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Dual citizenship and theories of democracy

Joachim Blatter*

Institute of Political Science, University of Lucerne, Lucerne, Switzerland

(Received 19 November 2009; final version received 5 July 2010)

Dual/multiple citizenship has become a widespread phenomenon in many parts of the
world. This acceptance or tolerance of overlapping memberships in political
communities represents an important element in the ongoing readjustment of the
relationship between citizens and political communities in democratic systems. This
article has two goals and parts. First, it evaluates dual citizenship from the perspective
of five normative theories of democracy. Liberal and republican as well as multicultural
and deliberative understandings of democracy deliver a broad spectrum of arguments
in favour of dual citizenship. Only communitarians fear that dual citizenship endangers
national democracies. Nevertheless, empirical evidence and national policies largely
contradict these fears. The second part of the article reverses the perspective and shows
that most theories of democracy do not only legitimate and facilitate the acceptance of
dual citizenship – the phenomenon of multiple citizenships induces innovation in
democratic theory in turn. A second look at the relationship between dual citizenship
and theories of democracy reveals that dual citizenship stimulates refinements,
expansions and reconceptualisations of these theories for a transnationalising world.

Keywords: citizenship; migration; mobility; legitimacy; legal status; right to stay/right
to return; democracy; transnationalism

Introduction, context and overview

At the end of the twentieth century and the beginning of the twenty-first century, the

issue of dual/multiple citizenship has been on the political agenda in many countries

around the world. Whereas in some countries (like Germany) there has been strong

resistance against the acceptance of dual citizenship and in a few countries (like the

Netherlands) the turn towards a liberal policy in the 1990s has been reversed; overall we

are witnessing a clear and worldwide trend that countries accept or at least tolerate dual

citizenship in some form (Brondsted Sejersen 2008, Blatter et al. 2009). This trend

represents a clear break with the past in respect to the dominant understanding of the

relationship between citizens and states. This article intends to show that this change is in

accordance with most established and new theories of democracy. Liberal and republican

as well as multicultural and deliberative understandings of democracy deliver a broad

spectrum of arguments in favour of dual citizenship. Only communitarians fear that dual

citizenship endangers national democracies.

But theories of democracy do not only legitimate new relationships between citizens

and states – the phenomenon of multiple citizenships also induces innovation in

democratic theory. A second glance at the relationship between dual citizenship and
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theories of democracy reveals that dual citizenship stimulates refinements, expansions and

reconceptualisations of these theories for an increasingly transnationalising world. First,

for liberal democrats it is important to realise that dual citizenship provides the legal

precondition for making ‘exit/entry’ a further political means (in addition to ‘voice/vote’)

for expressing individual preferences and for controlling governments. Something that has

until now only be acknowledged and theorised for political processes on a subnational

level gets much more relevant on a (trans-)national scale. Second, the phenomenon of dual

citizenship helps to liberate republican theories of democracy from their (usually implicit)

narrow focus on political participation and civic involvement in specific national

communities. In a transnational world, the republican understanding of individual and

collective freedom as ‘non-domination’ demands political participation and civic

involvement beyond the confinements of the country of residence. In respect to

multicultural approaches to democracy, the innovative element of dual citizenship is the

fact that it symbolises not so much the recognition of difference but the valuation of

multiplicity. Finally, dual citizenship is an important stimulus for transnationalising the

theory of deliberative democracy not so much by envisioning the emergence and interplay

of discourses on various political levels but by taking into account the horizontal

interpenetration of national communities and their discourses. Multiple citizenships

broaden the authoritative audiences of political deliberations. The incorporation of

immigrants from peripheral countries into the demos of central states is an important step

towards the inclusion of all those who are affected by policy-making of powerful nation

states. It is therefore an alternative or an addition to supranational organisations and

intergovernmental regimes and has the advantage that the political discourses and

decisions take place in the national realm where political deliberations are really

connected to a wider public.

The current dialectics between the rules of membership in political communities and

theories of democracy can be better comprehended by having a brief look into the

historical development of this relationship. Since the end of the eighteenth century,

democracy’s second coming (Dunn 2005) did not only challenge monarchies and

aristocracies as legitimate forms of rule, but it also brought a new understanding of the

relationship between the state and its people. Individuals became conceived as ‘citizens’

who constitute the state instead of as mere ‘subjects’ of the state. This fundamental

reconstitution of the relationship between state and individual was accompanied by

another struggle to ‘set the people free’ (Dunn 2005). Subjects could not choose the

ruler or state they belonged to – within the world order of the ancient regimes

the assignment of individuals to states was a matter of warfare among the rulers and the

only thing that people were asked for was life-long loyalty to their leader. During the

nineteenth century when many Europeans migrated to the USA, the principle of

perpetual allegiance, to which all European states held on, caused serious tensions. This

issue was one of the triggers for the War of 1812 between Great Britain and the USA

and strained the relationship between the USA and Prussia (Gosewinkel 2001,

Koslowski 2003). In consequence, the USA invested heavily in bilateral treaties with

European states during the second part of the nineteenth century in order to settle this

issue (the so-called Bancroft Treaties). These treaties liberated the individual migrants

from the grip of their state of descent and introduced the rules that allowed individuals

to change their national affiliation (Spiro 1997). Nevertheless, the interests of the states

were still predominant at that time (Triadafilopoulos 2007, p. 32). Therefore, in order to

avoid any conflicts among the states, the migrants had to abandon their former

citizenship when they became a member of a new political community. Even for the
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democratic rulers in the USA, multiple affiliation and dual citizenship were beyond

imagination (Spiro 2008, pp. 60–62).1

The end of the nineteenth century and first half of the twentieth century saw not only

the expansion of citizenship rights within nation states (Marshall 1950), but also world

wars with mass mobilisation (conscription) and shifts of boundaries between nation states,

which claimed exclusive sovereignty over their territory. These contexts made citizenship

highly salient for individuals and states. In a world of exclusive sovereignty not only every

piece of land but also every individual had to be clearly assigned to a particular nation

state. This logic found its expression in the 1930 Hague Convention on Certain Questions

Relating to the Conflict of Nationality Laws, whose preamble stated that ‘ . . . it is in the

general interest of the international community to secure that all its members should

recognise that every person should have a nationality and should have one nationality

only’. This conviction was reaffirmed and strengthened in the 1963 Convention on the

Reduction of Cases of Multiple Nationality and Military Obligations in Cases of Multiple

Nationality. The conventions in the twentieth century were still dominated by the interests

of the state. But even those who fought for the individual ‘right to have rights’– Arendt

(2004) is certainly the most prominent among them – were primarily concerned with the

first part of the cited sentence from the 1930 Hague Convention. Only at the end of the

twentieth century and the beginning of the twenty-first century did the norms which were

established during the twentieth century in the cited conventions start to get questioned

again.

At the end of the twentieth century, the quest for the recognition and for the rights of

cultural minorities within nation states, a stronger reference to and the institutionalisation

of human rights within and outside nation states, and new waves and forms of migration

created the contexts for another realignment of the relationship between citizens and

states.2 Minority rights and human rights challenge the singularity of rights based on

membership in a nation state (citizenship) in a vertical dimension (Soysal 1994, Benhabib

2004, 2006). New waves and forms of migration and technologies that make a

transnational living possible, not only for the global elites, undermine the naturalness of

single membership in social and political communities on a horizontal dimension (Glick

Schiller et al. 1992). Whereas the vertical pluralisation of sources of membership and

rights has been a phenomenon that is most relevant within the Western world (minority

rights and multiculturalism had its strongest impact in North America while supranational

membership and rights are most prominently established in the European Union), the

horizontal pluralisation of membership and rights is a phenomenon that spans the world as

it is most relevant and politically salient when multiple citizenship is facilitated or

accepted for people who migrated from the developing to the developed world (e.g. in the

relationship between the USA and Mexico and between Germany and Turkey, Hansen and

Weil 2002, Martin and Hailbronner 2003). I therefore follow Faist and Kivisto (2007,

p. 103) who claim that the horizontal pluralisation of citizenship is the more relevant

phenomenon for the emerging new global norms on the relationship between people and

states. In the following first part of the paper, I will trace arguments for and against the

acceptance of dual/plural citizenship which have been derived from established theories of

democracy (liberalism, republicanism and communitarianism) by political theorists such

as Bauböck (1994) or legal scholars (Neuman 1994, Spiro 1997, pp. 1465–1484).

Furthermore, I deduce further arguments from more recent approaches to democracy

(multicultural and deliberative theories). In the current debate on the acceptance of dual

citizenship, the range of arguments has broadened and is no longer limited to aspects of

security for states and the international system – although these aspects still loom large in
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many political controversies. Nevertheless, in contrast to earlier debates the interests and

rights of individuals and groups are also important arguments (Frank 1994). Therefore, it

comes as no surprise to find out that most theories of democracy lead to the conclusion that

dual citizenship should be accepted or even embraced.

I do not claim any causal relationship between the arguments which can be derived

from democratic theory and the spread of dual citizenship. This article neither aims at such

a causal analysis nor does it seek to develop a specific normative position or concrete

proposal for regulating dual citizenship. Instead, the first goal is to provide a

comprehensive overview of normative arguments for and against dual citizenship based on

various strands of democratic theory. The second goal is to show that the phenomenon of

multiple citizenships triggers new ways in applying the basic principles of these theories to

a world which is increasingly characterised by transnational interdependencies and flows.

Analytic focus, major terms and some caveats upfront

Nationality law and any kind of citizenship regulation are basically concerned with

membership in political communities/polities, and specifically with the rules for entry into

and exit from such political communities. Political communities are usually seen as being

embedded in social communities/societies and many rules which regulate political

membership refer to aspects of the social community (e.g. residence as a prerequisite for

political rights). Nevertheless, in line with Bauböck (1994, pp. 172–177) I would like to

stress that these two forms of communities and memberships have to be analytically

distinguished. Whereas immigration and integration policies are geared towards the social

community, citizenship and nationality policy is focused on the political community.

