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Around 25 million persons born in a third country (TCNs) are currently living in the
European Union (EU), representing 5% of its total population. Integrating immigrants, i.e.
allowing them to participate in the host society at the same level as natives, is an active, not a
passive, process that involves two parties, the host society and the immigrants, working
together to build a cohesive society.
Policy-making on integration is commonly regarded as primarily a matter of concern for the
receiving state, with general disregard for the role of the sending state. However, migrants
belong to two places: first, where they come and second, where they now live. While
integration takes place in the latter, migrants maintain a variety of links with the former. New
means of communication facilitating contact between migrants and their homes, globalisation
bringing greater cultural diversity to host countries, and nation-building in source countries
seeing expatriate nationals as a strategic resource have all transformed the way migrants
interact with their home country.
INTERACT project looks at the ways governments and non-governmental institutions in
origin countries, including the media, make transnational bonds a reality, and have developed
tools that operate economically (to boost financial transfers and investments); culturally (to
maintain or revive cultural heritage); politically (to expand the constituency); legally (to
support their rights).
INTERACT project explores several important questions: To what extent do policies pursued
by EU member states to integrate immigrants, and policies pursued by governments and nonstate actors in origin countries regarding expatriates, complement or contradict each other?
What effective contribution do they make to the successful integration of migrants and what
obstacles do they put in their way?
A considerable amount of high-quality research on the integration of migrants has been
produced in the EU. Building on existing research to investigate the impact of origin countries
on the integration of migrants in the host country remains to be done.
INTERACT is co-financed by the European Union and is implemented by a consortium built
by CEDEM, UPF and MPI Europe.
For more information:
INTERACT

Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies (EUI)
Convento
Via delle Fontanelle 19
50014 San Domenico di Fiesole
Italy
Tel: +39 055 46 85 817
Fax: + 39 055 46 85 770
Email: migration@eui.eu

Abstract
This position paper addresses the following research question: “How do actors in sending countries
influence the integration of immigrants in the European Union, with regard to the access to
citizenship?” The paper argues that the access to citizenship can be viewed as an important factor in
the process of integration of immigrants in the destination country. The role of actors in third
countries, while only one of the factors that determine citizenship take-up among integration, is crucial
as particularly by allowing dual citizenship, countries of origin can take away a major constraint for
immigrants in the naturalisation process. Research shows that naturalisation rates are positively
impacted by tolerant policies towards dual citizenship. The report discusses the state-of-the-art on the
propensity to naturalise among immigrants, as well as on the relation between citizenship and
integration. It also presents some key findings from the literature and outlines the relevant questions
for further research.
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1. Introduction to the field of research
This position paper addresses the following research question: “How do actors in sending countries
influence the integration of immigrants in the European Union, with regard to the access to
citizenship?
Three conceptual clarifications should be made from the start. First, an ‘immigrant’ is defined as a
person born in a third country and residing in the European Union. While immigrants can be
understood more generally as all foreign-born persons residing in a country, following the overall
focus of the INTERACT project we restrict our discussion in this paper to immigrants from non-EU
countries. Second, ‘integration’ as understood as the process by which immigrants become accepted
into society, both as individuals and as groups (Penninx 2003). This definition thus views integration
deliberately as a process, rather than as an endpoint and also is deliberately open as to what precisely
determines the acceptance of immigrants in a society, which may –after all– vary from one receiving
society to the other. Thirdly, ‘citizenship’ is a legal status and relation between an individual and a
state that entails specific legal rights and duties. (EUDO CITIZENSHIP 2013a). In some countries, the
status may be called ‘nationality’ rather than citizenship and the persons holding the status are referred
to as nationals rather than citizens. In this paper, the terms citizenship and nationality are conceived as
interchangeably, though for the sake of clarity we systematically use the first term only.
Following these conceptual clarifications, the paper starts out on the basis of two assumptions with
regard to the role of third countries with regard to immigrant integration and access to citizenship.
While these two assumptions are not intended as undisputable starting points for the following
discussion, they do indicate the theoretical scope within which this paper should be positioned. The
first assumption is that the access to citizenship can be seen as indicator of integration, in the sense
that it closes an important legal gap between immigrants and natives. However, although from the
perspective of ‘becoming accepted into society’ acquiring destination country citizenship is likely an
important step in the integration process, it is not seen as the endpoint of this process. Hence, in this
report the access to citizenship is viewed as a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for full
integration of immigrants in the destination country. The second assumption is that third countries
cannot directly influence the acquisition of citizenship by immigrants in EU member states, which is
after all a sovereign competence of the respective state (within the constraints set by international law,
for example with regard to the avoidance of statelessness); however, particularly by allowing dual
citizenship, countries of origin can take away a major constraint for immigrants in the naturalisation
process. Hence, political actors in origin countries, such as legislators who determine the rules of dual
citizenship as well as government officials linked to diplomatic representations who may reach out to
the emigrant community, are expected to be able to play an important role in the process of integrating
migrants in destination countries, in terms of stimulating (or not) the acquisition of citizenship. Their
role, however, is necessarily one which should be understood in conjunction with the constellation of
actors and rules in the destination country.
When discussing the role of origin countries in relation to citizenship acquisition of migrants in
destination countries, one enters unavoidably into a discussion on dual citizenship, understood as the
possession by individual of two citizenship statuses. Dual citizenship is a fact of life in a mobile
world. As a result of international migration, rearrangements of the territorial scope of states and the
lack of a global coordination between citizenship laws, millions of people worldwide are citizens of
two, or more, states (Faist 2009; Faist and Kivisto 2007). 1 In Europe, where increasing gender equality
provides both the father and the mother the opportunity to transmit their citizenship to their offspring,
children often automatically become dual citizens at birth when their parents are citizens of different
1
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states. They often also acquire two citizenships when they are born in another country than their
parents and their country of birth has a regime of territorial birthright (Vink and De Groot 2010).
Many people moreover acquire an additional citizenship at a later stage of life because they take up
residence in another country than where they born and wish to consolidate their position in that new
society through acquiring the citizenship of their country of residence.
Despite its ascendency as a demographic phenomenon, dual citizenship is still seen by many as a
problematic phenomenon that should be avoided if possible. In line with a traditionally restrictive
approach to dual citizenship in international law, a substantial number of states in Europe and beyond
actively discourage multiple citizenship, by requiring candidates for naturalisation to renounce their
previous citizenship prior to naturalisation or by having provisions that lead to the automatic loss of
citizenship when their citizens voluntarily acquire another citizenship (Vonk 2012; Vink and De Groot
2010). However, the worldwide number of states with a restrictive approach to dual citizenship has
been decreasing for the past few decades and migrants are thus increasingly less often compelled to
make a decision regarding their choice of citizenship (United Nations 2013: 113).
From a destination country perspective, naturalisation is increasingly seen as an important part of the
process of integrating immigrants and in order to optimise the use of what is sometimes termed the
‘citizenship premium’, actors in destination countries increasingly often advocate public policies that are
aimed at increasing naturalisation rates among immigrants (OECD 2011; Sumption and Flamm 2012).
The acquisition of citizenship is associated with better employment probability, higher earnings and
higher occupational positions (Liebig and von Haaren, 2011). Politically, citizenship of course usually
qualifies immigrants to take an active part in the electoral politics of the destination country, but research
also shows that it increases non-electoral political participation, although with substantial variation
among immigrant groups (Prokic-Breuer, Vink, Hutcheson and Jeffers, 2013; cf. Pikkov 2011).
In the remainder of the paper, we first discuss the main methodological approaches in researching
integration in this field of research, with particular attention to the influence of the countries and
societies of origin. Subsequently, we outline the actors involved and identify the diverging and
converging interests of the sending and receiving countries, as well as the strategies of the sending
societies to push their interests. The paper will then outline the theoretical framework and
subsequently illustrate the framework with case studies concerning the relationships between the
countries of origin and their impact on migrant communities abroad.

