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Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to take a first step toward integrating the study of citizenship
into theoretical and substantive debates within the field of comparative politics, by means of an
empirical study about how and why citizenship policies vary across the countries of the
European Union. More concretely, the paper includes three main objectives: 1) to characterize
clearly how the 15 EU countries determine their criteria for membership and naturalization; 2) to -
categorize these criteria in comparison with one another, thereby capturing the range of national
policies, and the extent to which they have been converging in recent years; and 3) to explain the
existing cross-national variation, by evaluating four competing theories about citizenship based
on the evidence.

The paper is divided into four main sections. I start by justifying the importance of
focusing on citizenship, contrary to the claims of some scholars who argue that globalization has
undermined the significance of political citizenship as the basic foundation of the modern nation-
state system. I then present four different theoretical perspectives on citizenship—which I label
national community, globalization, domestic liberalism, and historical institutionalism—each of
which has distinct predictive consequences, particularly on the question of whether an ongoing
convergence process is taking place.

In the third section, I introduce comparative evidence from the countries of the EU,
providing a breakdown of the four main elements of a country’s citizenship policy—whether or

not it allows for citizenship by birth, the relative ease or difficulty of its naturalization



requirements, whether or not it allows naturalizing immigrants to hold dual citizenship, and its
naturalization rates—for each of the 15 EU countries. Moreover, by comparing these four
elements for each country in both contemporary period and in the 1980s, I am able to consider
the extent to which an actual convergence process has been taking place. Then, in the fourth
main section, I assess the four theories based on the empirical evidence. The analysis shows
that, of the four theoretical approaches, a historical institutional approach seems to provide the
best explanation for the national distinctiveness that remains, while also accounting for some of
the partial change that has taken place in several countries. Finally, I conclude very briefly with
some reflections about the implications of these findings for future research on the topic of

citizenship.

Why Citizenship Matters

Despite the fact that citizenship is the most basic and fundamental starting point of a
democratic polity, the concept has been relatively neglected by empirically-oriented political
scientists. The study of citizenship has largely been restricted to the field of normative political
theory, in which it has been a flourishing theme over the past decade. Political theorists have
already produced valuable contributions, new perspectives, and heated debates on the concept
and practice of citizenship (Benhabib 2001, 2002a, 2002b; Beiner 1995; Carens 1995; Kymlicka
and Norman 2000; Miller 2000). Yet compared to such topics as political institutions, the
welfare state, public opinion, and civil society—all of which have spawned multitudes of careful
comparative studies—the empirical dynamics surrounding citizenship remain vague and poorly

understood. This section attempts to justify an empirical and comparative study of citizenship by



making the case that a country’s citizenship policy has important political, economic, and social
consequences—even in the era of globalization.

Writing in an altogether different era, Aristotle in the Politics (1941: 1247b-75a) raised
questions about citizenship that are still very relevant today:

The state is a compound made of citizens; and this compels us to consider who

should properly be called a citizen and what a citizen really is. The nature of

citizenship, like that of the state, is a question which is often disputed: there is no

general agreement on a single definition: the man who is a citizenin a

democracy is often not one in an oligarchy.

Even leaving aside modern-day oligarchies, and focusing on liberal democracies, the recent
developments of globalization, large-scale migration, and the decline of many elements of
nation-state sovereignty make Aristotle’s questions appear downright timely.

On the most basic level, citizenship bestows upon individuals membership in a national
political community. In liberal democracies, it gives them the right to vote, to run for office, and
to participate freely in public activities, while also requiring the obligation of paying taxes and
possibly serving in the military. In terms of the larger international community, citizenship
serves as what Rogers Brubaker (1992:x) calls “a powerful instrument of social closure,” in two
respects. First, the boundary of citizenship allows rich states to draw a line that separates its
citizens from potential immigrants from poor countries. Second, it allows states to create
internal boundaries that separate citizens from foreign residents, by associating certain rights and
privileges with national citizenship (see also Torpey 2000:154-157).

Citizenship therefore evokes a fundamental paradox within liberal democracies, namely,
what Seyla Benhabib (2002a, 2002b) calls “the paradox of democratic legitimacy.” Liberal

democracies are based on universal language of fundamental human rights, along with the free



association and participation of “the people,” yet they also must delineate clear and enforceable
borders and boundaries. This refers not only to territorial borders, but also to the boundaries of
political membership. Determining who is included in the concept of “the people” also implies
at least an implicit understanding of who is excluded.! In essence, the paradox is that liberal
democracies are “internally inclusive” while remaining “externally exclusive” (Brubaker
1992:21). |

In a major contribution to the study of citizenship, T.H. Marshall (1950) developed a
model of citizenship based on the experience of industrialization and the expansion of
democracy a century ago. Although that model is no longer quite appropriate for today’s world,
it still raises questions that are relevant for contemporary debates about the future of citizenship.
Marshall argued that the extension of rights and benefits go in a specific historical sequence as
democracy develops and expands, starting with basic civil rights (freedom of conscience,
protection of property, and some associational liberties), leading eventually to political rights (to
vote, hold office, speak and associate freely), and finally culminating in social rights (to form
labor unions, and eventually to receive the many social benefits that welfare states provide). The
argument is compelling, and it fits the historical experience of Western Europe quite well.