In this article, I will concentrate on arguments which refer to the consequences of dual

citizenship for the political community. Although in public debates about dual citizenship

it is often the consequences of the social community and the instrumental value of dual

citizenship for the individual that take centre stage, I think that these aspects should not be

prioritised. The causal effect of membership regulation for the political community on the

social community is indirect and probably rather marginal because of the multiplicity of

other relevant factors of influence. For example, citizenship regulations may be one policy

instrument to enhance the socio-economic welfare of a society, but other policies and other

non-political factors are almost certainly much more important. In contrast, the causal link

between citizenship regulations and the political community is more direct and probably

also stronger. The second and even more important argument for the prioritisation of the

effects on polities is the conviction, which is shared among almost all advocates of

democracy, that democratic self-determination is a value in itself and not just an

instrument for social values like welfare or socio-economic equality. In consequence, I will

concentrate on the effects of dual citizenship on democracy, today’s generally accepted

normative standard for governing political communities.

Before we can trace the arguments in favour and against dual citizenship we have to get

a more detailed and precise understanding of the disputed phenomenon. First, a note on

terminology: although I am aware of the differences between citizenship and nationality

especially in legal parlance I use the terms interchangeably. Second, I have to clarify the

denotative content of the term dual citizenship. If not otherwise stated, arguments for or

against dual citizenship are directed towards all ways for gaining dual citizenship and they

imply a symmetric regulation of dual citizenship. The major possibilities for attaining dual

citizenship are (1) by birth, (2) by marriage and (3) by naturalisation. In current nationality

laws, we can detect a decreasing acceptance of dual citizenship from (1) to (3). It is more
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widely accepted that children from couples with different passports get both nationalities

by birth than it is accepted that those who apply for the nationality of their current state of

residence can keep the nationality of their country of descent (Brondsted Sejersen 2008,

p. 529). Nevertheless, often the children have to decide between their nationalities as soon

as they reach maturity. As long as not otherwise specified, I refer to adults when I discuss

the arguments for and against dual citizenship. For a symmetric regulation of dual

citizenship a state must not make any difference between the rights of those who immigrate

into the country and the rights of those who emigrate from this country. By taking into

account arguments which differentiate between various ways to attain dual citizenship and

between immigrants and emigrants, we delve into the specification of conditions for

accepting or rejecting dual citizenship. Since the main goal of this article is to lay out a

broad spectrum of arguments, I will mostly sacrifice the depth of the argumentation which

comes with these kinds of specifications in favour of the breadth of principal perspectives

and criteria which can be applied in the normative discussion on the regulation of dual

citizenship. Finally, although more and more dual citizens are receiving this status by birth

and not by naturalisation and even though the term ‘circular migration’ is often invoked in

order to signal the back and forth movement of many migrants, it still makes sense to speak

of a ‘country of decent’ and a ‘country of residence’. People almost never live a symmetric

transnational life but they have a place of prime residence. Furthermore, many migrant-

sending countries use dual citizenship as a means to strengthen their ties with emigrants and

their children, even if they are born abroad.

The following discussion cannot indicate the political salience and empirical cogency

of theoretical approaches and the arguments for or against dual citizenship, which are

derived from the former. The major goal is to capture a broad spectrum of arguments for

and against dual citizenship and to trace the theoretical foundations of arguments which are

used in political debates. Furthermore, for the established theories I try to provide empirical

evidence for causal assumptions which are more or less explicitly included in specific

arguments found in the literature. Since we will detect how many gaps we have in this

respect, the following overview can also be read as a plea for further empirical research.

Finally, a word on the classification of the theories of democracy: in the history of

democratic thought there exist many more internal differentiations, mixtures and overlaps

between the various theoretical approaches. In the following, I cannot do justice to full and

comprehensive conceptualisations of theoretical approaches provided by specific authors.

Instead, I will focus on some core concepts of each theoretical strand – those aspects

which I consider as absolutely central for specific lines of thinking. I am aware that for

many theorists there exists a strong overlap between republican and communitarian

thinking and that many would not accept ‘multiculturalism’ as a separate strand of

democratic theory, but instead speak of liberal approaches and communitarian approaches

to multiculturalism. The reservations against my fivefold classification which might result

from these concerns would be relevant if the aim of the article was to trace the history of

democratic thought, which is not the case. I hope that I will be able to make clear at the

beginning of the following sections that we can assign each of the five strands of

democratic theory a specific and distinct conceptual basis and that the categories make

sense for the purposes of this article.

Liberal democracy and dual citizenship

The central points of reference for liberal conceptions of democracy are the

natural/universal rights and equal liberties of individuals which have to be secured by
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and, at the same time, against the government. In liberal theory there exists a rather strong

conceptual differentiation between the society and the polity (which is basically reduced to

the government) and the relationship between the government and the society is thought to

be instrumental: the government serves the society and is not constitutive for the society

(Held 2006, pp. 56–95). In order to be a legitimate instrument for the society,

governments have to fulfil the will of the people, which is conceptualised as an

aggregation of individual preferences. All those who are subject to governmental rule

should have the right to vote freely and their vote has to be taken into account equally.

Robert Dahl formulates the following categorical principle: ‘every person subject to a

government and its laws has an unqualified right to be a member of the demos (i.e. a

citizen)’ (1989, p. 124).

One of the central struggles of liberal democrats has been the fight for

universal suffrage – within the bounded universes of nation states (Dahl 1989, p. 129,

Bauböck 1994, pp. 174–186). With the abolition of property requirements and equal

political rights for women, it seemed that the liberal principle of congruence between the

demos and the democratic government had been fulfilled in Western democracies.

Liberals usually speak of the ‘principle of inclusiveness’ (e.g. Dahl 1989, pp. 119–131,

Bauböck 1994, p. 88), but this terminology is adequate only as long as we assume a world

of sovereign nation states and closed societies, as has been the case with many liberal

thinkers (most prominently Rawls 1971). If this assumption is getting contingent, the term

‘congruence’ expresses much more adequately the liberal idea that those who are subject

to political rule should be the authors of those rules. Nevertheless, processes of

transnationalisation do not only ask for new terminologies but they have also brought to

the fore one of the most fundamental paradoxes of liberal theories of democracy: the

contradiction between its universalistic principles and the particularistic implementation

of liberal democracies in exclusively demarcated nation states. There has been a debate

whether the first part of the congruence principle has to be adjusted in a transnationalising

world by exchanging the concept of ‘subject to political rule’ with ‘affected by political

rule’. Although some liberal theorists recognise that the latter concept corresponds better

to the individualist and universalist principles of liberalism, they end up by endorsing the

‘third best option’ of international compensation because they see no practical way to

implement the ‘all affected principle’ (Goodin 2007, p. 67). Those liberal thinkers, who

connect liberal democracy strongly with Rechtsstaat and constitutionalism, have to stick

even more to the established ‘subject to political rule’ format in their specifications of the

adequate demos in fulfilling the congruence principle. The most common solution to deal

with a transnationalising world is to conceptualise a two-tier structure in which the

individual members of a nation community are seen as the subjects and authors of national

rules and the nation-state based peoples are conceptualised as subjects and authors of

international or global rules (Rawls 1999).

Nevertheless, even for liberal constitutionalists migrants (and their children) represent

the prime current day challenge for fulfilling the congruence principle, since they are

usually barred from voting in the political community they live in. The answer to this

challenge is either giving non-citizen residents voting rights (e.g. Munro 2008) or

facilitating immigrant’s acquisition of citizenship if voting rights and other rights of

political participation (e.g. office holding) are kept reserved for formal members (Bauböck

2003).

Providing all residents with voting rights (independent of their citizenship status)

emphasises the principle of territoriality which has been one of the core principles of the

modern Westphalian system of sovereign nation states (and devaluates the principle of
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associational membership, which has been another core principle of the modern political

order; see Brubaker 1992).3 It assumes a world where states have full sovereignty over

clearly delineated territories and where individuals have stable and single residencies.4

The less these assumptions hold, the less convincing is this solution. When the sovereignty

of states and their jurisdictional autonomy is compromised de jure and/or de facto and

when many individuals are connected to more than a single place, the modern logic of

‘spaces of place’ is called into question by ‘spaces of flows’ (Castells 1996). Trade and

worldwide financial integration undermine the sovereignty of nation states and many

current forms of migration are undermining the singularity of socio-spatial attachments of

individuals (Glick Schiller et al. 1992). In consequence, accepting dual citizenship is the

more far-reaching answer to the challenges that migration and transnational life-worlds

represent for the congruence principle.

First and foremost, it facilitates naturalisation of immigrants and thereby contributes to

the congruence principle in the receiving country. The requirement to renounce the

citizenship of the country of decent has been mentioned as the major motivational hurdle

to naturalise. Schröter and Jäger (2005, p. 16) provide supporting empirical data for the

prevalence of this motivational hurdle among immigrants in Germany. Therefore, they

assume that acceptance of dual citizenship leads to higher naturalisation rates. There is

already a rather solid empirical base for this causal assumption, although all these studies

have looked only at the consequences of accepted dual citizenship by Latin American

countries on the naturalisation rates of their emigrants in the USA (Jones-Correa 1998,

2001a, 2001b, Escobar 2004, Mazzolori 2005).5 Currently, no one has studied the

consequences of the naturalisation rate when a receiving country changes its citizenship

laws towards explicitly accepting dual nationality.

Second, dual citizenship is a more straightforward answer to the fact that many

migrants have a stake in more than one country. In contrast to the combination of voting

rights for foreigners in the country of residence and external voting rights for expatriates in

the country of decent, it represents an explicit recognition of multiple affiliations.

Bauböck (2007) develops a ‘stakeholder principle’ as a general guideline for evaluating

naturalisation and external voting policies. This liberal principle also serves to justify dual

citizenship. He argues that

a claim to citizenship depends on objective biographical circumstances, such as birth in the
territory, present or prior residence, having a citizen parent, or being married to a citizen. . . .
Individuals whose circumstances of life link their future well-being to the flourishing of a
particular polity should be recognised as stakeholders in that polity with a claim to participate
in collective decision-making processes . . . . (Bauböck 2007, pp. 2421–2422)

In contrast to a libertarian perspective, which would emphasise the freedom of

individuals to choose their political membership according to their subjective will,

Bauböck’s stakeholder approach refers to ‘objective’ preconditions which have to be

fulfilled in order to be eligible for citizenship in one or more countries. As a liberal, he

combines this objectivist aspect with an emphasis that individuals who qualify should have

a free choice to naturalise or not to. A liberal approach that is based on the stakeholder

principle leads to an endorsement of dual citizenship but only for those who are able and

willing to show that biographical circumstances do link them to more than one polity.