2
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2. Methodology used in research in the field
The question of immigrant naturalisation is not a new question in the migration literature. A welldeveloped body of research looks at the determinants of naturalisation, mostly but not exclusively in
the North American context (North, 1987; Portes and Curtis, 1987; Yang, 1994; Jones-Correa, 2001;
Chiswick and Miller, 2008; DeVoretz and Pivnenko, 2004; Bloemraad, 2002; Rallu, 2011; Liebig and
Von Haaren, 2011). 2 Typically, these studies look at a range of individual characteristics, such as
educational attainment, age at migration, years of residence, family situation and, relating to country
of origin, economic development, the political situation and toleration of dual citizenship (for a recent
comprehensive overview and analysis, see Chiswick and Miller, 2008).
While these studies have contributed to our understanding of the determination of citizenship takeup among immigrants, their comparative scope is surprisingly limited, from the perspective of
migration destination countries. Most studies focus on the North American context, with key
contributions looking in particular at the case of the US (Yang, 1994; Jones-Correa, 2001; Chiswick
and Miller, 2008; see also DeVoretz and Pivnenko, 2004 on Canada). Some notable exceptions exist,
though at best they compare a few countries. In the context of the ‘naturalisation gap’ between Canada
and the US, for example, important work draws attention to the extent to which naturalisation is
institutionally encouraged (Bloemraad, 2002; Picot and Hou 2011). Other studies have investigated the
relevance of the citizenship legislation in countries of origin, in particular in relation to toleration of
dual citizenship (Jones-Correa, 2001). These examples, however, are exceptions confirming the rule,
as we are still a long way off from understanding the relationship between country of origin features,
individual characteristics and the institutional opportunity structure in which naturalisation takes place.
In particular, in Europe, where citizenship policies differ substantially (Vink and De Groot, 2010),
we see large differences in citizenship take-up rates, with around 80 percent of the foreign-born
population naturalised after at least ten years residence in the Netherlands and Sweden, around 65
percent of a comparable group in the UK, 50 percent in France and only around 35 percent in
Germany and Switzerland (Liebig and Von Haaren, 2011: 28). The logical question is thus: are these
differences in citizenship take-up rates explained by differences in the demographic composition of
the immigrant population, or rather by the institutional structure made up of citizenship policies in the
countries of origin and destination? We cannot answer this important policy-relevant question without
an explicit cross-national comparison. Hence, as both the composition of immigrant populations and
citizenship policies across Europe vary significantly, studies which take the idea of a ‘citizenship
constellation’ (Bauböck 2010) seriously, should include a comparative design captures, in addition to
the individual characteristics of migrants and aspects of the opportunity structures in destination
countries, also the features of rules and practices in origin countries. While advanced methodological
techniques, such as cross-classified multi-level anaysis (Van Tubergen et 2004) allow capturing such
complexities, their application in the field of citizenship studies so far is still the exception, rather than
the rule (see e.g. Dronkers and Vink 2012; Vink, Prokic-Breuer and Dronkers 2013).
In terms of the question of the ‘citizenship premium’, much of the recent literature has focused on
the question whether citizenship acquisition actually improves labour market performance or whether
immigrants who perform better on the labour market are more likely to naturalise. 3 In other words, is
there unobserved heterogeneity, for example related to ability or motivation of immigrants, which is
driving the association between naturalisation and economic performance? This causality question is
clearly of key importance and scholars have developed specific methodological strategies depending
on the type of available data, such as using instrumental variables (Bevelander and Pendakur 2012;
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Rallu 2011) or a Heckman two-stage model (DeVoretz and Pivnenko 2005) for cross-sectional
datasets, or individual fixed effects and longitudinal analysis with panel data (Bratsberg et al 2002;
Steinhardt 2012). The common denominator of these studies with a more refined analysis of the
relation between naturalisation and economic performance is that when controlling for self-selection
the citizenship premium decreases, but –crucially– remains significant (see Scott 2008, for a
contrasting view).
While most studies of the relation between naturalisation and integration, have focused on policies
and structural context of destination countries, particularly in Europe there is relatively little attention
for the role of origin countries in the process of naturalisation and integration of immigrants. Yet it is
evident that the ‘origin factor’ matters significantly when assessing the question of immigrant
integration. Especially, dual citizenship policies in origin countries should be taken into account as a
potential facilitating or restraining factor for the process of integration of immigrants. These dual
citizenship policies may be reflected in general rules in constitutions or citizenship laws on the loss of
citizenship upon voluntary acquisition of another citizenship (see below), but also in more specific
bilateral agreements between countries or rules that only apply to citizens from certain countries (see
for example the German exception for EU citizens).
In Europe, as elsewhere, we see that many traditional emigrant countries initially develop a
restrictive attitude towards the acquisition of foreign citizenship by the emigrant community, yet later
often develop a more tolerant approach. A sending states as Mexico originally have sought to exercise
control over the diaspora by penalising the acquisition of foreign citizenship with the loss of the
citizenship of origin, yet now recognize that ‘mexicanidad’ can be maintained while acquiring, for
example, US citizenship (Fitzgerald 2009: 33). Also in Europe we see an unmistakable trend that
states increasingly start to reconceptualize citizenship in a more transnational manner (Vink and De
Groot 2010). This affects both European receiving countries, such as Germany, France and Italy, as
European sending countries, such as Armenia or Ukraine. In post-Soviet Armenia, for example, the
approach to dual citizenship was originally largely restrictive, as a result of concerns that the
Armenian naturalised abroad would be able to avoid military service at the time of the conflict over
the Nagorno-Karabakh territory. In a more general sense, due to the sizeable diaspora, there have been
strong concerns about the interference in Armenian politics and society of foreign citizens, in the case
of Armenians who have acquired another citizenship (Makaryan 2013: 6). However, since 2007, dual
citizenship has been fully accepted and acquiring the citizenship of another state no longer implies the
automatic loss of Armenian citizenship (Makaryan 2013: 15).
Moreover, in addition to these formal rules, what matters equally –and has been relatively
underresearched so far– is how e.g. governmental actors in origin countries in practice stimulate or
discourage the acquisition of a foreign citizenship by the emigrant community. For example, in Ukraine,
there is an overall negative attitude towards dual citizenship, as a result of concerns about the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Ukraine vis-à-vis Russia (Shevel 2010: 1). However, more
recently the attitude against dual citizenship has softened and in practice allows many Ukrainian citizens
who acquire a foreign citizenship to retain their citizenship of origin (Shevel 2010: 11). A similar trend
can be observed in Georgia, where in 2004 a special ‘dual citizenship commission’ was formed to create
a more liberal framework for dual citizenship, in response to demand from the sizeable Georgian
diaspora (Gugushvili 2012: 9). However, in Georgia, as in Ukraine, the legal framework remains unclear
as to the extent to which dual citizenship has been embraced or not and, at times, seems to be applied in a
problematic manner in cases of political controversy (Gugushvili 2012: 23).
There are two reasons for why dual citizenship policies in origin countries should be taken into
account, from the perspective of the integration of immigrants in destination countries. First, being
able to retain the citizenship of origin generally can be expected to increase naturalisation rates among
immigrant groups. Jones-Correa (2001), for example, demonstrates that changes in citizenship policies
in Latin American countries in the 1990s had a positive effect on naturalisation rates among
immigrants groups in the US from countries that recently allowed dual citizenship. Vink et al (2013)