In recent decades, however, the welfare state has expanded in a way that defies
Marshall’s logic. In most liberal democracies today, wide-ranging civil, but also social, rights
are extended to almost all workers and legal residents, even if they are not citizens, and tﬁerefore
do not have political rights. In other words, political rights are no longer a prerequisite for social

~ rights. Moreover, in an increasing number of places in both Western Europe and North America,

! Historically, of course, many groups—women, slaves, non-Christians, non-property owners, and others who would
fit Kant’s (1996 [1797]:92) category of “mere auxiliaries to the commonwealth”—have been excluded from
citizenship in democracies. Cited by Benhabib (2002b:451-452).



non-citizens are being granted local or regional (but not national) voting rights.2 At the same
time as this sub-national political participation has been expanding, citizens of countries that are
members of the supra-national EU can now choose to vote in European elections in their EU
country of residence, rather than their country of origin.

While Marshall’s sequencing may no longer apply to the contemporary situation, many
scholars agree normatively with his emphasis on social rights as the ultimate priority and
objective. But this has, in turn, led many to proclaim the current br impending empirical
irrelevance of citizenship in the nation-state. According to this argument, since social rights can
now be achieved without political rights, and since an increasing number of political rights are
now available on the sub-national and supra-national level, national citizenship no longer matters

in this new, post-national era (Soysal 1994; Sassen 1996, 1998; J acobson 1996).

In my view, however, it is far too early to dismiss the relevance of the nation-state and
political citizenship, for a number of reasons. First, the right to vote and run for office in
national elections is still extremely consequential. Non-citizens, even if they are permanent
residents and long-time workers, have no opportunity to participate in the democratic process on
the national level. Since citizenship, immigration, and asylum policies are generally
implemented on the national level, this means that non-citizens are excluded from decisions that
may directly affect their own lives.

Second, despite exaggerated claims that social rights are guaranteed to all regardless of
political citizenship, in many countries non-citizens are excluded from significant social benefits.

For example, five of the nine provinces in Austria do not provide their social assistance programs

2 See Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer (2002:48-49) for a list of countries and regions that allow different forms of
franchise for non-citizens.



to people who are not citizens of Austria or another EU country. Many other countries place
significant restrictions on new immigrants, particularly third-country nationals (non-EU
citizens), who often receive lower benefits, and in many cases are barred from noncontributory
social programs for a certain number of years after arrival (Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer 2002:67-
68). In short, while the modern welfare state undoubtedly provides greater benefits to
immigrants than at earlier points in history, non-citizens still receive significantly fewer social
rights than do people with national citizenship.

Third, although citizenship is generally not relevant for most private-sector employmen’t,3
it is still very important in the allocation of public sector jobs. To give a few examples, the U.S.
government can restrict such postings as public school teachers, state troopers, and probation
officers to American citizens; France only accepts French or EU citizens in railway, postal, and
hospital jobs; and in Germany, government service employment positions in such areas as public
transportation and education is restricted to German or EU citizens (Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer
2002:71-72). Within the EU itself, it should be added that, while citizens of an EU country can
automatically live and work in another EU country, third-country nationals generally only have
the right to reside and work in the country into which they have immigrated.

A fourth reason why political citizenship is still quite significant has to do with the
eventual integration of immigrants into the host society. Critics of immigration often complain
that immigrants make little effort to integrate themselves—and in some cases this may be
accurate—but the key analytic point here is that immigrants who become naturalized citizens are

likely to become much more integrated in “their” new country than those who remain non-citizen

3 Nonetheless, discrimination against non-citizens in private employment is not unheard of, and immigrants are
generally in less secure positions than citizens. Moreover, family members of immigrants are often excluded from
working altogether, even in the private sector, for a certain number of years (e.g., four to eight years in Austria)
(Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer 2002:67-68).



residents, or “denizens” (Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer 2002:9). In other words, leaving aside
normative questions about the desirability of increased immigration and/or naturalization,
political citizenship can serve as rough measure of integration.

Finally, a related reason why political citizenship remains pivotal has to do with the
demographic situation in the advanced industrialized world, and in particular the future of
pension systems throughout the countries of the EU. Without a dramatic change in the old-age
dependency ratio, along with significant structural changes, most of the pension systems will be
facing an “unsustainable financial burden” within 10-15 years (European Commission 2002:11-
12). Although increasing the immigration and naturalization rates would by no means solve the
problem—and, of course, it might create new political problems, including a xenophobic and
extreme-right backlash—it could certainly contribute to an easing of the pension crisis by
increasing the number of working-age contributors. Moreover, given that the naturalization of
immigrants often leads to their greater integration, it is quite possible that political citizenship
would be a factor in the future stability and sustainability of the impending demographic and
pension crises in many EU countries.

" In short, whether in terms of politics and elections, welfare state benefits, public-sector
employment, social integration, or demographics and pension systems, national citizenship
remains an essential and enduring feature of modern life. This does not mean, however, that
citizenship has the same form and meaning across countries. On the contrary, Aristotle’s
assertion that “the man who is a citizen in a democracy is often not one in an oligarchy” could
now be rephrased as “the person who is a citizen in one democracy is often not one in another
democracy.” Indeed, there has historically been great variation in how different countries

attribute and grant citizenship. The question is whether that cross-national variation is still



holding strong today, or whether it is diminishing, as many nation-states (particularly in the EU)
are coming together on so many other issues. The next section turns to several theoretical
approaches to citizenship, all of which have distinct predictive implications about a possible

convergence of citizenship policies.

Theoretical Approaches to Explaining Variation in Citizenship Policies

Although the comparative study of citizenship remains underdeveloped, by drawing in
part on several key studies of immigration policy—a closely-related topic—one can identify
competing theoretical approaches that would predict different types of cross-national variation in
citizenship policies. This section discusses four such arguments, which can be labeled national
community, globalization, domestic liberalism, and historical institutionalism. After developing
these arguments and their predictive implications in this section, the following section presents
new comparative evidence from the countries of the European Union, in order to assess the

extent to which each of these arguments applies.