There is another line of argumentation which supports the acceptance of dual

citizenship in order to fulfil the congruence principle. Liberal democracy builds on a

strong connection between legal rights of citizens and political rights since only the

combination of the rule of law and the accountability of governments secures the natural

rights and liberties of individuals. Therefore, disaggregation and non-congruence of these
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two components of modern citizenship should be avoided. Since we can observe a

clear trend to internationalise and universalise legal rights of individuals (Cohen 1999,

pp. 258–259), it seems adequate to also expand the scope of political rights beyond the

confinements of a single nation state. Dual/multiple citizenship is a step towards such an

expansion of political rights and contributes not only to the congruence principle but also

to the realignment and reconnection of legal and political rights.

Whereas the congruence principle leads to a strong endorsement of dual citizenship,

the second core principle of liberal democracy seems to lend more weight against

dual citizenship, at least at a first sight (e.g. Hansen and Weil 2002, p. 8, Martin 2003,

pp. 13–14). It is liberalism’s strong emphasis on formal equality among all members of a

political community. Dual nationals can vote in two different countries whereas mono

nationals have the right to vote only in one country and, therefore, dual nationals seem to

be privileged. Liberals (e.g. Bauböck 2007, p. 2428) provide two arguments against this

widespread feeling of a privilege for dual citizens: first, the voting right should not be

conceptualised as a resource which can be accumulated but as a means to control all those

governments whose decisions will affect the future of the citizen. Since dual citizens have

a stake in two countries they should also have a say in both. Second, as long as the vote in

the first country does not have any influence on the aggregation of interests within the

second polity, the principle of equal weight of individual votes is not violated within

the sphere of each polity. Only when the aggregation of votes and governmental

decision-making is connected between the two polities, inequality arises because a dual

national can make his or her preferences counted twice. In federal states and confederal

arrangements, for example, the voting rights must be restricted to one place of residence.

This leads to the fact that the mutual acceptance of dual citizenship among members of the

European Union, which is a growing reality (Jungnickel 2005),6 is more problematic from

a liberal perspective than the acceptance of dual citizenship between countries which have

only a very weak and distant institutional connection through the institutions of the

United Nations. In principle, the equality problem can be easily solved by giving dual

citizens the right to vote only in one polity at the same time – in praxis, this solution is

quite difficult to implement because it would require an exchange of information about

naturalisation among nations. We can assume a strong correlation between the need for

such an exchange (which increases the more the polities are integrated into federal

arrangements) and the willingness and possibilities of states to exchange such information

(but see Hagedorn 2003, who shows that the exchange of information is already a major

problem within an established federal system).

Liberal democracy highlights the rights of individuals that should not only be secured

with the help of governments, but also against the infringement of governments.

In comparison to other theories of democracy there is much less emphasis on the duties

of citizens, but nevertheless there are expectations on the behaviour of the members of a

polity which are seen as preconditions for the sustainability of a liberal democracy.

The first and central element of these expectations is that citizens respect the rule of law.

There are two logical arguments (but no empirical evidence) that lead to the conclusion

that dual citizenship might have negative effects on the adherence to the law. First, dual

citizens have to know and learn two sets of rules. It seems quite realistic that – ceteris

paribus – the general knowledge about the legal norms within one political community

will be lower in comparison to mono citizens.7 The other effect is not cognitive but

normative: dual citizens get to know two different sets of legal norms – the more these two

sets diverge, the more the contingency and social construction of these norms become

apparent. This may tempt the dual citizen into not taking specific norms too seriously.
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Nevertheless, the situation that individuals are confronted with different and sometimes

contradictory normative expectations is nothing special in the modern world and dual

citizens might be quite helpful at a time when socio-economic and cultural processes of

transnationalisation and globalisation require processes of mutual recognition and

adjustment of national regulations and laws. In sociological theory, it is a long-established

insight that the contradictions which result from functional differentiation and

interpenetration of subsystems in modern societies stimulate the growth of secondary

norms and rules (and the profession of lawyers) in order to reduce the contradictions.

On the individual level, social behaviour requires not so much the ability for ‘role taking’

anymore but more the creativity of ‘coping with role contradictions’ and ‘role making’

(e.g. Merton 1957). From such a perspective, accepting dual citizenship would indicate

that national societies value the creative role of individuals who are used to coping with

different national norms more than they fear the danger that these individuals ignore and

reinterpret established domestic rules and norms.

A second expectation of liberal democracy on the behaviour of citizens is that they pay

taxes in order to finance a professional and efficient government. Most countries extract

(income) taxes on the basis of residency and not based on citizenship, although some

important countries like the USA do. The Caribbean islands of Dominica, Grenada and

Saints Kitts-Nevis offer second passports for investments from $50,000 to $250,000

without requiring any enduring residential or family ties (Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer 2001,

p. 84). Although it is quite obvious that these policies are aiming to attract people who

want to avoid taxes in their home states, it is not clear how far the granting of a second

citizenship actually undermines the ability to extract taxes from this kind of dual citizens.

Overall, it can be said that core principles of liberal democracy lead to a strong

endorsement of dual citizenship. Allowing people who have stakes in various political

communities to be a citizen of all these communities is a major contribution for the

fulfilment of the fundamental principle of congruence between those who have to obey the

law and those who have a say in law-making. Dual citizenship is also a major contribution

to secure equality among the citizens within each political community – problems emerge

only if the political communities are integrated in confederal or federal systems. These

results are based on a notion of liberal democracy in which voting is the core mechanism

that secures the rights and liberties of individuals against their governments and that

directs governments to serve the interests of the people. As we will see later on, dual

citizenship lays the legal foundation for making another control mechanism (exit/entry)

much more salient in the international context. This has not only consequences for the

normative evaluation of dual citizenship but also for our understanding of liberal

democracy in a transnationalising world.

Republican democracy and dual citizenship

Republican theories of democracy start from the premises that humans are political

animals (zoon politicon) who can realise a good life and freedom only by participating in

public affairs. There are two major traditions in republican thinking: one follows

Aristotle’s concern for the good life to be realised in and through participation in self-

governing communities, the other is based on Roman concerns with freedom from the

arbitrary will of an ‘alien power’ under the rule of law. Within the Greek tradition, the

distinction between a public or political domain and a private or socio-economic domain

(between the polis and the oikos) is of central relevance. In strong contrast to liberal

thinking, it is the public or political domain that takes normative precedence. Good

Citizenship Studies 777



citizens have to overcome narrow private interests and activities in order to live a good

life. In recent decades, this line of thinking has been revived by proponents of participatory

or strong democracy (e.g. Barber 1984). The Roman tradition has been revived by Pettit

(1997) among others. Later on, I will show how dual citizenship can be seen as a stimulus

for the further concretisation of the concept of ‘non-domination’ that Pettit has developed

as the core principle of neo-Roman republicanism. But first we will use those democratic

principles for the evaluation of dual citizenship which are still seen as the central elements

of this philosophy: rights and opportunities for political participation, which have to be

offered by the political system, and civic virtue as the complementary duty of the citizens

(see, for example, Schaal and Heidenreich 2006, p. 59).

Dual citizenship opens up more rights and opportunities for political participation

since dual national have those rights and opportunities in two and not just in one country.

Dual citizenship makes it easier to live a meaningful and good life since dual citizens can

contribute to the public good in a plurality of political communities. That means that the

first core principle of republicanism leads to a straightforward endorsement of dual

citizenship. Furthermore, we can conclude that there should be no restrictions on voting or

taking office for dual nationals – they should be allowed to participate as much as possible

in both polities. Nevertheless, this line of argumentation, which we might – by following

but slightly modifying Held (2006, p. 37) – call a ‘developmental republican’ approach, is

not the only possible line of argumentation within a republican perspective. A ‘protective

republican’ approach would not focus on the enhanced opportunities for citizens but on the

dangers for polities posed by dual citizenship. Potential dangers for the polity are that dual

nationals use their multiple memberships to escape civic duties or that less civic-minded

people are included into the demos. Let us have a closer look at the consequences of dual

citizenship for civic virtue, the criterion that is arguably the most important for classic

republican thinkers.

Historically, the strongest form of commitment that republics have demanded – from

all its male members – has been to serve in the military. Mandatory military service has

been a core element for securing political autonomy against external domination not only

for the classic Greek polis but also for modern democracies exemplified by the French

revolutionary army. Furthermore, from a republican perspective, military service is a

socialising mechanism which precedes the inauguration of young men into citizenship.

In consequence, dual citizenship is problematic insofar as it allows individuals to avoid

military service. Since more and more countries abolish compulsory military service in

favour of professional armies, this argument against dual citizenship is loosing weight

(Triadafilopoulos 2007).8

The most important further duty that is important from a republican perspective and

which goes beyond those stipulated in liberal approaches (respect for the law including

paying taxes) is political participation. Sceptics claim that dual citizenship devalues the

concept of citizenship and reduces political participation (e.g. Renshon 2005, p. 159). For

these sceptics the fact that people who naturalise can keep their former political affiliation

reduces the costs of citizenship and therefore devaluates it. But proponents of dual

citizenship like Spiro (2008) also assume that dual citizenship devaluates citizenship as it

makes it less exclusive and because multiple affiliations reduce the relevance of each.

From an instrumental perspective this might be correct: easy access to citizenship devalues

formal citizenship because it makes it easy to acquire citizenship only for instrumental

purposes. Nevertheless, we should take into account that nowadays many civil and social

rights are not dependent on citizenship anymore – a phenomenon that has been called

quasi-citizenship or denizenship. This fact reduces the instrumental reasons for acquiring
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citizenship dramatically. In consequence, the argument against dual citizenship looses

weight and other understandings of the value of citizenship are getting more important.

The value of citizenship is in this context mainly symbolic or expressive: giving

newcomers the opportunity to become a member without giving up its other affiliations

expresses a welcoming attitude of the political community to the newcomer and the

acquisition of citizenship by the individual symbolises a (non-instrumental) interest in and

a commitment to the political community (for a similar argumentation, see Bauböck 1994,

pp. 102–114, Bauböck 2003, pp. 30–31). Such an argumentation does not preclude the

introduction of entry tests in order to make sure that the new members are knowledgeable

enough to participate in the political decision-making process. From a republican

perspective such a test must be conceptualised as a tool for mobilising political

participation and civic involvement.