4
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demonstrate that in 15 European countries the possibility of retaining the citizenship of origin,
depending on citizenship law in destination and origin countries, positive correlates with the
propensity to naturalise. In Portugal, for example, low naturalisation rates among the Ukrainian
community are mainly attributed to the risk of losing Ukrainian citizenship (EUDO CITIZENSHIP
2013b: 13). This indicates that, in as far as there has been a softening of the negative attitude towards
dual citizenship in Ukraine (see above), this has not yet translated into a proactive policy, for example
through the diplomatic representation in Portugal, to encourage the naturalisation of Ukrainians in
Portugal (but see eg ACIDI 2011). Mazzolari (2009: 187) also links the increased propensity to
naturalise to improve integration outcomes: ‘Immigrants coming from countries that have recently
allowed dual citizenship are found not only to be more likely to naturalise but also to experience
relative employment and earnings gains and to lower their reliance on welfare.’ This relates to the
benefits of naturalisation, such as increased employability, as discussed below.
Second, there is the question of how retaining the citizenship of origin influences the integration
process. While there is some limited work on the relation between dual citizenship and sociocultural
integration and political participation (e.g. eg. Staton et al 2007; Dagevos 2008; Ersanilli and
Koopmans 2010), there is a much more limited literature on the relation between dual citizenship
status and socioeconomic integration. As a result, few studies on the relation between naturalisation
and economic integration, or other integration indicators, employ explicit methodologies that allow for
the identification of the influence of the origin countries. As argued by Prokic-Breuer, Dronkers and
Vink (2013), the literature on citizenship and integration has developed methodologies mainly aimed
at detecting whether destination country citizenship matters, which may not necessarily be suited to
analysing the question to whom citizenship matters.

3. Discussion of the literature: focus on the role of the country of origin 4
This section outlines the actors involved in the process of immigrant integration in destination
countries and identify the diverging and converging interests of the sending and receiving countries, as
well as the strategies of the sending societies to push their interests. We start by discussing the relation
between citizenship and integration and then go into the question to what extent and how actors from
origin countries can encourage the access to citizenship of migrants in destination countries.
The relation between naturalisation and the structural integration of immigrants (i.e. their inclusion
into existing social structures, such as the labour market) has received increasing scholarly attention
since Chiswick’s (1978) seminal study of the effects of citizenship acquisition on earnings of foreignborn men in the US. While the literature is marred by differentiated findings, depending on choice of
destination country, immigrant group, dependent variable (e.g. employment status or income) and
methodological design (e.g. based on cross-sectional or longitudinal data), it is fair to say that the
consensus is that overall naturalisation has a strong potential to improve the economic well-being of
an immigrant (see e.g. Bratsberg et al, 2002; DeVoretz and Pivnenko 2005; Mazzolari 2009; OECD
2011; Rallu 2011; Bevelander and Pendakur 2012; Steinhardt 2012).
In as far as a ‘citizenship premium’ is observed in the literature, the main reasons are seen as
threefold: a) unrestricted access to the labour market: in many countries citizenship is still a
requirement for certain jobs, particularly in the public sector; b) better employability: the absence of
administrative costs associated with work and residence permits makes it easier to hire naturalised
immigrants; and c) citizenship acquisition as a signalling device of integration: naturalisation indicates
a clear commitment of the immigrant to remain in the country of residence, hence lowering the
uncertainty of the employer, and formal equality also decreases (though does not prevent) the risk of
discrimination. On the whole, naturalised immigrants thus are generally seen as more likely to have

4
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paid employment and less likely to be unemployed, as well as more likely to have higher earnings due
to better occupational status (Liebig and von Haaren, 2011).
When we look more specifically at the literature on the relation between dual citizenship status and
immigrants integration, what strikes is that the relevance of retaining origin country citizenship is
framed virtually exclusively as a naturalisation effect: ‘Immigrants coming from countries that have
recently allowed dual citizenship are found not only to be more likely to naturalise but also to
experience relative employment and earnings gains and to lower their reliance on welfare’ (Mazzolari
2009: 187). In other words, Mazzolari compares those naturalised immigrants with non-naturalised
immigrants, but does not compare naturalised immigrants with dual citizenship with naturalised
immigrants without dual citizenship (cf. Liebig and Von Haaren 2011: 30). One important reason for
this limited analysis of dual citizenship is data availability: while national registration data and
international surveys (such as the European Social Survey and the Labour Force Survey) include
valuable information on destination country citizenship, they seldomly include data on retention of
origin country citizenship.
The key ‘citizenship’ question is thus often seen as whether an immigrant has destination country
citizenship or not (see e.g. OECD 2011), whereas keeping the origin citizenship is seen as relevant
only in terms of the extent to which it influences the propensity to naturalise. There is some limited
work, though with rather mixed findings, on the relation between dual citizenship and sociocultural
integration and political participation (e.g. Staton et al 2007; Dagevos 2008; Ersanilli and Koopmans
2010). Yet overall, the literature on the ‘citizenship premium’ treats dual citizenship as largely
irrelevant from the perspective of affecting the potential pay-off of naturalisation, in terms of
improving integration outcomes.
In other words, the default assumption seems to be that what matters for the integration of an
immigrant is destination country citizenship, not origin country citizenship and in as far as the latter is
relevant, it is because of the relevance for the propensity to naturalise. However, to what extent this
assumption is empirically valid, is a largely unresearched question. While this is a question that often
arises in political debates on dual citizenship (see e.g. Schmeets and Vink 2011, on the Netherlands),
in academic studies the question has been mainly left unaddressed. From the perspective of this brief
literature review, the main identifiable gap in the literature thus relates to the under-researched issue
of the relevance of retaining origin country citizenship for the relation between naturalisation and
immigrant integration.
In the next section we discuss two sides to this under-researched question: first, the question to
what extent dual citizenship policies in origin countries affect the propensity to naturalise, for migrants
in destination countries; and, second, the question to what extent the ‘citizenship premium’ is affected
by an increased propensity to naturalise for immigrants from origin countries that allow dual
citizenship.

4. Proposed theoretical framework
Citizenship is a legal status and expresses a relationship between an individual and a state that entails
specific legal rights and duties. As for the rights attached to citizenship, the most important right
associated with citizenship is the protection by the state and unrestricted access to the territory. Even if
alternative permanent residence statuses, such as the green card in the US, may provide sufficient
security of residence and strong protection against expulsion, ‘naturalisation’ ultimately transforms a
foreigner into a citizen. Citizenship provides additional privileges, such as diplomatic protection, the
right to vote, and access to public sector jobs, to name a few.