National Community
In one of the few studies that focuses directly on citizenship, Rogers Brubaker contrasts
the French and German conceptions of citizenship and claims that a country’s historical pafh to
state-building—territorial in the case of France, ethno-national for Germany—creates a deeply-
rooted and enduring tradition of what constitutes the national community. Brubaker writes that
“Citizenship in a nation-state is inevitably bound up with nationhood and national identity,” and

he suggests that a country is unlikely to change its citizenship policy, since “Proposals to



redefine the legal criteria of citizenship raise large and ideologically charged questions of
nationhood and national belonging” (1992:182). In other words, although for Brubaker the key
to understanding the origin of a country’s conception of nationhood is historical and institutional,
his argument is largely cultural, since he stresses the lasting power of that idea, and its ability to
prevent any signiﬁcant reform of citizenship policies.

While the specifics of Brubaker’s argument address France and Germany, it can be
extended in more general terms in order to generate relevant predictions for a wider set of
countries. According to this argument, the multiplicity of historical experiences of state-building
have created an equally wide variety of conceptions of nationhood and belonging, which are so
deeply-rooted that they are resistant to change. In other words, despite the development of
supranational institutions like the EU, and despite wider migration flows around the world, the
nation-state and its particular idea of membership and belonging, will not disappear (Brubaker
1992:188-189). The predictive consequence of this argument, therefore, is that cross-national
differences in citizenship policies will remain impervious to the pressures of convergence that
countries have adapted to in so many other areas. In short, a country’s cultural conception of

national community explains its enduring and unchanging policy on citizenship.

Globalization
A number of other scholars have developed a quite different theoretical approach to
citizenship. Although they stress different factors, they all agree that the process of
globalization—which includes unprecedented migration flows, increasing economic and
institutional interdependence, and new norms of universal human rights—has been undermining

the foundation and authority of nation-states, particularly over the past two decades. To them,
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conceptions of national community are no longer relevant, and indeed the very concept of
national citizenship itself has been undermined by today’s globalized economy and citizenry.

For example, David Jacobson argues that “Transnational migration is steadily eroding the
traditional basis of nation-state membership, namely citizenship” (Jacobson, 1996:8). Saskia
Sassen stresses both the development of supranational institutions and the breadth of the welfare
state in arguing that “when it comes to social services (education, health insurance, welfare,
unemployment benefits) citizenship status is of minor importance in the United States and in
Western Europe” (Sassen, 1998, 1996:95). Yasemin Soysal (1994) has developed a somewhat
different argument, one that emphasizes the recent emergence of transnational and “postnational”
norms based on individual human rights of personhood, which serve to uﬁdermine the previously
dominant system of nation-states. But she comes to a similar conclusion, namely that “As an
identity, national citizenship—as it is promoted, reinvented, and reified by states and other
societal actors—still prevails. But in terms of its transition into rights and privileges, it is no
longer a significant construction” (159).

While the points of emphasis may be different, the general prediction is that—regardless
of their traditions of national community—nation-states are becoming increasingly incapable of
regulating their immigration flows and citizenship policies, which is leading to the increasing
irrelevance of national citizenship and a rapid convergence among the advanced industrialized

countries.

Domestic Liberalism
A third type of approach to citizenship stands in stark contrast to the first two. According

to what may be called a domestic liberal argument, conceptions of national community are no
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longer useful for understanding contemporary citizenship policies, but this is not as a result of
globalization or loss of state control. On the contrary, domestic liberals argue that a common
process of immigration and citizenship liberalization is taking place for very specific domestic
political reasons. In other words, while traditions of nationhood have changed, the nation-state
still remains the central locus of power and action.

This argument was first developed by Gary Freeman (1995:886), who argues that liberal
democracies accept more immigrants than public opinion would support, because of “client
politics.” According to Freeman, well-organized interest groups that support immigration—
particularly employers and businesses that depend on unskilled workers and population
expansion—exert more immediate and direct pressure on policymakers than the more diffuse and
poorly articulated influence of the general public, which would otherwise rationally oppose an
expansive immigration policy. The result is an “expansionary bias” (1995:882) within domestic
political competition that occurs in most liberal democracies, even if they have otherwise quite
different political traditions.

Christian Joppke’s approach (1998, 1999) also fits in the domestic liberal category, but
he modifies Freeman’s argument by stressing not just democratic politics, but also the legal
process. Joppke argues that courts and judges—who are immune to both client politics and
public opinion—have consistently supported the rights of immigrants and their families, when
they could have clamped down on “unwanted” immigration. This resulted in increasingly liberal
immigration and citizenship policies in the United States and throughout much of Europe."'

In terms of general predictions about pitizenship policies, the logic of the domestic liberal

argument would expect an ongoing convergence among liberal democracies, whereby traditions

41t should be noted that Joppke is more sensitive to the variation within liberal democracies—both between the
United States and Western Europe, and within Western Furope—than Freeman, since he emphasizes that the U.S.,
UK., and Germany have very different immigration histories, leading to lasting variation.
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of nationhood become increasingly irrelevant, but nation-states retain their authority to determine

and control—but also to liberalize—national immigration and citizenship policies.