But does dual citizenship enhance political participation or does it rather reduce

political involvement? Since republicanism is not so much concerned with rights than with

real deeds, the actual consequences for political participation are crucial. Empirical

evidence is still very scarce for answering this central question. If we take into account

only classic forms of participation in the receiving country, empirical research tends to

bolster the sceptical view. Whereas Ramakrishnan (2005, pp. 93–94) concludes that there

is a positive relationship between dual nationality and political participation, Cain and

Doherty (2006) provide contradictory evidence. In the most sophisticated empirical study,

Staton et al. (2007a) find that among first generation Latino immigrants in the USA dual

citizens are not only 9% less likely to register to vote and 15% less likely ever to have

voted in an American election than mono citizens (immigrants who have given up their

former citizenship), but they are also 18% less likely to express high levels of civic duty.

Unfortunately, we do not have empirical data in respect to other forms of political

participation which demand more involvement than voting, e.g. being a party member, a

candidate or taking political office. From a republican perspective, these aspects would be

even more important than voting.

Overall, from a republican view dual citizenship seems to be a mixed blessing.

Whereas theoretically it opens up more opportunities for political participation, in fact it

appears to lead to lower levels of participation and civic virtue. Nevertheless, this

conclusion is premature not only because the empirical evidence is still very scarce, but

also because it takes into account just the political involvement of dual citizens in the

country of residence. Later on, I will argue that political involvements in other countries

and on a supranational level are important manifestations of current day republican virtues

and that dual citizenship not only facilitates these activities but also highlights an

important understanding of the republican concept of ‘non-domination’.

Communitarian democracy and dual citizenship

Very often communitarianism is perceived as a modern follower of republicanism since

both philosophies and theories of democracy are opposed to liberal individualism and

stress the normative prevalence of collective entities. Nevertheless, when we take into

account that republicans conceptualise the relevant collective entities as political entities

and make a strong distinction to socio-economic entities (e.g. the Aristotle’s distinction of

the polis and the oikos), and that the communitarians presume specific socio-cultural

entities as the relevant collective contexts for democracies, it becomes clear that the

conceptual corner-stones of communitarianism and republicanism are quite different. The

conceptual differentiation between polities and societies, which is crucial for liberal and
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republican theories of democracy, disappears in the communitarian perspective. Instead

the political and social domains are seen as strongly interdependent. Communitarians

stress the socio-cultural underpinnings of political communities, since they provide not

only orientation and identity for the individual but also the common values and

understandings, which are necessary for a stable democracy. A community based on a

shared history and a common culture is seen as a precondition to uphold solidarity and

social rights for the members of that specific community. In exchange, it demands and

stimulates citizens’ identification with and their loyalty to their nation(-state) (Sandel

1982, Walzer 1983, for an overview: Reese-Schäfer 1994).

As I will demonstrate shortly, the strongest opposition to dual citizenship can be

deduced from communitarian thinking. Nevertheless, we will also detect that the recent

proliferation of dual citizenship is often the result of national Diaspora strategies which are

justified with reference to natural/ethnic or cultural bonds and are therefore in line with a

communitarian understanding of political community and citizenship. I will discuss this

paradox later on when I address the consequences of multiple citizenships for a

communitarian theory of democracy.

Two main arguments are formulated against dual citizenship based on communitarian

understandings of citizenship and democracy (Renshon 2005). First, being a member of

two communities at the same time is endangering loyalty to a specific community and its

political institutions – it dissipates patriotism. Second, dual nationals like immigrants with

strongly different cultural backgrounds endanger the integration into and the identification

with a nation as well as the solidarity among members of the national community.

Whereas the latter jeopardises integration, identification and solidarity by reducing the

homogeneity of the community, the former undermines integration, identification and

solidarity by cultivating external bonds and by having an easy exit option.

Historically, patriotism has been mainly a matter of loyalty to a specific nation in times

of war. But formal citizenship no longer seems to be an important criterion for judging the

loyalty of people in times of military conflict. Countries with professional armies, e.g. the

U.S., accept dual nationals and even non-citizens in their military forces. Furthermore,

most countries are only a little bit more restrictive when it comes to officer positions.

Legomsky (2003, pp. 86–87) found only one state, Mexico, explicitly disqualifying dual

nationals from military service. Dual citizenship is a challenge for those countries which

do not have a professional army and conscript their male citizens. The communitarian

perspective on military service – individuals/males should be so loyal to a national polity

that they are willing to fight and die for it – seems to lead straightforwardly to a rejection

of dual citizenship since membership in two polities undermines the loyalty to one specific

polity. Nevertheless, in reality we can observe a different reaction. In 2005, South Korea

amended its nationality law in order to make it impossible for male dual nationals to

renounce their Korean nationality before they served the military service in South Korea.

For a state which is still confronted with a strong ideological dividing line at its border,

dual nationality seems to be much less of a problem than loosing potential soldiers. Many

other states in similar situations, such as Germany and Turkey, have adopted similar

policies by which dual citizenship is accepted in order to maintain potential citizens who

can be conscripted (Legomsky 2003, pp. 110–111). Overall, this leads to the paradoxical

conclusion that such an ‘oppressive communitarianism’, which tries to force natives into

military duty despite the fact that they do not have such strong feelings of loyalty, leads to

a broader acceptance of dual citizenship than a ‘protective communitarianism’, which sees

the existence of individual feelings of loyalty and national attachment as a necessary

precondition for fighting for a country and for being included into the demos.
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Uncompromised loyalty might also be asked for when people take public offices.

Renshon (2005, p. 205) recommends that US citizens should be fined if they seek office in

another country without giving up their US passport and that those who hold a public

office in the USA should denounce their other citizenship. For Renshon, being politically

active in two countries is problematic due to limited time and attention for each

constituency, but especially because it leads to conflicts of interest. Whereas the

first arguments (limited time and attention) directly lead to a rejection of dual citizenship

which opens up opportunities for political activities in two countries, the issue of conflicts

of interests can be solved with much more limited restrictions (see Spiro 1997,

pp. 1481–1483). Dual nationals might be barred from very sensitive positions or they

might declare a conflict-of-interest in specific situations (like in international negotiations

with the country of the second nationality) and stay absent from these specific tasks.

Nevertheless, for communitarians, these pragmatic approaches are not feasible since they

‘neglect the psychological laws of attachment’ (Renshon 2005, p. 207). From a

communitarian perspective, loyalty to a specific political community/state is the central

precondition for office holders and cannot be compromised. Interestingly, when it comes

to empirical examples, Renshon is less uncompromising. He (2005, pp. 202–203)

provides many examples of US citizens who held high political offices in other countries.

Although he also mentions Hussein Mohammed Aidid, a US Marine Corps Veteran and

one of Somalia’s most powerful warlords, he concludes:

Still, most of those named above left the United States to serve their country of origin in what
would be considered a productive way. . . . on balance [there is] no real problem that they do
so, as long as their civic and citizenship rights are not exercised in two places at the same time.
(Renshon 2005, p. 205)

The main line of argument of protective communitarianism does not focus on the

consequences of dual citizenship for fulfilling duties in the military or in public offices.

Rather it concentrates on the consequences for the social integration of a polity. Patriotism

is necessary not only for fighting external threats and serving the country but also for

securing internal cohesion (Renshon 2005, p. 186). Renshon defines patriotism as

‘national attachment’, including ‘(1) a warmth and affection for, (2) an appreciation of,

(3) a pride in, (4) a commitment and responsibility toward, and (5) support of the

United States – its institutions, its way of life and aspirations, and its fellow members’

(2005, p. 67). This definition reveals the typical communitarian assumption that a patriot is

attached not only to the institutions (the political dimension in a narrow sense), but also to

the culture and to the community of a specific country. Renshon (2005, pp. 67–68) claims

that patriotism is based on emotional attachments which are built up in early childhood.

In consequence, this logic of argumentation does not only lead to opposing dual

citizenship but also to the naturalisation of immigrants in general. Other scholars who have

applied a communitarian perspective to dual citizenship make less clear-cut conclusions:

Neuman (1994, p. 277) argues that the ‘[p]reservation of cultural habits, ties, and some

political loyalties to the old country are compatible with identity as an American’ because

the USA is a pluralist immigration society. Even Renshon has to acknowledge that

attachment to former countries has always been a feature of US immigrants. Nevertheless,

Renshon argues that in earlier times the immigrants put their American identity first,

and even more important, the internal cultural cohesion within the USA was much

stronger than today. In a context in which a country like the USA is in a ‘cultural warfare’

(Renshon 2005, p. 178), dual attachments reinforce the centrifugal forces. This makes the
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development and maintenance of national attachments ‘no longer a matter of sociology,

but of life and death’ (Renshon 2005, p. 186).

Empirical data seem to support the critical stance of communitarians against dual

nationality – at least at first sight. Staton et al. (2007a) found in their already cited study

that dual nationals are 18% less likely to identify as Americans and 19% less likely to

consider the USA to be their homeland in comparison to single national immigrants.

Nevertheless, when the authors tested whether the disconnecting effect of dual citizenship

holds beyond the first-generation immigrants, they found it did not. From the

second-generation on, no difference in self-identification between the two groups can

be found anymore – almost all self-identify as Americans (Staton et al. 2007b). This

second finding provides evidence that the problem of effective integration into the host

community is not as big as communitarians believe.

Another empirical challenge to the communitarian stance against dual citizenship

emerges from the policies of the migrant-sending countries. For a long time, these

countries ignored the people who left and very often emigrants were perceived as traitors.

In recent decades, this has changed dramatically and emigrants are discovered as valuable

members of the national community who can contribute to the socio-economic

development of their country of decent. The acceptance of dual citizenship is one of many

instruments that these countries have introduced in order to stabilise the bonds between

emigrants and home country (Jones-Correa 2001a, 2001b, Escobar 2004, Itzigsohn 2007).

Although expatriates and migrant-sending countries draw on communitarian arguments

(like natural/ethnic and cultural bonds) in order to demand or legitimise the acceptance of

dual citizenship, the main motivations are clearly instrumental in nature: for sending

countries the remittances and investments of their expatriates are economically important,

for many expatriates economic considerations take centre stage in their motivation to

acquire or to lobby for dual citizenship (but see Preston et al. 2007, who show that

instrumental and intrinsic motivations for naturalisation often interact). This approach can

be seen as an element of what we can call – in line with the same differentiation that has

been introduced in respect to republicanism – ‘developmental communitarianism’.