6
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Citizenship of origin and the naturalisation propensity 5
Citizenship laws vary greatly between countries and thus may well explain diﬀerences in terms of
naturalisation rates between similar immigrant groups. Typically, we see important diﬀerences
between immigration countries, such as Canada and the United States, and most European countries.
In the North American context, birth in the territory gives automatic access to citizenship to the second
generation and naturalisation is seen as a natural part of the integration process that follows
immigration. In most European countries, by contrast, citizenship acquisition has for a long time been
dominated by descent-based transmission from one generation to the next and therefore was never
very accessible to immigrants. However, within Europe we see a large variety of policies that regulate
access to citizenship and some countries, notably Ireland, the United Kingdom and France, have
stronger ius soli traditions, which is partly still reflected in citizenship policies of today (see for
example, Baubock et al., 2006; Brubaker, 1992; Janoski, 2010; Vink and De Groot, 2010; Weil, 2002).
Aspects of citizenship laws that inﬂuence the ‘ accessibility’ of citizenship for immigrants are the
conditions for ordinary naturalisation, such as residence requirements, dual citizenship toleration,
language and integration requirements, fees, and administrative discretion. For children of immigrants
and subsequent generations, ius soli birthright also matters greatly as this determines whether they are
included at birth as full members of the political community.
Although the acquisition of citizenship can offer significant benefits, we know that some immigrants
naturalise and other do not. Why is that? Yang (1994: 457) argues that immigrants’ perceptions of the
costs, benefits and meaning of naturalisation are conditioned principally by the socio-economic situation
in their countries of origin: insecurity, poor economic conditions and low standards of living may deter
immigrants from desiring to return to their homelands. In other words, citizenship provides security, but
the utility of naturalisation is appreciated differently among immigrant groups, depending on their
country of origin context (Jasso and Rosenzweig, 1986: 303; Bueker, 2005; Logan et al, 2012). Based on
this reasoning, one would expect, certainly in developed European countries (as in North America), that
the citizenship take-up rate is higher among immigrants from less developed or lower-income countries.
The context of country of origin is thus, first and foremost, relevant in terms of motivating the demand
for naturalisation from an immigrant’s perspective.
Based on the literature, one would assume that differences will still exist among immigrants in their
perceptions of the chances of life improvement secured by citizenship, even within groups coming from
countries of origin with relatively similar levels of development. If seen as a life-course event (Tucci,
2011), citizenship take-up is likely to be influenced by expectations and ambitions related to an
individual’s life situation. For example, we expect that residence matters: the longer an immigrant
resides in a country, the higher the expectation of legal incorporation in the host country community.
Existing research has shown this to be one of the best individual-level predictors of naturalisation (e.g.
Bueker 2006: 132; Dronkers and Vink 2012: 404). Additionally, immigrants who are married and those
who have children may also be more strongly motivated to acquire citizenship, as fulfillment either of
their own life-course project, or that of their spouse and/or children (who may be left behind in the
country of origin). Another important individual characteristic which can be assumed to positively affect
the ability to qualify for citizenship is language competence. Jasso and Rosenzweig (1986: 305) observe
that, for the USA, ‘coming from a country in which English is an official language facilitates
naturalisation, for which knowledge of the English language is a requirement.’ Yang (1994: 468)
confirms these findings and factors such years of residence, being married and having children, as well
as speaking the language of the host country would be expected to be included in most micro-level
investigations (e.g. Yang, 1994; Chiswick and Miller, 2008; Dronkers and Vink, 2012).

5
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Crucial determinants, in line with the literature, are socioeconomic factors such as human capital
(educational attainment, occupational status) and employment status. There are two key reasons why
one would expect that higher levels of human capital would increase the propensity to naturalise
(Yang, 1994). First, as to human capital, as better-educated or more highly skilled persons are more
likely to qualify for the type of public sector jobs for which citizenship may be a precondition, they are
more likely to capitalize on this citizenship bonus and thus to invest in the naturalisation process. The
same goes for employment: only those immigrants active on the labor market are likely to expect a
return on their investment in the naturalisation process, for example in terms of wage increase. The
second reason is related to the selectivity of the naturalisation process, which may deter immigrants
who decide not to bother investing in a procedure that looks very complex and is difficult to
understand. Less educated or skilled immigrants may be deterred more easily by the seeming
complexity of the naturalisation process. Hence, following both arguments, one would expect that
immigrants with higher levels of human capital and employed immigrants are more likely to acquire
the destination country citizenship. It is often hypothesised that ‘social capital’ also matters, for
example in terms of immigrant networks and access to information on naturalisation procedures, but
the evidence there is less systematic.
However, whereas most single-destination country studies have stopped here, logically looking
only at the variation in the origin country citizenship policies of the immigrant population, particularly
in a European context citizenship policy in the destination context is crucial. Citizenship policies set
the conditions under which immigrants can naturalise, for example the required years of residence, the
requirement to renounce one’s previous citizenship, language and civic integration tests and fees. In
Europe, we see large differences in terms of residence requirements, varying from three to twelve or
more years (until 1999 even fifteen years in Germany) as well as fees, ranging from no costs
whatsoever to nearly two thousand euro in Austria (Goodman 2010). Eligibility criteria such as
residence requirements make the acquisition of citizenship a rather more or less realistic prospect
within a foreseeable future. We expect that immigrants are more likely to acquire destination country
citizenship in countries with a citizenship law that makes citizenship relatively accessible.
Aside from individual characteristics and legal requirements in the destination country, the legal
framework set by the citizenship laws in the countries of origin and destination provides the
opportunity structure with regard to access to citizenship. In the literature, most research has gone out
to citizenship policy in the origin country, particularly with regard to the possibility of retaining one’s
previous citizenship when acquiring a new citizenship. Whether citizenship can be retained will
depend on the combined outcome of the citizenship legislation in both the countries of origin and
destination. In order to avoid conflicting allegiance or loyalties, many countries have a rule that
implies the loss of the citizenship of origin upon the voluntary acquisition of another. Some countries
also require immigrants to renounce their citizenship of origin, if they do not lose it automatically. In
Europe, countries such as Austria, Denmark and Norway have a strict renunciation requirement (Vink
and De Groot 2011). This leads to the expectation that immigrants who can retain their citizenship of
origin are more likely to acquire destination country citizenship. It should be noted, however, that the
findings in the literature on this point are rather ambiguous as some studies which hypothesize a
positive effect of dual citizenship toleration in the origin country, find in fact the opposite (see JonesCorrea 2001; Mazzolari, 2009; but compare Yang, 1994; Dronkers and Vink 2012; Logan et al, 2012).
Such contradicatory findings are likely related to the differences in methodological design, for
example with regard to sample size and definition of immigrant population (e.g. whether or not to
include the second generation).
Third, with regard to dual citizenship policies, while the option to retain dual citizenship may be
expected in general to affect the decision on whether to naturalise, one may assume that the absence of
the dual citizenship option in particular affects immigrants from highly developed countries. After all,
not only are immigrants from less developed countries in general more motivated to naturalise, thus
more willing to accept the potential cost of breaking off the legal link with the country of birth, but
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those from more developed countries also have more to lose, so to say, in terms of the value of
citizenship. It would thus be intuitive to expect a stronger positive relation between dual citizenship
tolerance and naturalisation among immigrants from highly developed countries.
Citizenship of origin and the naturalisation premium6
Economic studies have shown that citizenship matters in particular for the employability of
immigrants and their incomes. Naturalisation increases employability as employers take into account
the administrative costs of hiring foreigners and verifying rights to work (Bevelander and DeVoretz,
2008; Bratsberg et al, 2002). Naturalisation can also be a ‘signalling device’ to employers about the
better integration of potential workers, as citizenship is often associated with better language mastery
(Liebig and Von Haaren, 2011: 17). Finally, while foreigners may even have the right to participate in
political elections, at local or regional level, suffrage in national elections remains largely exclusive to
citizens, with a few exceptions (notably Brazilians in Portugal and Irish and Commonwealth citizens
citizens in the UK, as well as British citizens in Ireland).
In effect, the mainstream literature on naturalisation and economic integration assumes what might
be termed an ‘assimilationist’ perspective on dual citizenship and naturalisation. Classically,
assimilation is seen as a process by which immigrant groups fully integrate themselves into a new
country, ranging from cultural assimilation to structural assimilation (Gordon 1964). Since the move
to obtain citizenship indicates a commitment to stay in the destination country and requires a
minimum of acculturation, this may be seen as an indicator of assimilation (White, Biddlecom and
Guo 1993: 99). From this assimilation perspective, the acquisition of citizenship of the destination
country is thus an important step on the way to the civic and structural assimilation into the institutions
of the host society. While naturalisation may not fully overcome the disadvantageous situation
immigrants often find themselves in, caused by racial discrimination, language difficulties or cultural
habits which set off immigrants against the native population, it is deemed to narrow the employment
gap between immigrants and natives by making the first similar to the latter in terms of legal status.
There are at least two opposing views to such a narrow perspective which only considers the
relation between citizenship and integration from a destination country perspective. These views
should be seen as proto-theories, at best, rather than well-established theories which can provide a
ready-make framework for a systematic analysis. We outline these contrasting views in this section
and come back to them in the concluding remarks of the report.
For a first alternative view we look at segmented assimilationist theory. This theory was originally
developed to understand the different patterns of adaptation that emerge among second generation
immigrants and argues that ‘joining those native circles to which they do have access may prove a
ticket to permanent subordination and disadvantage’ (Portes and Zhou 1993: 96). The idea behind this
is that when immigrants and their children ‘enter the bottom of the ethnic hierarchy of drastic social
inequality, the forces of assimilation come mainly from the underprivileged segments of this structure,
and this is likely to result in distinct disadvantages, viewed as maladjustment by both mainstream
society and the ethnic community’ (Zhou 1997: 999).
When we connect this to the debate on citizenship and integration, segmented assimilation theory
thus points at the fact that the integrative (assimilationist) potential of naturalisation may be
undermined by persisting disadvantegous group ties. While the most detrimental factors for limited
assimilation are usually seen in racial stratification, spatial seggregation and cultural patterns of social
relations, with regard to dual citizenship one might argue that it signals the ambiguous status of the
immigrant of being caught between the contexts of the ethnic group and the destination country.
Hence, from this perspective, we would expect that the presumed labour market benefits of