Historical Institutionalism

The fourth and final approach to the study of citizenship policies derives from a broader
literature in comparative politics that has seldom been applied to the study of citizenship.
Historical institutionalists emphasize the importance of “path dependence,” and “critical
junctures” from the past, not for predetermining an unchanging future, but for making
subsequent change extremely difficult (Steinmo, Thelen, and Longstreth 1992). According to
this approach, once established, institutions become “sticky,” and institutional change will
require either overwhelming support or very different historical circumstances, both of which are
rare. Future developments can and often do put the original institutions into question, but the
institutions—and their concomitant policy and cultural responses—tend to become deeply
entrenched and self-reinforcing. Nonetheless, it is important to emphasize that according to this
approach change can happen, and in this respect historical institutionalism is more flexible and
dynamic than the culturalist national community argument, since it allows for contingency and
what Ira Katznelson (1997) calls “configuration,” to lead to altogether new institutional
outcomes.

The only scholar to provide an historical institutionalist analysis of immigration and
citizenship is Randall Hansen (2002), who develops a path dependent account for three
anomalies that cannot be explained by the globalization and domestic liberal approaches.5
Hansen argues that the only way to exﬁlain why France allowed the naturalization of 83,000

Algerians in the 1960s, why the United Kingdom tolerated the entry of 200,000 Kenyan Asians

S Note that Hansen refers to the domestic liberal approach as “embedded realism.”
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in the 1960s, and why Germany admitted well over 100,000 asylum seekers per year during the
1990s, is to take into account prior institutional arrangements in each of the countries. In
essence, Hansen claims that “the rules of citizenship and the nation’s constitution itself” structure
and constrain future policy options (280).

While Hansen’s use of historical institutionalism focuses on explaining three specific
colonial and asylum anomalies—and, in fact, Hansen otherwise strongly endorses the domestic
liberal argument, as opposed to the national community or globalization approaches—one can
also make an historical institutional argument in more general terms, to apply to a broader cross-
national perspective on citizenship. Accordingly, this type of argument would expect to see
much more limited convergence than would be predicted by the globalization and domestic
liberalism approaches, but still more change than a national community perspective would
anticipate. The key for the historical institutionalist argument is that prior institutional
arrangements about citizenship policies—which, as recognized by the national community
approach, usually originated during “critical junctures” of state-building—become solidified,
self-reinforcing, and difficult to change. This argument would expect, therefore, that most
countries have not changed their citizenship policies signiﬁcantly.6 And those countries that
have made changes would be expected to have done so only after extended and protracted
domestic debates that most likely only resulted in a partial change or “compromise,” which in

many ways still resembles the previous institutional arrangement.

In sum, these four theoretical approaches to immigration and citizenship policies lead to

very different empirical expectations, particularly on the question of whether a cross-national

¢ In this sense, Hansen’s work more closely fits the domestic liberal category, since he stresses the convergence of
citizenship policies for domestic, rather than global, reasons. The same would apply to his extensive work in
collaboration with Patrick Weil (see Hansen and Weil 2001, 2002; Hansen 1998; Weil 2001).
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convergence process is taking place, or whether citizenship policies will remain nationally
distinct. While the globalization and domestic liberalism arguments would predict an ongoing
convergence in the citizenship policies of advanced industrialized democracies, the national
community and historical institutional approaches both tend to emphasize enduring national
differences that will defy pressures for convergence. The following section turns to an empirical
exploration of citizenship policies in the countries of the European Union—both in the
contemporary period and in the 1980s—which will allow us to begin to adjudicate between these

competing approaches based on systematic comparative evidence.

Comparative Evidence from the Countries of the EU

The main objective of this section is to conceptualize, measure, and classify variation in
the citizenship policies of the 15 countries of the European Union (EU). I focus on this
particular set of cases because they constitute a relatively coherent entity, consisting of countries
that face similar pressures of immigration and globalization within the common framework of
the EU and its institutional and juridical “harmonization.” In comparative historical perspective,
however, the citizenship policies of the EU countries have spanned a range of variation as wide
as that of the entire industrialized world, ranging from very liberal to quite restrictive. In other
words, the focus on the EU provides for interesting contrast and variation within a relatively
similar set of cases, thus allowing for a more systematic analysis than would be possible by
looking at the entire world or even the European continent.

Much of the empirical study of citizenship has either focused on a small number of

countries (Brubaker 1992; Joppke 1999; Feldblum 1999; Fetzer 2000; Rubio-Marin 2000), or it
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is concentrated in edited volumes (Nascimbene 1996; Hansen and Weil 2001, 2002; Aleinikoff
and Klusmeyer 2000, 2001; Hanagan and Tilly 1999): While the case study approach 1s
certainly valuable, and it allows for a better understanding of the dynamics of citizenship policy
within certain key countries, it is unable to trace systematically the variation across the countries
of the EU. Similarly, although edited volumes generally group together some outstanding
individual contributions, and collectively they cover the recent changes in a wide array of
countries, they do not constitute rigorous comparative work on citizenship policy in the countries
of the EU.

In recent years, several scholars have attempted to provide more explicit and systematic
empirical comparisons of citizenship policies across countries (Castles and Davidson 2000;
Koslowski 2000). Dilek Cinar (1994) and Patrick Weil (2001) have provided the most detailed
empirical analyses of nationality laws in nine and 25 countries, respectively. What is still
lacking in both studies, however, is a larger cross-national classification system to make sense of
the vast amount of detail, which would allow for a more general categorization of countries. In
other words, we still have very little clear understanding of how citizenship policies actually vary
across the EU countries, going beyond the complex legal and technical specificities of each case,
to a conceptual level that aggregates these differences into meaningful and tangible groupings

and categories.