In contrast to ‘protective communitarianism’, which aims to defend the socio-cultural

prerequisites of national democracies by demanding exclusive loyalty and prime

identification by the citizens, a ‘developmental communitarianism’ aims to strengthen the

socio-cultural capacities of national democracies by creating opportunities for citizens to

contribute to the socio-cultural development of that national community. From such a

perspective, partial loyalty and solidarity is preferable to no loyalty and solidarity. In other

words, dual citizens are seen as half-full glasses and not as half-empty ones.

Overall, we can conclude that communitarian principles lead to a very sceptical stance

towards dual citizenship. Nevertheless, empirical evidence in migration receiving

countries and the policies of migration sending countries raise doubts whether the

deductively derived argumentation against dual citizenship really holds.

Multicultural democracy and dual citizenship

There exists another strand in democratic theory in which collective entities take centre

stage and which I take as a separate theory of democracy: multicultural democracy. With

communitarians, advocates of multicultural democracy share the assumption that social

groups with a common culture9 are central building blocks of a functioning society and

democracy. In contrast to communitarians they emphasise the multiplicity of culturally

defined groups. Liberal and constructivist accounts of multiculturalism connect culture
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less with stability and tradition and conceptualise it much more as a phenomenon that is

contextual and usually formed in opposition to hegemonic others. Membership is seen as

voluntary, and the boundaries of cultural groups are conceptualised as fluid and

overlapping (Benhabib 1996a, Kymlicka 1999, pp. 84–85).10 In consequence,

multiculturalists highlight the need for political recognition of group differences and for

additional rights of minorities or marginalised groups (Kymlicka 1996, 1999, Young 2000,

pp. 141–153). Whereas ‘recognition’ is the more encompassing concept and focuses on

symbolic and communicative measures, the call for specific rights can be translated into

self-government and the acceptance of specific norms and traditions or into special

representation and affirmative action. All these measures are introduced in order to bring

disadvantaged groups on an equal footing with the dominant group. Advocates of

multicultural democracy expect from citizens and groups that they not only tolerate each

other but that they also value difference and diversity as something that enriches society

(Spinner-Halev 2006).

Allowing immigrants to naturalise while keeping their former nationality provides

both: (1) recognition of cultural difference and (2) specific rights which provide them with

additional leverage for political participation and representation. First, it is a symbolic

gesture which indicates that the migrants are welcome and valued not only in their

function within the socio-economic system, but also as culturally distinct members of a

pluralistic political community with their own traditions and cultural habits. Furthermore,

a second nationality provides them with political rights and opportunities in order to make

up for the disadvantages and discrimination they experience in the receiving society.

The government of the country of which the migrant holds the additional citizenship is

obliged to protect some fundamental rights of all its citizens. Furthermore, expatriates can

use their voting rights in the country of origin to mobilise the government in that country to

defend their interests as a group and their individual rights in their host country.

Nevertheless, such a use of dual citizenship might exaggerate the typical problems and

paradoxes that proponents of multicultural democracy and affirmative action are

confronted with. Political recognition of difference and special rights might reinforce a

discriminatory praxis since it highlights the differences and leads to a counter-mobilisation

of those who get no special treatment or rights. Political interventions of external

governments will probably lead to even more allergic reactions by parts of the majority

group than positive discrimination in favour of minority group by the own government.

There is another group beyond immigrants for which dual citizenship might be seen as

a remedy for discrimination: national minorities with strong (usually ethnic) ties to an

external ‘kin state’. Nevertheless, Bauböck (2007) has convincingly argued that the best

solution for national minorities who are territorially concentrated and have a traditional

affiliation with an external nation state is not dual citizenship but a certain degree of

political autonomy and power-sharing within a federal polity. Granting members of

national minorities the citizenship of an external kin state could be justified with the same

argument as granting dual citizenship for migrants: the external government can intervene

in order to protect the rights and interests of minorities. Nevertheless, in comparison to

immigrants it is much more likely that such rights and activities constitute or are perceived

as a threat to the territorial integrity of the nation state in which these minorities live.

Averse reactions and tensions between the neighbouring states are the consequences as can

be seen by the neighbours of Hungary. In contrast to immigrants who are spread

throughout a receiving country, for national minorities there exists a much better solution

to secure their cultural rights than dual citizenship: a federal system of nested and shared

sovereignty (Bauböck 2007).
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In sum, multicultural democracy provides strong arguments for accepting and

embracing dual citizenship as the legal foundation that allows external governments to

defend their citizens against discrimination. Whereas the intervention of external

governments might be a productive instrument for helping dispersed immigrants, it is

not the adequate instrument for protecting national minorities with ties to a neighbouring

‘kin’ state.

Deliberative democracy and dual citizenship

Deliberative democracy is another strand of democratic thought which emerged in

opposition to the individualism of liberalism (Bohman 1996, Dryzek 2000, Held 2006,

pp. 231–255). But instead of relying on communities as a conceptual foundation of

theory-building it turns to communication as an anchor for conceptualising legitimate

polities. Whereas liberalism assumes authentic, exogenously determined, and rather stable

individual preferences and focuses on the ‘aggregation’ of these preferences through

voting procedures, advocates of deliberative democracy put emphasis on discussion and

argumentation which deepen participant knowledge and create an awareness of the

interests of others. The institutional setting should facilitate the (trans)formation of

individual and collective preferences and attitudes (Held 2006, pp. 231–255).11

A consequent conceptualisation of deliberative democracy applies the criteria of

inclusiveness/congruence and equality not to individuals (as liberalism does) but to salient

normative positions or to relevant discourses (Bohman 1996, p. 19, Dryzek and Niemeyer

2008).

Can we deduce any normative arguments from deliberative democracy for or against

the acceptance of dual citizenship? Does dual citizenship influence the quality of public

discourses and/or the quality of individual preferences?12 From a structural perspective,

the positions of migrants and mobile people seem to be very valuable for the quality of

public discourses within polities since those voices from the margins are seen as necessary

countervailing forces which help to avoid ‘groupthink’ and contribute to the rationality of

the deliberative outcome (Dryzek and Niemeyer 2008, p. 4).

Nevertheless, at first sight, dual citizenship would not be the prime instrument to make

these voices heard. Formal membership is not as important within deliberative democracy

as in other models of democracy because salient positions or relevant discourses, not

individuals or groups, have to be included. The salience of positions or the relevance of

discourses does not depend on the membership status of the articulating person but on the

quality of the arguments (the criteria for argumentative quality will be addressed below).

In order to make the positions of immigrants heard in the receiving polity, deliberative

democrats would first think about specific committees/councils representing non-citizens

residents as already established in many municipalities. If the interests and identities of

expatriates are seen as specific and salient positions which should be taken into account in

their country of origin, a complementary measure would be not only to facilitate external

voting but also to use the principle of discrete representation for non-resident citizens –

which means that a certain number of seats in parliament are reserved for expatriates

(Spiro 2006, pp. 119–123, Bauböck 2007, pp. 2432–2435). In sum, there are other, more

direct means available than dual citizenship to make sure that the positions of non-citizen

residents and non-resident citizens are heard in public deliberations.

Nevertheless, a second and closer look at the theories of deliberative democracy

reveals that formal membership also matters. Most advocates of deliberative democracy

conceptualise deliberation not as a substitute but as an addition to aggregation and stress
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the necessary connectedness between deliberative forums and formally constitutionalised

polities in which all members decide on the basis of the majority rule (e.g. Bohman 1996,

Habermas 1996).13 From an analytical perspective, deliberation has a triadic structure: it

involves not only two speakers but also an external authority and/or audience (Risse 2004,

pp. 297–299). And this external authority or audience is not only crucial in implementing

the outcome of a deliberative process, but it also has a strong influence on the range of

evaluative criteria which the speakers have to meet in their argumentation. Enlarging the

audience or making it more diverse strengthens the ‘laundering effect’ of public

deliberation because more of the ‘unreasonable agreements’ of in-groups and interests that

cannot be generalised are getting challenged and filtered (Bohman 1996, p. 101, Goodin

1986). Since membership in the demos defines the boundaries of the authoritative

audience of public deliberations in democracies, the formal boundary of the demos is

regaining importance within this democratic theory. Consequently, from a deliberative

democracy perspective dual citizenship is important not so much for the quality of the

input but for the quality of the outcome of public deliberations.

But will the outcome of public deliberations really improve by accepting people as

members of the authoritative audience who are members of other authoritative audiences

at the same time? Claus Offe and Ulrich Preuss (1991, pp. 157–158) have introduced three

criteria in order to judge a political will which has been formed through public

deliberation: ‘ideally it would have to be at one and the same time “fact-regarding”

(as opposed to ignorant or doctrinaire), “future-regarding” (as opposed to myopic) and

“other-regarding” (as opposed to selfish)’.

In respect to the first criterion, we can specify the conditions under which dual

citizenship enhances public deliberation. If we assume that those who are members in two

polities have less time to get thoroughly informed about the issues in each polity/country

in comparison to those who are involved in just one (Renshon 2005), we can expect that

the quality of public discourses is reduced in countries with many dual citizens. On the

other hand, those who are also addressed by speakers of public discourses in other

countries are very likely to be better informed about all the issues which have a

transnational dimension. Therefore, we can conclude: first, the more policy decisions are

dependent on transnational ‘facts’, the more it is likely that dual citizenship contributes to

a fact-regarding outcome of public deliberations. Second, it has been argued that dual

citizens are less ‘future-regarding’ since for them it is easier to escape the long-term

consequences of decisions in one polity by retreating to the other polity (Bauböck 1994,

p. 88, Aleinikoff and Klusmeyer 2002, pp. 30–31). Nevertheless, the fact that the demos

includes people who are less future-regarding than others is not such a problem from a

deliberative democracy perspective as it might be from a liberal/aggregative perspective,

because their short-sighted views cannot be generalised and will be laundered out as long

as there are enough mono citizens who care about the future of their country.