6

This section draws on Vink and Schmeets (2013).
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assimilation through naturalisation are negatively conditioned by maintaining formal links with the
origin country. The main reason for this is that dual citizenship signals hesitation towards full
assimilation on the part of the immigrant and thus a stronger disposition to hold on to their ethnic
context. In other words, from a segmented assimilationist view, we expect the citizenship premium to
be higher for those immigrants who naturalise while renouncing their citizenship of origin.
Alternatively, a transnationalist perspective endorses the idea that multiple forms of membership
are a reality in a mobile world (e.g. Spiro 2007). As Portes (1999: 472) observes: “Instead of being a
denationalizing force conspiring against the integrity of the host society, transnational activities can
actually facilitate successful adaptation by providing opportunities for economic mobility and for a
vital and purposeful group life.” From this perspective, the continued link to the country of origin,
through dual citizenship, strengthens an immigrant’s social capital and thus not only does not
preclude, but even strengthen the integration into the country of residence.

5. Case studies on dual citizenship
Case study I: assessing the impact of (dual) citizenship policies on immigrant naturalisation
rates
This section summarizes the results of a recent comparative study by Vink, Prokic-Breuer and
Dronkers (2013) on the effects of citizenship policies in European countries on the propensity to
naturalise, taking into account not only characteristics of individuals, but also their origin country
features. In particular, the study looks at the relevance of destination country policies in the context of
origin country features, such as the level of development of the origin country, as well as dual
citizenship policies. The study is based on a sample of 7.489 foreign-born residents in 16 European
countries, collected by the European Social Survey. The study is innovative because, in as far as any
comparative research has been done on the effects of destination country policies, these have
concluded that indeed ‘policy matters’ (Bloemraad 2002; Reichel 2011; Dronkers and Vink 2012).
However, so far no research has been done on the question to whom citizenship policy matters more.
Later in this section, we also introduce data from a new ‘global dual citizenship database’ (Vink, De
Groot and Chun 2013), which collects information on dual citizenship policies in all countries of the
world, since 1960.
Vink, Prokic-Breuer and Dronkers (2013) hypothesise that the inclusiveness of citizenship policy
matters in particular to those immigrants who are strongly motivated to naturalise, primarily those
immigrants coming from less developed countries. After all, whereas the first group has a ‘valuable’
citizenship to fall back on and will thus continue to have a viable return option, the latter is likely to
see citizenship acquisition as part of a life course project aimed at permanent settlement in a new
country. While this need not necessarily rule out the idea of return to the home country, acquiring
citizenship of the destination country is likely to be perceived as a key precondition for such return to
the origin country, given that citizenship guarantees continuous mobility. Hence, these immigrants
will be affected more significantly by policies which make destination country citizenship either not
accessible within a reasonable period after arrival in the country due to prohibitive residency
requirements or difficult or even impossible to acquire due to prohibitive and discretionary
assimilation requirements.
Vink, Prokic-Breuer and Dronkers (2013) find that the level of development of the country of
origin is a crucial factor in understanding the relationships between on the one hand citizenship
policies and on the other individual-level features and citizenship take-up rates in Europe. To arrive at
this conclusion, the analysis first shows that demand for citizenship is influenced primarily by where
immigrants are from. The level of human development of countries of origin accounts for the vast
difference among immigrants in their propensity to naturalise. Immigrants in Europe coming from
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medium and under-developed countries are on average 2.5 times more likely to have citizenship than
those originating from highly developed countries, including EU member states and other OECD
countries (Figure 1). These findings are in line with the literature and can be understood in terms of
the perceived payoff attached to citizenship. Acquiring destination-country citizenship has a much
higher potential pay-off for immigrants originating from low-income countries than for those coming
from developed and more prosperous societies. In this context, securing residence status in a country
which offers a vast increase in security and life chances, is of crucial importance.
Figure 1. Probability of having destination country citizenship by level of development of origin
country

Source: Vink, Prokic-Breuer and Dronkers (2013).

Crucially, because large differences exist between immigrants in their motivation to naturalise,
Vink, Prokic-Breuer and Dronkers (2013) show that the impact of citizenship policies varies for these
two groups. The legal framework set by the citizenship laws in the countries of origin and destination
accounts for a difference in naturalisation rates, yet only for immigrants from less developed countries.
In fact, not only are these immigrants twice as likely to naturalise in countries with very open
citizenship policies, but they are also the ones particularly affected by these policies. Vink et al (2013)
demonstrate the relevance of policy by introducing an indicator that captures the openness of
citizenship policy in the destination countries for first generation immigrants, with regard to residency
and integration requirements for naturalization (MIPEX Access to Nationality). They observe that an
increase of 1 unit on the MIPEX scale leads to a 2.4 percent increase in the likelihood of having
destination country citizenship. This finding is illustrated by Figures 2a and 2b, which portray these
differences against the time dimension, length of residence, for immigrants from less developed
countries (Figure 2a) and those from highly developed countries (Figure 2b). The steepness of all three
lines indicates the degree to which policy matters for three groups of immigrants: i) those that have
resided in the country between six and ten years; ii) those that have resided between 10 and 20 years;
and iii) those that have resided more than 20 years. Only in the case of immigrants from underdeveloped countries do we observe a sharp increase for all three groups in the citizenship take-up
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rates. For immigrants from highly developed countries the positive relation between citizenship policy
and naturalization rates is weaker, as indicated by the steepness of the lines.
Figures 2a and 2b. Predicted probability of having destination country citizenship by MIPEX
Access to Nationality (by years of residence in destination country)

Source: Vink, Prokic-Breuer and Dronkers (2013).