The Four Components of Citizenship Policies
In this section, I attempt to provide such a classification, by breaking down each
country’s citizenship law into four key components: 1) whether or not it grants jus soli, or

citizenship by birth; 2) the difficulty of its requirements for naturalization; 3) whether or not it
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allows naturalized immigrants to hold dual citizenship; and 4) its rates of naturalization. After
briefly discussing the significance of each of these categories, I turn to the empirical evidence
from the EU, focusing on two time periods: the contemporary period and the 1980s. 1 provide
an overall index that measures the relative liberality or restrictiveness of a country’s citizenship
policies at both points in time, thus allowing for a consideration of the extent of convergence that

has taken place since the 1980s.

(1) Citizenship by Birth

One of the most important elements of a country’s citizenship policies involves how
newborn children acquire their citizenship. The standard classification that scholars have made
involves the distinction between jus sanguinis (“law of blood”) and jus soli (“law of the soil”),
with the former indicating citizenship passed down by lineage, and the latter referring to
citizenship by birth in a given country. Although these two concepts have often been presented
as a strict dichotomy—with countries having citizenship laws based on either one or the other—
in reality all countries follow jus sanguinis (even the classic jus soli countries). The crucial test
in terms of the relative liberality of a country’s citizenship policy is whether children born on the
soil of a foreign country will automaﬁcally receive that country’s citizenship. In practice, there
is some variation in the way in which countries grant jus soli—some countries allow it regardless
of the (legal or illegal) immigrant status of the parents, while others can be more restrictive and
impose certain conditions—but the main distinction is between countries that allow for some
form of jus soli, and those that do not. The granting of citizenship by birth indicates a

significantly more liberal citizenship policy.
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(2) Naturalization Requirements

Another crucial component of a country’s policy on citizenship involves the relative
transparency and ease with which foreign residents can become naturalized citizens.
Naturalization requirements vary tremendously across countries,’ but they do include some
common features, the most important of which is the residency requirement, or the number of
years a person must legally reside in a country before being eligible to apply for citizenship.
Other requirements sometimes include knowledge of the “new” country’s language and/or
history, sufficient income, good character, the absence of a criminal record, and a loyalty oath
(Weil 2001:22-23). While some countries have a very straightforward list of requirements and
application process, others allow local or national officials to have the “discretion” to approve or
reject the applications of first-generation immigrants, thus adding a considerable amount of
uncertainty and arbitrariness to the process. Moreover, in many—but not all—countries, second-
generation immigrants (the children of those who resettled in the new country) are granted an
automatic right to naturalize (if they did not already acquire it at birth), without having to go

through the application process (Hansen 1998).

(3) Acceptance of Dual Citizenship for Immigrants
A closely-related factor involves whether countries allow their citizens to hold dual
citizenship, a phenomenon that has become increasingly widespread in recent decades and

yf:ars.8 In practice, dual citizenship takes on very different forms, as some countries have special

7 For an extremely detailed, but now already somewhat outdated, account of each country’s requirements, see
Nascimbene (1996). For a more recent overview of the common requirements, see Weil (2001).

§ According to some estimates, the number is as high as five million for Australians (Zappala and Castles, 2000:56),
well into the millions for citizens of the United States (Aleinikoff, 2000:139-140; Spiro, 2002:21), and also at least
several million in Western Europe (Feldblum, 2000:478). The potential, and probably impending, liberalization of
dual citizenship policies worldwide—along with a steady, if not increasing, rate of international marriages and
children—will surely bring these figures up dramatically in the near future (Howard 2002).
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bilateral treaties and relationships (especially with former colonies, or culturally “similar”
regions). The key distinction, however, is between countries that allow dual citizenship
primarily for their émigrés who either naturalized or were born in another country and took on
that citizenship as well, and those countries that allow immigrants to become naturalized citizens
while still maintaining their current citizenship (Howard 2002). In other words, there is an
important difference between what might be called “emigrant dual citizenship,” which comes at
little direct “cost” to the emigrant or “sending” country, and often serves to maintain and |
promote stronger cultural and linguistic connections to people who reside permanently in another
country, and “immigrant dual citizenship,” which allows for the integration of “foreigners” as
naturalized citizens who plan to live, work, and settle permanently in the host or “receiving”
country. Immigrant dual citizenship is clearly the much higher standard, and it is associated with

a more liberal citizenship policy.

(4) Naturalization Rates

In order to get a more accurate sense of the naturalization process and how it varies
across countries, it would be helpful to analyze national statistics on the number and type of
applications, the percentage of acceptances or rejections, and the reasons why. Unfortunately,
however, such detailed statistics are lacking, and the accessible statistics on naturalization rates
are often flawed, mainly because of unclear and unsystematic tabulation methods. Nonetheless,
it is still possible to examine a rough measure of naturalization rates by calculating the number of
acquisitions of citizenships each year as a percentage of the total foreign population in that year.

This allows us to move beyond the strictly legal analysis of a country’s policy on paper, in order
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to get a rough sense of the extent to which foreigners become naturalized citizens in practice.

Higher rates of naturalization will obviously be associated with more liberal citizenship policies.