Finally, it seems reasonable to assume that the inclusion of dual citizens in the

authoritative audience of deliberative processes makes it more likely that the arguments

used and the outcome produced are more ‘other-regarding’ in comparison to the situation

in which the authoritative audience is an exclusive demos without overlapping

memberships. Nevertheless, the acceptance of dual citizenship represents an approach

towards the ‘inclusion of the other’ which is conceptually very different to the one that

major proponents of deliberative democracy have applied for a transnationalising world

(e.g. Habermas 1998, Benhabib 2004, Bohman 2006, 2007, Dryzek 2007). I will discuss

this later on and will show how dual citizenship can spur new avenues for conceptualising

deliberative democracy beyond the nation state.
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In sum, we can conclude that from the perspective of deliberative democracy

accepting dual citizens influences the quality of democracy mainly because it expands and

diversifies the authoritative audience of public deliberation. This expansion and

diversification is enhancing the quality of deliberation and policy-making by tapping into

the information pool of ‘others’ and by taking the interests of ‘others’ into account.

Until now we have evaluated dual citizenship on the basis of core principles of

established as well as new theories of democracy. Overall, most theoretical perspectives

lean towards endorsement of dual citizenship. Although we cannot claim that democratic

ideas are the most important causal factors that lead to the proliferation of dual citizenship,

they certainly help to legitimise policies and regulations which facilitate the acquisition of

more than one nationality. In the following second part of the article, I will reverse the

perspective and ask whether the phenomenon of dual citizenship has an influence on the

further development of democratic theory. I will try to make the argument that dual

citizenship is a phenomenon that stimulates new ways to conceptualise the introduced

theories of democracy, especially in the process of adapting these theories to a

transnationalising world.

Dual citizenship and transnationalising liberal theories of democracy

In my approach to evaluate dual citizenship from the perspective of liberal theories of

democracy, I stuck to the mechanism that liberal theories usually invoke as the adequate

means for citizens to steer and control the governments: voting. Nevertheless, liberal

theories of democracy which are anchored in economics point to another mechanismwhich

can be used by mobile people for the same purposes: exit. The insight that ‘exit’ posits

another important means to express preferences and to control governments in addition to

‘voice/vote’ goes back to Tiebout (1956) and Hirschman (1970). It has been shown that this

mechanism is playing a major role especially in spaces where individuals are extremely

mobile like the US-American metropolitan areas (e.g. Fischel 2001, for a critical overview

Blatter 2007, pp. 210–235). Whereas political economists take (the threat of) ‘exit’ as the

core mechanism for political influence, in our context it is the right to ‘entry’ which is

crucial because it is a precondition for the exit mechanism to work effectively.

Dual citizenship provides the legal foundation for making ‘exit/entry’ a relevant

political instrument of expressing individual preferences and for controlling national

governments. Teske et al. (1993) have demonstrated that it needs only a small proportion

of the population who deliberatively uses or threatens to use their exit option in order to

influence and control governments. In consequence, dual citizenship makes it possible that

mobile people use ‘exit/entry’ in addition to ‘voice/vote’ in order to signal their political

preferences not only within a nation state but also beyond. This insight should be seen first

and foremost as an important contribution to the further development of liberal theories of

democracy in a transnationalising world.

Furthermore, such an expanded liberal theory of democracy leads to further answers in

respect to the question whether dual citizenship should be endorsed or not. On the one

hand, since dual citizenship provides the legal precondition for the working of a second

mechanism in steering and controlling governments, liberals have another very strong

argument for endorsing dual citizenship. From a liberal perspective, the right of entry

(into more than one state) represents first and foremost a step towards more individual

autonomy (complementing the right to exit for which the USA fought in nineteenth

century, see introduction). Furthermore, it constitutes another mechanism for protecting

individual interests and controlling governments.
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On the other hand, if we take the ‘exit/entry’ option for mobile people into account, the

problem that dual citizenship poses for the principle of formal equality cannot so easily

dismissed anymore. Dual citizens have a right of entry in another state (in the sense of

fully participating) that mono citizens do not have. The ‘entry’ right makes ‘exit’ easier for

dual citizens than for mono citizens. In consequence, they have a second instrument

(besides ‘vote/voice’) readily at hand to express their interests and to control their

governments – an instrument that mono citizens do not have or that is much more costly

for them to use. This leads to the conclusion that dual citizenship does not violate the

principle of formal equality because dual citizens have the right to vote in two countries

but because they have two instruments at their disposal for steering and controlling

governments. At the end, liberals end up facing a trade-off: dual citizenship contributes to

fulfilling the congruence principle and gives individuals a further instrument to control

governments but it violates the principle of formal equality.

Dual citizenship and transnationalising republican theories of democracy

When I evaluated dual citizenship from the premises of republican theories of democracy,

I focused on the possibilities/rights and practices/realities of political participation in the

country of (primer) residence. In doing so we implicitly interpreted the neo-Roman

concept of republican freedom as ‘non-domination’ in a rather classic way as the freedom

of a territorially defined and state-based political community from the arbitrary will of an

external power. Through political participation as well as by serving in the military and in

public offices citizens help to secure the freedom of their country. Dual citizenship paves

the way so that immigrants can participate and fulfil their duties in the country of

residence.

Pettit (1997) who reintroduced the concept of ‘non-domination’ as a republican

understanding of freedom by contrasting it to the liberal concept of ‘non-interference’

explains that republicans are ‘less sceptical of the possibility of state intervention and they

will be more radical in their view of the social ills that the state ought to rectify’ because

‘they do not view state action, provided that is properly constrained, as an inherent affront

to liberty’ and because non-domination ‘requires not just the absence of arbitrary

interference but the absence of capacities for arbitrary interferences’ (Pettit 1997, pp. 148,

276). Furthermore, he stresses the fact that republicans see the major problem in

‘domination associated with private dominium or resources’ (Pettit 1997, p. 276).

Nevertheless, similar to liberal thinkers like Rawls, Pettit develops his republican

understanding of democratic rule within the conceptual confines of a world of contained

nation states. He ignores that one of the most important discussions of the last 20 years has

been how far democratic polities are under the pressure to follow the logics of a globalised

economy. If freedom as non-domination is defined as the ‘condition under which a person

is more or less immune, and more or less saliently immune, to interference on an arbitrary

basis’ (Pettit 1997, pp. vii–viii) and if ‘freedom of a community is as basic a notion as the

freedom of the individual’ (Pettit 1997, p. 275), then it makes sense to see the major

challenge for republican democracy and citizenship in the fact that the mobility of capital

and multinational corporations reduces the leeway for national policy-making. In other

words: economic actors interfere in the freedom of political communities on an arbitrary

basis in the sense that their decisions are not based on any democratic process and not

regulated by any constitutional framework. This kind of domination of political

communities by economic actors can only be addressed by transnational solidarity as well

as through bilateral, multilateral and supranational regulations. Dual citizenship can be
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seen as a means to facilitate transnational solidarity and to legitimise political regulations

beyond the nation state.

In consequence, participation in the residence country is not the only political

involvement that counts within a republican theory of democracy that takes a transnational

economy into account. Political participation in the country of origin and political

involvement in supranational arenas are equally important features of civic virtue. There

exist a lot of anecdotal and ethnographical evidences that dual nationals are quite actively

involved in their country of origin, but only scarce systematic data. Guarnizo et al. (2003)

have found that one-sixth of immigrants from Columbia, the Dominican Republic and

El Salvador in the USA are involved in both electoral and non-electoral activities aimed at

influencing the conditions in the home country on a regular basis. The same percentage is

active on an occasional basis. These numbers might not seem very high, if we look at them

in isolation. But if we add these activities to the activities in the country of residence,

migrants and people with transnational ties might end up with a higher level of political

participation in comparison to sedentary people and dual citizenship paves the way for

political participation in more than one country.

Political activities, which are directed at supranational political arenas (on continental

or global levels), are another important features of current day republican

citizenship. Studies like Tarrow (2005) provide a lot of empirical evidence for this

growing phenomenon. Nevertheless, no connection to dual citizenship is made in these

studies. Until now we do not know whether migrants and dual citizens are participating

more in supranational politics than sedentary people and mono citizens. The question

whether transnational citizenship stimulates or facilitates supranational or cosmopolitan

citizenship should be high on the empirical research agenda. In the context of this paper,

the most important insights are: first, dual citizenship helps to stimulate a specification of

republican democracy that adequately addresses contemporary challenges, and second in

light of such an understanding of republican democracy it is likely – but not yet proven –

that the actual political participation of dual citizens is not deficient anymore in

comparison to the political involvement of mono citizens.

Dual citizenship and transnationalising communitarian theories of democracy

The evaluation of dual citizenship in light of communitarian theories of democracy has

revealed some stunning paradoxes.14 First, in theory, communitarian reasoning would

expect that nation states demand exclusive loyalty of their citizens, but in praxis many

states contribute to the proliferation of multiple citizenships. Second, migrant-sending

states legitimise their acceptance of dual citizenship by evoking communitarian

understandings of citizenship. In their efforts to tap the contributions and recourses of

emigrants and expatriates they appeal to the natural or cultural bonds that these external

people have to their community of decent. Third, those countries which endorse dual

citizenship most actively might be the ones who have to pay the highest prices. Migrant-

receiving countries are rather reluctant in accepting dual citizenship although there is clear

evidence that dual citizenship facilitates the integration in the residence country.

In contrast, migrant-sending countries are very often introducing dual citizenship as part of

what I have called ‘developmental communitarianism’. Nevertheless, in the latter

countries new socio-economic and cultural cleavages emerge between those with

connections to another (wealthier and modernised) country and those without.

In consequence, a developmental strategy based on a communitarian understanding of

citizenship might endanger exactly those structural preconditions, which are usually seen
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as necessary for generating national identity, loyalty and solidarity from a communitarian

perspective: a relatively high degree of socio-economic equality and cultural homogeneity

among the members of a political community.

In respect to positive analysis, the paradoxes can be resolved if we disaggregate nation

states and take into account that promoting dual citizenship in migrant-sending countries is

usually an elite-driven process – and often initiated by expatriates (Jones-Correa 2001a).