Second, the analysis by Vink, Prokic-Breuer and Dronkers (2013) shows that this origin factor is
also related to the role of individual characteristics in immigrants’ decisions to naturalise.
Differentiated analyses of citizenship take-up among two immigrant groups, from highly developed
(incl. the EU) and from medium/under-developed countries, show that different determinants play a
role for different groups. Socio-economic features such as human capital (e.g. language skills) and
employment status indeed play significant roles in the take-up of citizenship, but only for immigrants
from less developed countries. Historical and cultural ties between the origin country and the
destination country also matter, for example in the context of former colonies.
Case study II: charting dual citizenship policies worldwide in the last 50 years
The relevance of dual citizenship thus needs to be understood in this context of differentiated
naturalisation dynamics. In Europe, migration-receiving countries are increasingly unlikely to demand
the renunciation of previous citizenship as a condition for naturalisation (Vink and De Groot 2011;
updated in Vink and De Groot, forthcoming). This has to do with the fact that, in a world of migration
where children of mixed-nationality couples increasingly often have dual citizenship at birth, it makes
increasingly less sense to require from a specific group of immigrants that they renounce their
citizenship of origin, when they naturalise. By 2010, of all EU member states, Austria, the Czech
Republic, Denmark and Estonia are the only countries which still have an uncompromised
renunciation demand in their citizenship legislation. Since the early 1990s, countries such as Italy,
Finland, Luxembourg and Sweden abolished the renunciation demand altogether. Other countries,
such as the Netherlands, currently allow for so many exceptions to the general rule that most
naturalised citizens do not have to renounce their previous citizenship (De Groot and Vink 2008; Van
Oers et al. 2006: 419). The new German naturalisation regime is also significantly more tolerant
towards double citizenship than was previously the case, though still generally restrictive with regard
to dual citizenship of specific categories of immigrants, as well as for the children of immigrants who
can acquire German citizenship at birth but still have to make a decision between German and foreign
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citizenship between the age of 18 and 23 (Hailbronner 2006b: 232). Spain formally has a renunciation
demand but does not enforce it (Chopin 2006: 251).
The attitudes towards dual citizenship of emigrants are perhaps most clearly manifested by the
rules that exist in states with regard to the loss of citizenship after a citizen voluntary acquires the
citizenship of another state. Basically, countries can be divided in three categories, depending on the
type of general rule they apply (though, admittedly, bilateral agreements between countries may
provide different rules for specific groups). Traditionally, in many states dual citizenship was
perceived negatively and such states provide accordingly in their national legislation that citizenship is
lost automatically upon the voluntary acquisition of another citizenship. By contrast, in states where
dual citizenship is not perceived to be problematic, no such rules on loss of citizenship exist though
citizens are allowed to voluntarily renounce their citizenship. Thirdly, in a minority of states,
citizenship is not automatically lost and renunciation is also not possible.
Figure 3. Worldwide rules on loss of citizenship after voluntary acquisition of other citizenship:
rules in 1960, by continent
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Figure 4. Worldwide rules on loss of citizenship after voluntary acquisition of other citizenship:
rules in 2013, by continent
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Vink, De Groot and Luk (2013) have charted these rules for all countries in the world, from 1960 to
2013, which provides a unique overview of the development of origin country citizenship policies
over the last half century. As Figure 3 highlights, in 1960 the majority of countries the voluntary
citizenship of another country implied the automatic loss of the citizenship of origin.7 Particularly
interesting is the South American content, where in 1960 around half of the countries applied a rule of
automatic loss and in most other countries, there was no automatic loss but citizenship could also not
be voluntarily renounced. By 2013, however, almost 90 percent of countries on the South American
content applies the rule which is currently the most popular around the world, namely that there is no
automatic loss, but individuals are allowed to renounce their citizenship, if they choose to do so
(Figure 4). These changing rules clearly reflect a different approach towards dual citizenship and is
normally linked to the desire of migration sending countries to maintain the links with the emigrant
community (Jones-Correa 2001).

7

It should be kept in mind, when comparing Figure 3 and Figure 4, that the number of independent countries in the world
was much smaller in 1960 than in 2013. There are also a number of countries on which the authors did not manage to
find sufficiently reliable information on the applicable rule in 1960.
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Figure 5. Worldwide rules on loss of citizenship after voluntary acquisition of other citizenship:
trend 1960-2013

% of states that applies respective rule

0,7

0,6

No automatic loss,
renunciation possible

0,5

Automatic loss

0,4

0,3
No loss, renunciation
not possible

0,2

0,1
Rules unknown
0
1960 1963 1966 1969 1972 1975 1978 1981 1984 1987 1990 1993 1996 1999 2002 2005 2008 2011

Source: Vink, De Groot and Luk (2013)

Figure 5 summarizes the main trends and unequivocally shows the increasing acceptance of dual
citizenship across the globe. Whereas in the early 1960s in more than 50% of states voluntary
acquisition of another citizenship caused the automatic loss of citizenship of a state, in 2013 this has
decreased to less than 35 percent. By contrast, we observe the opposite trend for states where no
automatic loss occurs, but renunciation is possible: currently around 60 percent of states falls in this
category. The percentage of states where loss does not occur and renunciation is not possible remains
fairly stable around, or just below, the 10 percent.
Do these dual citizenship rules matter? For that question we go back to the analysis by Vink,
Prokic-Breuer and Dronkers (2013), who show that dual citizenship policies do matter. Immigrants
who can retain their citizenship of origin are 40 percent more likely to acquire destination country
citizenship. These results are controlled for individual factors such as gender, age, education and years
of residence, as well as other origin countries (e.g. Human Development Index and whether
immigrants come from former colonies or territories) and destination country features (GDP per capita
and citizenship policy). However, there is no empirical support for the intuitive hypothesis that dual
citizenship matters more for immigrants from highly developed countries than for those from less
developed countries. The latter in general have a significantly higher propensity to naturalize, but this
does not seem to be affected particularly by dual citizenship policies.