Empirical Findings
Having discussed the four key components of a country’s citizenship policy, we can now
turn to the empirical evidence from the countries of the EU. Table 1 presents the variation on
each component for the 15 EU countries. The table shows extensive variation on all four
components of citizenship policies, with seven of the countries granting jus soli, a wide range
from easy to difficult naturalization requirements,9 nine countries allowing for immigrants who

naturalize to hold dual citizenship, and also very different rates of naturalization in the 1990s.
[Table 1 here]

In order to better make sense of this variation, Table 2 presents a citizenship policy index,
with the 15 countries divided up into three groups, based on their scores on a 0-8 scale.'® The
table shows that there is quite a wide range of variation in the citizenship policies of EU
countries, with six countries—Luxembourg, Spain, Austria, Denmark, Greece, and Italy—
maintaining restrictive citizenship policies, while six countries—Ireland, Sweden, Belgium,
France, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands—have rather liberal policies, and ;chree
countries—Finland, Germany, and Portugal—are in between. Even within each category, there
is generally substantial variation, showing that the EU countries appear to be still very far from

holding a common policy—or even similar policies—on citizenship.

9 Note that the full breakdown of requirements can be found in Table A3 in the Appendix.
10 For the full coding procedure, see Table Al in the Appendix.
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[Table 2 here]

While useful in terms of showing how the EU countries compare to one another today,
the results in Tables 1 and 2 are from one point in time, and they do not capture the extent to
which any change may be taking place. The question of change is particularly important since,
as discussed above, both the globalization and domestic liberalism theories predict an ongoing

process of convergence.

[Table 3 here]

Table 3 presents the scores for the 15 EU countries in the 1980s alongside the
contemporary scores, showing the extent of change that has taken place in the interim.’ The
table shows that for eight of the countries there has been no change on the whole. Spain and
Finland have both declined by one point, based on somewhat lower levels of naturalization rates
in the 1990s. Similarly, France and the Netherlands both increased their scores by one point,
based on slightly higher naturalization rates in the contemporary period. More significantly,
however, Italy, Germany, and Sweden increased by two or more points, based on actual legal
changes to their citizenship policies. Both Sweden and Italy changed their policies on dual
citizenship, now allowing immigrants to retain their prior citizenship upon naturalization.'> In
practical terms, this change is especially significant in the case of Sweden, which has very high

naturalization rates (an average of 6.6% from 1991-2000), and less so for Italy (which averaged

11 Note that a detailed breakdown for the policies in the 1980s can be found in Table A2 in the Appendix.
2 Jtaly changed its law on citizenship in 1992; Sweden’s new law went into effect in 2001.



21

0.5% during the same period). In other words, the likelihood of newly naturalized citizens
having the opportunity to take advantage of the new flexible policy on dual citizenship is quite
high in Sweden, but very low in Italy.

Germany also made significant changes to its citizenship policy in a new law that came
into effect in 2000, resulting in an increase of three points on Table 3. Not only did Germany
loosen its naturalization requirements by decreasing the minimum residency requirement from
15 to 8 years, but the new law now allows for citizenship by birth. This change was particularly
significant given the long and destructive history that a blood-based definition of national
membership has had in Germany. Today, unlike in the 1980s or at any time in German history,
children of any nationality—provided that at least one parent has been a legal resident for at least
eight years—who are born on German soil now receive German citizenship automatically.
Moreover, these children may hold dual citizenship until adulthood, but then they must choose
one or the other before reaching the age of 23.13 1In short, the new law does now allow for a
limited version of jus soli, and in this sense it represents a remarkable change after decades of
exclusive reliance on jus sanguinis, but that right may be revoked for people who are unwilling
fo give up their other citi'ze:nship.14

On the whole, this comparative analysis of contemporary citizenship policies and how
they have changed over time shows that only a few countries have made significant

modifications to their citizenship policies since the 1980s. Moreover, the differences between

13 Since dual citizens must later give up one or the other citizenship, I have therefore coded Germany as “no” on the
question of whether it allows for dual citizenship for immigrants. Moreover, adults who become naturalized citizens
must still give up their prior citizenship.

14 1t should be added that the new law was a much watered-down compromise of the initial proposal of the newly-
elected Schroder government in 1998, which had stressed full dual citizenship as its central objective. The proposal
was defeated after a petition campaign against dual citizenship in the state of Hesse gathered over one million
signatures. Not only was the government embarrassed by this campaign, but it lost badly in the state elections,
costing Schrider his slim majority in the Bundesrat, and forcing him to compromise with opposition parties who
still claim that “Germany is not a land of immigration.”
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many of the EU countries seem to be as large, if not larger, than they were a few decades ago.
Based on this evidence, we can now turn to an evaluation of the theoretical arguments developed

above.

Assessing the Theories Based on the Evidence

Of the four theoretical arguments about citizenship, the one that receives the weakest
support from the evidence is the globalization approach. The empirical findings from the
previous section show that states are still capable of regulating immigration and citizenship,
which they still do to different degrees and in quite differentiated ways. Furthermore, the
analysis demonstrates that nation-states are clearly not becoming irrelevant, and that national
citizenship remains an important means of establishing boundaries and distinctions between
people—despite increasing migration ﬂpws, economic interdependence, and the new norms of
universal personhood.

The domestic liberal argument finds somewhat more support, in that five countries have
developed more flexible citizenship policies since the 1980s, as opposed to two that have
become marginally more restrictive. Also, on aggregate, the average naturalization rates have
increased from 2.09% in the 1980s to 2.34% in the 1990s. Moreover, the changes that have
taken place seem to vary by country, and therefore to have occurred for domestic, rather than
global, reasons. It is quite possible—and certainly not disconfirmed by this analysis—that in the
cases where liberalization took place, domestic “client politics” and the legal process were in
large part responsible.15 On the whole, however, the evidence shows that, despite some changes,

it is still too early to speak of a convergence process within the countries of the EU. While some

1% In-depth analysis of the particularly cases is needed to assess this argument more completely.
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countries have liberalized, many others have changed little if at all from the 1980s. And a glance
at the overall spectrum of the variation within the 15 countries shows that any convergence has
been relatively minor compared to the significant cross-national differences that still exist.

