects”. Shifts in citizenship
status (i.e. gaining Estonian citizenship) is fiotall marked by the sense of relief
and optimism.
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Discourses on Estonia among immigrants usually db aontain any important
structural elements, which were essential for ogdof the exclusive nationalist
discourse. These discourses contained the followgtegments, which also are
important for understanding attitudes of the Esanosiin respect of dual citizenship:

- a set of (historical) ideas related to the gloafion of the pre-war Estonian
Republic;

- narratives/assumptions on the existence of legaliroaty between the past
and modern Estonian states;

- the display of Estonians as the only agents ofgaddence movement (which
marginalised Russians as immigrants); and

- citizenship as an element of fundamental valueht dustainability of the
nation.

Effective citizenship policy expects that alongssidstantial forms of identity there
is also room for some other forms of membershim-imdamentalist memberships
operate as patterns of citizenship first of all flee “Russophone” minority (as our
study revealed, these can be shared also by soowpgyof the ethnic Estonians).
According to some studies, the formation of civiteritity has made significant
progress during the last decade (firstly among geurgeneration). Civic identity is
connected with political identity, and they suppe#ch other, but civic identity is
feasible even when political identity is quite weak

In a broad sense civic identity is the feeling tthehment to state and society; a
cognition of commonality of interests with all meemnb of society (Vihalemm 2001;
Jakobson 2002). Civic identity has taken root when:

1) the norms and laws of the society are taken assis far discussion, the position
of the dominant ethno-class is accepted and tisecensensus that any change in
its position could be achieved only according ®thles and laws of host society;

2) there are some cultural elements (communicativés t@oltural norms, symbols,
etc.) common to different segments of society;

3) the different ethno-cultural and social parts & fociety recognize that they have
common interests and see themselves as parts slthe wider system (Smith
and Wilson 1997).

Even if signs of frustration and alienation havedmanroads in the Russophone
society, these elements of civic identity pattetegration (nation building) constitute
the main resource of citizenship as an instruménivic integration in Estonia.

Along with the other perspectives, it appears tlesearch on citizenship issues
opened up one of the most promising/illuminating prapches for
understanding/articulating new challenges relatedhie nation building and EU
integration in the post-colonial Estonia; a counivijich today is in a globalising
world. Both national, multiple and even EU citizbigsare kinds of responses to the
challenges of transforming realities in Estonia anBurope. We discovered that a set
of different types of identity constructions, lolyalconstructions and practical
strategies for paths in life have developed andexdst side by side.
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An important difference can be observed in termattifudes towards dual citizenship
and EU citizenship between groups of returned sxded their descendants, which
quite largely is coincident with the gap betweetteoland younger generations.

The older generations of the exiles with dual etighip (40 years and older) share
mainly a strong nationalist/exclusionist perspextion a dual citizenship. This

understanding treats dual citizenship first of &bbm the perspective of the

sustainability of the Estonian nation and bearstrang emphasis on immigrant

assimilation (or integration). They represent alis that are popular in Estonia in
general and close to methodological nationalism“sedentarism”. Sedantarism

represents a notion that immobility and nationallorootedness constitutes the
normal and described condition, whereas migrasoa deviation from normality (cf.

Faist 2000). For many of the people who comprise ghoup, such emphasis has its
background in not only nationalist mindsets (ediocatt home), but also in the

alarming experience from their host countries (Can&weden England etc). Large-
scale immigration and misuse of multiple citizepshiave made many of former
exiles, who returned from these countries, conakatm®ut the future of Estonia.

The position of the younger generation of exilege(h 40 or less) is closer to the
transnational understanding of dual citizenshipeiffperspective is also quite taken
with the nationalist view but is not as developsdte “methodological nationalism"
of the older generation. They link multiple citizbip to the EU and

perceive/interpret dual citizenship as an instrumenmake use of transnational
resources. This position has its background inrtbein experience of living and

studying in different countries. Yet this very ‘@mbational” group/generation cannot
abandon security issues from their discourse, asiRuemains in the picture.

The younger generation of “Russophones” which fatntbe main group of

respondents (i.e. Soviet immigrants with multictdtubackground) tend to entertain
multiple identities and loyalties simultaneouslistonianess” is defined first of all in
terms of loyalty. “Russophones” seem to displayst{modern identity politics with

multiple loyalties but lacking a clear pattern thias with the findings of other

scholars (cf. Vetik 1999, 11).

Unfortunately, we had not planned to ask aboutaitiéudes of people holding one
citizenship (i.e. “Russphones”) in terms of how ytheank the option of dual
citizenship. (According to other studies it is reéd by a big share of non-Estonians
form of citizenship.) However, a large number ofraaves revealed that single
citizenship is as relevant as dual citizenshigh®itlentity structure of non-Estonians.
Our study seems to support the idea that, for thaie Estoniansprimordial and
hierarchic modes of identity politics are the mostnmonplace, and, among the
Russophonegost-moderndentity construction prevails (cf. Aalto 2001,)22

Two processes run simultaneously — the integratbpost-colonial space and the
effective integration of Estonia into the globaiigiworld are in clear conflict in
modern Estonia. Coming to terms with them demandicips that cannot be
productive in all perspectives. Some shift towaslsmore flexible and liberal
approach in respect of dual citizenship appeapsdferred.
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In making Estonian society more transparent andldapof coming to terms with
challenges produced by globalisation and developihgansnational communities,
the following are expected of Estonian decision ensk

« along with the identity policy typical to “nationsing state” exercised thus
far, loyalty (civic citizenship) should be percaiveas an exhaustive
constitutive element for the development of effeesocietal bindings;

* multicultural models of “Estonianess” should be eleped as an element of
contemporary nation building; and

* immigration policies should be developed to eas#wse future problems
likely to arise due to depopulation. Multiple céizship is one the instruments
of such complex policies.
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