6. Conclusions
To conclude, immigrants coming from highly developed countries are not only less likely to
naturalise, but whether or not they do so also seems to depend on few factors. If immigrants from
highly developed countries naturalise at all, then years of residence play a crucial role in the process.
For these immigrants, socio-economic and demographic features only play a marginal difference in
their decision to naturalise, compared to the relevance of the time spent in the country of destination.
In other words, not only does it matter where an immigrant is from, in terms of the propensity to
naturalise, but it also matters significantly where an immigrant goes, in terms of the institutional
context of the citizenship policy in the destination country. However, crucially, while destination
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country citizenship policies clearly affect naturalisation rates among immigrants, their relevance is
conditioned by the kind of origin country background of the immigrants involved. Hence, for the
question of how much it matters where one goes, it matters significantly where one is from.
The report raises two strands of issues, related to the actions and strategies of actors in origin
countries, which could affect migrants’ integration in destination countries.
First, dual citizenship policies, understood as the constellation of destination and origin country
rules, affect the propensity to naturalise across the board, though within the context that the motivation
to naturalise will depend also on other factors related to the socioeconomic background of the origin
country, as well as individual level factors. From this perspective, the actors in the sending countries
who can exercise the most direct relevance on the integration of migrations in destination countries,
through the acquisition of citizenship, are the national legislators who regulate what happens upon the
voluntary acquisition of another citizenship. The summary results of a worldwide survey presented in
this report clearly demonstrate that these actors in origin countries increasingly often accept dual
citizenship as a natural phenomenon in an increasingly transnational world and, thus, abandon
previously restrictive rules. At the same time, even though by now a clear minority, there are still a
significant number of states in the world where the phenomenon of dual citizenship is still actively
countered through restrictive citizenship rules. In a survey among sending country legislators, but also
diaspora interest groups, in a diversity of geographical, socioeconomic and legal context, these
changing attitudes towards dual citizenship could be probed further.
Second, following up on the previous point, the report highlights a major issue which has so far
received relatively little attention, at least in the surveyed literature on citizenship acquisition and
socioeconomic, political and sociocultural integration of migrants in destination countries. This relates
to the under-researched issue of the relevance of retaining origin country citizenship for the relation
between naturalisation and immigrant integration. In much of the, economically oriented, literature the
default assumption seems to be one of assimilationism: what matters for integration is destination
country citizenship, not origin country citizenship. However, apart from affecting the propensity to
naturalise, dual citizenship rules in origin countries by definition also affect the continuing relation of
the naturalised migration, after having acquired destination country citizenship. How does this
contuining tie with the origin country, expressed in a legal status or not, affect the migrants’
integration in the destination country? Apart from the occasional case studies of specific destination
and origin country constellations (e.g. between Mexico and the US, see Fitzgerald 2008), there is
relatively limited systematic evidence on how origin country citizenship affects what is often seen as a
‘citizenship premium’ in destination countries. Moreover, in a related manner, even if origin countries
broadly accept dual citizenship through their citizenship legislation, a wide variety of diaspora politics
is foreseeable, in terms of the efforts by government officials linked to diplomatic representation who
may reach out to the emigrant community to either stimulate or discourage them to naturalise in the
destination country. By keeping a formal link with the origin country, citizenship policy is often seen
as an important tool to maintain the ties with the economically significant diaspora. Such politics may
or may not interfere in the migrants’ integration process in the destination country. Hence, even if
legislators broadly accept dual citizenship for pragmatic reasons of keeping the bond alive with the
emigrant community, how do they view this continuing legal bond in terms of political, social and
economic obligations, both of the sending country and the individual migrant? And, how do individual
migrants view these continuing legal ties with the origin country?
While the viewpoint that citizenship can serve as a tool for integration is increasingly accepted, in
academia as well as in national politics, now that citizenship policies in origin countries become
increasingly tolerant towards dual citizenship, in Europe and beyond, as demonstrated in this report,
there is a self-evident relevance to further exploring how maintaining origin country citizenship
interacts in the citizenship-integration nexus in the destination context. The role of relevant actors in
sending countries, such as legislators and diaspora group representatives, will be crucial to understand
how this interaction plays out, across various constellations of sending and destination countries.

16

INTERACT RR2013/05 © 2013 EUI, RSCAS

Immigrant Integration and Access to Citizenship in the European Union: The Role of Origin Countries

Bibliography
ACIDI (2011). Ucranianos em Portugal: Uma Comunidade para Ficar? ACIDI Revista 89. Available at
http://www.acidi.gov.pt/_cf/34517.
Bauböck R (1994) Transnational citizenship: Membership and Rights in International Migration.
Aldershot: Edward Elgar.
Bauböck R and Faist T (eds) (2010) Diaspora and Transnationalism: Concepts, Theories and
Methods. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.
Bauböck R, Ersbøll E, Groenendijk K and Waldrauch H (eds) (2006) Acquisition and Loss of
Nationality. Policies and Trends in 15 European states. Vols 1 & 2. Amsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press.
Bevelander, P. and D.J. DeVoretz (eds) 2008. The Economics of Citizenship. Malmö University,
Malmö: Holmbergs.
Bevelander, P. and J. Veenman (2006). Naturalization and Immigrants’ Employment Integration in the
Netherlands. Journal of International Migration and Integration 7(3):327–349.
Bloemraad, I. (2004). Who Claims Dual Citizenship? The Limits of Postnationalism, the Possibilities
of Transnationalism, and the Persistence of Traditional Citizenship. International Migration
Review, 38(2) 389–426.
Bloemraad, I. (2002). The North American Naturalization Gap: An Institutional Approach to
Citizenship Acquisition in the United States and Canada. International Migration Review
36(1):193-228.
Bloemraad, I. (2006). Becoming a Citizen: Incorporating Immigrants and Refugees in the United
States and Canada. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
Bratsberg, B., J.F. Ragan and Z.M. Nasir. 2002. The effect of naturalization on wage growth: A panel
study of young male immigrants. Journal of Labor Economics, 20:568–579.
Bueker, C.S. 2005. Political Incorporation Among Immigrants from Ten Areas of Origin: The
Persistence of Source Country Effects. International Migration Review, 39(1): 103–140.
Chiswick, B. (1978). The effect of Americanization on the earnings of foreign-born men. The Journal
of Political Economy, 86, 897–921.
Chiswick, B.R. and P.W. Miller. 2008. Citizenship in the United States: The Roles of Immigrant
Characteristics and Country of Origin. IZA Discussion Paper, No. 3596.
Dagevos, J. (2008). Dubbele nationaliteit en integratie [Dual nationality and integration]. Den Haag:
ACVZ.
DeSipio, L. 1987. Social Science Literature and the Naturalization Process. International Migration
Review 21(2): 390-405.
DeVoretz, D. J. (2008). The Economics of Citizenship: A Common Intellectual Ground for Social
Scientists? Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 34(4) 679-693.
DeVoretz, D. and S. Pivnenko. 2004. The Economic Causes and Consequences of Canadian
Citizenship. Journal of Immigration and Integration 6(3-4):435-468.
Dronkers, J. and M.P. Vink. 2012. Explaining Access to Citizenship in Europe: How Policies Affect
Naturalisation Rates. European Union Politics, 13(3):390-412.