The remaining two arguments find more support. The national community approach,
which has been resoundingly criticized for the past decade by proponents of globalization and
domestic liberal arguments, seems to have more staying power than many had once thought.
Many of the more restrictive countries today have historical conceptions of citizenship that are
“ethno-national,” while many of the most liberal still maintain their “territorial” traditions. And
historical countries of emigration (“sending” states) are still much more restrictive than countries
that have at least some history of immigration (as “receiving” states).

Yet, despite its largely accurate prediction of lasting national differences instead of
convergence, the national community approach has difficulty accounting for some of the changes
that have taken place. Most importantly, Germany—a cornerstone of Brubaker’s original
model—has liberalized its citizenship law by partially incorporating a “territorial” component
that had long been lacking in its historical tradition, by reducing its naturalization requirements,16
and by coming close to accepting dual citizenship. Sweden has also made a significant change,
by accepting dual citizenship for immigrants, thus breaking with a tradition of citizenship
restrictiveness in the Nordic countries. While these two examples, along with the more minor
changes that took place in other countries, do not directly contradict the national community
argument, they do suggest its predictive inadequacy in terms of accounting for change over time.

Finally, the historical institutional approach seems the strongest in accounting for both
the lasting variation and the partial change in citizenship policies within the EU countries. Its

emphasis on the path dependent nature of original institutional settlements is supported by the

'8 Moreover, Germany’s naturalization rates have increased steadily in the second half of the 1990s.
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fact that most of the countries have made few significant changes to their laws. For those
countries that have changed their policies, the changes were usually made as amendments or
modifications to pre-existing laws, rather than by passing an altogether new law. In other words,
the change was often based on terms that were already set by the previous institutions.
Moreover, even in Germany and Sweden—the two countries that made the most substantial
changes—the debates were agonizing, polarizing, and very much framed in terms set by
historical precedents, showing that the change was very difficult, but nonetheless possible.

In short, the evidence on contemporary citizenship policies in the EU, along with an
analysis of how they may have changed since the 1980s, give strong support to arguments that
stress lasting differences on the national level. Of the four different types of theoretical
arguments about citizenship, historical institutionalism seems best prepared to account for the
lasting variation, while also making sense of the changes that have taken place in several
individual countries.

Such a finding may seem surprising given that the trends in so many other areas and
sectors of the European Union have been showing significant convergence over time. This
larger convergence has been taking place not only in the realm of human demographics and
pension systems, as mentioned above, but also according to a wide variety of economic and
technical criteria that have been at the heart of European integration for decades. The finding of
lasting and historically-rooted national trajectories of citizenship policies suggests that
citizenship gets at a deeper, more fundamental part of a country’s national identity and its
sovereignty, which even pro-integration political elites are unwilling—or in some cases unable—
to do away with. And in terms of larger debates in the social sciences and the media, these

findings suggest that, at least in terms of national citizenship within the countries of the EU, the
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supposed triumph of globalization and the disappearance of the nation-state have been far too

prematurely proclaimed.

C;)nclusion

In this paper, I have attempted to develop theories about citizenship and immigration
policies, with the intent of introducing the study of citizenship into larger debates within
comparative politics—from which it has largely been excluded thus far. I have also provided a
systematic categorization and comparison of citizenship policies—broken down into four key
elements—within the 15 countries of the European Union. Finally, I have shown that a historical
institutionalist perspective, which emphasizes the “stickiness” of original institutional
arrangements while still allowing for change during certain momentous situations, seems better
equipped to account for the empirical reality within the EU countries.

This finding is still preliminary, though, and much more needs to be understood about
how and why countries vary in terms of their definitions and implementations of citizenship.
Future research should, for example, attempt to spell out in more detail exactly how the changes
in Sweden and Germany took place, trace the debates and arguments that emerged around the
time of the reform, and show precisely how the new laws differ from those that preceded them.
A more in-depth analysis should also pay careful attention to more general and theoretical factors
that derive from the broader literature in comparative politics, including structural conditions,
supranational and national institutions, cultural traditions, social movements, and elite decision-
making. What is clear for now is that citizenship is an important concept that shows no signs of

going away, and that should be incorporated more seriously into the field of comparative politics.
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Table 1: The Four Components of Citizenship Policies in the 15 EU Countries Today

Country Citizenship | Naturalization | Acceptance of | Naturalization
by Birth? | Requirements® | Dual Citizenship Rate,
for Immigrants? 1991-2000
Austria No Difficult No 2.25
Belgium Yes Easy Yes : 2.59
Denmark No Medium No 3.54
Finland No Easy No 2.85
France Yes Easy ~ Yes 2.07
Germany’ Yes Medium No° 1.15
Greece No Difficult’ Yes 0.51
Ireland Yes Easy Yes 0.53
Italy No Difficult Yes 0.48
Luxembourg No Difficult No 0.44
Netherlands Yes Easy Yes 7.66
Portugal Yes Difficult Yes 0.24
Spain No Difficult No 1.67
Sweden® No Easy Yes 6.63
U.K. Yes Easy Yes 2.40

Sources: Citizenship by birth classification and naturalization requirements come from Weil (2001:20-23); see
the Appendix for details about what constitutes “easy,” “medium,” or “difficult” naturalization. Classification of
dual citizenship for immigrants comes from Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer (2002:28) and the country chapters in
Hansen and Weil (2001); see Howard (2002) for more details. The naturalization rate refers to the number of
acquisitions of citizenship as a percentage of the foreign population. Data from 1985-96 come from Salt et al.
(2000:21,164). The 1997-2000 data were obtained directly from Eurostat. For France, the 1985-1996 rates are
all based on the foreign population from 1990; the 1997-98 rates are based on the foreign population from 1999.
The 2000 rate for Denmark is based on the foreign population from 2001. The 1999 rate for Luxembourg is
based on the foreign population from 1998. The 1998 and 2000 rates for the U.K. are based on the foreign
population for 1999. 1991-2000 average is based on all years when an approximate rate could be calculated. All
omissions are due to missing data on the number of acquisitions of citizenship.