Nevertheless, from the angle of normative theory multiple affiliations point to a major

dilemma for communitarian conceptions of democracy: How can political communities

stimulate the solidarity of those people with rather large socio-economic capacities based

on transnational connections without endangering the commonality and equality of all

members of a political community which is seen as the precondition for political

integration and social cohesion? A possible solution might be to limit the political rights of

dual citizens in the country of decent, e.g. by restricting external voting, in order to balance

their higher socio-cultural capacities. As a consequence, the acceptance of dual citizenship

would be primarily a symbol of recognition to their members abroad. Furthermore,

dual citizenship entitles them with full civil and socio-economic rights, which help

smoothening transactions and travel across national borders. The case of Mexico indicates

that such a policy is only possible as long as the parties and governments which are in

power are primarily rooted in the local population. As soon as a party takes over that has a

more liberal ideology and strong ties to the transnational community, external voting

rights and opportunities for (dual) citizens to vote abroad are introduced. The fact that

complicated procedures allowed only 0.5% of all Mexicans in the USA to register in

the 2006 Presidential Election indicates how traditional interests use their power in the

bureaucracy to fight this trend (Escobar 2006, pp. 513–514). Communitarians have to

face the puzzling fact that in a transnationalising world their cultural definition of

citizenship leads to strong cleavages between the sedentary/mono-nationals and the

mobile/multi-nationals within the national community.

Dual citizenship and transnationalising multicultural theories of democracy

In my evaluation of dual citizenship from the perspective of multiculturalism, I discussed

whether the recognition and the rights that come with a second nationality would be

productive means for helping immigrants. The specific forms of recognition (accepting

another affiliation) and rights (voting in another country) that come with dual citizenship can

be seen as further measures to level the playing field for discriminated groups. Insofar, it

complements the existing literature on multiculturalism, but it follows rather established

lines in this discourse. This is not the case when we turn again to the ‘exit’ option, which is

facilitated through dual citizenship. In the liberal approach, exit/entry complements

vote/voice as another mechanism to steer and control the government. Within a multicultural

perspective it represents a further opportunity to react to discrimination. The latter

perspective is especially relevant for immigrants, who are regularly faced with xenophobia.

Since xenophobia often does not only lead to socio-economic and political discrimination

but endangers the physical life of immigrants, providing the right and opportunity to escape

as a last remedy seems to be fully appropriate. Nevertheless, facilitating such a reaction to

discrimination might produce similar difficulties and paradoxes as many other multicultural

policies. As Albert Hirschman (1970) has already pointed out, ‘exit’ is often not a very

productive reaction to an unsatisfying situation since it reduces the forces and resources

which would be necessary to change the situation. Facilitating exit by providing dual

citizenship might undermine the willingness of discriminated immigrants to use their
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vote/voice in order to improve their situation in the country of residence. But Hirschman has

also highlighted the important role of ‘loyalty’ for determining the use of ‘voice’ and ‘exit’

in unsatisfying situations. Making access to citizenship easy and accepting dual citizenship

are welcoming gestures that make it easier for immigrants to identify with the country of

residence. This leads to a certain level of loyalty and the use of voice/vote as primary

reactions to discrimination. At the end, dual citizenship provides both: official recognition,

which stimulates productive reactions of immigrants to discrimination within the country,

and a last remedy in cases of dangerous levels of xenophobia.

Dual citizenship and transnationalising deliberative theories of democracy

In this final section, I want to show that dual citizenship opens up a line of thinking for the

‘inclusion of the other’ that is different to the ones that major proponents of deliberative

democracy have developed for a transnationalising world. Seyla Benhabib (2004, 2006),

James Bohman (2006, 2007) and John Dryzek (2006, 2007) have taken their concepts of

deliberative democracy into the transnational realm. Benhabib’s approach is most closely

connected to the concept of cosmopolitan democracy, promoted by Archibugi and Held

(1995), since she envisions that the ‘rights of others’ should be taken into account through

a ‘democratic iteration’ between human rights and citizen rights. Conceptually, such a

cosmopolitan approach assumes a vertical layering of rights, communities and institutions

of governance – it is still very much in line with federalist thinking of multi-level systems

based on territorial entities. Bohman’s approach is less confined to federalist thinking and

emphasises more the permanent reconstitution of demoi. Furthermore, he blends

deliberative democracy with the neo-republican concept of non-domination. Nevertheless,

since he focuses very much on the European Union and on the vertical interactions

between the European citizenship and national citizenships, Bohman (2006, 2007) misses

the much broader trend towards overlapping demoi through the spread of dual

citizenship. Dryzek (2006) is developing his proposals based on the concept of ‘discursive

democracy.’ This concept is much less consensus oriented and less constitutionalist than

those approaches which are based on Habermas’ notion of ‘deliberation’ (Dryzek 2007).

He focuses on the representation of a plurality of discourses as crucial preconditions for a

transnational democracy, downplays the importance of formal institutions, and ignores the

relevance of formal membership/citizenship (Dryzek 2007). None of these attempts to

envision a deliberative democracy beyond the confines of the nation states has picked up

dual citizenship as a significant feature of an emerging transnational democracy.

Nevertheless, dual/multiple citizenship can play a major role for such an endeavour,

especially when we conceive the emerging world order not as vertically differentiated

multi-level system but as a system of horizontal overlaps with transnational

interpenetrations and (inter)dependencies. Such a world order does not follow the idea

of constitutional (con)federalism but resembles the structural features of empires.

Constitutional federalism assumes a formally regulated and symmetric relationship among

the constituents. In contrast, the political order of empires is characterised by informal and

asymmetric relationships between centres and peripheries. Central states like USA, but

also the European Union, Russia and China (and also other countries on a lower

geographic scale), can use their military, economic, communicative and political

capacities in order to gain a hegemonic position in their relations to other countries. They

can use this hegemonic position to forge international regimes and national regulations in

peripheral states, which help to perpetuate their favourable position within these ‘imperial’

relationships. The European Union, for example, uses its ‘neighbourhood policy’, on the
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one hand, to spread democratic norms and values, but demands, on the other, specific

measures and regulations from its neighbours that serve primarily its own interests

(e.g. Lavenex 2004). 15

If we recognise that the de facto world order resembles strongly the structural features

of empires, it makes sense to think about how to democratise imperial systems.16

Migration flows from the peripheries to the centres are one of the most promising starting

points for the democratisation of empires, because migration flows can be understood as

the corresponding ‘counter-flow’ to the asymmetric flow of influence from the centres

to the peripheries. If immigrants from peripheral states are incorporated as full members in

the central states, they can influence the formation of the ‘national interest’ of these central

states. The national interest is formed not only by aggregating the preferences of the

citizens, but also by processes of public deliberation, in which speakers have to address all

members of the demos as the authoritative audience. The acceptance of dual citizenship

not only facilitates the naturalisation of immigrants, but it also reminds the speakers in the

political deliberations within the central states that parts of their constituency have a

further political affiliation. In consequence, it is quite likely that the positions of

‘the others’ and the consequences of national policies beyond the borders of the central

states will play a larger role in the public discourse in central states in comparison to a

situation with high hurdles for naturalisation and the prohibition of dual citizenship. This

is not the place to develop this idea further;17 I just want to highlight the conceptual

differences to the proposals that have been mentioned earlier. In contrast to Benhabib’s

‘democratic iterations’ between particular and universal rights and powers, my proposal

would concentrate on the development of ‘democratic interpenetrations’ between centres

and peripheries. The central mechanism for bringing the ‘rights of others’ into the public

consciousness and into the political process of nation states would not be through

supranational organisations and international courts but through the inclusion of those who

are ‘also-others’ into the national demos. Unlike Bohman and Dryzek, the proposal takes

the triadic structure of public discourses and deliberations into account and highlights the

importance of formal membership in the demoi of nation states. In opposition to

cosmopolitan conceptions of democracy, transnational understandings of democracy

conceive national communities and not supra- or post-national communities as the most

important authoritative audiences for political discourses and decisions in the twenty-first

century. Contrary to the twentieth century, these national communities are not mutually

exclusive anymore but overlap, and those citizens, who are members of two or more

national communities, might play a major role in democratising a world in which most

political decisions have consequences beyond the confines of a single nation state.

Summary and conclusion

The regulation of membership is a constitutive and therefore fundamental aspect of

democratic self-determination of political communities. Therefore, we should not be

surprised that membership regulations are politically salient and highly contested in many

countries (see the survey by Blatter et al. 2009). The acceptance or toleration of dual

citizenship represents a crucial step away from the conceptualisation of political

communities as exclusive and non-overlapping entities – a conceptualisation that was

dominant in the twentieth century. Established and more recent theories of democracy

facilitate and legitimatise the empirical trend towards the acceptance of multiple

memberships and overlapping political communities. At the same time, these phenomena

stimulate the expansion and reconceptualisation of these theories.
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From liberal theories of democracy, we can deduce one of the strongest arguments for

the acceptance of dual citizenship because in a world in which many people have stakes in

more than one country dual citizenship helps fulfilling the principle of inclusion/con-

gruence which states that all those who are subject to authoritative rule should have the

right to participate in making these rules. On the other hand, dual citizenship provides the

legal preconditions to make ‘exit/entry’ another powerful instrument for citizens to steer

and control national governments. Liberal theorists of democracy have to pay attention to

this aspect when adjusting their understanding of democracy to a transnationalising world.

Established communitarian lines of thinking lead to a very sceptical stance towards

dual citizenship because they fear that it endangers the loyalty and solidarity of citizens to

the national community. Nevertheless, empirical data suggest that these problems might

be of temporary nature for migrant-receiving countries. Furthermore, the widespread

acceptance of dual citizenship by migrant-sending countries implies that in a world of

transboundary flows the partial loyalty and solidarity of those members with strong socio-

economic and cultural capacities based on multiple connections and affiliations represents

a tempting alternative to the loyalty and solidarity that rests on exclusive identities and

memberships. In the end, dual citizenship confronts communitarian theories of democracy

with a paradox: accepting dual citizenship as part of a communitarian strategy to stimulate

the loyalty of external members of the national community undermines the structural

conditions for a communitarian democracy: similar capabilities and cultural coherence.

If we take political participation and civic virtue as the core principles of

republicanism, we end up with another paradox for this strand of democratic theory.

In principle, dual citizenship opens up more opportunities for political participation; in

reality it seems to reduce the level of political involvement – at least as long as we look

only at the country of residence. This might be not the case anymore, if we take further

fields of political participation into account: participation in the country of decent and

supranational participation. Until now, we do not have any empirical information on the

relationship between national, transnational and supranational participation and

involvement. We do not know whether migrants and dual citizens are more active

transnationally, and whether these activities towards a country beyond the place of

residence have a (negative) impact on the integration in the country of residence and/or

whether transnational affiliations and activities are stepping stones to cosmopolitan

citizenship or not. This reflection has pointed not only to a major gap in empirical research

but also to an adequate specification of the republican notion of ‘non-domination’ in a

world where the transnationalisation of the economy has been far ahead of the political

structures and processes which are necessary for making a transnational world democratic.