INTERACT RR2013/05 © 2013 EUI, RSCAS

17

Maarten Peter Vink

ERSANILLI, E. AND R. KOOPMANS (2010). Rewarding Integration? Citizenship Regulations and
the Socio-Cultural Integration of Immigrants in the Netherlands, France and Germany. Journal of
Ethnic and Migration Studies, 36(5) 773-791.
EUDO CITIZENSHIP (2013a). Citizenship; Nationality. In: EUDO Glossary on Citizenship and
Nationality. Available at http://eudo-citizenship.eu/databases/citizenship-glossary/glossary.
EUDO CITIZENSHIP (2013b). Access to Citizenship and Its Impact on Immigrant Integration:
Handbook for Portugal. Available at
http://eudo-citizenship.eu/images/acit/acit_handbook_portugal_english.pdf.
Evans MDR (1988) Choosing to be a Citizen: The Time-Path of Citizenship in Australia. International
Migration Review 22(2): 243-264.
Faist, T. ed. (2007). Dual Citizenship in Europe. Aldershot: Ashgate.
Goodman S (2010) Naturalisation Policies in Europe: Exploring Patterns of Inclusion and Exclusion,
Comparative Report, RSCAS/EUDO-CIT-Comp. 2010/7. San Domenico di Fiesole: EUDO
Citizenship Observatory.
Gugushvili, A. (2012). Report on Georgia. EUDO CITIZENSHIP, RSCAS/EUDO-CIT-CR 2012/3.
Available at http://eudo-citizenship.eu/admin/?p=file&appl=countryProfiles&f=Georgia.pdf
Helbling, M. 2013. Validating Integration and Citizenship Policy Indices. Comparative European
Politics (forthcoming).
Howard, M.M. (2006). Variation in Dual Citizenship Policies in the Countries of the EU. Internal
Migration Review 39(3) 697-720.
Huntington, S.P. (2004). Who Are We? The Challenges to America’s National Identity. New York:
NY: Simon & Schuster.
Janoski T (2010) The Ironies of Citizenship: Naturalisation and Integration in Industrialized
Countries. Cambridge etc: Cambridge University Press.
Jasso, G. and M. Rosenzweig. 1986. Family Reunification and the Immigration Multiplier: U.S.
Immigration Law, Origin-Country Conditions, and the Reproduction of Immigrants. Demography
23(3):291-311.
Jones-Correa, M. 2001. Under Two Flags: Dual Nationality in Latin America and Its Consequences
for Naturalisation in the United States. International Migration Review 35(4):997-1029.
Koopmans, R., I. Michalowski and S. Waibel. 2012. Citizenship Rights for Immigrants: National
Political Processes and Cross-National Convergence in Western Europe, 1980–2008. American
Journal of Sociology 117(4):1202-1245.
Liebig, T. and F. Von Haaren. 2011. Citizenship and the Socioeconomic Integration of Immigrants
and Their Children. In OECD, Naturalisation: A Passport for the Better Integration of
Immigrants? Paris: OECD, pp. 23-57.
Logan, J.R., O. Sookhee and J. Darrah. 2012. The Political and Community Context of Immigrant
Naturalisation in the United States, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 38(4):535-554.
Makaryan, S. (2013). Report on Armenia. EUDO CITIZENSHIP, RSCAS/EUDO-CIT-CR 2013/17.
Available at http://eudo-citizenship.eu/admin/?p=file&appl=countryProfiles&f=Armenia.pdf.
Mazzolari, F. 2009. Dual Citizenship Rights: Do They Make More and Richer Citizens? Demography,
46(1):169-191.
Niessen, J., T. Huddleston and L. Citron. 2007. Migrant Integration Policy Index. British Council and
Migration Policy Group: Brussels.

18

INTERACT RR2013/05 © 2013 EUI, RSCAS

Immigrant Integration and Access to Citizenship in the European Union: The Role of Origin Countries

North, D.S. 1987. The Long Grey Welcome: A Study of the American Naturalization Process.
International Migration Review 21(2):311-326.
OECD (2011) Naturalisation: A Passport for the Better Integration of Immigrants? Paris: OECD.
Penninx, R. (2003). Integration: The Role of Communities, Institutions, and the State. Migration
Information Source, October 2003. Available at
http://www.migrationinformation.org/Feature/display.cfm?ID=168.
Picot, G. and F. Hou. 2011. Divergent Trends in Citizenship Rates among Immigrants in Canada and
the United States. In Naturalisation: A Passport for the Better Integration of Immigrants? Paris:
OECD, pp. 154-183.
Pikkov, D. (2011). The Practice of Voting: Immigrant Turnout, the Persistence of Origin Effects, and
the Nature, Formation and Transmission of Political Habit. PhD Dissertation. Toronto: University
of Toronto.
Portes, A. and J.W. Curtis (1987). Changing Flags: Naturalization and Its Determinants among
Mexican Immigrants. International Migration Review 21(2):352-371.
Prokic-Breuer, T., M. Vink, D. Hutcheson and K. Jeffers (2013). Socialization, Naturalization and
Immigrant Political Participation in Europe: Testing the ‘Transferability’ Hypothesis. Unpublished
manuscript.
Prokic-Breuer, T., J. Dronkers and M. Vink (2013). Do Liberal Citizenship Policies Decrease the
Citizenship Premium? Assessing the Relation between Naturalization and Employment among
Male Immigrants in 16 European Destination Countries. Unpublished manuscript.
Schmeets, H. and M. Vink (2011). Opvattingen over dubbele nationaliteit en de
minderhedenproblematiek [‘Attitudes towards dual citizenship and minority issues’]. In H.
Schmeets, ed., Verkiezingen: Participatie, Vertrouwen en Integratie. Den Haag/Heerlen: Centraal
Bureau voor de Statistiek, 102-116.
Scott, K. (2008). The economics of citizenship: Is there a naturalization effect? In P. Bevelander and
D.J. DeVoretz (Eds.), The economics of citizenship. Malmö: Holmbergs. MIM/Malmö University.
Shevel, O. (2010). Report on Ukraine. EUDO CITIZENSHIP, RSCAS/EUDO-CIT-CR 2010/38.
Available at http://eudo-citizenship.eu/admin/?p=file&appl=countryProfiles&f=Ukraine.pdf.
Smith, M.P. (2007). The two faces of transnational citizenship. Ethnic and Racial Studies 30(6) 10961116.
Spiro, P. (2007). Dual Citizenship: A Postnational View. In T. Faist and P. Kivisto, eds, Dual
Citizenship in Global Perspective. Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 189-202.
Staton, J.K., R. Jackson and D. Canache (2007). Dual Nationality Among Latinos: What Are the
Implications for Political Connectedness? Journal of Politics, 69: 470–482.
Steinhardt, M. F. (2012). Does Citizenship Matter? The Economic Impact of Naturalizations in
Germany. Labour Economics, 19: 813-823.
Steinhardt, M., T. Liebig, F. Von Haaren (2010). Naturalisation and the labour market integration of
immigrants, SOPEMI 2010, International Migration Outlook (OECD: Paris), pp. 157-186.
Sumption, M. and S. Flamm (2012). The economic value of citizenship for immigrants in the United
States. Washington: Migration Policy Institute. Available at
http://www.migrationpolicy.org/pubs/citizenship-premium.pdf.
Tucci, N. 2011. National Context and Logic of Social Distancing: Children of Immigrants in France
and Germany. In M. Wingens, M. Windzio, H. de Valk and C. Aybek (eds) A Life-Course
Perspective on Migration and Integration. Dordrecht: Springer, pp. 143-164.

INTERACT RR2013/05 © 2013 EUI, RSCAS

19

Maarten Peter Vink

United Nations (2013). World Population Policies 2011. New York: United Nations.
Vink, M., T. Prokic-Breuer and J. Dronkers (2013). Immigrant naturalization in the context of
institutional diversity: policy matters, but to whom? International Migration 51(5) 1-20.
Vink, M., G.R. de Groot and C. Luk (2013). Global Dual Citizenship Database (version 1.00).
Updated until 1 January 2013. Maastricht: Maastricht University.
Vink, M. and G.R. De Groot (2010). Citizenship Attribution in Western Europe: International
Framework and Domestic Trends. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 36(5):713-734.
Vink, M. and T. Prokic-Breuer (2012). EUDO CITIZENSHIP Database on citizenship acquisition
indicators in Europe. San Domenico di Fiesole: Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies,
European University Institute. Available at http://eudo-citizenship.eu/acit/topic/citacq.
Vink, M. and H. Schmeets (2013). Does Dual Citizenship Matter? Naturalization, Citizenship of
Origin and Employment Status of Immigrants in the Netherlands. Unpublished manuscript.
Vonk, O. (2012) Dual Nationality in the European Union. A Study on Changing Norms in Public and
Private International Law and in the Municipal Laws of Four EU Member States. Leiden/Boston:
Martinus Nijhoff Publishers.
Weil, P. (2002), Qu’est-ce qu’un Français: Histoire de la nationalité française depuis la Révolution.
Grasset: Paris.
Wilson, K. and A. Portes (1980). Immigrant enclaves: An analysis of the labor market experiences of
Cubans in Miami. The American Journal of Sociology, 86, 295–319.
Yang, P.Q. 1994. Explaining Immigrant Naturalization. International Migration Review 28(3):449-477.

20

INTERACT RR2013/05 © 2013 EUI, RSCAS