3 The full breakdown of requirements can be found in the Appendix.

® Since 2000.

¢ Germany now allows for dual citizenship at birth, but requires dual citizens to choose only one nationality between
the ages of 16 and 23.

4 While Greece’s residency requirement is five years, it does not give second-generation immigrants the right to
naturalize. Moreover, Greece is one of only two EU countries (the other is Denmark) not to have a specific
provision for naturalization by marriage (Weil 2001:24).

¢ Since 2001. Note that Sweden’s new law was changed too late to be incorporated into Weil (2001), but the data
here have been adjusted accordingly.



Table 2: Citizenship Policy Index for the 15 EU Countries Today

Category Country Score

Luxembourg
Spain
Restrictive | Austria
(0-2) Denmark
Greece
Italy
Medium Finland
(3-5) Germany
Portugal
Ireland
Sweden
Liberal Belgium
(6-8) France
U.K.
Netherlands

il p{WIVLINDIVIN|RIO|IO

Note: Author’s classification based on the data in Table 1. See the Appendix for a
detailed breakdown of the various components and scoring of citizenship policies.




Table 3: Changes in the Citizenship Policy Index from the 1980s to Today

Country Index Score in Index Score Change
the 1980s Today

Luxembourg 0 0 no change
Italy 0 2 +2
Germany 0 3 +3
Spain 1 0 -1
Austria 1 1 no change
Denmark 2 2 no change
Greece 2 2 no change
Finland 4 3 -1
Portugal 4 4 no change
Sweden 4 6 +2
Ireland 6 6 no change
France 6 7 +1
Belgium 7 7 no change
U.K. 7 7 no change
Netherlands 7 8 +1

Note: See the Appendix for a detailed breakdown of the various components and scoring of
citizenship policies, for both time periods.
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Table Al: Detailed Citizenship Policy Index for the 15 EU Countries Today

APPENDIX

29

Country Acceptance of

Citizenship | Naturalization | Dual Citizenship | Naturalization | Total

by Birth Requirements | for Immigrants Rate Score

0-2) (0-2) (0-2) 0-2) 0-98)
Austria 0 0 0 1 1
Belgium 2 2 2 1 7
Denmark 0 1 0 1 2
Finland 0 2 0 1 3
France 2 2 2 1 7
Germany* 2 1 0° 0 3
Greece 0 0° 2 0 2
Ireland 2 2 2 0 6
Italy 0 0 2 0 2
Luxembourg 0 0 0 0 0
Netherlands 2 2 2 2 8
Portugal 2 0 2 0 4
Spain 0 0 0 0 0
Sweden® 0 2 2 2 6
U.K. 2 2 2 1 7

Sources: See Table 1.

Note: Citizenship by birth is coded as either 0 (not allowed) or 2 (allowed). Naturalization requirements are coded as
follows:  countries that either do not allow 2 generation immigrants the right to naturalize, or have a residency requirement
of at least 10 years, or both, are coded 0 (difficult); countries that have residency requirements of 6-9 years are coded 1
(medium); countries with residency requirements of 5 years or less are coded 2 (easy). See Table A3 for a more detailed
breakdown of the various naturalization requirements beyond residency. As for dual citizenship, countries that let
naturalized immigrants retain their previous citizenship are coded 2 (allowed), and those that require naturalized citizens to
relinquish their prior citizenship are coded 0 (not allowed). Finally, countries with naturalization rates of under 2% are
coded 0 (low), countries with rates between 2-4% are coded 1 (medium), and those with rates above 4% are coded 2 (high).

? Since 2000.
® Germany now allows for dual citizenship at birth, but requires dual citizens to choose only one nationality between
the ages of 16 and 23.
¢ While Greece’s residency requirement is five years, it does not give second-generation immigrants the right to
naturalize. Moreover, Greece is one of only two EU countries (the other is Denmark) not to have a specific
grovision for naturalization by marriage (Weil 2001:24).

Since 2001.
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Table A2: Detailed Citizenship Policy Index for the 15 EU Countries in the 1980s

Country

Citizenship
by Birth

0-2)

Naturalization
Requirements

(0-2)

Acceptance of
Dual Citizenship
for Immigrants

(0-2)

Naturalization
Rate

0-2)

Total
Score

0-3)

Austria

Belgium

Denmark

Finland

France

Germany

OO

Greece

S
]

Ireland

Italy

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Portugal

Spain

Sweden

U.K.

NIOOININOIOINIO(O(INO(O|IN|O

IO |OINO|O|IN

(OIS OIOIN|IN|OCIN|OIO|INICO

= (=[O OO |O|O(N |||

N A QOISO NSIA|R N -

Sources: See Table 1.

Note: See Table Al for a full description of the coding procedure.

~

? While Greece’s residency requirement is five years, it does not give second-generation immigrants the right to
naturalize. Moreover, Greece is one of only two EU countries (the other is Denmark) not to have a specific
provision for naturalization by marriage (Weil 2001:24).
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