Dual citizenship highlights the fact that in a transnationalising world, political

participation and involvement has to go beyond the confines of the country of residence.

My discussion of the relationship between dual citizenship and multicultural

democracy has revealed that dual citizenship not only provides further mechanisms for

helping discriminated groups but also stimulates expanded notions of multiculturalism.

First and foremost, it is a symbol of recognition. In contrast to classic lines of

argumentation in multicultural theory, the acceptance of dual citizenship symbolises not

the recognition of difference but the valuation of multiplicity. The provision of dual

citizenship for minorities with neighbouring kinship states and the intervention of external

governments might be counterproductive because they reinforce boundaries between

ethnically or culturally defined groups. In contrast, dual citizenship as a sign for the

recognition of multiple affiliations and as a last remedy in cases of xenophobia are
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productive means to deal with political tensions in societies which include sedentary and

mobile groups of people.

Finally, the acceptance of dual citizenship can be backed up with reference to theories

of deliberative democracy if we assume that national policy-making has more and more

causes and consequences beyond the confines of the nation state. It is also a major stimulus

for transnationalising the theory of deliberative democracy not so much by envisioning the

emergence and interplay of various vertical levels of governance, communities and rights

but by taking into account the horizontal interpenetration of national communities and

political discourses. Multiple citizenships broaden the authoritative audiences of political

deliberations. The incorporation of immigrants from peripheral states into the demos of

central states can be seen a major step towards the inclusion of all affected interests

without the need to transfer competences towards higher levels of governance or towards

intergovernmental regimes and organisations. Such a horizontal path towards the

‘inclusion of the other’ has the big advantage that the political discourses and decisions

would take place in the national realm where the political deliberations are much better

connected to the wider public in comparison to the supranational realm.

Overall, we can conclude that dual citizenship should not only be endorsed because it

strengthens democracy in a transnationalising world. It should also be recognised as an

important stimulus for conceptualising transnational democracy in the twenty-first century.

Notes

1. Theodore Roosevelt called dual nationality a ‘self-evident absurdity’ (Spiro 1997, p. 1411).
2. Nevertheless, it has to be realised that (im)migration policies which represent these new

transformations are in many places only one context in which the issue of dual citizenship
comes up; in some places (like Eastern Europe) this overlaps and usually is overshadowed with
the context of nation state (re-)building (Faist and Kivisto 2007, Bauböck et al. 2007).

3. The same is true if the provision of citizenship would be strictly based on the residency
principle. Since in most (Western) countries civil and social rights are already based on
residency and not on citizenship, such a regulation would fully eliminate membership/citizen-
ship as a meaningful category. There would be no difference anymore between residents and
citizens. However, this holds only for the situation within migrant receiving countries.
Citizens, but not residents, would still enjoy external citizenship rights of diplomatic
protection, right to return and absentee ballots (thanks to Rainer Bauböck who pointed to this
remaining difference).

4. It is important to realise that it is especially the changes in the second characteristic of
individual life – the singularity of place in which the social life of individuals is embedded –
which contain the momentum for the acceptance of dual citizenship. If only the stability of
residence would be eroding, the congruence principle would demand quicker naturalisation
and denaturalisation procedures but not necessarily membership in two political communities.

5. An exception is the first empirical study done by Yang (1994) who finds that individuals from
countries that allow dual nationality are actually less likely to naturalise in the USA.
Furthermore, Staton et al. (2007b) reintroduce some scepticism whether the acceptance of dual
citizenship in the country of origin increases the likelihood of naturalisation in the USA.

6. Jungnickel (2005, pp. 63–65) shows how the principle of reciprocity that Germany uses for
deciding about the acceptance of dual citizenship for citizens from countries of the European
Union has led to a massive undermining of its general principle not to allow dual
citizenship. This leads to the problematic effect that Germany accepts dual citizenship in those
cases in which it is problematic (from the perspective of equal voting rights) and rejects it for
those cases in which it is not problematic.

7. Although, even Betts (2002, p. 67), who is quite critical towards dual citizenship, admits ‘ . . .
there is yet no evidence that plural citizens will break the law as they pass through Australia
. . . ’. Furthermore, Bloemraad’s finding that dual citizens in Canada are significantly higher
educated than the average immigrant mediates against this assumption (Bloemraad 2004,
p. 421).
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8. Which does not mean that it cannot loom large in countries like South Korea where the security
situation still resembles the dominant situation in the twentieth century: ideological
confrontation and armies based on compulsory service of all male citizens. The fear that dual
citizenship makes it possible to escape military service is the main reason why the government
is hesitating to introduce dual citizenship – an idea it otherwise considers as a means to attract
human capital.

9. Although the term ‘multiculturalism’ clearly points to culturally defined groups, I include into
this approach not only theories which emphasise culturally defined groups (e.g. Kymlicka
1999, Gutmann 2003) but also those who put more emphasis on groups which are defined
according to their ‘nature’ (e.g. women, coloured people) or socio-economic position (classes).
Multiculturalists conceptualise all those groups in a ‘relational’ and not according to a
substantialist logic (Young 1990, p. 82), which means that all these groups and their identity
are constructed in a social process of distinction from (dominant) ‘others’ and their existence
and identity are not based on any essential or exclusive traits.

10. The less essentialist and the more socially constructed culture is conceptualised, the more there
is overlap between a multicultural and a deliberative democracy approach (Benhabib 1996b).
A core difference remains, though, since multiculturalism is primarily concerned with building
and protection of communities/polities as such, whereas deliberative democracy is focusing on
the policy-dimension of politics.

11. Whereas most advocates of deliberative democracy are influenced by Habermas’ theory of
communicative rationality and assume that public deliberation enhances rationality and
consensus, advocates of a ‘discursive democracy’ (Dryzek 2000) highlight the mobilising effect
of (antagonistic) public discussions. A similar cleavage within this strand of democratic theory
evolves around whether reasonable argument should be ‘impartial’ (Held 2006, pp. 239–246).

12. Please note that it is not by accident that the public discourse is taken up before the individual
preferences. Within a strict deliberative perspective the discourse takes ontological precedence
to the formation of individual preferences.

13. But see Dryzek (2007) who emphasises the priority of informal discourses in contrast to formal
constitutions as the constitutive elements of political order in a transnational world of
governance networks.

14. These paradoxes might explain why no eminent communitarian has addressed the issue of dual
citizenship yet. Members of ‘The Communitarian Network’ endorsed dual citizenship but
provided no justification (see http://www.gwu.edu/ , ccps/dwu_positionpaper.html).

15. By stressing the central importance of asymmetric relationships between central and peripheral
states for my understanding of the term ‘empire’ I make clear that I do not follow the
post-territorial and post-structuralist concept of Hardt and Negri (2000, 2004). Instead, I stay
closer to the World System Theory of Wallerstein (1974) – without necessarily sharing his
Marxist conceptualisation of the world economy and his strong economic determinism – and
the debates about the imperial nature of the USA (e.g. Ferguson 2002).

16. Ulrich Beck and Edgar Grande (2004, 2007) are among the few social scientists whose writings
imply that empires can be democratised. First, they conceptualise Europe as an empire by
going beyond the European Union including those neighbour states, which are in an ‘extended
zone of political order’ (Beck and Grande 2004, p. 101, Beck and Grande 2007, p. 63). In order
to democratise the European Empire, they recommend direct interventions of citizens through
European referenda; the inclusion of neighbours of the EU by opening up EU-institutions for
representatives of foreign states or civil societies; the recognition of difference by sticking to
consensus instead of majority vote as primer decision-making rule and institutional checks and
balances as main mechanisms of political control (Beck and Grande 2004, pp. 350–357). They
ignore dual citizenship as a mechanism that can contribute to many of the goals that their
recommended measures are hoped to accomplish.

17. Some further thoughts and specifications can be found in the work of Blatter (2008, pp. 26–34)
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Nationen. Hamburg: Rotbuch Verlag.
Lavenex, S., 2004. EU external governance in wider Europe. Journal of European public policy,

11 (4), 680–700.
Legomsky, S., 2003. Dual nationality and military service: strategy number two. In: D.A. Martin and

K. Hailbronner, eds. Rights and duties of dual nationals: evolution and prospects. The Hague:
Kluwer Law International, 79–126.

Marshall, T.H., 1950. Citizenship and social class. Cambridge: Pluto Press.
Martin, D.A., 2003. Introduction: the trend toward dual nationality. In: D.A. Martin and

K. Hailbronner, eds. Rights and duties of dual nationals: evolution and prospects. The Hague:
Kluwer Law International, 3–18.

Martin, D.A. and Hailbronner, K., 2003. Rights and duties of dual nationals. Evolution and
prospects. The Hague: Kluwer Law International.

Mazzolori, F., 2005. Determinants of naturalization: the role of dual citizenship laws. Working
paper 117. California: The Center of Comparative Immigration Studies, University of
California.

Merton, R.K., 1957. Social theory and social structure. New York: Free Press.
Munro, D., 2008. Integration through participation: non-citizen resident voting rights in an era of

globalization. International migration & integration, 9, 43–80.
Neuman, G.L., 1994. Citizenship panel: principal paper - justifying U.S. naturalization policies.

Virginia journal of international law, 35, 237–278.
Offe, C. and Preuss, U., 1991. Democratic institutions and moral resources. In: D. Held, ed.

Political theory today. Cambridge: Polity Press, 143–171.
Pettit, P., 1997. Republicanism: a theory of freedom and government. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Preston, V., Siemiatycki, M. and Kobayashi, A., 2007. Dual citizenship among Hong Kong

Canadians: convenience or commitment? In: T. Faist and P. Kivisto, eds. Dual citizenship in
global perspective: from unitary to multiple citizenship. New York: Palgrave Macmillan,
203–223.

Ramakrishnan, K.S., 2005. Democracy in immigrant America: changing demographics and political
participation. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Rawls, J., 1971. A theory of justice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Rawls, J., 1999. The law of peoples. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
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Schaal, G.S. and Heidenreich, F., 2006. Einführung in die Politischen Theorien der Moderne.

Opladen: Opladen & Farmington Hills.
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